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This dissertation investigated possible influences of cultural background (defined 

here as the participants’ country of origin), on the reading recall and inferencing of two 

groups sharing similar educational training and professional goals, but born and raised in 

two different countries. Participants were German students enrolled at the European 

School of Business (ESB) Reutlingen, in Germany, (N = 42), and American students at 

the McCombs School of Business at UT-Austin in Austin, Texas (N = 44).  Each 

participant read two authentic texts in his/her native language, one published in Germany 

and one in America.  Participants wrote a recall protocol for each of the two texts and 

completed a demographic and attitude questionnaire   

 Variables in participants' educational background and professional goals were 

considered, and follow-up questions about their reactions to the texts asked. Written 

recalls were scored and quantity of recall and distortions of textual facts were compared 

across groups. Results from statistical analyses revealed significant differences in 

quantity and style of recall between Germans and Americans. Across all texts, German 

participants recalled significantly more than Americans. Country of origin and age 

demonstrated main effects upon recall, and women slightly outperformed men overall. 
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Selective qualitative analysis revealed that German participants showed more consistency 

in narrative style and rhetorical approach to writing recalls than did the American group.   

 The findings of this study seem to confirm that cultural background – specifically 

country of origin – has pervasive influence on reading recall, as previous studies have 

shown with subjects from other cultures.  Furthermore, for this group of subjects and 

texts, country of text publication was not a significant factor in recall scores, but did seem 

to influence subjects' personal preferences for texts. A key factor in recall differences 

may well be attributed to differences in education and professional expectations in the 

two countries, specifically, how Germans and Americans are trained to summarize and 

analyze texts throughout their education (Bildung) as well as differences in focus and 

implementation of advanced business degree work in Germany and the United States. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
How and Why I Came to this Project 

 This dissertation explores how cultural background influences readers’ 

perceptions and the articulation of that perception when reading and writing in their 

native language. My interest in reading comprehension comes from a variety of places, 

including a lifelong love of reading and a conviction that reading, and “texts” in all their 

forms, play a central role in everyone’s lives. During graduate school this interest 

developed into a more professional inquisitiveness as I learned more about the 

comprehension process, and how each unique reader interacts with a text and thereby 

creates unique meaning. Experiences as a foreign language teacher further confirmed for 

me the central role of cultural background in how different students see the world.  

The importance of cultural background in influencing how people learn (and read) 

was also underscored during coursework in cultural studies and literary criticism. 

Scholars in these fields believe that culture affects the way human beings understand the 

world in general, including how written material is understood. The way one understands 

German literary works, for example, depends upon previous knowledge, cultural 

affiliations and the particular literary-critical approach employed at any given time.  I 

became interested in finding out more about the influences of cultural heritage has on the 

way reading is done, how it is remembered and how inferences are made. Professors at 

the University of Texas encouraged combining my interests in applied linguistics and 

German cultural studies in a study of reading recall.   
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 An additional interest in business language and business culture stems from my 

first years at UT Austin working with David Wright in the Business German Program. 

During that year and subsequent years I also had the opportunity to work with CIBER 

(the Center for International Business and Education Research) located in the Business 

School at UT Austin. CIBER has programs to support research and curriculum 

development in language for the professions, and also supports many study abroad 

programs. Projects and conferences sponsored by CIBER fueled an interest in language 

for professional purposes. 

 While teaching business German and reading several mainstream books about 

“cross cultural understanding” (Black 1999; Marx 1999),1 I became particularly 

interested in the possible roots of misunderstandings in global business cultures. It was 

clear that a large part of the global professional community consistently has several 

complaints. First, they lament the lack of people (Americans) who could function 

comfortably in different cultures. In addition, they bemoan the fact that academia does 

not better train students in “real-world skills”, identified to be communication, cultural 

sensitivity, and teamwork  (Bikson & Law). All students are at the university to prepare 

for their futures, and regardless of major, they will all encounter people and materials 

from other cultures. A better understanding of factors influencing such encounters 

suggested the need for a better understanding of the way different cultural backgrounds 

might influence successful and unsuccessful encounters.  

                                                           
1 Global Explorers (Black), Culture Shock (Marx) 
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Defining “Cultural Background” 

 Terms such as prior knowledge, domain knowledge, and cultural background are 

used throughout the bodies of language research, reading research and cultural studies. In 

actual practice, the terms are often used interchangeably, but as Alexander, Schallert, and 

Hare (1991) emphasize, these concepts may have distinctly different components and 

implications. For this reason, researchers should take care to identify and characterize the 

terms they use. A good starting point, then, is to define what particular concepts meant to 

the present study.  

                  Prior knowledge includes all knowledge a person has, explicit and implicit, 

specific and general. Domain knowledge, as a part of prior knowledge, refers to 

knowledge about a particular field or situation, or area of work. Cultural background 

encompasses countless features of a person’s life and experiences. For this study, country 

of origin, as a primary component of these subjects’ cultural background, is defined as 

the main variable. In addition, further components of cultural background were identified 

and considered, including educational level, educational focus and professional goals. 

By looking at country of origin and the additional components, I focused on tangible 

factors that contribute to the cultural background of any individual, and attempted to 

identify their influence on reading recall. This study does not explicitly measure 

knowledge or comprehension differences between subject groups, but rather, examines 

differences that manifest themselves in reading recall as a function of one or more of 

those factors.  

Previous Research  
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Two components of any reading study  - texts and readers – have been 

investigated both separately and together in a number of related research fields, notably 

discourse analysis, L1 and L2 reading, and literary criticism. L1 and L2 reading models 

developed by cognitive scientists, discourse analysis, literary theory, and studies in 

applied linguistics that look at cultural influences on the recall of textual information.  

Research into the influence of culture on reading comprehension dates back to the 

1930s (cf. Bartlett 1932). It was not until the after the 1960s, with the expansion of areas 

of cognitive science and psycholinguistics into reading research that there was a major 

push to more closely investigate the effects of culture on recall and comprehension (cf. 

Carrell 1983; Lee 1986; Alderson & Urquhart 1988). Many of these studies examined 

ESL students living and studying in the USA. One particularly important study on the 

effect of cultural background on reading is that of Steffensen, Joag-Dev, and Anderson 

(1979). Their work demonstrated the profound influence background knowledge, 

specifically cultural affiliation, has upon comprehension of texts discussing cultural-

specific events. 

 In the 1980s and 1990s several factors continued to re-shape reading research. 

Interactive reading models were accepted and broadened, and interactive models were 

also developed for reading in the L2, both theoretical (Rumelhart) and procedural 

(Swaffar, Arens & Byrnes) in nature.  Groundbreaking studies were conducted in many 

areas of L1 and L2 reading, and findings showed that meaning resides not simply in the 

words of a text, but is constructed by the reader processing text content and structure 

along with with his/her own previous knowledge. However, even though the interactive 
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nature of reading was being established through such research, instruction in the vast 

majority of classrooms was still text-driven and most teachers did not provide instruction 

on reading comprehension or reading strategies.  

While the research on reading comprehension itself is vast, I found surprisingly 

few studies that dealt with direct comparisons of reading across two cultures, and none 

comparing US with any Western or Eastern European culture.  I concluded that there may 

a need for studies comparing the recall of readers from different countries and from a 

variety of subcultures found in these countries. In particular, what seems to be needed at 

this point in time are comparative studies with distinct homogenous subject groups, 

comparing groups from two or more different countries, and from whom data on attitudes 

and demographics have also been collected. Furthermore, in order to be able to 

understand how readers read in real-life situations, studies may need to look at reading of 

naturally-occurring texts.  

 Due to the “globalization” of education, and the continuous growth and change in 

economic and social ties between the US and Europe questions in this realm remain 

unanswered with regard to the kinds of texts people read in their daily life, whether or not 

people in different countries read and recall a text about current events that was written 

for one audience differently and whether such differences relate to their cultural 

background, e.g., whether they are German or American, Spanish or French, Indian or 

Chinese? Will there be differences with different text topics? Will two groups sharing 

some of the tangible factors I have identified as cultural background—focus of study, 

education, and professional goals—tend to read in the same way regardless of country of 
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origin? Indeed, do graduate students in, for example, business schools in the United 

States and Germany, compare with regard to education, travel, goals, attitudes towards 

the other culture, and reading habits?  

Cross Cultural Understanding and Misunderstanding 

 One ultimate goal of this study is to use the knowledge gained about cultural 

differences to enhance instruction. This knowledge could be used in courses taught in 

German or English such as language across the curriculum courses, reading courses, 

culturally-oriented courses, international business courses, and in workshops. 

 The terms cross-cultural understanding and misunderstanding are widely used 

and applied to all kinds of cognitive and emotional dissonances between people from 

different backgrounds. Although the terms themselves may be overused, the concepts 

behind them – increasing mutual respect and understanding – are central in educational 

policy and most professions. Underscoring the significance of “cross-cultural” is the fact 

that most universities talk about diverse backgrounds, multiculturalism, and globalization 

in their mission statements: 

The UT system seeks…to provide superior, accessible, affordable instruction and 
learning opportunities to undergraduate, graduate, and professional school 
students from a wide range of social, ethnic, cultural, and economic backgrounds, 
thereby preparing educated, productive citizens who can meet the rigorous 
challenges of an increasingly diverse society and an ever-changing global 
community. (http://www.utsystem.edu/news/mission.htm; UT System Mission) 
 

In other words, preparing students to be “cross-cultural” has become one of ultimate 

goals in postsecondary education. 

 Reading is an activity central to academia and most professions. People spend 

much time each day reading some sort of texts: textbooks, articles, news, business 
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reports, business plans, memos, letters, email, research. Learning about differences in 

how students read and interpret texts from each other’s cultures can help point towards 

issues to address in designing curriculum. The inferences of an American reading a text 

originating in Germany (and vice versa), and in particular a text about a topic relevant to 

their lives, could reveal how attitudes, training and culturally-defined experiences 

influence their interpretations of the “Other.” Even Language for Professional Purposes 

educators have begun to appreciate that “an understanding of cultural factors must play 

an extremely important role in the analysis of text at all levels” (Paulsell 1995; p. 86). 

 The hundreds of German businesses in the US and the millions of dollars in 

commerce between the two countries bears witness to the extensive collaboration 

between Americans and Germans. When colleagues plan to work with each other and 

collaborate in business and politics, it is essential and beneficial to learn how – and how 

differently - a new colleague may synthesize information, think through a problem, read a 

business plan, read a report or publication, and produce a summary and analysis. Clashes 

in these areas of communication are confirmed by recent and ongoing clashes between 

business people and politicians. Data from studies like this one may help identify and 

illuminate the differences between cultures, even providing information for development 

of business training and education. Business schools’ international programs, for 

example, are growing exponentially and are requiring that their courses have more and 

more emphasis on leadership roles in a multi-cultural society (see Appendix E for 

excerpts from UT and ESB websites) 
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Design of this Study 

Looking at German and Americans with similar profiles, it was hypothesized that 

there would be differences in how individuals would read texts on current events from 

each others’ country. I predicted there would be differences even though these two 

countries have many similarities with regard to technological advancement, strong 

economies, education, standards of living, global business, and even though my two 

groups are similar with regard to education, professional goals and socio-economic level. 

As predicted, differences were found in text elements that were recalled and elaborated. 

However, some other differences were unexpected and enlightening. In order to focus on 

the culture and eliminate the language variable, it was decided to make this study an L1 

study (meaning all subjects read texts in their L1) with the major variable then being 

cultural background. Nevertheless, these findings can still supplement the baseline for L2 

(second language) reading research, as well as inform L2 instruction.  The review of 

research in the next chapter will cover previous work specifically investigating cultural 

background as a component in reading comprehension, L1-specific reading research, and 

selected L2 research.  

 As described above, this dissertation combines language research and German 

Studies, and was inspired by previous cross-cultural reading research (eg., Steffensen, 

Joag-Dev, & Anderson 1979; Chu, Swaffar, & Charney 2002; Pritchard 1990). However, 

the design is unique in several ways, including that the subjects came from two countries 

never compared before in this way and that the texts used were authentic, expository texts 

about current events. It is hoped that the design of the study can be used as a model for 
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instructional activities focusing on cross-cultural examinations, and that findings can be 

applied to L2 (German) instruction, and L1 business instruction. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction 

 This chapter provides an overview of developments in the following areas: 1) 

expansions in reading models, 2) theories offered by cognitive psychology and literary 

criticism, 3) recent perspectives and research relating to cultural background’s role in 

reading, 4) how various factors influence readers’ understanding of text, and finally 5) 

research specifically looking at cultural background and reading. The fundamental 

premise of this study is that components of cultural background (such as country of 

origin, age, gender, exposure to foreign cultures and education) contribute to readers’ 

horizons of expectation and hence influence what kind of textual information they recall, 

and how they recall textual information. Previous findings are described from studies that 

looked at how a range of factors within “cultural background” seem to affect how texts 

are recalled. This Chapter concludes by considering some of the remaining gaps in the 

research, and describing how the present study was designed.  

 It is hoped that the review of research in this chapter and the design of the study 

reflect the interdisciplinary directions in which reading research as a whole is moving. 

For example, research on reading increasingly combines linguistic and discourse 

analytical perspectives, cognitive science and pedagogy, or it examines peoples’ affective 

and cultural factors as it relates to reading comprehension. In particular, current research 

in this field is influenced by significant findings from L1 and L2 reading research, as well 

as by work in the field of cognitive psychology. The next sections of this Chapter 

consider reading models and the directions of reading research. 
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Reading: Recent Models and Perspectives 

The Origins of Current Trends: An Overview 

 Until the 1960s, reading was viewed as a sequence of processes without 

considering, for the most part, influences of readers’ cultural differences, the contexts, or 

the intentionalies and genres of texts read. By the 1970s and 1980s, with the expansion of 

cognitive psychology (Ausubel, Anderson), psycholinguistic models of reading 

(Goodman) and interactive models of reading (Samuels & Kamil 1984; Rumelhart 1977) 

proposed that there was interactive, concurrent processing of words, syntax, paragraphs, 

and metalinguistic observations and that all of these factors interacted with readers’ 

background knowledge. With this emphasis on reader variables and on the interaction 

between reader and text, much L1 and L2 research focused on examining how prior 

knowledge plays a role in reading comprehension (Carrell 1983; Lee 1986). Background 

knowledge was understood to include content knowledge, cultural affiliation, an 

individual’s past experiences, as well as knowledge of text structure, rhetorical features, 

and reading strategies (Swaffar, Arens & Byrnes 1991).  

Cognitive and Social Perspectives 

Although reading has been a research focus for over 100 years (and has been the 

topic of discussions many years before that), it was the rise of cognitive science in the 

1950s and 1960s that refocused research and eventually produced interactive models. 

Along with this refocusing, language comprehension has been examined within the field 

of psychology. Schema theory in all its guises (Bartlett 1932; Anderson 1984; Carrell 
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1985 [ESL]) is an area in which cognitive research intersects with research in reading 

comprehension. Schema research vis-à-vis reading examines how textual information 

enters and interacts with a reader’s existing mental structures of knowledge. These 

dynamic structures, or schemata, may adjust in form and content with each new 

experience or input, such as reading a text. The schemata and related sub-schemata 

(Schallert 1982) that a reader has about a particular topic may cause a reader to make 

certain inferences or predictions when reading about this topic. These inferences may be 

correct (as in elaborations) or incorrect (as in distortions). One of the analyses performed 

for this study includes looking at particular inferences for differences between German 

and American readers. 

As noted above, until the 1970s, psycholinguistic models for reading in one’s 

native language (L1) diverged on the issue of whether reading was a matter of bottom-up 

(letter, word--level linguistic) processing or top-down (idea or meaning-based) cognitive 

processing. In other words, researchers tended to view reading polemically as driven by 

either word- and sentence-level apprehension  (cf. Gough 1984), or by the reader’s 

predictive capacity to infer text development on the basis of its global information or 

“main ideas” (Goodman 1970). One the one hand, it was thought that not understanding 

particular words was the main obstacle to proficient reading. On the other hand, others 

believed that it was not recognizing texts’ macrostructure or organization that presented 

the greatest obstacle.  

From a different perspective - a social perspective - reading has even been 

described as a social act. A social view (Bloome & Green 1984; Wells 1986) considers 
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that different cultural contexts may result in different readings of a text. There may be 

multiple interpretations of one text and even multiple “readers” within one person. For 

example, a student reading an article for a class assignment may notice and recall 

different items than the same student reading it for pleasure. An editor reading the same 

article may again have a very different set of items she notices and recalls. In this social 

view “reading enculturates readers and makes them belong to a group” (Bernhardt 1991, 

p. 14). A synthesis of the cognitive and the social view resulted by the 1990s in a socio-

cognitive view of reading, in which text includes structure, pragmatics, content, context 

and topic, and the fact that readers can react differently at different times.  

Interactive Models (L1) 

By the 1980s this so-called interactive model for reading was widely accepted 

(Samuels & Kamil 1984; Carpenter & Just 1986) and became the baseline for subsequent 

models. At the same time, other researchers were continuing to focus on subsets of the 

reading process, for example, word recognition or syntactical processing or use of 

strategies. Grabe (1991), for example, lists six components of the reading process: 

automatic recognition skills, vocabulary and structural knowledge, formal discourse 

structure knowledge, content/world background knowledge, synthesis and evaluation 

strategies, metacognitive knowledge and skills monitoring. It is still not clear, however, 

exactly how much connectivity exists between the sub-processes of reading, and exactly 

how they are related.  

L1 research from the last two decades has attempted to further clarify what 

processes are involved in reading, how they interact and how world knowledge and 
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reader expectation are involved (Brown 1998). Reader expectations and the knowledge 

they bring to the reading process include culture-specific, domain and general world 

knowledge. The extensive body of L1 research “has established that whenever a 

mismatch between textual organization and reader expectations occurs, readers tend to 

distort a text’s meaning, their processing efficiency is impaired, and their retention is 

short-circuited” (Chu 2002, p. 513).  Because reader expectations can be culturally 

shaped, I hypothesized that there may be culture-specific distortions or effects on 

retention when recalling texts from another culture. 

Developmental cognitive factors also play a role in reading and recall capabilities. 

Findings indicate significant differences between childrens’, adolescents’, young and 

more mature adults’ developmental capabilities, including differences between high 

school and college, as well as college and graduate school students (Freedle & Meyer 

1984). Thus, for example, the impact of a text’s logical structure (for example, a text may 

make contrasts, use cause/effect logic, describe chronologically) is greater for college age 

than for high school readers (Paris, Wasik & Turner; p. 609). This is one reason that one 

must be careful about applying findings from research conducted with children to adult 

readers. Consequently, subjects of the current study were adult university students, so 

that findings may be applied to adult L2 instruction and adult business instruction. 

All interactive models share many theoretical foundations, and agree that meaning 

is created in an active reconstruction of the text by the reader, and that this involves 

cognitive processes, affective factors and background knowledge. However, different 

models have unique features as well – for example, some models focus on word-level 
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processing (Gough 1972; Just & Carpenter 1980), while another model focuses on 

compensation capacities between components of the reading process (Stanovich 1980). 

The following discussion describes aspects of several models that consider recall and 

comprehension.  

Expanding Reading Models – Incorporating Problem-solving and Inferencing  

In general, in models of reading since the 1980s, the “information in the text 

together with world knowledge leads to the construction of a textual representation” (van 

Dijk, 1983 p. 45). Van Dijk takes this view of comprehension even further by explicitly 

describing how beliefs, attitudes and opinions (sets of cognitive information) play an 

important role in comprehension. Processing this kind of subjective background 

knowledge fits in with a strategic process model of discourse comprehension  (Kintsch & 

van Dijk 1983). This model is a synthesis of cognitive science and discourse analysis, and 

describes processes of “construction and updating” in the reader’s memory, in which 

traces of previous events, actions or discourses will “permanently update what we know.” 

Each individual may create a different, personal or biased text representation.  

Specifically: “As soon as we encounter an attitude object, either directly or as represented 

in a discourse, the corresponding attitude system and the attitude schema will be searched 

for the relevant general opinions. Such a general opinion can be instantiated and 

integrated into the actual situation model” (p. 41). For example, after getting the bit of 

information “US government subsidies to farmers,” a reader’s general opinion of “I 

oppose the current US administration” may be instantiated as “I am against the subsidies 

given to farmers.”  
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With their situational model, van Dijk & Kintsch (1983) introduced new 

dimensions into the assessment of recall: problem-solving and visual representations 

versus verbal recall alone. In an effort to understand how incoming information is 

integrated into prior knowledge, the situation model describes how readers make 

connections between what is in the “textbase” and their world knowledge. This is a 

dynamic process that constantly updates and assimilates the new “situation” into the 

reader’s existing world knowledge. Graesser and Clark (1985) also examined how 

different categories of world knowledge function during comprehension and inferencing. 

Their research, which focused mainly on narrative text, suggested that readers’ inferences 

could be activated by words or by global concepts/patterns. They concluded that 

inferences are made when readers ask themselves questions about cause- and goal-

oriented text events in narratives. Examining types of reader inferences is increasingly 

used (eg. Steffensen; Pritchard; Ai) to investigate the way readers understand text.  

Another current L1 comprehension theory – explanation based theory – also 

incorporates looking at prior knowledge and inference-making. This theory predicts that 

readers will understand a text better when they make causal relationships (Brown 1998). 

Readers make causal links between different parts of a text and then mentally create an 

explanation for the connections between textual elements – i.e., the “why” - which leads 

to better comprehension and longer memory of what was read. As they make causal links, 

readers retrieve prior knowledge to fill in the gaps that the text leaves. The presence of 

prior knowledge and the ability to retrieve it aids a reader in explaining why something 

occurs in a text and results in inference-making. 
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There are contradictory hypotheses (in social psychology – Fishbein & Ajzen 

1975; in traditional cognitive dissonance theory - Abelson et al. 1968) about whether 

individuals will tend to better recall the information in the text, which is congruent or 

incongruent with their own opinions and attitudes. Which kinds of information readers 

recall better could go either way and may depend upon factors such as reader strategy. If 

readers preferentially look for information in texts that confirms their expectations, then 

the result is predictable and they will recall congruent information better. If however, a 

reader’s strategy includes looking for conflicting information or opinions in the texts that 

is critical of their own opinions, then the results would not be so predictable.  In the 

conclusion of his 1982 work, for example, van Dijk noted that evidence was still 

preliminary, and that modeling belief systems is difficult: “strategies used in the 

activation and inference production of opinions and the role of opinions in short term 

memory processing requires further attention.”  

It is precisely this examination and modeling of belief systems and other affective 

components that will further illuminate the reading process – and these can be examined 

by looking at reader inferences made in recalling texts. In other words, two groups of 

people from different countries/cultures might create significantly different patterns of 

inferences from reading. These differences may reflect and illuminate patterns of cultural 

differences. Findings of this study will provide insights specific to subjects from sub-

cultures of Germany and the US. It is through looking at inferencing and comparison of 

recalls from those two groups, along with thorough profiling of subjects, that meaningful 

culture-specific correlations can be found. 
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Perspectives from Literary Theorists about Meaning Formation 

Applied linguists and cognitive psychologists are, of course, not the only ones 

interested in reading. Literary theorists have discussed text interpretation and reading for 

centuries, and have argued for different relative magnitudes of importance for text, author 

and reader. Many scholars and theorists in the field of reading research have had previous 

training or interest in literary theory, and are aware of literary theories that focus on the 

dynamic interaction between text and reader. 

 During this same period of development towards interactive, socio-cultural 

reading models described in the previous section, work in discourse analysis and 

poststructuralist literary criticism (reader response) also foregrounded readers’ cultural 

differences and text intentionalies. In that sense, the scope of research in reading 

comprehension was expanding to include not only cognitive processing of the surface 

information found in a text, but also the social, historical, and psychological factors that 

might affect the quantity and quality of information gleaned from reading.  

Approaching reading comprehension from an interpretive rather than a research 

perspective, Louise Rosenblatt wrote early theoretical work outlining a reader-oriented 

approach to the study and analysis of literature (Literature as Exploration, 1937) that has 

become increasingly influential in reading research as well as literary criticism. In a very 

real sense Rosenblatt presaged interactive models, and particularly, work in the past three 

decades in schema theory and sociolinguistics.  Her basic tenet stated that: 

[b]oth the reader and the text work together to produce meaning. They are  
partners in the interpretive process. Both the reader and the text share a  
transactional experience. The text acts as a stimulus for eliciting various past  
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experiences, thoughts and ideas from the reader. At the same time, the text  
SHAPES the reader's experiences, selecting, limiting, and ordering the ideas that  
best conform to the text. (37) 
 

In other words, the reader’s cultural background as well as the origin of the text may play 

a role in how each person understands and recalls a text. 

Literary Theory - Reader Response  

Reader response theory, the literary-critical outgrowth of phenomenological 

explanations for shared comprehension experience, looks at interactive meaning-creation 

(how readers respond to text, what is the reader’s role). Based on the work of Roman 

Ingarden and Wolfgang Iser, this critical approach, like Rosenblatt, examines the ways 

individual readers or communities of readers experience texts. The interaction between 

reader and text created the foundation for Iser’s definition of reader response as a process 

in which meaning is produced “in the interaction between the textual signals and the 

reader’s acts of comprehension” (Iser 1972).   

 Literary theories such as reader response consider both the text and reader, and 

these theories are conceptually related to the schema-type reading theories mentioned 

earlier. Schema theory says that each person has his or her own set of schemata – mental 

structures of knowledge - based on his or her own set of experiences. Phenomenological 

theories conceive that multiple readers will similarly recognize certain text features, such 

as when a conflict occurs in a text (Swaffar, Arens, & Byrnes 1991).  Because culturally-

related groups of readers share certain mental filters (schemata), this may result in 

patterns of similar meaning (comprehension) within a group of readers from a particular 

country/culture. As mentioned earlier, there will be individual variations in 
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comprehension, but there may be significant differences when comparing reading 

between two groups from different countries. In the present study, two groups were 

compared who had much in common, including level of education, professional goals, 

and field of study. The main difference and independent variable between the groups was 

heritage – whether they were from Germany or the United States. Therefore, my decision 

to use these groups anticipated that I would find differences in their recall based on their 

cultural backgrounds.  

Views Shared by both Literary Theory and Reading Research 

As stated above, certain literary theories as well as the vast majority of research 

from the last two decades view reading as an interactive process. Not only reader 

reactions, but also discourse features are important (e.g. Carrell, 1984; Grabe 1984; Ho 

1990; Ai 1994; Chu, Swaffar & Charney 2002). Discourse analysis is applied to text 

analysis and data analysis in many areas of applied linguistics, and may include 

examination of syntactic, textual, and interpersonal variables (Grabe 1984). In other 

words, examining discourse includes not only analyzing the verbal or written “text,” but 

also taking into account affective factors of the speaker/reader and the social context of 

the utterance. A further dimension to discourse analysis is the cross-cultural dimension 

(Paulsell 1994). Because semantics and syntax create message systems unique to a 

particular culture, being aware of issues of discourse analysis might be particularly useful 

in both cross-cultural reading research and as a pedagogical tool for reading instruction. 

 While researchers and literary theorists have learned that different readers weigh 

information differently and are selective in what they include and omit when 
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remembering/recalling a text, little attention has been paid to the ordinary reader, the 

subjective individual who reads a particular literary text. Even when considering reader-

response and discourse studies together, the ordinary reader remains outside the scope of 

inquiry. D.S. Miall and D. Kuiken, in their paper “The form of reading: Empirical studies 

of literariness” (1995), state;  

Almost no professional attention is being paid to the ordinary reader, who 
continues to read for the pleasure of understanding the world of the text rather 
than for the development of a deconstructive or historicist perspective. The 
concerns that an ordinary reader seems likely to have about a literary text, such as 
its style, its narrative structure, or the reader's relation to the author, the impact on 
the reader's understanding or feelings - such concerns now seem of little interest. 
(1) 

 

 One could extend this further and point to even less research that has been 

conducted into how ordinary readers read everyday, normally-occurring texts such as 

news articles, interviews, editorials, reports, memos, popular writing, etc., even though 

these are exactly the kinds of texts most people read much of the time at work or by 

choice. In designing this study I chose text types and topics that participants would 

potentially be reading, for example, for information or in their future careers. I wanted to 

find evidence specific to misunderstandings between Germans and Americans working 

and collaborating together, or having to understand textual material (publications, reports, 

plans, etc) from the other country.  

 Regardless of the specific elements of any given model, current research models 

and literary theory synthesizes cognitive with cultural perspectives. Comprehension 

occurs when the reader creates a mental representation of incoming verbal information.   
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What each reader brings to the text, cognitively and culturally, results in different 

interpretations and inferences for each reader. Insights gained from studying text 

comprehension from only one culture may not be generalizable to other cultures. 

However, these individual insights across a particular subject group can provide reference 

points for studying texts across many cultures.  

 Culturally-oriented reading research must involve texts from multiple cultures, 

not only because people from different cultures may have different schemata that will 

influence their recall, but also because the texts themselves may contain culture-specific 

organization or discourse elements that can influence recall. As mentioned earlier, a basic 

premise underlying this study is that differences in cultural background, specifically 

peoples’ country of origin, will manifest themselves in reading recall as a result of both 

culture-specific schemata and text level organization. 

Research on L1 and L2 reading has been shaped by models and theories described 

in the previous sections. This research has reflected the shift in perspective towards more 

comprehensive, interactive views of reading stemming in part from the expansion of 

cognitive science, as well as the idea of comprehension as an individual creation of 

meaning. The next section focuses more closely on trends in reading research over the 

last several decades, followed by a description of previous studies that specifically looked 

at cultural background and its influence on reading. 

 

Reading Research: Evolution and Directions in L1 and L2  
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To date, the reading models dominant in psycholinguistic research tend to focus 

on reading comprehension in terms of textual information and the cognitive processes 

readers employ to recall that information. Relatively few studies in either first or second 

language reading have explored the ways in which readers’ horizon of expectation, their 

culturally-conditioned knowledge and perspectives, influence not only what is recalled, 

but how. A small but growing number of L1 studies have focused on problem-solving 

and reader values, as in Walter Kintsch and Teun van Dijk’s situation model or  Art 

Markman’s work that explores how readers’ value systems influence their perception 

(1993; 1997). In virtually all such studies, the influence of reader perspective and 

background has proven significant. 

The relatively small number of L2 studies that look at the ways reader 

background and perspectives influence text comprehension have yielded findings that 

confirm the significance of these factors for second language acquisition as well. 

Whereas reading research in the 1970s and 1980s focused largely on reading strategies, 

interactive processes (so-called “top down” and “bottom up” reader foci), rhetorical 

organization (logic structures, story grammars), and reader background in terms of 

knowledge as an inhibiting or facilitating factor, these considerations have, more 

recently, been augmented by attention to an extended palette of sociolinguistic and 

discourse features as discussed above. Indeed, whether conducting L1, L2, or FL studies, 

researchers increasingly refer to related disciplines such as sociolinguistics and discourse 

analysis and to literary theories such as reader-response as motivating forces behind their 

work.   
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The current study is informed by research that explores the importance of socio-

linguistic and discourse features. Although the current study was conducted in the 

readers’ L1, it was informed by L2 research and has implications for L2 reading in 

several ways. The main reason is that cultural background influences reading in both L1 

and L2. Findings of this study can help form a baseline of data about influences on 

Americans reading texts originating in Germany, which can be applied to further research 

or to instruction. In the review of studies in this chapter I include both L1 and L2 studies. 

The L2 studies (primarily from ESL) provide evidence regarding the influence different 

types of C2 (target/second culture) have on reading, and L2 text types may reflect 

cultural differences in genre, topic or structure. L2 studies also shed light on reader 

factors such as possible influences from cultural-specific strategies, affective factors, or 

educational background.  

The main focus of this project is to look at how cultural background influences 

reading, specifically with authentic current-events texts from another culture, by 

comparing it with reading from native culture. The kind of culture-specific information 

from this study about readers from the Germany and USA can be applied to a wide range 

of instruction, for example, to courses that examine differences between modern-day 

America and Germany, to Business German courses, or to reading-based and content-

based courses.  

Recent Directions of L2 Research 

 As outlined in an earlier section, since the 1960s models of reading have shifted 

from a behaviorist, text-focused view of reading to interactive models. During the 1970s 
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and 1980s, language research also began to focus on the learner and examine how 

individual differences affected learning and comprehension. L2 studies began to look at 

schema, interlanguage, ethnography, and metalinguistic aspects of reading. 

Psycholinguistics began to address adult language learning separately from childrens’ 

language learning, and to look at effects of different backgrounds, different motivations, 

and affective factors (Swaffar, Arens & Byrnes 1991). Paralleling the paradigm shift in 

this field of research, foreign language instruction experienced shifts from “normative 

language and language replication,” to a focus on the learner and “authentic 

input/language creation” (Swaffar, Arens & Byrnes, p. 9-12). The new paradigm 

recognized “language as a creative process which occurs within a social context” (p. 10). 

The change in paradigms in L2 instruction followed and paralleled new research 

directions.  

Theoretical models and empirical research in particular are beginning to have an 

impact on foreign language instruction where unfamiliar target-culture context and/or 

socio-cultural factors pose formidable barriers to complete and accurate comprehension 

of spoken or written discourse. As a consequence, foreign language teachers have 

increasingly employed teaching practices and materials that expose students to multiple 

genres and multiple positions of speakers and authors in a variety of contexts (more on 

genre in Chapter Five Discussion ). Research on the impact of such distinctions and 

teaching practices, however, is still in its infancy. 

In her 1991 book Reading Development in a Second Language, Elizabeth 

Bernhardt presents a comprehensive summary of L2 reading research up to 1990.  The 
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121 studies are divided into categories: studies that investigate word recognition, 

background knowledge, text structure, oral factors, syntactic factors, cross-lingual 

processing strategies, or meta-cognitive and affective factors (although there are only 3 

studies in the “affective” category). Investigative techniques include recall protocols, eye-

movement, multiple choice and cloze tests, measuring reading speed, interviews and 

questionnaires. Findings of these L2 studies have informed and inspired subsequent 

research, and yet left questions open in many areas including, looking at adult readers, 

using authentic texts, whether L1 reading proficiency predicts L2 reading proficiency, 

how to test reading, and whether/how activating background knowledge aids in reading 

comprehension.  

Bernhardt identifies a number of problems with the L2 research database (1991; 

2003). For example, studies that looked at cultural background or prior knowledge are 

quite disparate with regard to subject pools – ranging from ESL in the United States, to 

EFL outside of the US; some studies were conducted with children, some with 

adolescents and some with adults. With such a wide variety of subject groups, reading 

assessment and testing materials, it is very difficult to compare results, and generalize 

these results to other populations. For example, specific results from a study on Chinese 

students living in the US or Chinese students living in China (but not compared to 

another “control” or comparison group of subjects) may not be generalized to other 

populations. However, studies like this can reveal culture-specific differences, and stress 

the need to conduct more research and comparative research with different populations.   
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Problems with reading research also include the variable nature of proficiencies 

within a group and how multi-cultural the individual subjects can be (Bernhardt; p. 86). 

For example, one finds descriptions of subjects such as “85 college ESL students” (Blau 

1982) or “43 adult ESL learners” (Perkins 1983). In other words, L2 learners with a 

variety of L1s may be grouped together without looking at the effects that the different 

L1s might have on learning English. Furthermore, most of the previous research referred 

to by Western scholars focuses on English as the L2, resulting in Anglo-biased body of 

research. Bernhardt also notes skepticism about another factor in L2 research – that North 

American researchers themselves are mostly monolingual, particularly in ESL, and 

therefore often require their subjects to do recalls in the researchers’ L1 (English), which 

is the subjects’ L2. Furthermore, collecting data in subjects’ L2 may not be not an 

accurate measure of comprehension. 

Although L2 reading research has increased in scope and depth in the last two 

decades, it is still in its infancy compared to the long tradition of L1 reading research. L2 

research has been largely imitative of L1 research, which, although providing excellent 

research designs, may not paint a complete picture of L2 language factors influencing 

perception. L2 research still leaves many open questions with regard to language specific 

factors, culture-specific background influences, and the degree to which L1 reading 

affects L2 reading.  

A further difficulty with comparing results of studies with each other is the form 

of assessment used to test recall or comprehension (Bernhardt 1991; Swaffar, Arens  & 

Byrnes 1991; Wolf 1993). Studies use different assessment methods, including cloze 
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tests, multiple choice, recall, interviews, or a combination thereof. They may also state 

they are testing “comprehension” when in fact they are testing recall or memory. Most 

true/false questions and many multiple-choice type questions, for example, test memory 

skills and not true understanding. However, when analyzed suitably, recall and memory 

can indicate true comprehension. To a great extent, it is a matter of using terminology 

consistently and precisely.  

 To gain an overview of more recent trends and areas of interest specifically in 

reading research in the last decade, I conducted a database search of research since 1990. 

To find studies parallel with the issues and investigative method of this current project, 

combinations of the keywords “reading,” “cultural background,” and “recall” were 

checked. The search yielded just over 150 articles and dissertations since 1990, 

approximately 90% ESL and L2. The foci of the studies included: how cultural affiliation 

affected comprehension, choice of reading strategies, understanding of rhetorical 

structure, and text preferences. The only studies that conducted research in L1 comparing 

adult subjects from specific countries/cultures1 were the following: 3 with African-

Americans, 1 with Mexicans and Americans, 1 with Americans only, and 1 with Palauans 

and Americans.   

 A close look at a representative sample of the 150 articles and abstracts (sample n 

= 30) revealed the following distribution of specific countries or cultures examined in the 

studies: 4 studies looked at Chinese subjects, 1 Singapore, 1 Swedish, 1 Italian, 5 Israeli-

Arab (all the same author), 1 Asian-American, 1 Indian/Thai, 1 Brunei.  The remainder of 

                                                           
1 LLBA and ERIC. Searches of psychologically-oriented databases may yield more results specific to L1 reading 
cognitive processes. 
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this sample focused on the following topics: reviewing previous cross-cultural reading 

research, drawing pedagogical implications from previous findings, or discussing the 

testing of reading. Less than 20% of studies looked at inferences generated in recalling 

texts or used adult subjects, and approximately 50% used multiple-choice tests to assess 

reading comprehension.  

Recall as an Investigative Tool 

Recall of textual material became a widely-used investigative tool in both L1 and 

L2 as the focus shifted away from primarily text-intrinsic analyses and research to focus 

on the interactions between reader and text. As recall became more widely used by 

researchers, systems of text analysis were developed to analyze reading and recall. 

Although created for the same general purpose, systems of measuring recall and scoring 

texts have varied greatly. Some methods divide the text into propositions within a 

hierarchy of relative importance (Kintsch 1974; Kintsch & van Dijk 1978), while other 

methods use weighted idea units as the unit of analysis (Meyer 1985), and still others 

focus more on word-recognition or, alternatively, at macro-structural elements or 

concepts (Fredericksen 1975, 1977). For example, if global comprehension is the focus of 

the study, then a system that scores gist and breaks texts into larger units of content may 

be used; if word-recognition is the focus of the study, then a system that breaks texts into 

smaller lexical units is appropriate.2 The upshot is that the task to be analyzed, and 

whether the research is examining subjects’ L1 or L2, will determine which system 

should be used.  
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Directions for Future Research 

The Reading Research Quarterly of Winter 2003 devotes an entire section to 

“new directions in research.” Editors asked scholars and researchers to tell them whether 

such a section would be important and what topics to include. The many responses to this 

question were categorized, and themes mentioned include effective reading research, the 

multicultural contexts in which reading occurs nowadays, and multilingual reading 

theory. In her contribution to this issue of RRQ, Bernhardt calls for more evidence of L1 

literacy’s large contribution to one’s L2 reading ability, and reminds us that “a strong 

first-language base enables a second language reader to understand the parameters of 

literacy as well as the strategies.” Bernhardt further asserts that research has 

demonstrated the relative contribution of first language literacy (20%), and second 

language knowledge (30%), to L2 reading performance (116) (also Lee & Schallert 

1997).  

The remaining 50% of reading process has yet to be explained conclusively. This 

50% includes affective factors such as attitude, interest, purpose, as well as cultural 

background, and must be examined further. Background itself can be further broken 

down into components that may affect reading individually or in combination: subjects’ 

country of origin, the type of text, the topic of the text, the origin of the text, subjects’ 

education and training. For example, with certain genres and topics, reading 

comprehension may depend heavily upon gender, and age. One research suggestion of 

                                                                                                                                                                             
2 The way texts were divided into idea units for scoring recall is described in Chapter 3, Method. 
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Bernhardt’s to help understand the 50% is to “observe readers in high-stakes situations 

where pressure to comprehend in significant.”   

 

Linking Reading Research and Cultural Background  

Recent Interest in Culture 

As mentioned in the introduction, the term cultural background is used here to 

encompass culture-specific and content-specific information and familiarities that readers 

bring to reading and understanding a text, including attitude and knowledge and 

experience that arises specifically because of where someone comes from. The term 

where is further defined as a distinct social community within the broader culture, 

identified here by country of origin and further identified as educational level, 

educational major, and professional goals.  

 Culture defines human consciousness and behavior and influences the way we 

see, or fail to see, the world around us. Cultural studies by its very nature is 

interdisciplinary, broad and “still defining itself as an academic discipline” (Pulverness 

2000). Interest in the areas of intersection between cultural studies and reading research is 

further evidenced by numerous journals focusing on the relationships between context 

and meaning (i.e. Discourse and Society; Cross-Cultural Psychology; Language Culture 

and Curriculum; Current Issues in Language and Society).  

 

Studies Specifically Looking at Cultural Background  



 32 

Current L1 and L2 research and models reflect the fact that cultural background – 

and more specifically, where a reader comes from – has a pervasive influence on reading 

comprehension. Comprehension of culturally unfamiliar material has been shown to be 

more difficult than comprehension of culturally familiar material (Bartlett 1932; Johnson 

1982; Anderson 1983; Steffensen et al 1979).   The pervasive influence of one’s culture 

and prior knowledge is a further basis for examining readers’ inferences in order to gain 

insights about how their background manifests itself when reading texts. In other words, 

researchers can examine to what extent cultural affiliation affects how people from 

different cultures see, or fail to see, textual facts, by looking at inferences people draw 

from a reading or mis-reading of texts about culturally grounded experiences. Relatively 

little research has been conducted with adults and authentic materials, and none has 

compared European and American readers. The next section will describe studies that are 

particularly relevant to this study with regard to design, or because they rely on the same 

models (i.e., interactive, situational) and related areas of research (i.e., reading, cross 

cultural studies). 

Findings of Previous Research   

 In this section I will describe previous research on the influence cultural 

background has on L2 reading. I will also consider investigative methods, assessment 

instruments and data analyses, as well as how demographic factors (such as country of 

origin, age, gender, exposure to foreign cultures and educational background) were 

treated in the research design of these previous studies.   

Studies Looking at the Influence of Cultural Background on Recall or Comprehension 
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 A great deal of the research in the area of how cultural background affects reading 

comprehension has been conducted with children, with the goal of improving instruction 

in ESL and multicultural L1 classrooms. Consequently, their findings cannot be 

generalized broadly to more homogeneous populations in other countries, or to adult 

readers, who belong to different educational and professional communities. However, a 

few studies have looked at adult readers to establish differences between specific cultures 

and these will be described in the following paragraphs. Although these few studies have 

not looked at European and American cultures, they can provide information about 

research design/investigative methods.  

Steffensen, Joag-Dev and Anderson’s (1979) benchmark work demonstrated the 

profound influence background knowledge, specifically cultural affiliation, has upon 

comprehension. In Steffensen, Joag-Dev & Anderson, 39 Hindi speakers and English 

speakers all living in the USA read two letters in English, devised by the researchers. The 

letters averaged 131 idea units (units of content),3 and subjects were asked to produce 

recall protocols of everything they remembered after reading. Subjects all read in 

English, which was the L1 for the American subjects, L2 for Indians. The Indian subjects 

had a high English proficiency due to their residence in the US. Recalls from those 

letters, each of which described a marriage[s], one in the United States and one taking 

place in India, yielded significantly different types of information, which corresponded to 

the readers’ country of origin. Equally significant, the two groups of readers attributed 

different implications to events and behaviors mentioned in the letters. For example, 

                                                           
3 Idea units were “ranked” by 48 other subjects in a “norming” study. 
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Indian subjects stated difficulty understanding the American wedding ring ceremony, but 

were very interested in the value of the ring. This interest was attributed to the Indian 

emphasis on the relative financial state of the two families. Conversely, American 

subjects did not understand correctly that gift giving between the families went only one 

way from the bride’s to the groom’s family. When recalling the letter about the Indian 

wedding, many Americans wrote about/of exchanges of gifts instead of the one way 

giving of gift and dowry. Apparently, the schema or script that subjects already had 

skewed the way that they deciphered the textual information and may have caused them 

to try and integrate it incorrectly or simply misunderstand.  

Other studies of the 1980s by North American researchers (Carrell 1983 - ESL; 

Lee 1986 - FL; Alderson & Urquhart 1988) also described effects of culture on recall and 

comprehension. The degree to which cultural background influenced reading 

comprehension, tacitly defined in these studies as recognition or recall, may have been 

directly related to the kind of assessment used (multiple choice, summaries, cloze, recall), 

and the fact that many assessments were done in the L2. For example, multiple-choice 

questions usually neither allow the reader to express recall nor understanding, but simply 

ask for recognition of particular textual facts (Wolf 1993). Therefore, studies that base 

findings on scores from recognition tests cannot be directly compared with results of 

studies that base findings on free recall or think-aloud assessments. Furthermore, 

conducting assessments in the L2 have been shown to produce different results than those 

that ask subjects to recall in the L1 (Lee 1986 replication of Carrell with learners of 
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Spanish). Not until the mid-1980s, however, did it become accepted that doing recall in 

the native language was a more accurate and fuller measure of reading comprehension.  

A further difficulty with generalizing findings from many of the studies discussed 

in this chapter with regard to the influence of cultural background is that they rely mostly 

on data from subjects’ readings of narrative texts. On the one hand, narratives are well-

suited for certain kinds of reading research since they usually describe a predictable 

series of events, a conflict with a solution, characters that act in a particular situation, and 

culturally familiar “scripts” (Graesser 1984). On the other hand, the different demands on 

readers of short, created narrative versus naturally-occurring expository text have not 

been defined. 

Harris, Schoen and Hensley (1992) examined the effects of culturally-based 

knowledge on story memory, but only through the use of truth-value judgements of 

statements. 57 Mexican and 176 American monocultural college students read three short 

stories about common activities (going on a date, going out to lunch, starting a new 

semester). The stories each had two versions, one each consistent with an American or 

Mexican cultural script. Memory/truth-value tests in which subjects were asked to rate 

statements about the text as true or not, were given at three different time intervals. 

Results showed that after the one-week interval, both groups mis-remembered the stories 

from the “other” culture’s perspective as being more like their own culture. The findings 

were consistent with findings of previous research, in particular, that cultural origin 

affects script-based memory. Although the Harris, Schoen and Hensley study did use 

three different short texts, all texts were narratives, and written for the study.   
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 The term “monocultural” has been defined in different ways in previous research. 

In the study described above it was used to mean that participants from each country 

were homogenous with respect to country of descent  - in other words, all the Mexicans 

were born and raised in Mexico, and lived in Mexico, etc. In this sense of the term, the 

study for this dissertation is also with monoculturals – both populations born and living in 

their respective country. However, even though subjects may hail from the same nation, it 

is important to gather information from them about possible individual differences with 

regards to personal background, including foreign languages and travel. 

Further substantiating that reading culturally unfamiliar stories may affect 

comprehension was a study by Ai (1994), who stated that the project was informed by 

reader response theory as well as previous reading research. Six American and six 

Chinese graduate students each read two stories, one from each culture. The investigative 

tools were think-aloud protocols during reading, free verbal retellings, and interviews. 

Results indicated that readers had more difficulties understanding “implied meanings” of 

the story, and characters’ motives in the other culture. For example, the Chinese readers 

“expressed empathy with the characters of the Chinese story,” but found understanding 

the implied meanings of the American story problematic. The Americans, on the other 

hand, grasped the tone of the American story but were “judgmental about the Chinese 

characters” and did not understand their motives. Such findings led Ai to conclude that 

reading comprehension is a “synthesis between readers’ own cultural background 

knowledge, the cultural content of the story and the readers’ personal reaction.”  
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However, it was unclear whether the subjects were located in their L1 environment or in 

an L2 environment.  

Other studies in the affective domain that have examined the influence of 

background and education have found culture-specific effects. For example, in a series of 

studies with Arab and Israeli students ages 14-15 (Abu-Rabin 1996, 1998), subjects read 

stories from Arab and Jewish culture and filled out attitude questionnaires and multiple- 

choice questions. The multiple-choice reading assessment showed that students scored 

higher with texts from their own culture. The researcher concluded that “problematic 

social contexts,” (in this case, the Arab-Israeli tensions) negatively affected the L2 

learning of students.   

Another study of affective factors looked at the responses of Singapore ESL 

students to US young adult fiction (Ho 1990).  Ho concluded that the education and 

training these students received in their country fundamentally affected the way they 

reacted to texts from another country. However, this study looked only at one side of the 

story – i.e. it examined the recall of Singapore students reading American texts, but it did 

not then compare it with an American (or any other) population reading the same texts. 

The researcher used interviews to collect 103 students’ reactions to books originating in 

the US. The students emphasized admiration of certain qualities in the main characters - 

heroism and scholastic qualities, and found other qualities objectionable – immorality, 

irresponsibility, eccentricity. The researcher attributed these reactions to the emphasis in 

Singapore’s school system on “moral education”. This study focused only on one culture 

reading an American text, and did not compare these results with results from Americans 
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reading the same text, so one cannot accurately predict how Americans would have 

reacted, or what they would have chosen to express in interviews.  However, it does 

provide culture-specific, age-specific information about the influence of education and 

upbringing upon reading.  

Studies Looking at the Influence of Culture on Reading Strategies 

 Studies focusing on reading strategies have shown culture-specific correlations 

between country of origin and choice of reading strategies. As demonstrated in a 1990 

study by Pritchard, cultural background can influence not only reader perspective and 

reader apprehension of facts, but choice of L1 reading strategies. In a study with 60 

Palauan and American eleventh-grade readers, Pritchard found that choice of (self-

reported) reading strategies corresponded to cultural heritage. Subjects read culturally 

familiar and unfamiliar passages from a letter about a funeral in their own language 

reported on their strategies verbally (think-aloud procedure) while reading, as well as 

verbally retold what they remembered immediately after reading. The two passages were 

created for the study, were meticulously translated, and contained about 720 words and 

108 idea units. From the think-alouds, Pritchard compiled a list of 22 processing 

strategies in five categories from the verbal reports: developing awareness, accepting 

ambiguity, establishing intersentential ties, and using background knowledge.  

 Differences between the subject groups included that Americans reported using a 

wider range of strategies, and seemed able to draw on more strategies to help them 

comprehend and synthesize the unfamiliar material. Palauans produced more elaborations 

in the retellings of the passages than the Americans, which Pritchard also attributed to 



 39 

cultural background. He concluded that the act of reading and processing behavior are 

also dependent upon the content of the reading material, perhaps indicating that different 

content – such as would appear in narrative, expository, naturally-occurring, etc. texts – 

might produce different recall and inferencing. 

Several studies examine how a reader’s cultural background affects choice of L2 

(ESL) reading strategies, although rarely with more than one text representing a single 

genre. Parry (1996) concluded that cultural background was an important factor in the 

formation of individual reading strategies. Parry looked at secondary students in Nigeria 

and university students in China reading English academic texts, and found that Nigerian 

students showed clear preference for “top down” methods of solving comprehension 

problems, while the Chinese students reported a strong preference for “bottom-up” 

strategies. Parry also warns against over-generalizing based on country of origin, and 

cautions educators and researchers to take into account individual readers’ differences.  

Rafter’s (1996) study (hybrid ESL/L1) did use authentic texts that students would 

use in “real-life.” She looked at cultural background and strategies with community 

college students from diverse backgrounds. Twenty total subjects with five different 

cultural affiliations read a portion of a psychology text and gave verbal think-aloud 

reports and verbal recall retellings. The two American groups were European-American 

and African-American, and the three non-American groups were comprised of African, 

Filipino and Latino readers. Rafter found that groups did differ in both strategy use, and 

the use of background knowledge. Some participants reported relying on the text whereas 

others based interpretations on their personal experience, sometimes arriving at mis-
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interpretations. However, this study found no clear correlations between cultural 

affiliation and the extent to which subjects relied on background knowledge, which could 

be due to the small number of subject in each group (four). Although this sample is too 

small to make generalizations about larger populations of students, it does indicate the 

need for further culture-specific research. 

Studies Looking at Culturally-bound Rhetorical Features and Comprehension 

Studies such as those of Carrell’s with ESL learners (1984), and Urquhart’s with 

L1 readers from different cultures (1984), suggest that text structure can dramatically 

affect comprehension. However, the L2 database is quite small in this area. Most research 

in this area has used short narratives or edited, manipulated texts. Although it has been 

demonstrated that there often are culture-specific rhetorical features to text, few cultures 

(and no European countries) have been extensively studied with regard to comparing 

effects on reading comprehension.  

In order to connect this area of research with discourse studies and to use 

authentic texts of differing genres, a recent study of Chinese students demonstrated how 

cultural background affects the way in which unfamiliar rhetorical structures of a text 

interfere with reading (Chu, Swaffar & Charney 2002). Freshmen and seniors in Taiwan 

taking EFL courses read texts with typical American and typical Chinese rhetorical 

structures. Each subject read two authentic texts, published in English in a Taiwanese 

bilingual magazine, one with an unfamiliar English rhetorical structure and one with a 

familiar Chinese rhetorical structure. There were 4 texts ranging from 486-555 words, 

each in both rhetorical structures for a total of 8 texts. Subjects filled out questionnaires 
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about the text and wrote immediate recall protocols4 in their native language. Delayed 

recalls were collected one week later. Based on statistical comparisons of texts rated 

more or less interesting and familiar to students, the researchers concluded that the 

influence of rhetorical structures was significantly greater when students read texts about 

an unfamiliar subject matter that was of less interest to them than when they read texts 

rated more interesting and familiar. 

Findings of other studies that analyzed recall data both quantitatively and 

qualitatively further indicate an influence of readers’ sensitivity to narrative sequence. A 

1997 study by Mahoney, Hull, & Shillaw looked at recalls of texts with two different 

sequences – standard (chronologically linear) or interleaved (chronologically not linear).   

56 Hong Kong university students wrote recalls 24 hours after reading three stories. 

Students tended to reorganize the interleaved stories into standard chronological sequence 

in their recalls. Also, students had been grouped according to their English proficiency, 

but findings showed that quantity and sequence of recalls did not show statistically 

significant differences with respect to English proficiency level. The authors 

hypothesized that these findings may have been due to the fact that these students had 

been studying English intensely for 5-7 years, resulting in relatively similar proficiency 

levels with regard to reading and recalling short, basic texts. The lack of significant 

differences between the groups may also be due to background or affective factors – the 

50% of the reading process that in not yet fully understood. In other words, those factors 

                                                           
4 Recall protocols will be discussed in the Chapter 3 Method. Basically, subjects are asked to recall/write 
everything they remember about a text after reading. 
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may have made up for the difference in English language training and resulted in the two 

groups demonstrating similar reading recall.  

For cross-cultural comparisons of reading to be meaningful or serve as a model 

for future research, several factors/things should be controlled or examined (i.e. asked 

about in a questionnaire) as much as possible between groups: levels of education, levels 

of foreign language ability, socio-economic background. Furthermore, if findings are to 

be applied to adult instruction (either L1 or L2) that uses authentic materials and focuses 

on culture, then the texts used in the research should also be naturally-occurring texts that 

students will encounter in future real-life situations.  

Results of two Surveys on Reading Habits: Variables to Consider 

For a comparison of reading recall of two populations from different countries, 

such as the present study, it is essential to collect detailed data about the subjects in order 

to examine possible correlations between cultural affiliation and recall performance. L1 

researchers have collected data from children and adults about reading habits and 

motivations by means of surveys. Results provide information about possible variables to 

consider when designing research. For example, Scales & Rhee (2001) analyzed results 

of a survey of 115 American and Asian-American adults about their reading patterns and 

habits. They found that gender, race and education were predictors for participants’ 

reading habits and patterns. Greaney and Neuman (1990) looked at the major functions 

and motivations for reading by examining essays and 50-item surveys of over 1000 

children ages 8-13 from several countries. They found that the functions of reading for 
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“utility, enjoyment and escape” were equally important to participants from all of the 

countries.  

For a study with educated adult readers (like this project), who are daily exposed 

to a wide range of media, collecting information about subjects’ reading habits and their 

exposure to media can help identify degrees of influence and possible interactions with 

patterns in recall . Variations in reading habits and exposure to material from the other 

culture may or may not have greater effects than cultural background.  

Directions for Future Research 

 There exist very few studies on how cultural background influences adults’ 

reading of texts that utilize recall protocols and examine inferencing.  Among the few 

studies that do exist, most of the data comes from research looking at reading 

comprehension within a single culture or comparing two (arguably) very different 

cultures, such as India and the US, or China and the US. A review of the literature 

revealed a handful of studies similar to this dissertation project with regard to instruments 

(recall), using texts in subjects’ L1, or conducting analysis of subjects’ inferences 

(Steffensen et al. 1979; Pritchard 1990; Harris, Schoen & Hensley 1992; Ai 1995; Rafter 

1996). 

As reflected in the studies discussed in the previous section, the research base that 

focuses on cross-cultural comparisons of reading recall is relatively small, varied and 

culture-specific. However, one main finding from both L1 and L2 reading research, 

which is also reflected in current interactive reading models, has shaped my approach: 

cultural background pervasively influences both L1 and L2 reading process on many 
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levels. As explained in more detail in the next section, this study concentrates on the 

influence of one's country of origin on recall in L1.  

L1 and L2 research have demonstrated the influence cultural background has on 

the comprehension of a text, and others have examined the influence of culture 

specifically upon reader processing strategies. However, it remains to be investigated 

how background knowledge affects readings of authentic texts on a variety of topics, with 

adult subjects who can be considered culturally more similar.  

Using authentic texts and different genres, paying attention to the texts’ discourse 

features and looking at adult readers’ inferencing reflects recent calls for more 

contextualized research. Relatively few studies have focused specifically on comparing 

readings of authentic texts with a variety of different topics,5 and few have compared 

subjects’ inferences in combination with quantitative analyses of recall data. To date, 

research that looked at the effects of cultural background knowledge on reading 

comprehension has been done mostly in ESL, with cultures that are considered very 

different with regard to factors such as education, economic and political, technological 

advancement, similarities in the languages, and the education levels and professional 

goals of the subjects involved. To my knowledge, no studies have compared subjects 

from countries that may be considered culturally more similar, such as Germany and the 

US. No study has meticulously looked for correlations between subjects’ previous 

experience with media or attitudes about foreign languages and cultures, and their recalls.  

                                                           
5 Research findings based on one topic and genre may be too limited to afford generalizing about findings. 
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Another area also begs for attention, namely what makes readers able to go 

beyond textual facts and content, and facilitates analysis and interpretation? To a great 

extent, this ability may be directly related to the way readers are trained to read and 

write. Studies have established there are differences in peoples’ comprehension, and 

studies with children have clear goals of how to improve reading instruction. However, 

no study with adults reading authentic texts related to their professions has sought to 

explore and compare the style of analysis and form of subjects’ written recalls, or to 

make instructional suggestions based on the findings. 

One other issue to be considered for this study is the magnitude of “difference” 

between German and American cultures. When contrasted with East Indian or Asian 

cultures, for example, Germany and America may seem fairly similar to each other. The 

exchanges of pop culture between Germany and America and the increase in global 

business, however, may give false impressions of more cultural similarity than is really 

there. Surveys and first hand experiences have shown that both similarities and 

differences exist between cultures, and some of these similarities and differences have 

been explored and explained (Hall and Hall 1983; Black 1999; Marx 1999; Hedderich 

1999). For example, in a comparison of countries by the anthropologists Hall and Hall 

(1990), West Germans and North Americans were said to be fairly close with respect to 

modes of communication. According to Hall’s findings, Germans and Americans tend to 

be similarly comfortable with explicit, written forms of communication, such as reports 

and letters.  

Design of the Current Study  
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For this project, to cast a wider net than previous studies, the reading of authentic 

texts on two different topics was compared. Two texts were selected that were written for 

German audiences and two for North American audiences. To assess the degree to which 

the rapid globalization of communication may lead to greater similarity of perception (an 

“imagined global community” in the sense of Benedict Anderson), participants were 

selected whose cultures might be considered comparable: university business students 

studying in Germany and in the United States. This study focused on comprehension of 

textual content by looking at recall of idea units, or chunks of text content. In order to 

eliminate the language variable, all texts were translated into the respective participants’ 

native language.  

By reducing educational background variables among participants and 

introducing the variable of distinctly different subject matter and text types, this research 

design allows me to examine the effects of background and experiences on reading 

comprehension in ways not assessed heretofore. In this era of interest in cultural studies, 

the results of my study have classroom implications and can influence textbook 

development. For example, they will allow me to suggest what kinds of preparation and 

follow-up strategies should help learners in achieving intercultural understanding. 

For this study German and American business students at comparable institutions 

in their respective countries read authentic current-event texts. Each participant read two 

texts in the native language (L1), one from Germany and one from the US. They wrote 

recall protocols after reading, which consists of writing down everything one remembers 

after reading a text. In addition, subjects filled out a questionnaire on personal 
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background and attitude. The written recalls and their responses to the questionnaire, 

were analyzed to find out whether and how their country of origin (Herkunft) – Germany 

or US – affected their recall and their reactions to the content of these texts. If there were 

differences in the Germans’ and Americans’ recall of texts, I hoped to be able to tease out 

what kinds of experiences or training may have contributed to these differences. 

Because this project included students obtaining degrees in business, it may shed 

light on current assumptions about the relative similarities or differences within the 

global business community, as well as examine the possible origins of cross-cultural 

misunderstandings. In this sense, this project should contribute to broader discussions of 

how best to facilitate students’ development of cross-cultural skills that are so vital, not 

only for first language readers but also for language learners and for their practical 

application of that language in life beyond the university (Bikson & Law 1994; Black 

1999).  

This chapter has reviewed reading models that informed past and present 

research, and has described findings of studies that considered cultural background and 

reading. The next chapter will introduce the specific research question that guided this 

project, as well as describe the choice of subjects and materials, and the administration of 

the study. 
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Chapter 3: Method 

Introduction 

This study investigates the effects of readers’ cultural background upon reading 

recall. For the purposes of this study, cultural background is identified as country of 

origin, and further characterized as educational level, educational focus and professional 

goals. Germans and American participants read authentic texts written from both their 

own (C1) and the other (C2) perspective. For the purposes of this study, authentic texts 

are defined as texts written by Germans for publication in Germany, or written by 

Americans for publication in America. The German and American participant groups 

were chosen for their similar educational backgrounds and professional career goals. Two 

instruments were used to collect data: 1) written recall protocols, to collect reading 

comprehension data, and 2) a questionnaire, to collect personal and attitude data. The 

goal of the study was to establish whether this particular group of American and Germans 

recall texts in similar ways, and whether and how their cultural background affects their 

recall. Specifically, are quantity and quality of the students’ recall, and elaborations and 

distortions of textual information attributable to cultural perception?  

As described in Chapter 2, this study synthesizes various related areas of inquiry. 

When compared to previous studies, the specific difference in this study are: 1) two 

cultures considered more culturally “similar” were examined, 2) authentic, non-narrative, 

texts were used, 3) each participant read two texts, with different topics and lengths, 4) 

variables of my particpants’ educational background and professional goals were 

controlled for, and follow-up questions about their reactions to the texts were asked. 
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 The main independent variables were the country of origin of the participants 

(Germany or America) and the country of publication of the texts (Germany or America). 

The dependent variable was the performance (score) on written recall protocols. German 

and American participants read two authentic current-event texts in their native language, 

in their L1. After an untimed reading period, participants wrote recall protocols, i.e., 

writing down everything they remembered after reading the texts. Participants also filled 

out a questionnaire on personal background and attitude. Their written recalls were 

scored and their responses to the questionnaire were recorded. These data were analyzed 

to examine whether participants’ country of origin and country of publication of the texts 

– German or American – affected recall and reactions to the content of these texts. 

Research Questions 

The study sought to answer the following research questions: 

 1. Does the reading recall of Germans and Americans reading authentic texts  

differ, as a function of cultural background (German or American) and origin of  

text (published in/for Germany or the United States)?   

2. Do inferences (elaborations and distortions) made on the basis of reading those  

texts differ? 

3. Do specific types of background experience (gender, travel, time with media,  

age) influence reading recall and inferencing?  

4. Are readers aware of which texts were written for a culture other than their  

own? 

 
These questions were addressed as follows: 
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Research Question #1 was measured by evaluating the recall protocols for number 

of idea units recalled, and comparing quantity of items recalled between 

participant groups. 

Research Question #2 was investigated by comparing particular elaborations, 

distortions and omissions of facts from the texts. 

Research Question #3 was measured by recording the data from the background 

and attitude questionnaire and looking for effects of particular demographic 

variables on recall score. Specifically, it was considered whether the variables 

gender, travel experience, time with media or age predicted recall performance. 

Research Question #4 was investigated by examining participants’ answers to 

open-ended questions from the questionnaires. Participants had been asked to 

describe why they liked/disliked particular texts, and whether they found any texts 

strange/foreign/familiar. 

 

Phase One - Participants 

Participants’ understandings of material from the other culture, and their reactions 

to current-event texts written from the other cultures’ perspective may well provide 

insight into some of the misunderstandings that occur when readers are confronted with 

culturally unfamiliar materials, prejudices or attitudes in their professional lives. By 

looking at the reading comprehension of these two groups as they read authentic texts 

about current issues, it was hoped that a baseline of knowledge might be established 

about components of cultural background that affected the understanding of texts.   

Comparability and Profiles of Participants 

As noted above, in choosing participants, several variables between the German 

and American groups were minimized. Participants were post-baccalaureate students at 

German and American universities with similar levels of education and professional 
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interests. The study was conducted in  Spring 2002 and the two subject groups were 

American business students at UT Austin and German business students at the ESB 

Reutlingen (European School of Business), Germany. Looking at Business students from 

both countries was appealing for several reasons: first, their future professions will most 

likely require them to communicate in, and work in, multi-cultural situations; second, a 

personal interest and previous experience in business and in Business German.  

 The participants were 46 students at University of Texas at Austin and 42 students 

at the ESB Reutlingen, Germany.  All participants were business students at their 

respective institution.  All German participants included in the study were German 

citizens, and all American participants were US citizens, one with dual UK/US 

citizenship. The data from two American participants, which was incomplete, was not 

included in the analysis, leaving 44 Americans. The total number of participants whose 

data was analyzed was 86.   

 The American participants’ participation in the study was solicited by contacting 

the UT-Austin CIBER office, with which this investigator had worked before,1 and with 

their support, contacting several professors and university graduate business student 

organizations. Several professors were asked to announce solicitations for participation to 

their classes and other professors’ classes were visited to ask for participants. The 

presidents of the Business student organizations emailed all of their members, asking for 

participation in the study. Then the entire MBA student body was also emailed. 

Participants were asked to come to a certain room at the business school, during certain 
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hours over the course of several specific dates (to accommodate participants’ different 

schedules), and participate in the study. Participants were randomly assigned to read 

different pairs of texts. During those sessions, groups of participants completed the 

instruments at the same time, but with no individual time limitations.  

 Professor Wright,2 who administered the materials in Germany, asked German 

students for participation in the study, including those in the classes he taught. The study 

was administered in a room at the German university ESB, also outside of classtime, and 

also offered on several different dates. Participants were randomly assigned to a pair of 

texts, and groups of participants worked on the instruments at the same time, with no 

time limits. The participants were aware that the investigator (me) was from UT in 

Austin, and that she was interested in American-European business. Many 

(approximately 75%) of the German participants knew Professor Wright, or knew of him, 

on a professional level as a teacher in the school. Some (approximately 20%) of the 

American participants knew me or knew of me on a professional level.3 

 Table 1 below shows a comparison of several items from the questionnaire. The 

German group had a higher percentage of women, 38% vs. 21%. On average, Americans 

reported spending more total time per week (5 hours more) with media – this included the 

Internet, newspapers, journals, and television. Both Americans and Germans rated 

                                                                                                                                                                             
1 CIBER (Center for Business Education and Research) at UT-Austin has generously supported research, 
conference attendance and other projects in Business German; http://www.mccombs.utexas.edu/ciber/.  
 
2 David Wright, Assistant Professor in the German department at UT Austin and director of Business 
German, was in residence as a visiting Professor at ESB-Reutlingen during the 2000-2001 academic year. 
3 After completing the tasks, the US subjects were given small ($5) gift certificates to a nearby coffee shop. 
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“learning about other cultures” (on a Likert scale from 1-5) highly important for their 

future careers.  

 
Table 1. Profiles of participants 
Questionnaire items 42 Germans 44 Americans 

Male/Female ratio 26/16    38% F 35/9      21% F 

Major field of study Business Business 

Age (mean) 22.5 29 

Travel in any countries 39/42, or 93% 40/44, or 91% 

Stated interest in international 
business 

All All 

Foreign language knowledge 
(number of participants) 

100% English,  
10 French, few other 

5 Spanish,  
7 German 

Self reported level of the 
comparison country’s language, 
scale from 1-5  

4.094 (mean, self 
reported scale 1-5)  
English knowledge 
 
50% had visited US 

6 participants = self-
reported level 1 
German,  
1 participant = level 4 
German  

Participants’ estimates of total 
time spent with media (mean 
hours) 

25 hours/week  
8 hours internet 

30 hours/week 
12 hours internet 

FL important in career, 1-5 
(mean) 

4.7 4.1 

Cultural awareness viewed as 
important, on a scale of 1-5 
(mean) 
 

4.6 4.6 

 
The two Business Schools  

 An examination of the two schools' mission statements and rankings shows them 

both to be well-respected, highly ranked, desired business schools in their respective 

countries (see Appendix E). McCombs business school at UT-Austin is ranked #13 

worldwide, and several of its MBA programs are consistently ranked in the top 5 in the 
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US (US News). The entrance requirements for McCombs are high, with an average 

GMAT score of 680 (out of 800 possible; 680 is 95-98 percentile) for the entering class. 

As a comparison, Texas Tech's average GMAT scores were about 580, and Harvard 

average scores were about 680. Since 1995, ESB has been ranked #1 several times in 

Germany by several business journals. Although ESB does not require a GMAT-type 

score, their stated admission requirements are also demanding. In addition, ESB requires 

a high level of English knowledge and a personal admissions interview. 

The American participants were all part of the standard four semester UT Austin 

McCombs School of Business MBA program, and were in their second or fourth 

semester.  They were all taking the same 27-hour core of classes during the first three 

semesters of study (Statistics, Financial Accounting, Information Technology, 

Microeconomics, Operations, Finance, Marketing, Macroeconomics). They choose 

electives for the remaining five classes, often International Management or 

Entrepreneurship. Up to 90% of the graduates expect to have job offers upon graduation. 

 The German students were also all in the second or fourth semester of their 

program at the ESB Reutlingen. As with the American students, they could choose to 

specialize in different fields. If they choose international management it is typical for 

them to spend two years at ESB Reutlingen, and one or two years abroad in the country 

of their specialization. As reported on the school website, 80% of the graduates would 

have job offers upon completion of their degrees. 

 Both participant groups were asked on the questionnaire what their professional 

career goals were. Although the responses included a variety of specific job-descriptions, 
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all participants reported that they would pursue some sort of professional career in 

business, management, international management, marketing, or finance. The data from 

the questionnaire confirmed that the two groups had similar levels of education, fields of 

study, and professional goals. 

Phase Two - Materials 

There were three sets of materials for this study, summarized in Table 2 below. 

Each of these three sets of materials is described in greater detail in the following 

sections. 

Table 2. Three sets of materials  
 1 Authentic texts two German texts published in 

Germany and two English published 
in the US, from journals and 
newspapers published in fall 2001, 
each translated into the other 
language for a total of eight texts. 

2 Recall protocols written by each participant after 
reading each of two texts, for a total 
of 172  
(86 participants x 2 = 172). 

3 Questionnaire filled out by each participant after 
the readings. 

 
Authentic Texts 

 The general criteria for selection of the texts were that 1) they dealt with a current 

topic, published during 2001, 2) they appeared in common media, in this case, 

newspapers, journals and online, 3) the German and American texts paralleled each other 

with regard to length, genre, style and content. Using a variety of databases (including 

Nexis/Lexis, Congressional database), I searched for parallel publications from Germany 

and America on a variety of topics. For example, I entered keywords “Kyoto protocol, 
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Bush,” specifying English/German language, and range of publication dates. I chose the 

text topics (i.e., the keywords for the searches) to represent something my participants 

would potentially be reading due to their interests, business education, or careers. The 

searches then displayed article titles in each language, in parallel journals (such as New 

York Times and Spiegel, or Wall Street Journal and Wirtschaftswoche). I read through the 

articles to find two on each topic of similar length and style, one published in United 

States and one in Germany.  

Pilot Study for Selection of Topics 

Texts on 6 different topics were piloted in Fall 2001 in Germany at ESB-

Reutlingen and at UT Austin, and then topics were narrowed down to two for the Spring 

2002 study. The pilot was not a full run of the intended Spring 2002 study, but rather, the 

goals of the pilot study were to collect participants’ reactions to a variety of topics, with 

texts of different lengths and style in order to narrow down topics to two, to fine-tune the 

procedural details of administering the study, and to ensure that the questions on the 

questionnaire were comprehensible. 

Topics piloted were: the fusion of Daimler and Chrysler, environmental politics 

and the Kyoto Protocol, interviews with CEOs of large companies, E-commerce, border 

relations between countries, and travel to Las Vegas. German pilot participants were 30 

students enrolled in Business English at ESB Reutlingen. American pilot participants 

were 15 students enrolled in Business German at UT, and five graduate students at UT. 

Participants were asked to read over the texts, and fill out the questionnaire. The 

responses to open-ended questions were examined to determine which texts readers felt 
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comfortable with, which were interesting, and which texts were confusing (Chapter 4 

Research Question 4). 

 The German pilot revealed that the most interesting texts for the students were 

those discussing border issues and the environmental politics relating to the Kyoto 

accord. German participants found the shortest texts (in this case, those describing 

Daimler/Chrysler merger) the least interesting. Overall, the American students found the 

border-issue texts and the Daimler/Chrysler texts the most interesting. Both groups 

reported the most arduous texts were the interviews with CEOs, which were also the 

longest texts piloted.  

 Based on text lengths and the greatest unanimity in responses from the pilot, I 

chose the pairs of border issue and environmental texts for the Spring 2002 study, of 

which two texts originated in Germany and two in the United States.  The two shorter 

texts dealt with environmental issues and had 260-305 words, and the two longer texts 

dealt with border issues and had 650-690 words. Table 3 shows a summary of the texts’ 

origin, topic, and length.  
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Table 3. The texts  
 

  
All four texts were translated into the other language by a native speaker of that 

particular language. Then the texts were checked by two other readers, one a bilingual 

with translating experience, and one American with near-native German abilities. Care 

was taken to retain the content exactly, thereby retaining the same number of idea units in 

the translations as in the originals, and to retain the tone to the degree possible. All eight 

texts – the four originals and their translations can be found in Appendix B. 

Written Recall Protocols 

As discussed in Chapter 2, in the last decade researchers have increasingly 

discussed and championed a relatively expanded, multifaceted view of comprehension. 

However, many studies base their findings upon data collected by instruments that may 

measure surface comprehension, such as multiple choice4 and cloze tests. Investigative 

methods must match the objective – i.e., what kind of data needs to be collected. If one 

                                                           
4 Well-written multiple choice questions can measure global comprehension, for example, as found in the 
LSAT, GRE, etc. What is measured depends upon how the multiple choice question is written. 

Text Topic Origin  Words 
Idea 
Units 

          
1 De   Poland - eastern  Germany 659 84 
1 Eng Germany border issues   785 84 
          
2 De USA - Mexico border  692 76 
2 Eng issues  USA 687 76 
          
3 De Environmental issues -   295 45 
3 Eng Bush & USA stance  USA  305 45 
          
4 De Environmental issues -  Germany 260 42 
4 Eng Wallström & EU stance   305 42 
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wants to record individual reader’s deeper comprehension, then tools such as recall and 

think-aloud are more appropriate. 

Based on previous research, it was decided that a recall protocol was the most 

appropriate and un-biased measure for assessing comprehension for this study. Recall 

protocols were used because they are considered to be reader-centered, non-prescriptive, 

and do not themselves influence understanding of the text (Bernhardt 1991; Maxim 1999 

[p. 131-132]).  Recalls are an established, “extensively researched assessment tool that 

needed no training for the participants,” and can be used in assessing the understanding 

of connected facts. As Wolf (1993) writes, there is an inherent problem in directly 

assessing the mental processes. However, there are assessments that indirectly reveal 

learners’ cognitive processes, such as think alouds, recall protocols, and journals. 

Recall has been considered to be the “most straightforward assessment of the 

result of the text-reader interaction” (Johnston 1983). Another critical advantage of recall 

is that it provides data which can be qualitatively analyzed (Bernhardt 1991). Qualitative 

analyses of inferences, elaborations and omissions can provide further insight into types 

of background knowledge activated. To control for my own bias in analyzing the data, I 

conferred with my interrator and we discussed and agreed on what could be considered 

variations and trends for  recalled idea units. 

Because recall protocols were used to establish the degrees of difference that may 

or may not emerge as a result of cultural background, this study relied on insights of 

researchers such as Rumelhart (1975) as well as Samuels and Kamil (1984) for models of 
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the reading process, and Bernhardt (1991) for her work in identifying distortions of 

textual meaning and the mental processes that account for misreadings.  

Questionnaires 

 As a standard instrument in profiling participants, and in order to be able to look 

for correlations between reading comprehension and personal background, I also created 

a background questionnaire (See Appendix A) to be completed by all participants. It 

contained questions about demographics, nationality, languages spoken, education, 

experience (traveling, study, work, etc.) in other countries, and career goals. It also 

contained questions (Likert scale) that asked about attitudes towards learning other 

languages and learning about other cultures. Finally, there were open-ended questions 

about participants’ reaction to and like/dislike of the texts. Questionnaire items were 

based in part upon models developed by Bernhardt (1991), Horwitz (1999) and Wright 

(2001). 

 The data from the personal data questionnaires was quantified and entered into a 

spreadsheet to create profiles of the participants. Information from the questionnaires was 

analyzed together with the data from the protocols to look for predictive or interfering 

variables (research question 3). The answers to the open-ended questions were also 

collected, transcribed and examined (research question 4). 

Phase Three - Procedures  

Spring 2002 Study 

 The study was administered in the Spring of 2002 during the months of April and 

May, during the final third of each university’s semester. Participants first read and 
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signed a consent form in which they were told that they were voluntarily participating in 

a dissertation study that was looking at the effects of cultural background on reading (see 

Appendix A). They were assured their responses would be kept confidential.  In order to 

contextualize the exercise for the participants, participants were told that the study was 

looking at the effects of their cultural background knowledge on reading texts from 

Germany and the United States, and that the researcher was interested in international 

cross-cultural understanding, particularly between Europe and North America.  

 All participants then received the same instructions, in their respective native 

language. They were told to read the first text carefully, put it away, write down the time 

they spent reading the text, then write the recall, writing everything they could remember 

from the text, with as many details as possible. They then read the second text, put it 

away, noted the time, and wrote the second recall protocol. They were given no time 

limits for reading and writing, but as mentioned, were asked to note the time they spent 

reading each text. Participants were observed at all times to ensure that they did not refer 

to the text while writing their protocols. After turning in their protocols, they filled out 

the personal data questionnaire.  They were given the questionnaire after the readings in 

order to avoid biasing them in any way while reading and writing the recalls. 

 The reading order of texts was counterbalanced with regard to text length and  

country of publication (whether the text were published Germany or America). See Table 

4 below for a visual representation of the administration.   
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Table 4. Administration of study 
UT Participants 
- 
English 

23 participants: 21 participants: 

First task 
 

Text 1                    
 

Text 3   Text 2   Text 4 

Second task 
 

Text 3   Text 1 Text 4 Text 2     

Final 
 

Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire 

 
 
ESB 
Participants - 
German 

21 participants: 21 participants: 
 

First task 
 

Text 1                    
 

Text 3 Text 2 Text 4 

Second task 
 

Text 3 Text 1 Text 4 Text 2 

Final 
 

Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire 

  
Phase Four – Initial Data Analysis 
 
Data Analysis of Recall Protocols 

The eight texts were divided into idea units, corresponding to units of content. 

Texts can be broken into units for scoring in several ways, typically into words, into 

propositional idea units, or into breath units. For this study it was important to decide 

how the content of the texts breaks down into components that are critical for 

comprehension in the mind of the reader. Because I and my committee felt that the units 

should correspond to content that conveyed central messages, the gist of the text, we 

elected to use idea units. The divisions into idea units were corroborated by a bilingual, 

by an American with proficiency in the German language and by a German proficient in 

English. The idea units were fine-tuned a final time after examining several participants’ 
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protocols from each group. The number of idea units was the same for all of the 

translated texts.  

An unweighted idea unit analysis was used in scoring and all idea units were 

equally weighted (Bernhardt 1991). In a replication study, Bernhardt (1991) found that 

there was no need to create hierarchies (as in Meyer) or to weight the idea units. 

Therefore, an unweighted idea unit analysis was used to score the written recall protocols 

for this study. As in Lee and Riley (1990), embellishments and distortions were not 

counted during scoring (although were noted for later analyses of inferencing), but 

paraphrases of idea units were counted.  

The sample below illustrates a portion of a scoring grid for idea units. 

Topic: Climate Protection; Idea units are in the left column.  Columns are labeled with 

#1, #2, #3, #11, #12, #13, which denote the participants. Correct recall of idea units is 

checked off in the boxes of the spreadsheet. 

 

Table 5. Sample scoring charts  
 
English:        #1  #2       #3  

With such CO2  vouchers,  x x x 

clean industries could sell the rights to environmental burdening  x x x 
to firms with higher greenhouse gas emissions. x  x 
“We will soon be ahead of the Americans,”    x 
prophesized (Wallström) the head of the EU-Environmental x x x 
           Commission    
After all, such market incentives “earn money,”  x  x 
which would even be important to the Americans. x   

 
 
 
 
 
 



 64 

German:          #11       #12      #13            
Mit solchen Kohlendioxid-Gutschriften  x   
könnten saubere Unternehmen Rechte zur Luftbelastung verkaufen x   
an Firmen mit höherem Ausstoß von Treibhausgasen.  x   
"Wir werden den Amerikanern bald voraus sein",  x x x 
prophezeite die Chefin (Wallström) des EU Umwelt-Ressorts.   x x 
 x   
Schließlich lasse sich mit solchen marktwirtschaftlichen   x  x 
        Anreizen  "Geld verdienen",     
was ja eigentlich auch für die Amerikaner wichtig wäre.  x  x 

 
 

The recall protocols were scored by hand by me, and verified by a second scorer, 

who independently scored 20% of the recalls. The interrater reliability was 95%, and any 

discrepancies were resolved by discussion.  

Data recorded from the protocols included: 1) total number of idea units recalled 

from the text, 2) average word count, 3) which idea units were recalled, and 4) time 

participants took to read each text. The data from the recalls were analyzed quantitatively 

(Chapter 4) according to gist, number of idea units remembered, and the frequency and 

degree of elaborations and distortions produced. The data were tested to reveal any 

correlations between background (personal data) and comprehension of the texts. 

Analysis and discussion were undertaken concerning some of the most striking 

similarities and differences noticed between Germans and Americans.  

For qualitative analyses of recall protocols, general guidelines for assessing 

qualitative differences were followed as described in Silverman (2001). Data were 

collected, organized, sorted, and emerging patterns considered accordingly. Sorting of 

elaborations and distortions was based in part upon Waeltermann (1993). 
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Conclusion – Review of Phases 

 In summary, the design and administration of this study can be organized into 

four phases. Phase one included choosing and comparing participant groups. The second 

phase involved selecting materials and assessment tools, including administering a pilot 

study in order to make final text selections. The actual administration of the study was the 

third phase, and the scoring of recall protocols and entering questionnaire data was phase 

four. Chapter 4 will present analyses and findings.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 
 
Introduction 
 
 The previous chapter detailed the methodology, participants and procedure. This  
 
chapter presents analyses and findings. The research questions are summarized below. 
 

Research Questions 
 
Investigative Methods: 

1. Does reading recall of Germans and 
Americans differed, as a function of cultural 
origin (German or American) or country of text 
publication (intended for Germany or United 
States audiences)?   
 

Comparative analysis of number/quantity of 
idea units correctly recalled across groups. 

2. Do inferences (elaborations and distortions) 
made on the basis of reading those texts differ? 
 

Comparisons of particular  elaborations, 
distortions or  omissions by German versus 
American participants. 
 

3. Do specific background factors predict 
reading recall performance? 
 

Analysis of the personal data from the 
questionnaire and possible effects on recall 
performance, i.e. whether gender, time with 
media, time traveled, or age predict 
performance on recalls. 
 

4. Are readers aware of which texts were 
written for a culture other than their own?  
 

Comparisons of participants’ answers to open-
ended questions from the questionnaires, i.e. 
whether any texts were liked/disliked, and 
whether any texts were found to be 
strange/foreign/familiar. 
 

 
For clarity and to make reading easier, the texts will be referred to as follows,  
 

with the format “Text # number  (topic/country of publication)”: 
 
Text 1 (border/Germany)  
Text 2 (border/US)     
Text 3 (environment/US)  

 Text 4 (environment/Germany) 
 
 As presented in Chapter 2, Texts 1 and 2 dealt with border politics. The main 

topic of Text 1, published in Germany, was Poland/Germany. The main topic of Text 2, 
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published in the United States, was Mexico/US. Texts 3 and 4 dealt with environmental 

issues. Text 3 was published in the United States and Text 4 was published in Germany.  

Text 1 and 2 were the two longer texts, averaging 700 words, and Texts 3 and 4 were the 

shorter texts, averaging 300 words. 

Central findings  

 In all between-groups comparisons, the German students recalled significantly 

more than the American students. In within-groups comparisons of Text 1 

(border/Germany) versus Text 2 (border/US), both the American and German 

participants recalled more from Text 2 (border/US) published in the United States than 

from Text 1 (border/Germany) published in Germany. For the comparison of Text 3 

(environment/US) versus Text 4 (environment/Germany), it was the opposite with regard 

to country of text publication. Both groups recalled more from Text 4 

(environment/Germany) published in Germany than Text 3 (environment/US) published 

in the United States. Not surprisingly, then, country of text publication was found to have 

no main effect on recall score in analyses of variance. However, an examination of 

participants’ written responses to open-ended questions for research question 4 revealed 

that country of text publication did seem to affect participants' personal preferences and 

reactions to the texts.  

 Analyses with regard to research question 3 showed no main effects on recall 

score for travel experience or time spent with media. Overall women had a slightly higher 

mean recall score than men, which proved significant, and there was a main effect for 

age. Results show that participants’ country of origin and age were the main predictors of 
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recall performance. However, all Germans were young (20-24) and all Americans were 

older (24-36), such that there was a strong correlation between age and country of origin. 

 

Research Question 1 

Analyses 

 Research question 1 focused on comparing recall scores across groups and within 

groups to explore whether reading recall differed significantly as a result of either 

participants’ country of origin or country of text publication. The recall protocols were 

scored as described in Chapter 2 by counting all idea units recalled by each participant on 

each text. The raw scores were converted to percentages and entered into Excel 

spreadsheets (see Appendix C for raw scores), and converted to SPSS data sets for 

statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics were produced for each group’s scores, and to 

ensure the data met the assumptions for t-test, the means, standard deviations, distribution 

of scores, and relative sample sizes were considered. Table 6 shows a comparison of the 

mean and median recall for Germans and Americans on each text. 

  
Table 6.  Mean and median scores for the four texts 
 

 American participants German participants 
 Mean               SD Median Mean                SD Median  
Text 1 (Poland) 31.2%  (n=23)    7.3 31.0% 47.7%  (n=21)     9.5 48.8% 
Text 2 (Bush/Fox) 38.7%  (n=21)    10.5 36.8% 53.6%  (n=21)     8.0 52.6% 
Text 3 (Environment) 40.5%  (n=23)    11.6 37.8% 52.5%  (n=21)     8.0 51.1% 
Text 4 (Wallström/env) 44.2%  (n=21)    13.4 47.6% 62.1%  (n=21)     10.8 64.3% 

 
The lowest mean score overall was the Americans' average recall of Text 1 

(border/Germany), 31.2%, and the highest mean was Germans’ recall of Text 4 
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(environment/Germany), 64.3%. In fact, the German participants’ average recall was 

higher than the American participants’ average recall for each text. In general, as 

predicted, the average recall scores proved to be higher for shorter texts, which were Text 

3 (environment/US) and Text 4 (environment/Germany) than for the longer texts, Text 1 

(border/Germany) and Text 2 (border/US). The only exception to this, which did not 

prove significant, was that the mean of the Germans' scores on Text 2 (border/US) was 

1.1% higher than on Text 3 (environment/US) -- 53.6% and 52.5%, respectively.  

Two sets of t-tests (identified below as A and B) were performed to compare 

groups’ recalls scores with regard to research question 1; α = .05 for all analyses: 

 
A. In order to compare German vs. American recall on each text, scores were 
submitted to t-tests (two sample, two tailed) for a between-group analysis, i.e., 
German scores on Text 1 (border/Germany) vs. American scores on Text 1 
(border/Germany); German scores on Text 2 (border/US) vs. American scores on 
Text 2 (border/US), etc.  
 
B. In order to compare recall of texts with similar topics, one published in 
Germany vs. one published in the United States, scores were submitted to t-tests 
(two-tailed, two sample) for a within-group analysis, i.e., German scores on Text 
1 (border/Germany) vs. German scores on Text 2 (border/US), both with the topic 
“border issues”; American scores on Text 1 vs. Text 2, etc. In other words, did 
country of publication, more explicitly defined as intended readership in country 
of publication, affect recall? 

 
A. Between-groups analysis of scores  

 Table 7 below shows that German participants (n= 21 in all groups) recalled 

significantly more than American participants (n = 21 and n = 23) on all texts. The means 

of the German scores were higher for each text, and t-tests confirmed that the differences 

were significant. For Text 1 the German students recalled significantly more idea units 

than the American students (t(37)=6.39; p<.001). For Text 2, the Germans also recalled 
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significantly more idea units than the American students (t(38)=4.32; p<.001), as was the 

case for Text 3 (t(39)=4.02;p<.001) and Text 4 (t(38) = 4.77; p<.001).  

 
 
Table 7.  Results of between group t-tests  
 American German t stat  

Text 1                    mean .312   .477 6.39 * 
(border/Germ)      n=23 n=21  
    
Text 2                    mean .388 .536 4.32 * 
(border/US)          n=21 n=21  
    
Text 3                    mean .406 .525 4.02 * 
(environ/US)        n=23 n=21  
                
Text 4                    mean .442 .621 4.77*  
(environ/Germ)    n=21 n=21  
* p < .001 
 

   

 
 
B. Within-group analysis of scores 
 
Text 1 (border/Germany) and Text 2 (border/US) 

 Table 8 shows results of within-group analyses of scores on Text 1 

(border/Germany) vs. Text 2 (border/US). To review, Text 1 (border/Germany) was 

published in Germany, Text 2 (border/US) in the United States. Americans’ scores on 

Text 1 (border/Germany) were compared with American scores on Text 2 (border/US), 

and the same was done for Germans. For both German and American participants, the 

mean recall was higher on Text 2 (border/US) than on Text 1 (border/Germany). The t-

test performed to analyze variance in recall scores showed that the differences between 

the recalls of Text 1 vs. Text 2 were significant for both groups. The American group 
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scored significantly higher on Text 2 when compared with Text 1 (t(30)= 2.28; p<.05), as 

did the German group (t(39) = 2.16; p<.05). 

 
 
Table 8: Within group analysis of Text 1 and Text 2 
 
 

Text 1 Text 2 t stat  

American .312 mean .388 mean 2.28* 
 n=23 n=21  
    
German .477 mean .536 mean 2.16* 
 n=21 n=21  
* p< .05 
  
Text 3 (environment/US) and Text 4 (environment/Germany) 

Table 9 shows results of within-group tests of scores on Text 3 (environment/US) 

vs. Text 4 (environment/Germany). Note that Text 3 (environment/US) was published in 

the United States, Text 4 (environment/Germany) in Germany. Here a variation from the 

previous tables emerges. First, one notes the strong difference between the means. The 

difference between the means of Text 3 vs. Text 4 was 3.6% for the American 

participants (n=21 and n=23), but there was a 19.5% difference for the German 

participants (n=21 both groups). The t-tests confirmed that Americans' scores showed no 

significant differences between recall of Text 3 (environment/US) and Text 4 

(environment/Germany) (t(40)=.96; p=.34). However, the test showed that Germans 

scored significantly higher on Text 4 (t(37)=3.25; p<.05).  

 

 

 



 72 

Table 9. Within group analysis of Text 3 and Text 4 
 Text 3 Text 4 t stat 

 
Americans .406 mean .442 mean .96 
 n=23 n=21  
    
Germans .526 mean .621 mean 3.25* 
 n=21 n=21  
* p < .05 
 
 

Findings Research Question 1: Texts' Organization as a Factor in Recall Differences 

As the analyses indicate, participants’ country of origin had a pervasive, 

significant effect upon recall score. German participants correctly recalled more from 

each text than American participants. In addition to participants' country of origin, the 

intended readership (country of publication) of the text was a variable. The above 

statistical analyses (B) showed that participants did not always recall more from the texts 

published in their own country when compared with texts published in the other country. 

However, it seemed the issue was more complex than simply being able to state “country 

of publication did not seem to affect recall.”  

First, let us take a look at the recalls of Texts 1 (border/Germany) and 2 

(border/US). It seemed logical to predict that the Americans would recall more from the 

texts written for them and dealing with events in America and the Germans more from 

texts addressing people and issues in Germany. However, this expectation was not 

confirmed. Both groups recalled more from Text 2 (border/US) than from Text 1 

(border/Germany). This outcome may also be attributable to the rhetorical structures and 

discourse markers of Text 1 (border/Germany) and 2 (border/US). Each text revealed 
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different organizational conventions that could have influenced recall. Ultimately, the 

text structure or organization as well as the text topic, could have influenced recall 

performance. In the design of this study, these two possibilities were not distinguished, 

hence influence of text topic potentially encompasses influences based on organization of 

ideas and discursive features that may reflect the particular intended audiences in the two 

countries. For that reason, I will briefly characterize and contrast narrative features of the 

four texts. 

 Texts 1 (border/Germany) and 2 (border/US), the longer texts, were initially 

chosen to have parallel topics, both containing: border issues, heads of state, facts and 

figures, quotes, and reactions from public. However, upon further examination after 

scoring participants’ recalls, a number of differences between these two texts became 

apparent. Text 1(border/Germany) was organized in the following order: statement about 

Gerhardt Schroeder and the main problem, an anecdote, a quote from a citizen about local 

opinion, facts about unemployment, a quote from Schroeder about his stance, results of a 

survey, a quote from a Professor, facts about East Germany vs. Poland, reports about 

divided opinions, figures, and a statement about Schroeder’s visit to a company. In other 

words, Text 1 moved back and forth between reporting facts and opinions in a non-

predictable fashion – in separate bundles of ideas that followed a topical, not a narrative 

sequence.  

In contrast, Text 2 (border/US) was closer to a straight report, organized in the 

following way: an anecdote about Bush and Fox, a statement about the main problem, 

facts and figures about the main problem, a quote from Bush about his stance, solutions 



 74 

being discussed, a subtitle about divided voters, facts about the divisive issue, and a 

group of quotes at the end as examples of public opinion. Unlike Text 1, Text 2 tagged 

shifts in voice and locale with subheadings that introduced changes in focus. After 

looking more closely at features of the texts that determined cohesiveness, I inferred that 

Text 2 (border/US), because it was more transparently organized, may therefore have 

enabled greater recall than Text 1 (border/Germany).  

 A closer examination of Text 3 (environment/US) and Text 4 

(environment/Germany), the two shorter texts, also revealed several consistent discursive 

and rhetorical differences. Text 4 included explicit statements about environmental 

issues. The EU commissioner M. Wallström, for example, is quoted as wanting the 

United States to be more proactive and amenable to Europe's stance on the environment. 

Overall, the quotes and facts in Text 4 (environment/Germany) all support this main idea 

and conclude with a concrete example of a possible solution (from Wallström) for 

environmental problems. 

In contrast with the consistency of participant voice and specificity of linked 

references that characterize Text 4, Text 3 offers readers a more diffuse focus. The 

participant focus shifts more between descriptions of events and commentary about them. 

Thus, near the beginning, Text 3 (environment/US) states that the United States was the 

only country rejecting the Kyoto protocol, then describes Bush's stance, and thereafter 

reports on a Senate committee's decision and its suggestions regarding environmental 

politics. Text 3 also contains quotes, but instead of emanating from a single individual, 

they stem from three different sources. Text 3, on the other hand, not only refers back to 
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past events – to a previous Senate decision and the 1997 Kyoto treaty - it also provides 

the reader with direct connections between resolutions and outcomes attributable to those 

past events. As indicated by the analysis of Text 1 (of German origin) for which all 

participants' recall was lower than for its American counterpart (Text 2), the relatively 

lower coherence of Text 3 (environment/US) as discussed above may have produced the 

German participants' significantly lower recall scores for Text 3 compared with its 

counterpart Text 4 (environment/Germany). 

Conclusions Regarding Research Question 1: 

Analyses revealed that the German participants recalled significantly more from 

all texts than did the Americans. These findings indicate that participants' country of 

origin (America or Germany) was the greatest predictor of recall score, with no 

significant statistically verifiable effect of intended audience for the text topic (defined 

here as country of publication). However, because a text's organization and structure may 

have been tied to its country of publication, a closer look at organization of the texts was 

warranted. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 addressed whether inferences or mis-readings made by 

participants in their written recalls differed between the Americans and Germans. 

Quantitative recall scores from research question 1 are neutral with regard to mis-

readings because they note only whether an item was retained in memory and recalled.  

Analysis of accurate recall of items required qualitative examination of particular idea 

units and incorrect inferences made by participants. To investigate the degree to which 
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recall of the two participant groups was consistent across texts and readers, several items 

from each text were extracted and explicitly compared. 

Analyses 

The basis for this comparison of idea units was selective rather than 

comprehensive. Assessment of individual items in the protocols suggested that particular 

idea units yielded far greater discrepancies than did others. Thus it seemed fruitful to 

pursue these discrepancies and consider whether German versus American participants 

recalled particular idea units more or less frequently, and whether readers in either group 

produce elaborations or distortions of textual facts in different ways. 

 Such a comparison, it was hoped, might suggest differences in reading 

approaches, since all texts used for the study are examples of expository texts with 

similar genres and participant matter, namely news articles with narrative but no plot. In 

other words, details emerge as elaborations of the topic and are not embedded within a 

plot structure, such as they would be in story.  

 
Texts 1 (border/Germany) and Text 2 (border/US) 

 To focus on the recall of facts related to the main ideas of these texts, idea units 

were chosen from several shared categories: numbers/figures, chronology, geography, 

and attributing quotes/“who said what.” Each recall was reexamined to establish the total 

number of participants who recalled each chosen idea unit correctly, as well as who and 

how many participants made incorrect inferences or distortions. The idea units in the 

scoring charts for the texts were numbered; these numbers are indicated in the following 
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list as well, in parentheses after the sample idea-units. A synopsis of sequencing of the 

principal text sections of Text 1 and Text 2 follows here: 

 
Text 1 (border/Germany) – First comes a statement of main idea/problem, then a 
preamble with opinions of local residents. After this is a succession of facts and 
statistics and findings from different entities. This succession continues until the 
end of the article. 
 
Text 2 (border/US) – A subheading states main idea at the beginning. Main 
idea/problem clearly stated again after a preamble that described (humorously) 
several details of the Fox/Bush visit. Then facts supporting the main theme, then 
concludes with quotes from citizens about their opinion.  

 
Specific sample idea units from Text 1 (border/Germany), published in Germany: 
 

A. The main idea stated in the beginning of the text – the German Chancellor 
wanted to alleviate Eastern German fears about the EU’s eastward expansion 
(Idea units # 2/3) 
B. Quote that attitudes would only change if Chancellor Schroeder “would spend 
his vacation in Poland instead of in Italy.”  (Idea units 32/33) 
C. The above quote attributed to Jerry Mackow, a lecturer at a university in 
Frankfurt on the Oder. (Idea unit 34) 
D. Numerical figure - there had been 50 million visits to Poland by Germans in 
the previous year, and 30 million from Poland to Germany. 
(Idea units 67/68) 
E. Numerical figure - 100,000 Eastern German jobs depend upon trade with 
Poland  
(Idea units 75/76) 
F. Location - the city Jena  
(Idea units 79/80) 

  
Table 10 below shows raw numbers and percentages of participants who recalled 

the above listed propositions. In order to simplify reference to the specific ideas 

discussed, all tables that follow alphabetize the idea units rather than referring to them by 

their often different numbers in German and English versions of the same text. 
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Table 10.  Text 1 comparisons of idea units 
Text 1 Americans with correct recall Germans with correct recall 
Idea units # participants % participants # participants % participants 
A. main topic 13 of 23 54% 20 of 21 95% 
B. quote 13 of 23 54% 11 of 21 52% 
C. who quoted 4 of 23 17% 6 of 21 29% 
D. figure 11 of 23 46% 12 of 21 57% 
E. figure 4 of 23 17% 15 of 21 71% 
F. location 2 of 23 9% 7 of 21 33% 
  
 With Text 1, Germans recalled much more often the main idea of the passage 

(idea unit A). Text 1 was the only of the four texts for which the Americans did not recall 

the main idea as well as the Germans did. Both groups demonstrated similar levels of 

recall for quotes and individuals quoted (B, C). A difference emerged with the idea units 

containing figures that might be attributable to background knowledge and national 

interests in a period of high unemployment in Germany: Germans and Americans 

recalled idea unit D (the numbers of times Germans visited Poland) similarly but 

Germans recalled the fact that jobs in Eastern Germany depended on trade with Poland 

(idea unit E) with much higher frequency.  

 
Specific idea units from Text 2 (border/US), published in the US: 
 

G.  The main idea (Idea units 19/20) that immigration was the centerpiece of the 
Bush/Fox visit. 
H. Location – Washington (Idea unit 4) 
I. Numerical figure – numbers of immigrants have swelled from 800,000 to 8 
million (Idea units 22/23) 
J. Chronology – the increase has been in the last 30 years (Idea unit 21) 
K. Numerical figure – the percentage of immigrants is 11.2% (Idea unit 26)  
L. Numerical figure – half of these immigrants are illegal (Idea units 24) 
M. Quotes – quotes at end by two workers exemplifying the contrasting opinions 
among the public (Idea units 70-76) 
N. US and Mexico to collaborate in energy ventures (Idea unit 17) 
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Table 11. Text 2 comparisons of idea units 
Text 2 Americans with correct recall Germans with correct recall 
Idea units: # participants % 

participants 
# participants % 

participants 
G. main topic 19 of 21 90% 21 of 21 100% 
H. location 13 of 21 62% 12 of 21 57% 
I. figure 15 of 21 71% 19 of 21 90% 
J. chronology 12 of 21 57% 13 of 21 62% 
K. figure 13 of 21 62% 11 of 21 52% 
L. figure 11 of 21 52% 13 of 21 62% 
M. quotes 16 of 21 gist 

8 of them exact 
76% 
38% 

20 of 21 gist 
13 of them exact 

95% 
62% 

N. energy 3 of 21 14% 10 of 21 48% 
 
 On the basis of similarity in percentages of readers and idea unites noted 

correctly, German and American participants had similar recall of the main idea in Text 2 

(G), as well as similar middle-range recall of location, chronology and figures (H, J, K, 

and L). Striking differences emerged only in the recall of quotes (M) and a textual 

reference to energy ventures with Mexico (N).  

Text 3 (environment/US) and Text 4 (environment/Germany), 

 For Text 3 (environment/US) and Text 4 (environment/Germany), idea units were 

also chosen on the basis of main ideas and quotes but given their brevity, textual logic 

and supporting information proved more appropriate than comparison of recall about 

chronology, locations, or supporting or multiple figures (i.e. secondary participants) 

referred to in the text. Consequently, the recalls for Texts 3 and 4 were examined for 

quantity of participants who accurately recalled who made important decisions and why, 

specific dates, and logical patterns, i.e., reasons for controversial decisions or solutions 
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proposed. The tables show the number and percentage of participants in each group 

recalling the idea units correctly. 

 The full texts can be found in Appendix B. A synopsis of sequencing of the 

principal text sections of Text 3 and Text 4 follows here: 

Text 3 – begins with report of a recent meeting about the Kyoto Protocol; 
continues with various positions of United States government entities regarding 
environment; this text contains four different quotes from three different sources 
who comment on the United States stance; several possible solutions presented. 
 
Text 4 – Begins with EU stance on American lack of Kyoto support; it presents 
EU solution to problem and example of implementation; one main person 
(Wallström) is quoted throughout and she argues for a concrete solution to 
remedy the Kyoto problem as she identifies it.  
 

Specific idea units from Text 3 (environment/US), published in the US: 
 

A. The United States was alone in rejecting the Kyoto treaty (Idea units 12/13) 
B. The main Kyoto treaty was in 1997 (Idea unit 5) 
C. In his [Bush’s] view, compliance would be so expensive it would damage the 
American economy. (Idea unit 17)  
D. The recently Democratic (majority) Senate has been pressuring Bush (Idea 
units 27/29) 
 
 
 

Table 12. Text 3 comparisons of idea units 
Text 3 Americans with correct recall Germans with correct recall 
Idea units: # participants % participants # participants % participants 
A. US alone in 
rejecting treaty 

21 of 23 91% 21 of 21 100% 

B. Kyoto – 1997 
treaty 

8 of 23 35% 15 of 21 71% 

C. Why? – Bush 
said economics 

18 of 23 78% 20 of 21 95% 

D. Democrats 
pressure Bush 

8 of 23 
7 of 23 partial 

35% 
30% 

16 of 21 76% 

  
 As was the case with Texts 1 and 2, rubric A reveals that German and American 

groups recalled the main idea of the text in comparable numbers. This comparability, 
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while less robust, also emerged with regard to Bush’s reasons for not supporting Kyoto 

(C). With regard to the date of the Kyoto treaty, however, twice as many Germans as 

Americans recalled correctly idea unit B, That the Senate, at that time with a slim 

Democrat majority, pressured Bush to reconsider, also registered with twice as many 

German as American readers (idea unit D).  

 
Specific idea units from Text 4 (environment/Germany), published in Germany: 
 

E. The EU-Environmental protection Commissioner Margot Wallström sees the 
United States government as bearing an obligation to protect the world’s climate. 
(Idea units 1, 3) 
F. “We will soon be way ahead of the Americans,” prophesized the head of the 
EU-Environmental Commission. (Idea unit 31) 
G. Wallström called for an inner-European emissions trade of so-called carbon 
dioxide “vouchers”. (Idea unit 26, 27) 

 
 
 
 
Table 13. Text 4 comparison of idea units 
Text 4 Americans with correct recall Germans with correct recall 
Idea units  # participants % 

participants 
# participants % participants 

E. US obligated 20 of 21 95% 21 of 21 100% 
F. EU ahead of  
    US 

7 of 21 33% 8 of 21 38% 

G. vouchers   
   called for 
(see also below 
for further 
comparison) 

10 of 21 
(+7  of these 
misread, instead 
recalling that EU 
trade vouchers had 
been "established") 

48% 21 of 21 100% 

 
 Once again, the German and American groups both had high recall of the main 

idea (E) and a similar correspondence in recalling idea unit F, that the EU was ahead of 
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the United States. However, 48% of the Americans did not accurately recall Wallström’s 

proposal about a plan to help the environment (idea unit G; see also next section).  

Findings: Issues Based on Samples from Participants’ Written Recalls of Text 4 

(environment/Germany)  

 As a supplement to the analysis above I turn now to particular idea units in Text 4 

for which Germans and Americans displayed different styles of recall. That difference 

might be summed up as a tendency among American readers to presume that a practice 

suggested for European business at some future time had already occurred. For example, 

one actual proposition in the text reads as follows:  “Wallström called for an inner-

European emissions trade of so-called carbon dioxide vouchers” (idea unit G from 

above). Here the EU commissioner Wallström had proposed or called  for a voucher 

trading system. However, 7 or 33% of Americans recalled this reference as an assertion 

that the plan had already been implemented, while 95% of the Germans understood it to 

be a proposal as stated in the text. Only one German reader recall cited this proposal as a 

fait accompli. The table below illustrates variants of these readings that were scored as 

accurate or incorrect recall of this particular idea unit. 
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Table 14. Examples of distorted and accurate recalls 

“Wallström called for an inner-European emissions trade of so-called carbon dioxide 
vouchers”. 

 
American participants: Typical of 
sample distortions of idea units (non-
accepted in scoring)  

German participants:  Typical of 
accepted variants of idea unit. 
 

“EU has agreed on a scheme to trade 
emissions to ensure regulations are met.” 
“Wallström says EU has adopted CO2 
emissions trading program.” 
“There is mention of European countries 
agreeing to be restricted by vouchers.” 
“Under W. direction the EU has begun 
trading emissions rights.” 
 

 
 
“Ihr Plan ist es….” (Her plan is...) 
“W. wuenscht sich in Zukunft 
   Emissionszertifikate zu vergeben.” (She 
wishes in the future to offer vouchers) 
“W. schlaegt vor….” (She suggests...) 
 

 
Synthesizing Statements Found in Participants' Recalls of Text 4 (environment/Germany) 
 

The following samples from participants’ recalls of Text 4 (environment/Germany) 

provide additional typical examples of different synthesizing undertaken by American 

and German participants in their recall of idea units.  

 

American participants – the following three statements from recalls are all elaborations in 

the sense that readers drew conclusions about what was stated in the text: 

n “US should reconsider vouchers since it is very capitalistic.” 
n “Wallström appears to view the American policy as backward and money 

hungry.” 
n “The world would benefit as a whole because there are only a fixed number of 

permits that would be distributed, thereby not increasing total allowable 
pollution.” 

 
 The first two examples above may indicate how an American business student 

concluded that Europeans viewed the United States in a negative light. The third example 
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shows that a participant inserted his/her own background knowledge to expand on what 

the text said. 

German participants – the following are examples of synthesizing statements, 

elaborations or extensions of facts recalled that were made by many of the German 

participants. In other words, Germans not only recalled facts, they were readier than most 

American readers to draw implications from those facts: 

n Wallström rechnet sich damit aus, erfolgreich zu werden und der USA als 
Vorzeigebeispiel dienen zu koennen. (Wallström expects to be successful and 
serve as an example/model for the US) 

n Wallström bittet die USA, ihre isolatorische und passive Haltung zum Kyoto 
Protokoll aufzugeben.(Wallström is asking the US to give up its isolationist and 
passive stance on the Kyoto Protocol) 

n Wallström hofft, dass die Amerikanische Regierung in Zukunft umdenken wird. 
(Wallström hopes that the US administration will rethink its stance in the future) 

 
 These three German examples demonstrate the consistent tendency of the German 

students  to write a synthesizing statement about the implications of the text at the end of 

their recalls.  

Conclusion Research Question 2 

 The tables and analyses in this section reveal that while some idea units elicited 

similar recall across the participant groups, other idea units elicited differences in recall. 

Nonetheless, the patterns of differences could not simply be attributed to text topic or the 

intended readership of the text. For example, the incidence of correct recall for a 

particular location for German versus American participants was different for Text 1 

(border/Germany), but similar for Text 2 (border/US), while recall of a figure was the 

same for both of these texts.  
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Ultimately, however, the fact that Germans simply recalled more and more 

precisely for all texts effectively counters presumptions about topic or country of origin 

as significant factors in recall performance. The differences can perhaps only be 

explained by looking closely at the particular unit of content, including what it might 

mean to each participant group and how its location in the text affects recall of each 

group. Considering this, I concluded that both structure and content of the texts may have 

contributed to similarities and differences in the inferences made by German participants 

versus American participants.  

Research Question 3 

 Research question 3 addressed whether specific components of participants' 

background influenced recall score. To answer question 3, the data from the 

questionnaire were compiled and quantified. The questionnaire completed by all 

participants collected information about various demographic information and 

participants’ experiences with media and travel. Four variables (gender, age, time spent 

traveling abroad, and weekly time with media) were analyzed to look for main effects, 

with recall score as the dependent variable. 
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Implications of the Questionnaire Items for Findings  

As described in the previous sections, there were significant differences between 

Germans' and Americans' recalls. Responses to questionnaire items revealed differences 

between the two groups that might illuminate findings from the recalls (the full 

questionnaire is in Appendix A).  

 Table 1 in Chapter 3 (Method) showed a comparison of several items from the 

questionnaire. The 42 German participants included in the study were German as well as 

EU citizens, and the 44 American participants were United States citizens. The 

questionnaire items revealed a high degree of similarity between the two groups in terms 

of education, career goals and positive attitudes towards foreign languages and foreign 

cultures. Both Americans and Germans rated “learning about other cultures” and the 

"importance of foreign language" (Likert scale from 1-5) highly important for their future 

careers. As expected, the Germans reported extensive proficiency in English (4.1 average 

on a 1-5 point self-reported Likert scale).  

I chose to analyze four variables - age, gender, time spent traveling abroad, and 

time spent with media - for possible effects on recall score. First, the average age of 

German participants (22 ½, range 20-24) was lower than the American participants (29, 

range 24-36). Second, with regard to the issue of gender, the German group had a higher 

percentage of women, 38%, as opposed to 21% women in the American group. 

Additionally, the average of the women’s recall scores overall was slightly higher than 

the men’s and I wanted to know if this difference was significant. Third, although both 

Germans (93%) and Americans (91%) reported having traveled abroad, the German 
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group on average reported spending more total time traveling, and I wanted to know if 

there was a main effect with regard to this variable.  Fourth, on average, Americans 

reported spending more time per week with media (30 hours compared with Germans 25 

hours), which included the Internet, newspapers, journals, and television.  

Analyses and Findings 

To see whether the potentially significant background variables mentioned above 

affected statistically significant findings in reading recalls, the four above-mentioned 

variables from the questionnaire (gender, time traveling, time with media, age) were 

participanted to further analyses. For all tests: gender, 1 = male, 2 = female; 

heritage/country of origin, 1 = US, 2 = German; α = .05.  

Gender 

 Table 15 shows descriptive statistics for recall score, split by gender and heritage. 

ANOVA results confirmed that within both the American and German groups, there was 

no tangible difference between the scores with regard to gender.  In other words, within 

the American (and within the German) group the women did not score significantly 

higher then the men, although in both groups the means of the women's scores were 

slightly higher. (American: F(1,86) = .749, MSE = .012, p=.389; German: F(1,82) = .419, 

MSE = .005, p = .519. 
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Table 15. Descriptive statistics for gender 
 

Gender  Heritage N 
Mean of 
scores SD Minimum Maximum 

1-male 1-US 70 .379 .127 .1842 .7237 
  2-German 52 .534 .112 .3333 .8095 
  Total 122 .446 .142 .1842 .8095 
       
2-female 1-US 18 .408 .110 .1786 .6429 
  2-German 32 .549 .089 .3452 .6974 
  Total 50 .499 .118 .1786 .6974 

 
 

Although there were no significant gender differences within groups, when all 

women's scores were compared with all men's scores, women slightly outperformed men, 

with an average recall score of 49.9% for the women (n=50, SD=11.9) and an average 

recall score of 44.6% for the men (n=122, SD=14.3). This difference was found to be 

significant when scores were participanted to ANOVA (F(1,170) = 5.35, MSE =.100, p = 

.022).  However, because recall scores did not differ significantly within heritage groups 

with regard to gender, the slight overall better performance of women did not seem to 

confirm gender as a compelling predictor of recall score. 

Travel abroad and time spent with media 

 Regression analyses showed that neither time spent traveling abroad nor time 

spent weekly with media predicted recall score. For travel, F(1,170) = .07, MSE .001, p = 

.791, and for time with media, F(1,170) = 2.78, MSE = .052, p = .097. Because these 

findings were of no effect, and these two variables were not found to be correlated, 

further statistical analyses were not performed. 

Age 
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 The average age of American participants was 29, and the average age of German 

participants was 22 1/2.  Regression analysis showed a main effect for age (F(1,170) = 

47.17, MSE = .708, p < .001). In fact, 21.7% of the variance in recall score was shown to 

be accounted for by age (R2 = .217). This was not surprising, since there was a 6 1/2 year 

average age difference between German and American groups. However, the results for 

age cannot be interpreted so straightforwardly. For this participant pool, age and country 

of origin are strongly correlated independent variables, and their effects could not be 

teased apart. All Germans were young (20-24), and all Americans were older (24-36) so 

that for this particular participant group, the variables age and country of origin could be 

considered virtually inseparable, with similar predictive value. 

The difference in average ages can be attributed to the differences between the 

two countries in the path to a graduate business degree. In particular, American MBA 

students at UT-Austin are required to have several years work experience before entering 

the MBA program. In contrast, German students tend to finish their entire academic plan 

in linear fashion before entering the workforce. 

Age and country of origin 

 Because age and country of origin (from research question 1) showed the 

strongest effects on recall performance, a hierarchical regression was performed to 

examine the relative contribution of age and country of origin to the variance in recall 

score. This analysis showed that age and participants’ country of origin (heritage) 

together predicted 37.2% of the variance in recall score (age: R2 change = .217, F(1,170) 

= 47.17, p < .001; heritage: R2 change = .155, F(1,169) = 41.58, p<.001). However, 
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because age and country of origin are so strongly linked for the participants of this study, 

the results of this test are not clearly interpretable for this participant group.  

Conclusion Research Question 3 

The results of the analyses for research question 3 indicated that there was no 

effect for time spent with media or travel, a significant difference between the scores of 

all women vs. all men, and there was a main effect for age. The results of a main effect 

for age, if understood as a component of a culturally-determined cohort, support the 

notion that the variable “country of origin” was the main predictor of recall score. Age is 

a component in the participants' profiles in the specific sub-culture of business students, 

which differs greatly between Germany and America. For this participant pool, age and 

country of origin were linked and were the main predictors of recall score. 

Arguably, the age differences and seemingly strong effect of age may be 

attributable to cultural factors that outweigh chronological age differences between the 

Americans and Germans. My reasoning is as follows: the sociology of this sub-culture, 

i.e. “who gets into school when,” is a product of a particular cultural practice in assessing 

what constitutes relevant knowledge and experience. In the case of the North American 

participants, these students are being groomed to perform in a less regulated economy 

than found in Germany. In the considerably more restricted business environment found 

in Germany, the ESB students must focus more on policy and regulation than do North 

American students who focus more on marketing and entrepreneurship in the less 

regulated atmosphere. 
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In addition to these background conditions, the older (average age 29) American 

students had not been linearly exposed to a continuous educational environment, a 

continuity that could further influence their cognitive approaches. Instead, with an 

average of 5 years management experience, the American participant group consisted of 

a cohort of men and women whose immediate background had been in the practicing 

domain of the business world.1  

Research Question 4 

 Research question 4 addressed whether readers of these texts were aware of the 

intended readership of the text. To answer this question, answers to open-ended questions 

from the questionnaire were transcribed and examined for trends. In each participant 

group, between 60-90% of participants responded to the open-ended questions, with an 

average response rate of 65%. The questions related to this research question were:  

1. Which text (of the two read) did you like the best?  Why? 
2. Was there something in the texts you found particularly interesting, striking, or 
difficult?  What? 

 
 I had originally hypothesized that country of publication and reader reaction 

would have an effect on recall performance – which was not the case according to the 

statistical analyses in research question 1.  The data from the two above questions were 

not participanted to statistical analysis due to the fact that not all participants responded 

to the questions. However, the data from these questions do provide indications of a 

correspondence between reader comments and the country of publication. Particular texts 

                                                 
1 See, for example, Black (1999). 
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were perceived by many readers as preferable, and generally speaking, readers preferred 

texts originating from their own country. 

Findings Research Question 4 

As described in Chapter 3 Method, each participant read one text published in the 

United States and one from Germany. Responses to these two questions on the 

questionnaire were first divided into positive and negative reactions. In general, 

Americans and Germans reported negative or favorable reactions to texts based both on 

different characteristics and the same characteristics, depending on the text. For an 

example of differences, several Germans (4 of 21) commented that the structural 

organization of Text 3 (environment/US) caused them to dislike it, while no Americans 

commented on text structure as a factor. The few Americans (3 of 23) who did state a 

dislike of Text 3 (environment/US) based it on lack of interest in the topic and not on 

structure. There were also instances where German and American reactions to texts were 

based on the same reported characteristics. For example, a shared comment across groups 

on Text 1 (border/Germany) was the perception that there were too many facts (3 of 21 

Germans, 7 of 23 Americans). 

It was also established that all of the comments/reactions to texts across both 

German and American groups fell into the following categories:  

1. familiarity with topic – both positive and negative,  
2. text structure, 
3. importance of topic, content. 
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 Below is a summary for each text of how many of the responding Germans and 

Americans made comments in each of the three categories mentioned above: familiarity, 

structure and content. 

 
For Text 1 (Poland border/published in Germany), 23 Americans and 21 Germans: 
 
Americans made 14 comments on familiarity, Germans 2 comments on familiarity; 
Americans made 10 comments on structure, Germans 6 comments on structure;  
Americans made 3 comments on content, Germans 12 comments about content. 
 
For Text 2 (Mexico border/published in US), 21 Americans and 21 Germans: 
 
Americans made 12 comments on familiarity; Germans 1 comment on familiarity; 
Americans made 2 comments on structure; Germans 12 comments on structure; 
Americans made 5 comments on content; Germans made 18 comments on content. 
 
In addition, Americans made no negative comments about Text 2, and Germans made 12  

positive comments about humor and lively tone in Text 2. 
 
For Text 3 (Environment/published in US), 23 Americans and 21 Germans: 
 
Americans made 6 comments on familiarity, Germans made 4 comments on familiarity; 
Americans made 4 comments about structure, Germans 5 comments on structure; 
Americans made 1 comment about content, Germans 5 comments on content. 
 
For Text 4 (Environment/published in Germany, 21 Americans and 21 Germans:  
 
Americans made 7 comments on familiarity, Germans 3 comments on familiarity; 
Americans made 2 comments on structure, Germans 3 comments on structure; 
Americans made 2 comments on content, Germans 9 comments on content. 
 
 

The following table shows an overall synopsis of these trends in participants’ 
reactions to the texts:   
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Table 16. Summary of students’ reactions to texts 

Text #,  
where 
published, 
topic 

Text 1   
Germany,  
Poland 

Text 2 
USA,  
Mexico 

Text 3 
USA,  
Kyoto 

Text 4 
Germany,  
Wallström 

Germans  Negative 
comments (14%) 
– “too many 
figures.”  
Liked text (33%) 
because topic 
important. 
 

Variety of negative 
comments (39%). 
Liked humor or 
liveliness (62%) 

Interesting topic 
(24%). 
Not well 
structured, was 
confusing 
(33%) 

Generally 
liked (62%) 
because topic 
interesting. 

Americans  Negative 
comments (42%) 
because difficult 
to follow.    
“Interesting to 
learn something 
new” (35%). 

No negative 
comments, text was 
liked because of 
familiarity with 
material (57%). 

Short, to the 
point, mostly 
facts (20%).  
Negative 
comments - 
(14%). 

Negative 
(24%)  
dealing with 
foreign 
words, names 
and spelling. 

 
 These reactions to the texts revealed trends of preferring the texts from one’s own 

country.  Germans generally wrote positive comments on Texts 1 and 4, which were the 

two texts originating in Germany. By the same token, Americans wrote no negative 

comments on Text 2, written in America.  

 An interesting trend occurred with Text 2 (border/US), the only text with humor. 

Specific to Text 2, 13 of 21 Germans or 62%, remarked they liked the humor or “lively” 

writing style of the text. Also for Text 2 (border/US), only one participant stated that it 

was an important topic, while 20-25% of the Germans who liked the other three Texts (1, 

3, or 4,) stated “important topic” as one of their reasons why they liked the text.  
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Conclusion Research Question 4  

 For each text, Americans made more comments regarding their familiarity with 

the text topic than did the Germans. On the other hand, Germans made notably more 

comments on content than did the Americans, for example with Text 4 where 62% of 

Germans commented on the topic. Text 1 was the only text where Americans made many 

comments about structure (42%), and the only text where they made more structural 

comments that Germans (14%). This may be connected to the fact that text 1 was by far 

the most difficult text with respect to recall score (lowest recall score) for Americans. 

Additional Findings  - Differences in Writing Styles 

 The written recalls also presented some surprising and significant differences not 

directly addressed by the research questions. Striking differences in style and approaches 

used by Germans and Americans emerged on closer analysis of their recalls. Participants 

did not receive any instruction on how to organize or structure their writing, so I believe 

that these findings reflect their normal practices in notetaking on or writing about a text. 

Table 17 below is a summary of certain prominent style elements from the recalls. 

The average word count of each recall was recorded and each was categorized as either 

"bullet" or "prose" style. For these purposes, bullet style meant that participants wrote 

using bullet points, or lists of phrases or fragments to recall text content. Prose style 

meant that participants' recalls were written in a narrative form with complete sentences.  

Of all the American-written recalls, 26 of 88 (30%) used a bulleted style. In the 

German group, 10 of 84 (12%) used a bulleted style, but one that often still contained full 

sentences. Differences in average word count and ranges were great, with the Germans’ 
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average word count much higher for each text. Specifically, the average word counts for 

Germans were71% higher for Text 1 (border/Germany), 57% for Text 2 (border/US), 

57% for Text 3 (environment/US), and 65% higher for Text 4 (environment/Germany). 

 
Table 17. Writing style of recalls 
 Americans  Germans  
 Style of recall – 

bullet(b) vs. prose (p) 
Average word 
count 

Style of recall – 
bullet/prose 

Average word 
count 

Text 1  7 bullet/16 prose 172 
range 63-384 

2 bullet /19 prose 295 
range 120-550 

Text 2 5 bullet/16 prose 177 
range 84-385 

4 bullet /17 prose 278 
range 168-465 

Text 3 8 bullet /15 prose 127 
range 60-320 

2 bullet /19 prose 199 
range 128-380 

Text 4 6 bullet /15 prose 127 
range 80-243 

2 bullet /19 prose 209  
range 154-342 

Total 26 bullet, 62 prose  10 bullet, 74 prose  
 
 Table 18 shows the average reading times for each text, in minutes and seconds. 

The Germans spent longer reading each text, with the greatest reading time differences 

occurring with Texts 2 and 3, the two texts published in the United States. Germans spent 

approximately two minutes longer than the Americans reading those two texts. 

 
Table 18. Average reading times 
 American 

participants 
German  
participants 

Text 1 (border/Germany) 5' 10" 5' 53" 
Text 2 (border/US) 3' 47" 5' 57" 
Text 3 (environment/US) 2' 56" 4' 48" 
Text 4 (environment/Germany) 2' 45" 3' 32" 

 
Conclusion Additional Findings 

 The differences in writing style and approaches to recall between German and 

American participants complement the findings from the statistical analyses in research 
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questions 1 and 2. Those findings were that Germans recalled more, and recalled 

information more uniformly, on each text than Americans. The fact that many American 

participants chose more bulleted writing style parallels the fact that most American 

participants did recall correctly the main ideas and most important subtopics of texts, but 

often missed out on details and causal connections. Furthermore, German participants’ 

thorough and formulaic prose style of summary is reflected in the fact that they wrote 

substantially more than the American students. 

Conclusion Chapter 4 Discussion 

The research issues and main findings presented in this Chapter can be 

summarized as follows. For research question 1, analyses showed significant differences 

between German and American recalls, with Germans recalling more for each text. In 

addition, there seemed to be no verifiable effect for country of publication of the text 

predicting recall score. The examination of recall of specific idea units showed 

differences in the way Germans and Americans recalled some of those specific idea units. 

In particular, Americans seemed to have trouble correctly recalling particular causal 

relationships and recommendation vs. completion. 

 Analyses for research question 3 showed no main effect for travel time abroad or 

time spent with media, and no effect for gender within German and American groups. 

However, when all women’s scores were compared with all men’s scores, women scored 

slightly higher. There was a strong main effect for age. The age factor can be partially 

explained by the fact that all Germans were younger, and all Americans were older, such 

that country of origin was linked with age. Further research could help tease apart which 
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of these factors does, in fact, more tangibly predict recall rates.  For research question 4, 

although most participants did not state explicitly where they thought a text had been 

published, the majority of those who answered the open-ended questions on the 

questionnaire stated a preference for the texts published in their own country.  Finally, the 

written recalls demonstrated differences in style of writing. German participants 

generally included synthesizing comments in their recalls and wrote in a detailed prose 

style (90%), while many American participants (30%) chose to use abbreviated writing 

styles such as bullet points.  

Significant differences existed between Germans and Americans. Analyses seem 

to indicate a resounding "yes" to cultural background's effect on text processing. 

Although significant, the findings gleaned from the data analyses are insufficient to 

describe all of the myriad implications. In order to make further conclusions, it is 

necessary to go back and re-examine the questions more holistically while also 

reconsidering the roles of other components of the study – participants, materials, and 

procedures. The next Chapter will present conclusions drawn from the findings, including 

a discussion of what types of background experiences may have contributed most to these 

results. Differences in recall will be attributed in large part to differences in German and 

American "Bildung" (ca. education), specifically, training in text reading and analysis. 

That chapter will conclude with limitations, and research and pedagogical implications, 

including implications and suggestions for teaching students in a first, second, foreign 

language, or International Business curriculum. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Introduction 

 In its conceptual design, this project focused on influences of cultural heritage on 

the way people read, remember, and make inferences, and on the relationship between 

reading recall and country of origin. To minimize other variables, I looked for a fairly 

homogeneous group, identifying such a group as one sharing the same educational level, 

the same college major, and similar professional goals. If I found a main effect of 

subjects' country of origin in the reading recall of Germans and Americans, these 

differences would probably be attributable to components of cultural background such as 

text origin, student familiarity with the text topic, and demographic variables. As 

expected, this study confirmed country of origin is a key factor in recall, at a consistent 

and high level of significance.  

 Four research questions guided the data collection and analyses. The first 

question, addressing global recall of factual information readers gleaned from texts, 

involved quantitative comparisons of Germans’ and Americans’ scores on recall 

protocols to look for main effects of heritage or text origin. The second question 

examined those recalls qualitatively to see whether inferences made by subjects in their 

written recalls revealed patterns in elaboration or distortion of factual information 

attributable to the readers’ country of origin. To answer the third question, namely the 

influence of demographic variables, I looked for correlations between subjects’ personal 

data, such as gender or time spent with media, and age, and compared these correlations 

with overall recall performance. To answer the fourth research question, whether readers 
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were or were not aware that a text was translated or originated in either the USA or 

Germany, subjects’ answers to open- ended questions about the texts were compiled. The 

answers were examined for trends both within groups and between groups. 

 As described in Chapter 2, this study tried to synthesize related areas of inquiry. 

When compared with previous research that investigated cultural affiliation as a factor in 

reading recall, this study was original in that it combined the following: 1) participants 

were from two countries with arguably similar economic and social norms, Germany and 

America, 2) authentic texts were used, 3) each participant read two texts, with different 

topics and lengths, 4) variables in participants' educational level, college major, and 

professional goals were established, and 5) follow-up questions about readers’ reactions 

to the texts were included in the questionnaire.  The findings from this study confirm 

conclusions drawn from previous studies that point to country of origin as a pervasive 

influence on amount and style of reading recall.  

Main findings  

As noted above, the main finding of this study was the significant difference in 

quantity of recall and the notable qualitative differences in style of recall (particularly in 

elaborations and distortions) between Germans and Americans. Across all texts, German 

participants recalled significantly more than Americans. The German group also 

displayed more consistency in their approach to writing recalls, while American 

participants showed more variance.  
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Implications of the Findings for Research Question 1, 2. and 3 

The fact that recall quantity (research question #1) differed significantly with 

respect to country of origin prompts consideration of possible reasons for this 

phenomenon. Moreover, analysis of the elaborations and distortions found in all recalls 

(research question #2) suggests that Germans recalled not only significantly more 

quantitative information, but that qualitatively, their recalls were more precise and 

factually accurate than the recall of their counterparts in the United States. The statistical 

analyses that assessed the data regarding demographic variables (research question #3) 

eliminated the probability that differences in recall could be attributed to time spent with 

media and travel experience. The analyses for question #3 also suggest that gender 

showed an effect on recall across groups (but not within groups), with women slightly 

outperforming men overall. Finally, the results suggest that with this particular 

participant pool, there was a main effect for age. Age and country of origin together 

explained a great deal of the variance in recall scores (37.2%).  

Because age and country of origin together accounted for a greater part of the 

variance, these effects warrant further discussion. For my participant pool, age was 

closely tied to country of origin, for reasons described in the previous chapter. These 

reasons included the culturally determined point in time when people begin a business 

education, and the related fact that most of the Americans had not continued their 

education linearly but had several years of work experience before going back to business 

school. It is interesting to note that previous research has found no effect of age on recall 

between adults of different ages (cf. Meyer 1983). Research has suggested that older, 
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more mature (college age) writers are better than youths (teenagers) at recalling with 

greater precision and at identifying the logic of a text, but that there are no significant 

differences between recall of comparable groups of young adults and middle age adults. 

However, in the following section I will argue that in fact, the different training/education 

and cognitive approaches of my participants, as components of their different cultural 

background may better explain my results. In doing so, I hope to provide a possible 

reason behind the apparent incongruity between the previous research and the fact that 

my younger German adults performed considerably better than the older American 

adults.  

The findings of the study also lead to conjectures about the effects of possible 

variables in study administration on participants' performance. Possible variables that 

come to mind are the room, time of day, or other study extrinsic factors that might have 

influenced these differences. However, these possibilities seem unlikely, due to the 

similarities in both the selection process and the physical environment for administration 

of the data gathering. All participants took part in the study during the final third of their 

semester in Spring 2002. For both groups the study was administered during several 

testing dates after class time in the afternoons, in a classroom on campus. No participants 

received extra credit or completed the project as part of a course requirement. All 

participants received the same instructions, in the same order in their native language and 

neither group was restricted by time limits.  

School Training and Cognitive Styles 
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Based on contrasts in the two groups' writing style, quantity of writing, rhetorical 

structures, and elaborations, I propose two factors that may have contributed to the 

differences in recall score. These contrasts point first to differences in school training in 

writing, and second to differences in post-secondary educational emphases that have an 

impact on cognitive style.  

Extensive training in various types of essay logic and essay writing has 

traditionally been an important prescribed component of the curricula at the German 

Gymnasium (high school). All German participants would have attended this type of 

school, as one must attend a Gymnasium to be eligible for a university in their country. 

Although the high school experience in the United States also includes writing essays and 

summaries, there exists a wide range of emphases and pedagogies among different states 

and school districts. The participants in this study were not told how to write their recalls, 

so they naturally chose whatever form they felt was comfortable and appropriate for the 

given situation. The German participants consistently chose a similar, relatively dense 

prose style for their recalls, writing on average 60% more than their American 

counterparts. A second contrast in style was that American participants displayed a much 

wider variety of less expository formats than did the Germans. Differences in exposure to 

and practice in extensive essay writing might account for the American students’ range of 

styles and their use of bullets and phrases, rather than the Germans’ full, explicitly 

connected sentences. With regard to rhetorical structure, Germans participants also 

tended to organize their recalls sequentially in the same order as the original text, 

whereas American participants used less sequential organization. These differences 
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between the two groups might conceivably be attributable to pedagogical differences in 

general education at the secondary level. 

The sensitivity of the German participants' to structure and cohesion of texts may 

result from the way the German students are trained to deal with texts throughout their 

education, often beginning in elementary school. The main form of text summary taught 

throughout Germany is the Inhaltsangabe. German students are required to write (and 

taught how to write) Inhaltsangaben and Précis regularly and consistently during their 

schooling. Inhaltsangabe is basically a summary of a text, but with a specific, clear form 

that is similar throughout the German system. Students learn exactly what to include in 

this summary, how to build it, what kind of language and perspective to use, and they 

practice this over and over. The Inhaltsangabe must provide an objective, concise, 

complete report of the facts, in chronologically correct order.1 The body of this summary 

should also include goals, reasons and connections of characters or people in the text. The 

end of the Inhaltsangabe often includes a synthesizing statement about the text's main 

intention – the Aussage – and the student may offer his/her personal position or 

perspective. The Inhaltsangabe practices both the basic skills of reporting the salient text 

content, as well as higher-order cognitive skills of analysis and synthesis. Although 

American high school students are also required to read texts and to summarize, these 

exercises are not as standardized or embedded throughout the curriculum2.  

                                                           
1 The characteristics of Inhaltsangaben come from the following websites, as well as from personal 
discussion with German teachers and students: 
http://www.bernhardkeller.de/Lernhilfen/Checkliste/Kommaregeln/Merkmale/merkmale.htm 
http://www.teachsam.de/deutsch/d_schreibf/schr_schule/txtwied/inh/inh_merkm0.htm  
2 As mentioned previously, the German subjects' written recalls were in general, consistently more 
comprehensive and precise than the American subjects – however, in my opinion, the two most 
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 The other possible influence of different post-secondary educational emphases in 

the two countries could be their impact on my participants’ respective cognitive 

approaches. Differences in knowledge demands and expectations between German and 

American business schools could have contributed to recall performance. An examination 

of the missions (published online) for both ESB Reutlingen and UT-Austin MBA 

programs reveals distinct differences in the two student bodies. These differences are 

attributable to the schools’ criteria and curricular focus. The table below lists several 

statements found in the websites of the schools. Statements 2, 3 and 4 were made by both 

schools, while statement 1 was only made by UT-Austin and statement 4 was only made 

by ESB. 

 

Table 19.  Statements from the websites of the two business schools  

Stated in on-line MBA program 
description: 

UT-Austin ESB 

1. Seek cultural diversity in student body Yes No 
2. Real world, hands on research Yes Yes  
3. Strong record of job placement Yes Yes 
4. Character- building as part of curriculum No Yes 
5. Prepare students for international jobs  Yes Yes 
 

 A rudimentary examination of the core curriculum of the two schools reveals 

similar course topics including accounting, marketing, management, and finance. 

However, one notable difference is ESB’s focus on English. Applicants must have high 

                                                                                                                                                                             
comprehensive and insightful recall protocols in the entire study were written by Americans who 
synthesized styles and analyses. These two participants used bullet points and prose, correct chronological 
order, made correct inferences, offered an opinion and gave supporting evidence. 
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English proficiency to enter the program and English is encouraged throughout the 

curriculum as the language of business. UT-Austin on the other hand, only requires 

foreign language knowledge if the students specifically enroll in one of the 

“international-track” MBA programs. Each year, several dozen students choose the 

Spanish-language track, for which UT-Austin is well-known, but only a handful of 

students ever choose a European-based dual-track degree. 

 In my mind the most notable difference between the two schools is the 

significance of leadership and responsibility as qualifications for entrance into the 

program (UT-Austin), versus being an integral part of the curriculum (ESB-Reutlingen). 

The importance of these personal characteristics is interesting because this objective 

suggests a “people” orientation, one emphasizing managerial, negotiating strengths. 

Whereas the UT–Austin program expects its applicants to already exhibit leadership by 

having several years of job experience, the ESB program sees developing such leadership 

as an important goal of the program itself, not as a prerequisite for admission. 

Furthermore, while ESB focuses on character-building and leadership skills, the UT-

Austin program emphasizes training in developing mathematical projections proven 

profitable in the business culture in the United States. 

 These expectations and program goals relate not only to possible differences in 

the business schools' curriculum. They also indicate other factors that could influence 

differences in writing style and recall. ESB applicants in general are younger than at UT, 

and have less job experience. The American participants have, in general, been away 

from academia longer and have had more work experience. The German participants 
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generally come straight from another university, with less work experience. Because the 

American students have been working professionally outside of academia longer, they 

have likely practiced a more diverse range of abbreviated writing and reporting styles in 

their jobs. Simply on the basis of past business experience, the American students might 

exhibit shorter, more bullet-style recalls (similar to a PowerPoint presentation) when 

asked to write what they retained from a text. These curricular differences, namely 

emphasis on character and management at ESB compared to the UT program’s focus on 

mathematical acumen may well result in different student bodies with different cognitive 

focuses. 

Although at first glance the data seemed to show that young age predicted 

quantitatively more significant and qualitatively more accurate data in written recall, I 

argued (Chapter 4) that country of origin accounts for much of the differences. I stand by 

that claim because the variables age and country of origin are closely linked for this 

group of participants. Furthermore, I believe a strong argument can be made that the 

cultural factors that led to the age discrepancy between the two groups defined these 

cohorts more than a consideration of age defined as linear progression. As noted in 

Chapter 4, the fact that the MBA program in the United States was designed for students 

who already had work experience meant that the linear progression of their education had 

been interrupted. Whereas the German EBS students maintained a continuous study 

trajectory, the American students had shifted venues from the world of business practice 

to return to school. Such a shift would, I have argued, be reflected in their recall. 

Ultimately, in order to separate age and country of origin more precisely, age could be 



 108 

investigated independently with both young and old participant groups from each 

country. 

Implications of Findings for Research Question 4  

 The reader will recall that the analyses conducted for research question 1 and 3 

confirmed main effects for the reader’s country of origin and age, and not for country of 

text publication. Consequently, the country of text publication emerged as a curious non-

factor, viewed in terms of statistical significance.  Viewed simply as a qualitative issue, 

however, it is worth noting that both groups of readers made comments on the 

questionnaire that suggest a distinct preference for the texts originating in their own 

country. In fact, most participants wrote more positive comments about the texts 

originating in their own country than about texts originating in the foreign country. 

Because not all participants commented about their text preferences, however, it was 

unfortunately not feasible to analyze this factor statistically. 

 That said, indications of text preference varied between groups, and were 

consistent within both groups. In other words, German and American participants tended 

to prefer different texts from each other, but written comments within the German or 

within the American group demonstrated general agreement about text preference. Thus 

Germans tended to react positively to the texts published in Germany and the Americans 

reacted positively to the texts published in the United States. 

 Notable contrasts between groups emerged in several respects. Germans were 

more positive as well as more critical of structural elements, while American students 

related more to familiarity with topic. This attention to and sensitivity to rhetorical 
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structure supports the implications discussed above, namely that Germans have had more 

training throughout their lives with specific written forms for summarizing and analyzing 

texts. A second notable contrast emerged with the perception of humor in Text 2 

(border/US). American participants made no comments about the subtle humor in the 

beginning of Text 2, while the German participants did note the humor and responded 

positively to it. The fact that German participants especially noted humor and liveliness 

of Text 2 (border/US) is a probable explanation for their relatively higher recall of Text 2 

(border/US) compared with Text 1 (border/Germany) recall. 

 In summary, written comments about text preferences were made by over two 

thirds of the participants (32 of 42 Germans, 31 of 44 Americans). In both cases those 

comments about the texts show an unmistakable preference for the text originating in 

participants’ own country, whether conscious or unconscious. These alignments suggest 

an affective dimension based on preference. Specifically, a reader’s attitude towards and 

emotional reactions about texts originating in a reader’s culture may play a role in the 

readability of that text even though it may not significantly affect the quantity of recall.  

Additional Findings – Recall Protocols 

 As described above, the data indicated a finding not anticipated in the research 

design, namely that the style of writing and summarizing was dramatically different 

between the Germans and Americans.  This finding underscored my speculation that 

education and training may be influential components of cultural background upon recall 

and that these components in turn, have an effect on recall scores.  
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At this point, it is purely supposition that the differences in the length, style, 

analysis and synthesis of the recalls might be related to different pedagogies and 

educational practices. It is beyond the scope of this study to undertake an in-depth 

(ethnographic) comparison study of the two countries’ approach to teaching reading and 

writing. However, differences in writing style led me to reflect on the nature of reading 

and writing instruction in the United States and Germany, and whether either approach 

might be better suited to particular curricular outcomes. It is possible that the implications 

for reading and writing instruction are far-reaching, having a potential impact not only at 

the college level, but at all levels of education. While only indices were extracted from 

this study, such inferences indicate directions for future research. 

Research Implications   

The findings of this study support my thesis that, on the basis of their country of 

origin, German and American students recalled texts differently with regard to quantity, 

style, and content. The results contribute to previous cross-cultural reading research and 

prompt further considerations for research and pedagogical practice. Due to time, 

logistical constraints and participant pool, this study had a number of limitations. In the 

next section, these deficiencies will be discussed and suggestions for future studies 

proposed.  

Limitations  

The participants in this study came from a narrowly defined subculture  - business 

students with similar professional goals and educational levels – and consequently the 

results may not be generalizable for other groups. Future studies might consider, for 
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example, participants with other types of education, to see if educational field/discipline 

affects recall.  Educational groups comparable across cultures such as teachers, students 

in vocational training, or undergraduate general studies students, could be used. Due to 

the different topics of their education, such pairings might well demonstrate both 

qualitative and quantitative differences in recall. Choosing a different set of text types 

could also shed light on how cultural differences affect judgment.  

The present study used texts that represented the genre of current-events articles 

found in business sections of newspapers and related Internet sites. These selections 

fulfilled the criteria noted in Chapter 3. They were chosen as representative of texts that 

my participants read on a daily basis. However, since recall performance may be partially 

dependent on genre, mode of transmission or other text topics, the results of the present 

study may not be generalized to recall of readings of other public genres. Would, for 

example, two groups of teachers trained in two different countries differ in recall 

performance when reading/grading young students’ essays or pedagogical articles? 

Would such teachers react the same way or differently to texts from the United States or 

Germany, China, or Japan? Regrettably, I was not able to conduct oral interviews with 

participants to follow up on answers to key questions such as text preference, or explore 

familiarity with participant matter. As I was unable to go to Germany to gather data there, 

I relied on the written questionnaire from which I received only partial answers to 

questions that, in retrospect, might have yielded fuller corroborative data through an oral 

interview.  
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As an outside investigator I had no direct control over the curriculum of the 

business students and could not incorporate the recall exercise into a class or reward 

students for participation with points or grades. Thus my control of my participant sample 

was, to a degree, random. Also, I was unable to undertake a longitudinal study to see if 

particular training might affect recall performance over time. Researchers not constrained 

by having to conduct a single quasi-experimental study might, for example, use a series 

of texts over a period of time, or with a larger group of participants. By doing this, the 

effects of exposure and strategy training with different text types could be examined. 

A further question that might be raised addresses the value of delayed protocols. 

In light of my robust findings with immediate recall protocols, it would have been 

instructive to see whether, after a delay of one or two weeks, the recall advantage of the 

Germans would have persisted vis-a-vis the American participants.  

A possible caveat also exists with regard to the text instruments I used. Several 

previous studies introduced specialized methods of translation such as back-translation, 

to assess commensurability in number and semantics of idea units of translated texts 

(Pritchard 1990). This technique involves translating texts into the target language, then 

asking a participant group to translate them back into the original language. The resulting 

retranslation is then checked against the original. With a larger participant pool available, 

a researcher could use a separate group to conduct such a back-translation if it was felt to 

be necessary. To my knowledge, however, no decisive research resuls exist that would 

confirm the benefits of back-translation in appreciably increasing the validity of results. 

Future Research  
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As discussed above, the questions raised by my findings point to a definition of 

cultural background that includes formal educational training.  For that reason, future 

researchers might include components of schooling that participants had in their native 

countries. A replication study might examine German vs. American business curricula to 

compare participant matter and writing assessment, as well as prior experience in the 

workplace. Such a study could also identify the reading and writing experience of 

participants while still in secondary school.  To confirm students’ participantive 

responses, a researcher could visit the schools, talk with teachers and administrators, 

observe classroom practices, and collect materials. An examination of responses, 

observations and materials, supported by findings on reading recalls or instruments 

devised to assess reading comprehension, could suggest the basis for differences in the 

way people from different countries read and analyze textual material.   

 In line with a growing interest in genre in language research and literary studies, 

researchers may wish to investigate reading recall using a variety of text types, including 

fictional works.   Thus literary texts, interviews, book reviews, editorials written for 

newspapers, diary entries, and personal as well business letters could be compared in 

conjunction with questionnaires about familiarity with specific genres. Comparisons of 

texts with plot lines or stories and factual reports, for example, might help clarify how 

recall is linked to episodic or schematic memory on the one hand and to specific prior 

knowledge related to facts in texts with various genres. A future study could also look at 

two longer texts with different organizational structures, and assess recall on the basis of 

a contrastive rhetorical analysis of those texts. Such a project might reveal which 
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organizational elements and textual details, separately or in combination, influenced 

recall for readers from different cultural backgrounds.  

Post-study follow-up interviews further illuminate participants' written recalls and 

reactions to texts. Studies using interviews could also include leading questions asking 

participants to verbalize what they see as implications of what they have read. Future 

research might also include a different type of reading assessment, such as think-aloud 

verbal recall. Such recalls have been used in several recent studies to examine reading 

recall and comprehension (Pritchard 1990; Ai 1995; Rafter 1996). As a further variant on 

my design, researchers could compare two groups within the same country, one group 

that had studied abroad with a group that did not. Other studies indicate that study abroad 

directly contributes to cross-cultural awareness. Comparison of reading comprehension 

and cultural awareness of study abroad vs. non-study abroad participants might show 

whether study abroad is also a predictor of enhanced reading performance. Such a study 

might also investigate whether performance is dependent upon the particular target 

country, study or work program or on a minimal length of stay.   

 As another approach using participants from the business world, one could study 

groups of business professionals who work abroad or with branches located in foreign 

countries. The participants of the current study all planned to become successful in the 

global arena of business. It would be interesting to examine whether the differences 

found between the German and American students are also found between German and 

American groups of business professionals. Would the recall and analysis style still be 

significantly different? Or does the experience of working internationally result in more 



 115 

similar recall and analysis of texts? Follow up interviews could look into whether 

participants feel that their work experience has helped them gain cross-cultural insights or 

learn new problem solving skills since the end of their formal education. However, the 

logistics of this kind of study would be challenging considering the variables in the 

workplace, and considering the difficulty of garnering participation from business 

professionals. 

Finally, a further question to ask: does the very act of reading and reflecting upon 

texts from another culture have an effect upon an individual’s cross-cultural awareness 

and beliefs about the other culture? In other words, can the exercise of reading, recalling, 

and analyzing a text augment understanding of that culture’s genres, rhetorical 

conventions or modes of communication?  This question calls for consideration of 

pedagogical implications, which will be discussed in the next section. 

Pedagogical implications  

Literacy, Multi-literacy 

A range of classroom implications for the teaching of reading in first, second, and 

foreign languages are implied by the findings described in Chapter 4 and the conclusions 

drawn at the outset of this Chapter. For example, the way in which American participants 

misread particular causalities and connections in the texts from this study may be an 

indication that students in the United States are not being taught to attend to these kinds 

of relationships between textual elements.  

 Similarly, my results suggest that students in the United States may benefit from 

training in attending to patterns of information in texts, whether they are literary or 
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popular culture texts (Swaffar & Arens, forthcoming). In this expanded view of literacy, 

readers learn to “recognize intents of texts, to see the symbolism, to be able to express 

what they think the text is saying, see patterns of discourse, and see the text structure” 

(Maxim 1999).  In other words, classroom practice in having students identify 1) a 

statement about the main logic/main focus of a text based on actual text language, and 2) 

text elements that support or exemplify this focus would go far toward facilitating any 

readers’ ability to recall accurately.   

Overall, my study strikes a cautionary note about presumptions about reading and 

reading recall. All participants in this study were highly literate individuals. For whatever 

reasons, the American group did not register information as precisely or as fully as did 

the German group. Classrooms, particularly those in the United States, may need to put 

greater emphasis on reading texts with greater precision. In order to do so, they may need 

to devote greater attention to the fact that texts from different sources represent horizons 

of expectation as diverse as those found in foreign languages. 

In second and foreign language curricula the emergence of authentic materials has 

often been perceived as automatically filling the need to teach language using culturally 

representative language and content. Yet, as my American participants demonstrated in 

their distortions of textual data, without attention to culture-specific language use, styles, 

and structures, these benefits may not register with readers. Also, the ability to 

understand the words on a page may not transfer into the ability to identify and recall 

chronology, citation sources, or causal relationships in that text. Recalling accurately 

what has been read involves strategies for unlocking texts addressed to a variety of 
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audiences, foreign and native. No culture, or even sub-strata within one culture, has a 

single standard of literacy. On the contrary, texts written by and for representatives of 

different segments within a culture’s population present readers with a wide variety of 

language uses, styles, and structures. One could say that cross-cultural literacy begins at 

home with the multi-literacies found in any society (e.g., Byrnes [2002]; The New 

London Group [1996]).   

Implications for Business Education 

 Reading is a vital skill in any professional career. Furthermore, cultural 

understanding and communication are two of the most important skills a professional 

must cultivate (Black 1999; Marx 1999). Because participants in this study were business 

students, my findings contribute to that field’s knowledge about how two groups of adult 

specialists from different countries process information. In that sense my findings may 

contribute to our understanding of misunderstandings between global partners, and they 

suggest the need for training sessions designed to facilitate a more commensurate grasp 

of textual fundamentals.  

 In a field that makes extensive use of case studies and practice in critical solutions 

to problems encountered by specific businesses, incorporating sessions to help readers 

recall case studies accurately makes good sense. Many MBA programs have incorporated 

cultural/international components into their core curriculum and into specific courses. For 

example, several courses required for the International-track MBA at UT-Austin have 

titles that refer to “culture” or “cross-cultural” (international marketing, international 

management). Such a business course with a cross cultural component can include 
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reading and analyzing authentic texts, both business and non-business, from an “other” 

culture. My findings suggest that practice in summarizing the content of those studies 

with accuracy might be a valuable first step prior to analysis of that content from a 

strictly business perspective.  

V. Coda  

 Reading and analyzing texts can be a critical-thinking and problem-solving 

endeavor. The process parallels many problem-solving tasks, and includes gathering 

information, making sense of it, synthesizing main points, and in many cases, presenting 

a conclusion. The results of this study indicate natural tendencies of what two groups of 

people from Germany and the United States did with textual information. Therefore, the 

findings are applicable to current relationships between our countries, because how we 

recall communication is the basis for communication as it is practiced between our 

peoples, whether such exchanges are based on reading texts or speaking face-to-face. In 

this chapter I have tried to outline ways to apply my results to future research and reading 

pedagogy for first, second, and foreign language reading and for business education. 

  By choosing participants with similar levels of education and professional goals I 

tried to isolate as well as possible cultural background, specifically country of origin, as 

the main variable. The fact that the participants hailed from Germany or the United States 

proved to have a statistically verifiable effect on recall scores. I find it plausible, as I 

argued at the outset of this chapter, that education - or Bildung - as a component of 

cultural background was the most influential factor for these two groups.  
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Appendix A 
CONSENT FORM 

Context and Comprehension: A Cross-Cultural Comparison  
of Germans and Americans Reading Authentic Texts  

 

You are invited to participate in a study of cross-cultural differences in reading 
comprehension. My name is Stefanie Borst and I am a graduate student at The University of 
Texas at Austin. This study is a dissertation research project. You are being asked to participate 
in the study because of your business education and professional career goals. If you participate, 
you will be one of approximately 85 people in the study. 

          If you decide to participate, I will analyze your written recall protocols quantitatively and 
qualitatively, and the data will be tested to reveal any correlations between background (personal 
data) and comprehension of the texts. Follow-up interviews will be conducted with a random 
sampling of the subjects. The results of this study will inform classroom practice, activities and 
textbook development, and should contribute to broader discussions of how best to prepare 
students with cross-cultural skills necessary for life beyond the university. 

            Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified 
with you, will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. Your 
responses will not be linked to your name in any written or verbal report of this research project. 

            Your decision to participate or to decide not to participate will not affect your present or 
future relationship with The University of Texas at Austin or Fachhochschule Reutlingen.  

            If you have any questions about the study, please ask me. If you have any questions later, 
you may call me at 512 236-8444 (or you may contact one of my supervisors, Professor David 
Wright or Professor Janet Swaffar 512 263-6376). If you have any questions or concerns about 
your treatment as a research participant in this study, call Professor Clarke Burnham, Chair of 
the University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Research Participants at 512 232-4383. A copy of this consent form will be available for your 
records. 

            You are making a decision whether or not to participate. Your signature below indicates 
that you have read the information provided above and have decided to participate in the study. 
If you later decide that you do not want to participate in the study, simply tell me. You may 
discontinue your participation in this study at any time. 

___________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Participant 

____________________________________________        ________________________ 
Signature of Participant                                                           Date 

____________________________________________        ________________________ 
Signature of Investigator    (Stefanie Borst)                            Date 
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Name__________________ 

Email_________________  Tel._________________ 

Are you willing to answer a few follow-up questions via email or telephone at some later date?  

Please check: Yes_____________________No_________________ 

All of your responses will be kept completely confidential. Thank you for your participation. 

Please complete the following information: 
 
Male/Female 
Age_________ 
Major______________Year in School /Degrees completed______________ 
GPA_____________________ 
Current degree sought_______________________ 
Where were you born____________________ 
Country of your Citizenship_____________ 
 
What is your own first language/mother tongue________________________________ 
 
What other languages do you speak, and how long in years?  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In your opinion, what is the level of your German ability? (Circle one): 
None to  Survival/necessary  Basic   More fluent  Near- 
a few words phrases  conversation  conversing  native 
1  2   3   4   5  
 
Have you ever traveled or lived in a German-speaking country?  
Yes (if yes – when and how long in months)______________________________ No______ 
If Yes, please circle the best description of your time in Germany: 

Study Abroad 
Military (circle either you or your parents) 
Work 
Travel, fun 
Other (please specify)_____________________________ 
 

If you have traveled to a German-speaking country, how much of your time was spent directly 
interacting with Germans. 
 
0-20%     20-40%        40-60%   60-80%         80-100% 
 
Have you traveled or lived in any other countries? Where and how long, in months? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Please describe the amount of time (in hours) spent per week with German or European material, 
and what type. 

HOURS:  CIRCLE or FILL IN: 
Reading  ______________  books, magazine, newspapers, Internet______________ 
Writing ______________ personal letters, business, email__________________ 
Speaking ______________ with friends, business, family ________________ 
Listening ______________ radio, TV, Internet, music____________________ 
 
How many hours per week do you spend with media in general (any/all languages including 
English)?  

TV  _____________   Newspapers ____________ 
Magazines _____________  Other  _____________ 
Internet ____________ 
Radio  _____________ 

 
What are your professional goals? 
 
 
Read the statements and circle from 1-5 what best describes your reaction: 
 
Reading German can be an important skill for my career. 
1  2  3   4  5 
Strongly  Disagree  Neither disagree  Agree  Strongly  
disagree    nor agree    agree 
 
Speaking German can be an important skill for my career. 
1  2  3   4  5 
Strongly  Disagree  Neither disagree  Agree  Strongly  
disagree    nor agree    agree 
 
Learning a foreign language(s) is important for my career. 
1  2  3   4  5 
Strongly  Disagree  Neither disagree  Agree  Strongly  
disagree    nor agree    agree 
 

I would like to learn about the culture and language of the countries I visit.                                                                                           
1  2  3   4  5 
Strongly  Disagree  Neither disagree  Agree  Strongly  
disagree    nor agree    agree 
 
Questions: 
Which text did you like the best? 
Why? 
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Was there something in the texts you found particularly interesting, striking or difficult? 
What? 
 

 

German: 

Name__________________ 

Email_________________  Tel._________________ 

Wären Sie bereit, später an einem Interview teilzunehmen, z.B. ein paar nachträgliche Fragen 
per Email oder Telefon zu beantworten? Bitte kreuzen Sie an:   

JA______________________NEIN___________________ 

Ihre Antworten werden vertraulich und anonym behandelt. Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme!   

 
Bitte beantworten Sie folgende Fragen: 
 
M / W   Alter____________ 
Universitäts-Hauptfach_________________ 
Welche Uni-Abschlüsse haben Sie gemacht_________________________ 
 

Was ist Ihr Geburtsort/land?______________________ 
Was ist Ihre Staatsbürgerschaft?_____________________ 
 
Was ist Ihre Muttersprache?_______________________ 
 
Sprechen Sie andere Sprachen?  Welche und wie lange (Jahre)? 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Ihrer Meinung nach, wie würden Sie  Ihre Englischkenntnisse einschätzen? 
1   2   3  4  5  
Nur ein paar Wörter Notwendige   Einfache  Fliessende Fast wie ein 
   Sätze   Gespräche Gespräche Muttersprachler 
  
Haben Sie in Amerika gereist oder gewohnt? 

Ja________ Wie viele Monate: _________________________   Nein__________ 
 
Wenn “ja”, was war der Zweck Ihrer Reise? Bitte kreuzen Sie an: 
 Austauschstudium 
 Urlaub, Spass 
 Militär 
 Beruflich 
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 Anderer Zweck:________________ 
 
Wenn “ja”, wie viel Ihrer Zeit verbrachten Sie in direktem Kontakt mit Amerikanern: 
 

0-20%  20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100% 
 
Haben Sie in anderen Ländern gereist oder gewohnt? Wo und wie lange (Monate)? 
_______________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Beschreiben Sie, wie viel Zeit Sie mit amerikanischen Materialen verbringen (Stunden pro 
Woche): 
 
  STUNDEN:  BITTE KREUZEN SIE AN: 

Lesen  ____________ Bücher, Zeitschriften, Internet,_____________  
Schreiben ____________ Persönliche Briefe, Beruflich, Email,__________ 
Sprechen ____________ mit Freunden, Beruflich, Familie,____________ 
Zuhören ____________ Radio, Fernsehen, Musik,_________________ 
 
Wie viele Stunden pro Woche verbringen Sie im allgemeinen mit den folgenden Medien  
(in irgendeiner Sprache): 
  STUNDEN: 
Fernsehen _________________ 
Internet _________________ 
Radio  _________________ 
Zeitungen _________________ 
Zeitschriften _________________ 
Andere Medien:___________________ 
 
Was sind Ihre Berufsziele? 
 
 
Bitte kreuzen Sie eine Zahl von 1-5 an: 
 
Englisch Lesen wäre für meine beruflichen Tätigkeiten wichtig. 
1  2  3  4  5 
Absolut   Nein   Weder  Ja  Absolut   
Nein    noch    Ja 
 
Englisch Sprechen wäre für meine beruflichen Tätigkeiten wichtig  
1  2  3  4  5 
Absolut   Nein   Weder  Ja  Absolut   
Nein    noch    Ja 
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Fremdsprachen zu beherrschen ist wichtig für meine Karriere.  
1  2  3  4  5 
Absolut   Nein   Weder  Ja  Absolut   
Nein    noch    Ja 
 
Ich möchte die Sprache und Kultur der Länder kennenlernen, die ich besuche. 
1  2  3  4  5 
Absolut   Nein   Weder  Ja  Absolut   
Nein    noch    Ja 
 
Weitere Fragen: 
 
Welcher Text gefiel Ihnen am besten? 
Warum? 
 
Gab es etwas in den Texten, was Sie besonders interessant, komisch, oder schwierig fanden? 
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Appendix B 
 
The texts used in the study: 
 
German 
 

• Angst vor Polen  
• Die U.S.-Mexikanische Grenze im Rampenlicht 
• Bush-Maßnahmen zu Abgasemissionen  
• EU-Kommissarin Wallström kritisiert USA 

 
English 
 

• Fear of Poland 
• Spotlight on the U.S.-Mexico Border 
• Bush Action on Emissions  
• EU-Commissioner Wallström criticizes the US 
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Text 1                                                         August 2001 
 
Angst vor Polen 
 
Auf seiner Sommerreise will der Kanzler den Ostdeutschen die Bedenken gegen die EU-
Osterweiterung nehmen. Wahrscheinlich vergebens: Die Polen holen mächtig auf. 
 
An Menschen, die das Gute wollen, herrscht kein Mangel. Im kleinen Städtchen Forst nahe 
Cottbus werkelten vergangene Woche 17 Jugendliche aus Deutschland, Polen und Frankreich an 
einem symbolischen „Brückenschlag.“ 

Zwischen die Betonstümpfe einer im Krieg zerstörten Brücke spannten sie ein 42 Meter langes 
Mittelstück aus Holz, Textilien und Bändern. „Die Neiße muss ein Symbol der Hoffnung auf gute 
Nachbarschaft werden,“ fordert Aktionsleiter Wolf Leo, ein Künstler aus Berlin.  

Die Einheimischen scherten sich wenig um die angereisten Gutmenschen. Ein Mittfünfziger im 
türkisfarbenen Jogginganzug, der seinen Schäferhund am Neißeufer spazieren führt, winkt ab: 
„Die Polen ham nix, wir ham nix, da ändert auch 'ne neue Brücke nix.“  

Gerhard Schröder, der ab diesem Montag zehn Tage lang die Ostgrenze bereist, kennt die 
schlechte Stimmung vor Ort. Bei 20 Prozent liegt die Arbeitslosigkeit längs der Grenze. „Viele 
Menschen haben hier Angst, man muss das so deutlich sagen,“ weiß der Kanzler.  

Noch immer ist das Verhältnis zum Nachbarn von tief sitzenden Vorurteilen geprägt. Polen seien 
„rückständig,“ „nicht modern,“ „ineffektiv“ und „nicht erfolgreich,“ ergab Mitte Juli eine 
gemeinsame deutsch-polnische Untersuchung. Nicht auszurotten ist das Gerede vom „polnischen 
Schlendrian.“  

Daran wird sich wohl erst etwas ändern, „wenn der Bundeskanzler einmal in Polen Urlaub 
macht“ - statt in Italien, glaubt Jerzy Mackow, Dozent an der Viadrina-Universität in Frankfurt 
(Oder), wo polnische und deutsche Studenten gemeinsam lernen.  

Die polnische Wirklichkeit sieht schon längst anders aus. Während die ostdeutsche Wirtschaft 
vielerorts in einer vertrackten Mischung aus postsozialistischer Depression und süßer 
Subventionitis vor sich hin dämmert, kommen die Polen in Schwung. Fast dreimal schneller als in 
der Bundesrepublik stieg das Lebensniveau in Polen.  

Und der Abstand wird ständig geringer. Um bis zu drei Prozent soll die Wirtschaft in Polen in 
diesem Jahr wachsen, in Ostdeutschland weniger. Um 20 Prozent nahmen die ausländischen 
Investitionen im Nachbarland bislang jährlich zu. Da kommen die neuen Bundesländer kaum mit.  

Anders als die meisten Ostdeutschen, so ein Schröder-Mitarbeiter, der die Reise vorbereitete, 
haben „die Eliten in Unternehmen und die Verwaltung die immensen Chancen erkannt, die die 
EU-Osterweiterung gerade auch für die grenznahe Region bietet.“  

6000 deutsche Unternehmen haben mittlerweile Firmen in Polen gegründet - und die Chefs 
staunen nicht schlecht über Können und Arbeitsmoral ihrer polnischen Mitarbeiter. Rund 70 
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Prozent der deutschen Unternehmer, so ergab eine Umfrage, halten die Arbeitsleistungen der 
Polen für ebenbürtig oder gar besser als die der Deutschen.  

„Der Unternehmergeist war auch im sozialistischen Polen nicht kleinzukriegen,“ erinnert sich 
Andrzej Byrt, Polens Ex-Botschafter in Berlin. Das Einkommensgefälle in Richtung Osten, das 
früher einmal zwölf zu eins betrug, ist in den grenznahen Regionen auf das Verhältnis von vier zu 
eins zusammengeschrumpft. Tendenz: abnehmend.  

So viel Aufschwung beunruhigt die Ostdeutschen. 42 Prozent der Sachsen lehnen das 
Jahrhundert-Vorhaben der EU-Osterweiterung glatt ab, wie die Dresdner Staatskanzlei Ende Juni 
ermittelte. "Die Befürchtungen sind zum größten Teil wirtschaftlicher Art", fand die sächsische 
Staatskanzlei heraus.  

Dennoch kommen sich die Nachbarn allmählich näher - der Austausch über die Grenze wird 
zunehmend normaler.  

Vergangenes Jahr reisten Deutsche 50 Millionen Mal nach Polen, und rund 30 Millionen Mal 
machten sich Polen gen Westen auf. Geschätzte 400 000 Polen arbeiten bereits in Deutschland, 
die polnische Gemeinde in Berlin soll 80 000 Köpfe zählen. Viele Deutsche fahren rüber, um sich 
in Polen günstig die Haare schneiden und billig den Tank füllen zu lassen.  

Engere Beziehungen über die Grenze bringen den verängstigten Nachbarn durchaus auch 
wirtschaftliche Vorteile. Deutsche Unternehmen, die nach Polen exportieren, schaffen sogar 
Arbeitsplätze in Ostdeutschland - 100 000 Jobs hängen bundesweit mittlerweile vom Handel mit 
Polen ab.  

Vorrangig mit solchen Hoffnungsträgern will sich Schröder in den nächsten Tagen treffen - etwa 
in Jena. Dort wartet die Schott Jenaer Glas GmbH, die jetzt schon in Osteuropa den Markt für 
Ceran-Kochfelder beherrscht, dringend auf die Osterweiterung. Der Export gen Osten soll dann 
noch weiter steigen. Und neue Arbeitsplätze, so werden die Manager dem Kanzler versichern, 
gibt es dann auch.  
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Text 2    September 2001 

Die U.S.-Mexikanische Grenze im Rampenlicht 

Ein ausführbarer Plan an erster Stelle der Busch-Fox Tagesordung 
 
Nennen wir’s die Dos-Amigos-Show. Am 5. September wird George W. Bush den 
mexikanischen Präsident Vicente Fox  in Washington zu einem zweitägigen Besuch 
begrüßen, der ein richtiges „Texas-Fest“  zu werden verspricht. Busch, der Fox seinen 
besten Kumpel unter den Großen der Welt nennt, will der Welt ihre gute Partnerschaft 
und die gegenseitige Abhängigkeit der beiden Länder vorführen.  Fox wird mit Ehrungen 
überschüttet werden, die von einem Dinner mit Berühmtheiten – Bushs erster als 
Gastgeber – bis zu einem Auftritt vor einer Kongress-Sitzung reichen. 
 
Fox wird mehr mit nach Hause nehmen als Schnappschüsse voll von breitem Lachen und 
einem neuen Paar Cowboy-Stiefel für seine Sammlung. Die beiden Staatsoberhäupter 
werden eine Reihe von Initiativen ankündigen, darunter gemeinsame Anstrengungen, den 
Drogenhandel und die Geldwäscherei in den Griff zu kriegen, die Güterüberfuhr über 
Grenzbrücken zu beschleunigen, und Pläne zur Zusammenarbeit bei Energiefragen. 
Busch wird außerdem seine Unterstützung für den Zulass mexikanischer Laster auf 
amerikanischen Strassen betonen. 
 
Doch die Hauptsache des Besuches wird es sein, einen Rahmen für die Regulation der 
Welle von mexikanischen Einwanderern zu schaffen. Seit 1970 ist die Zahl der in den 
USA lebenden Mexikaner von 800.000 auf mehr als 8 Millionen angeschwollen, die 
Hälfte davon illegal. Dieser Zustrom ist Teil einer Einwanderungswelle, die die Zahl der 
ausländischen Geburten in Amerika von 4.7% vor 30 Jahren auf jetzt 11.2% ansteigen 
ließ. Die Ziffer war seit 1930 nicht mehr so hoch, als Immigranten etwa 12% der 
Bevölkerung ausmachten. 
 
Die Bush-Administration hat eindeutig die Basis für eine Milderung der Beschränkungen 
geschaffen. ”Familienwerte hören nicht an der Südgrenze auf, wenn du dein Geld in 
Amerika verdienen kannst und keinen Job in Mexiko findest, ” meinte Bush in einer 
Rede am 29. August. “Die Leute kommen hier her, um für Essen für ihre Familie zu 
sorgen.” Trotzdem waren sich die obersten Hilfskräfte monatelang uneinig darüber, wie 
man die schwierige Frage der Legalisierung der undokumentierten Mexikaner in den 
USA handhaben sollte. Ebenfalls auf der Tagesordnung: ein neues Programm für 
Gastarbeiter, durch das Tausende mehr Mexikaner Visen bekommen könnten, mit denen 
sie legal für eine begrenze Zeit in den USA arbeiten könnten, sowie mexikanische 
Mitarbeit bei der Überwachung der Grenze und Verfolgung der illegalen Einwanderer. 
 
GESPALTENE WÄHLERSCHAFT. Selbst wenn Bush und Fox sich mehr oder weniger 
über ihre Ziele einigen können, wird es in den nächsten paar Monaten nicht so einfach 
sein, diese Vorhaben auszuführen. „Das Problem ist mindestens so komplex wie 
NAFTA,“ warnt der mexikanische Aussenminister Jorge Castañeda. Und riesengroße 
politische Hürden drohen. Die republikanischen Konservativen wüten jetzt schon selbst 
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über beschränkte Amnestie für illegale Mexikaner, und Meinungsumfragen zeigen, dass 
auch die Wähler geteilter Meinung sind. Viele Arbeiter und Gewerkschaften sind gegen 
die Ausstellung von mehr zeitlich begrenzten Visen, weil sie einen stärkeren Druck auf 
die Löhne und Einschränkungen der Arbeiterrechte befürchten. Und ein Absinken der 
amerikanischen Ökonomie würde das Ende der Unterstützung für Immigration bedeuten. 
 
Sicher ist, dass die Wende in der amerikanischen Mexiko-Politik in der gesamten Nation 
eine heiße Debatte über Einwanderung auslösen wird. Dadurch, dass Gesetzgeber, 
Wissenschaftler, Immigranten-Rechts-Gruppen und andere sich einmischen, scheinen auf 
einmal alle Aspekte der U.S. Politik eine Angriffsfläche  zu bieten. Wie viele Ausländer 
sollten legal zugelassen werden? Sollten Zulassungen auf Grund von  Fähigkeiten oder 
aus familiären Gründen ausgestellt werden? Wie kann die Flut von Illegalen gestoppt 
werden? Nach Demetrios G. Papademetriou, Co-Direktor des Insitituts für 
Migrationspolitik in Washington: „Jeder noch so heilige Teil des Systems kann in Frage 
gestellt werden.“ 
 
Bush und Fox könnten sich kaum eine heiklere Frage ausdenken als diese. Eine 
Meinungsumfrage der ABC – Nachrichten hat vor kurzem gezeigt, dass  die Amerikaner 
getrennter Meinung über die Legalisierung illegaler mexikanischer Einwanderer sind. 
43% sind dafür, 49% dagegen. Einige, wie zum Beispiel Vincent DiMarco, ein 29jähriger 
Lagerarbeiter in einem Sportwarengeschäft in Atlanta, machen sich Sorge über die 
Konkurrenz auf dem Jobmarkt. „Mexikaner können viel härter arbeiten, und viele der 
Vorarbeiter sind jetzt Mexikaner, also nehmen die eher Mexikaner.“ Andere sind weniger 
besorgt. „Es gibt so viele Jobs, die die meisten Amerikaner nicht wollen,“ meint James 
McClough, ein 34jähriger afro-amerikanischer Sicherheitsoffizier in Los Angeles. „Es 
gibt massenhaft Jobs für 7 Dollar pro Stunde, die keiner will, weil sie schon zwei davon 
haben.“  
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Text 3                                                                     2 Aug 2001 

Bush-Maßnahmen zu Abgasemissionen  

 
Letzte Woche kamen in Bonn 178 Länder zu einer Übereinstimmung über die Richtlinien 
des Kyoto Protokolls, ein Vertrag, der seit 1997 Industriemächte zur Limitierung von 
Gasen wie Kohlendioxid, die die globale Erderwärmung beeinflussen , verpflichtet. 
 
Die Vereinigten Staaten, größter Produzent von Treibhausgasen, haben als einzige den 
Vertrag  abgelehnt. Präsident Bush nannte ihn einen „verhängnisvollen Irrtum“, da er die 
Abgasemissionen von Entwicklungsländern nicht limitieren würde, und weil seine 
Einhaltung Bush zufolge so teuer wäre, dass sie die amerikanische Ökonomie schädigen 
würde. 
 
Verwaltungsoffiziere sagten, sie arbeiteten an einer Stellungnahme zur Erderwärmung, 
wollten sich aber nicht zu der Präsentation eines konkreten Plans beim nächsten 
Internationalen Treffen zum Kyoto- Übereinkommen im Oktober verpflichten. Bei 
Zeugenaussagen im Kongress letzte Woche sagte Christie Whitman, Verwalterin der 
Umweltschutz-Agentur (Environmental Protection Agency), „wir wissen immer noch 
nicht im Entferntesten, wie das Problem zu lösen ist.“ 
 
Aber besonders seitdem vor zwei Monaten die Demokraten die Leitung des Senats 
übernommen haben, hat der Kongress den Präsident in Bezug auf Umweltfragen 
energisch herausgefordert. Obwohl die Vorschrift nicht verbindlich ist, werden 
Gesetzgeber wahrscheinlich eine oder mehr Gesetzesvorlagen freigeben, die 
Abgasemissionen von Kohlendioxid reduzieren sollen. Die Hauptfrage ist, ob die 
Restriktionen obligatorisch oder freiwillig sein werden. 
  
Der ausschlaggebende Paragraph des Übereinkommens, das heute vom Komitee der 
Auslandsbeziehunen (Foreign Relations Committee) angenommen wurde, drückt die 
“Meinung  des Kongress” aus, dass sich die Vereinigten Staaten an den internationalen 
Verhandlungen über den globalen Temperaturanstieg beteiligen sollte und auf dem 
Treffen im Oktober einen Vorschlag machen sollte, der die ökonomischen Interessen der 
USA schützt und Entwicklungsländer verpflichtet, ihre Abgasemissionen zu beschränken. 
 
Ein weiterer Paragraph führt aus, dass eine  95 zu 0 Genehmigung des  Senats (1997) vor 
dem Abschluss des Kyoto-Übereinkommens, „die Vereinigten Staaten nicht dazu 
veranlassen sollte, ihre gemeinsame Verantwortung für eine Lösung des Problems der 
globalen Temperaturänderung aufzugeben.“  
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Text 4                                                  9 Nov 2001 

EU-Kommissarin Wallström kritisiert USA 
 
Die EU-Umweltkomissarin Margot Wallström sieht die US-Regierung beim Klimaschutz 
weiter in der Pflicht. Die USA sollten die Bemühungen anderer Länder zur Bekämpfung 
der Klimagefahren wenigstens „nicht behindern,“ forderte Wallström im Gespräch mit 
Spiegel Online.  

„Wir hatten gehofft, dass die USA auch bei der Klimapolitik ähnlich wie bei der 
Terrorismus-Bekämpfung eine breitere internationale Zusammenarbeit anstreben,“ sagte 
Wallström. Das sei aber „leider nicht der Fall.“  

Bei der Klimaschutz-Konferenz im afrikanischen Marrakesch haben sich die 
Vertragsstaaten jetzt zwar auf verbindliche Regeln zur Erreichung der Reduktionsziele 
nach dem Kyoto-Abkommen geeinigt. Doch die USA mit dem weltweit größten Pro-
Kopf-Ausstoß des Klimagiftes Kohlendioxid befürworten weiterhin nur freiwillige 
Vereinbarungen, um die Luftschadstoffe aus Industrie und Verkehr zu begrenzen. 
„Freiwillige Vereinbarungen sind eine feine Sache,“ urteilte Wallström, „aber die 
Erfahrung zeigt, dass sie in der Umweltpolitik nicht ausreichen.“  

Wallström forderte stattdessen einen innereuropäischen Emissionshandel mit so 
genannten Kohlendioxid-Gutschriften. Damit könnten saubere Unternehmen Rechte zur 
Luftbelastung an Firmen mit höherem Ausstoß von Treibhausgasen verkaufen.  

„Wir werden den Amerikanern bald voraus sein,“ prophezeite die Chefin des EU-
Umwelt-Ressorts. Schließlich lasse sich mit solchen marktwirtschaftlichen Anreizen 
„Geld verdienen,“ was ja eigentlich auch für die Amerikaner wichtig wäre.  

Einige große Konzerne, wie die Mineralölfirmen Shell oder BP, haben einen solche 
Börse zur Verrechnung von Verschmutzungsrechten bereits zwischen den einzelnen 
Abteilungen wie Ölförderung, Transport oder Raffinerien eingeführt. Im Interview mit 
dem von Verlagen und Papierherstellern herausgegebenen Branchenmagazin 
„Papernews“ bestätigte Wallström, dass es überhaupt keinen Zweifel gebe, „dass wir die 
Emissionen herunterbringen müssen.“ Ein Rückzug der USA dürfe keine Entschuldigung 
sein, das Klimaprotokoll von Kyoto aufzuweichen.  
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Text 1    August 2001 

Fear of Poland 

On his summer travels, the Chancellor wants to alleviate the East German fear that the 
European Union will expand eastwards. Probably to no avail: The Poles are quickly 
closing the gap. 

There is no shortage of people who want what is good. Last week, 
in the little town of Forst near Cottbus, 17 youths from Germany, 
Poland, and France worked on a symbolic “bridging” of the gap. 
They extended a 42 meter long middle section of wood, textiles and bands between the 
cement stumps of a bridge that was destroyed during the Second World War. “The Neiße 
River must become a symbol of hope and of being good neighbors”, urged the project 
leader, Wolf Leo, an artist from Berlin. 

The locals paid scant attention to the arriving do-gooders. A man in his mid-fifties in a 
turquoise jogging suit, walking his German shepherd along the shore of the Neiße said 
dismissively: “The Poles have nothing, we have nothing, and a new bridge won’t change 
that.” 

Gerhard Schröder, on a 10 day journey along the eastern border beginning this Monday, 
is familiar with the grim spirits of the locality. The unemployment rate along the border is 
at 20 percent. “Many people here are afraid; one has to admit that,” the Chancellor 
recognizes. 

The relationship with the neighbors to the East is still characterized by profound 
prejudices. Poles are thought of as “backward”, “not modern”, “ineffective”, revealed by 
a joint German-Polish investigation from mid-July. Talk of “Polish dawdling” cannot be 
wiped out. 

A change could only be expected “if the Federal Chancellor would spend a vacation in 
Poland” – instead of in Italy, believes Jerzy Mackow, lecturer at the Viadrina University 
in Frankfurt (Oder), where Polish and German students study side-by-side. 

The Polish reality has long since changed. While in many places, the East German 
economy faded into a complicated mixture of post-socialist depression and the sweet lure 
of subsidizing, Poland is picking up. The standard of living in Poland has increased three 
times as quickly as in the Federal Republic of Germany. 

And the gap between the two is steadily shrinking. The Polish economy is expected to 
grow by up to 3% this year; less in Eastern Germany. Foreign investment in this neighbor 
has increased yearly by 20%. The new German states can scarcely keep up. 

In contrast to most East Germans, according to a member of Schröder’s staff who 
planned the Chancellor’s trip, “the business elite and management have recognized the 
immense opportunities that an eastward extension of the EU would offer, in particular for 
the regions near the border.” 

In the mean time, 6000 German businesses have established firms in Poland – and the 
employers are not a little astonished at the ability and work ethic of their Polish 
employees. A survey has revealed that approximately 70% of the German business 
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owners regard the work performance of the Poles to be equal to, or even better than, those 
of the Germans. 

“The spirit of free enterprise could not be defeated even in Socialist Poland,” reminisced 
Andrzej Byrt, Poland’s former ambassador in Berlin. The difference in income towards 
the East, which used to be 12 to 1, has shrunk to just 4 to 1 in the border regions, with the 
trend continuing. 

All this upswing makes the East Germans uneasy. 42 percent of Saxons simply reject the 
plan for an eastward expansion of the EU, as the state chancellery in Dresden surveyed at 
the end of June. “The uneasiness is, for the largest part, of an economic sort,” the state 
chancellery of Saxony discovered. 

Nevertheless, the neighbors are drawing closer to each other – the exchange across the 
border is becoming increasingly more normal. 

Last year Germans made 50 million trips to Poland, and approximately 30 million trips 
were made by Poles to the West. It is estimated that 400,000 Poles are already working in 
Germany, and the Polish community in Berlin is said to consist of 80,000. Many 
Germans make the trip to Poland in order to get an inexpensive haircut, or to fill up their 
gas tank cheaper. 

Improved relations across the border clearly also offer the anxious neighbors economic 
advantages. German firms that export goods to Poland have even been able to create jobs 
in Eastern Germany – 100,000 jobs across the nation are currently dependent on trade 
with Poland. 

Schröder wants to meet primarily with these pioneering spirits over the course of the next 
few days – in Jena. There, the Schott Jenaer Glas corporation, which already dominates 
the Eastern European market for ceramic cooktops, anxiously awaits the eastward 
expansion. With it, exports to the East are expected to increase even further. And new 
jobs, the managers will assure the Chancellor, will also be created. 
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Text 2    September 2001 

Spotlight on the U.S.-Mexico Border 
A viable plan on immigration tops the Bush-Fox agenda 
 
Call it The Dos Amigos Show. On Sept. 5, George W. Bush will welcome Mexican 
President Vicente Fox to Washington for a two-day visit that promises to be a Texas-size 
extravaganza. Bush, who counts Fox as his best buddy among world leaders, aims to 
showcase their partnership and their two nations' growing interdependence. Fox will be 
showered with honors, from a celebrity-studded state dinner—Bush's first as host—to an 
appearance before a joint session of Congress. 
 
Fox will take home lots more than snapshots full of smiles and a new pair of cowboy 
boots for his collection. The two leaders will announce a series of initiatives, including 
joint efforts to crack down on drug trafficking and money laundering, speeding the 
movement of goods across border bridges, and plans to cooperate on energy ventures. 
Bush will also reiterate support for allowing Mexican trucks on U.S. roads. 
 
The centerpiece of the visit, however, will be a new framework for regulating the surging 
tide of Mexican immigrants. Since 1970, the number of Mexicans living in the U.S. has 
swelled from around 800,000 to more than 8 million, half of them illegal. The influx is 
part of an immigration wave that has pushed America's foreign-born to 11.2% of the total  
population, up from 4.7% just 30 years ago. That's the highest level since 1930, when 
immigrants totaled about 12% of the population. 
 
Clearly, the Bush Administration has been laying the groundwork for an easing of 
restrictions. "If you can make a living in America, and you can't find a job in Mexico, 
family values don't stop at the southern border," said Bush in a speech on Aug. 29. 
"People are coming to work to provide food for their families." Still, top aides have been  
haggling for months over how to handle the explosive issue of legalization for 
undocumented Mexicans in the U.S. Also on the table: a new guest-worker program that 
could let hundreds of thousands more Mexicans obtain temporary visas to work legally in 
the U.S., as well as Mexican cooperation in policing the border and cracking down on the 
 illegal smuggling of immigrants into the U.S. 
 
DIVIDED VOTERS. Even if Bush and Fox can broadly agree on the goals during the 
visit, it won't be easy to cut a deal in the months ahead. "This is an issue that is at least as 
complex as NAFTA," cautions Mexican Foreign Minister Jorge Castañeda. And 
formidable political hurdles loom. Already, Republican conservatives are fuming about 
even limited amnesty for illegal Mexicans, and polls show voters are divided. Many 
workers and labor unions oppose creating more temporary visas, fearing more pressure  
on wages and a class of workers with few rights. And if the U.S. economy tanks, support 
for immigration could evaporate. 
 
Even so, the U.S. shift in Mexico policy is sure to kick off a heated nationwide debate 
about immigration. Suddenly, all aspects of U.S. policy seem up for grabs as lawmakers, 
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scholars, regulators, immigrant-rights groups, and others weigh in. How many foreigners 
should be admitted legally? Should admission be based more on skills or family ties? 
 How can the flow of illegals be curbed? Says Demetrios G. 
Papademetriou, co-director  
of Washington's Migration Policy Institute: "Every sacred component of the system is 
likely to come under question." 
 
Bush and Fox could hardly have picked a pricklier issue as their focus. A recent ABC 
News poll shows the American public divided over the idea of legal residency for illegal 
Mexican immigrants, with 43% in favor and 49% opposed. Some, such as Vincent 
DiMarco, a 29-year-old stock boy in an Atlanta sporting-goods store, worry about the 
competition for jobs. "Mexicans will work a lot harder, and a lot of the foremen are now 
Mexican, so they'll hire Mexicans." Others are less concerned. "There are so many jobs 
that most Americans don't want to do," says James McClough, a 34-year-old African- 
American security guard in Los Angeles. "There are a lot of $7-an-hour jobs that people 
don't want because they already have two of them." 
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Text 3      2 Aug 2001 

 
Bush Action on Emissions    

 
In Bonn last week, 178 countries reached agreement on rules of the Kyoto Protocol, a 
1997 treaty requiring industrial powers to limit emission of gases like carbon dioxide 
linked to global warming.  
 
The United States, the largest producer of greenhouse gases, was alone in rejecting the 
treaty. President Bush called it  "fatally flawed" because it would place no emission 
restrictions on developing countries and because, in his view, compliance would be so 
expensive it would damage the American economy.  
 
Administration officials have said they are working on a position on global warming but 
have refused to make a commitment to have a proposal ready for presentation at the next 
international meeting on the Kyoto accord in October.  
 
In Congressional testimony last week, Christie Whitman, administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, said,  "We're still a long way from knowing how to 
solve the problem."  
 
But especially since Democrats took control of the Senate two months ago, Congress has 
been aggressively challenging the president on environmental issues.  
 
While the resolution has no binding effect, lawmakers seem likely to pass one or more 
measures this year intended to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide. The main question is 
whether the restrictions will be mandatory or voluntary.  
 
The crucial paragraph of the resolution adopted today by the Foreign Relations 
Committee expresses the "sense of Congress" that the United States should take part in 
international negotiations on global warming and should offer a proposal at the meeting 
in October that protects the economic interests of the United States and requires 
developing countries to limit emissions.  
 
Another paragraph specifies that a Senate resolution, approved 95 to 0 (1997) before the 
Kyoto accord was made final, "should not cause the United States to abandon its shared 
responsibility to help find a solution to the global climate change dilemma."  
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Text 4     9 November 2001 

EU-Commissioner Wallström criticizes the US 

The EU-Environmental protection Commissioner Margot Wallström sees the United 
States government as bearing an obligation to protect the world’s climate. The USA 
should at the very least “not hinder” other countries’ attempts to fight dangerous 
climactic changes, advocated Wallström in an Interview with Spiegel Online.  

Hamburg: “We had hoped that the USA would assume a stance on climate politics 
similar to their stand on terrorism and strive for broad-based international co-operation, 
said Wallström. Unfortunately, however, that “does not seem to be the case.” 
 
At a conference in African Marrakech in global climate protection, the treaty signers 
from the Kyoto Accords entered into binding agreements to establish goals for reducing 
environmental pollution. Yet the USA, the biggest per capita producer of climate-
endangering carbon dioxide gases worldwide, continues to advocate only voluntary 
agreements to limit air pollution from industry and commerce. “Voluntary agreements are  
well and good,” pronounced Wallström, “but experience shows that in environmental 
politics they are insufficient .” 
 
So instead, Wallström called for an inner-European emissions trade of so-called carbon 
dioxide “vouchers”. With such CO2  vouchers, clean industries can sell the rights to 
environmental burdening to firms with higher greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
“We will soon be way ahead of the Americans,” prophesized the head of the EU-
Environmental Commission. After all, such market incentives “earn money”, which 
would even be important to the Americans. 
 
Several large companies, like the oil firms Shell or BP have already established 
brokerages to trade pollution rights between individual divisions, such as oil exploration, 
transportation or refining. In an interview with the business journal “Papernews,” which 
is distributed by publishing houses and paper manufacturers, Wallström confirmed that 
there was absolutely no doubt “that we must reduce emissions.” A withdrawal of the 
USA cannot be an excuse to weaken the Kyoto climate protocols. 
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Appendix D   
Written Comments from Questionnaires 

 
 
The eight tables below summarize each group's positive and negative reactions to 

each text. The numbers in parentheses after each comment indicate how many subjects 
made that comment. 
 
Text 1 (border/Germany) – published in Germany, Polish/German border issues: 
 
Comments from Americans reading Text 1 (border/Germany): 
Positive Negative 
Shows more than one side to issues; 
More details, easier to get involved ( 3 ) 

Disjointed; more difficult; not seem to 
follow a logical arrangement; More 
details, side stories make it difficult to 
find main point; Facts, figures made it 
harder to grasp ( 7 ) 

Interesting to learn about what not 
familiar with, new insight, liked 
learning something new ( 9 ) 

Not familiar with subject of article – 
better comprehension of article that was 
familiar with subject – does not relate to 
U.S. ( 4 ) 

Was familiar with subject ( 1 )  
Believes addresses valid issues ( 3 )  
 
 
Comments from Germans reading Text 1 (border/Germany): 
Positive Negative 
well-written / easy to understand ( 3 ) too many figures ( 3 ) 
liked that it related to EU ( 2 )  
like details / enjoyable to read ( 5 )  
valid/ important/ relevant topic ( 5 )  
Liked text because familiar with subject  
( 1 ) 

 

liked new information – not familiar (1)  
 
 
Text 2 (border/US)– published in the US, Mexico/US border issues: 
 
Comments from Americans reading Text 2 (border/US): 
Positive Negative 
Related to the U.S./Texas (ethnocentric)  
( 4 ) 

 

Liked because previously aware of 
issues in content; familiar with material 
( 7 ) 

 

Better written; was easier to read ( 2 )  
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Better comprehension of U.S. politics 
than German politics; better contextual 
understanding of subject  ( 1 ) 

 

Informative; more details = more 
interesting ( 5 ) 

 

 
Comments from Germans reading Text 2 (border/US): 
Positive Negative 
Neue Information (3) (new information) Inhalt nicht so gut (content not so good) 

(2) 
Interessantes Thema (10) (interesting 
topic) 

komische Übersetzung oder Dialekt, 
wrong spelling (strange dialect, wrong 
spelling (3) 

Liked details (Cowboy boots) (5) schwierig, weil zu lang (difficult 
because too long)  (1) 

 nicht genug wichtige Information (not 
enough importatn information) (1) 

Interestingly/lively written, well written  
(7) 

liked other text better (Text 4), because 
already more interested in other topic 
(1) 

 not well written (1) 
Wichtiges Thema (important topic) (1) nicht schwierig zu lesen, aber Inhalt 

(besonders Namen) schwierig zu 
behalten (not difficult to read but names 
difficult to retain) (1) 

 
 
Text 3 (environment/US)– published in US, Kyoto and environmental issues 
 
Comments from Americans reading Text 3 (environment/US): 
Positive Negative 
related to the U.S. more (ethnocentric)  
( 1 ) 

Wasn’t anything new, prefer hearing 
about something not already familiar 
with ( 2 ) 

liked because previously aware of 
issues in content ( 2 ) 

Only states facts, not as involving ( 1 ) 

Better written; easier to grasp; short, to 
the point ( 4 ) 

 

Better comprehension of U.S. politics 
than German politics; better contextual 
understanding of subject  ( 2 ) 

 

 
 
Comments from Germans reading Text 3 (environment/US): 
Positive Negative 
interesting, valid topic ( 4 ) not familiar with terms/ not familiar 
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with positions mentioned ( 3 ) 
factual ( 1 ) stylistically not ideal / confusing  ( 4 ) 
good perspective; well-presented 
topic/details ( 1 ) 

not interested because not familiar with 
topic ( 1 ) 

 
 
Text 4 (environment/Germany)- published in Germany, environmental issues/EU 
commissioner Wallström 
 
Common themes from Americans reading Text 4 (environment/Germany): 
Positive Negative 
Familiar with subject ( 3 ) Too technical; difficult to understand    

( 1 ) 
New; interesting (1) Dealing with foreign words/spelling 

difficult ( 4 ) 
Shorter (1)  
Valid topic (1)  
 
 
Common themes from Germans reading Text 4 (environment/Germany): 
Positive Negative 
Einfach zu lesen, kurz (easy to read – 
short) (1) 

 

Interessantes Thema (interesting topic) 
(7) 

Schwierig (difficult) (1) 

Gut finden, deswegen: Leser war schon 
interessiert im Thema (good beacuse 
reader already interested in topic) (3) 

Nicht schwierig zu lesen, aber Inhalt 
(besonders Namen) schwierig zu 
behalten (names difficult to retain) (1) 

Wichtiges Thema (important topic)  (1) Nicht genug wichtige Information (not 
enough important information) (1) 
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Appendix E 
 
Mission statements and rankings of  
I. UT-Austin Business School and  
II. ESB-Reutlingen 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
I.  UT-Austin McCombs School of Business 
 
All of the following information was found December 2003 at: 
http://www.mccombs.utexas.edu 
 
Rankings of McCombs in US and worldwide: 

As of Tuesday, December 30, 2003 
Current Rankings for the McCombs School of Business 
MBA 
#13 Worldwide, The Wall Street Journal (9/03) 
#21 BusinessWeek (10/02) 
#16 Forbes (10/03) 
#17 U.S. News (4/03) 
BBA 
#5 U.S. News (9/03) 
Accounting 
#1 Graduate Program, Public Accounting Report (11/02) 
#1 Undergraduate Program, Public Accounting Report (11/02) 
#3 Accounting (at the MBA-level), Wall Street Journal (9/03) 
Departments, Programs, & Specializations: Graduate 
# 1 MBA Program for Hispanics, Hispanic Business (9/03) 
# 3 Management Information Systems, U.S. News (4/03) 
# 3 Information Technology, Wall Street Journal (9/03) 
# 3 Accounting, Wall Street Journal (9/03) 
# 4 Accounting, U.S. News (4/03) 
# 5 Favorite School of Technology Recruiters, Wall Street Journal (9/03) 
# 6 Executive MBA for Entrepreneurs, BusinessWeek (11/01) 
# 7 Entrepreneurship, U.S. News (4/03) 
 
Excerpt from mission statement: 
 
The mission of the McCombs School of Business is to educate the business 
leaders of tomorrow while creating knowledge that has a critical significance 
for industry and society. Through innovative curriculum, excellent teaching, 
cutting-edge research, and involvement with industry, the school will bring 
together the highest quality faculty and students to provide the best 
educational programs and graduates of any public business school. We 
believe that to prepare students to become leaders in our very diverse, 
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multicultural society, it is essential that they have the opportunity to become 
involved with students whose backgrounds differ from their own. To 
facilitate such an involvement the school wants to have a culturally and 
racially diverse student body. 

Excerpt from description of MBA program: 

Driven by market-based specializations and hands-on learning opportunities, the 
McCombs MBA plugs its students directly into the pulse of business. Our emphasis on 
both diversity and collaboration have created a culture of educational excellence. Our 
renowned professors integrate real-world research with award-winning teaching. With a 
wealth of resources at their fingertips, (we) give our students the McCombs Advantage. 

One of the most distinguished business schools in the country, the McCombs School of 
Business at The University of Texas at Austin is dedicated to providing an exceptional 
learning environment for leaders. With strength in all major business disciplines, the 
school is especially known for its strong record of job placements in finance, consulting, 
and marketing, and for innovative programs in technology, management, and accounting. 

 
II ESB-Reutlingen, rankings and mission 
 
All of the following information was found December 2003 at: 
http://www.esb-reutlingen.de/ 
 
Rankings of ESB in Germany: 
 
ESB Plazierung bei den Rankings der letzten Jahre 

1995 Manager Magazin 1. Platz  

1997 Manager Magazin 1. Platz  

1998 Manager Magazin 4. Platz 

1999: Stiftung Warentest 1. Platz 

1999: Stern 1. Platz 

1999: Der Spiegel 1. Platz 

2002 Wirtschaftswoche 4. Platz 

2002: Stern (mit CHE) 1. Platz 

 

Excerpt from mission statement: 
"Bei allen unseren Studienprogrammen legen wir auf Internationalität, Teamgeist und 
Persönlichkeitsbildung sehr großen Wert. Wir sehen eine Tätigkeit im internationalen 
Management als eine verantwortliche Tätigkeit, auf die wir Sie auch jenseits des rein 
Betriebswirtschaftlichen sehr gut vorbereiten. Fast alle unsere Absolventen bestätigen mir 
immer wieder: Die ESB führt in die interkulturellen Herausforderungen globaler 
Unternehmen und internationaler Organisationen hervorragend ein."  
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Excerpt from description of MBA program: 

Der MBA mit Qualitätssiegel 
  

Globalisierung erreicht Unternehmen jeder Größenordnung -  

Unser MBA ist darauf ausgerichtet: 

• Wir kennen die internationale Wirtschaft und die kommenden Trends  
• Wir kennen den Mittelstand und seine internationalen Verflechtungen  
• Wir kennen die Komplexität unternehmerischen Denkens und Handelns 

Unternehmen jeder Größenordnung brauchen Persönlichkeiten -  

Unser MBA bringt Sie weiter: 

• Wir setzen bei Ihren beruflichen Erfahrungen an  
• Wir wählen Fallbeispiele, die zu Ihren neuen Herausforderungen passen  
• Wir fördern Ihre Kompetenz, Verantwortung zu übernehmen 

Unser Studium führt zum Erfolg -  

Unser MBA geht zielorientiert vor: 

• Wir haben jahrzehntelange Erfahrung in der wissenschaftlichen Aus- und Weiterbildung  
• Wir setzen flexible Lehrmethoden ein  
• Wir messen unser Programm an den Ansprüchen unserer Absolventen 

Der MBA für internationale Kompetenz 
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