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In This Issue

Articles

In the first full-length research article, Thomas Stones discusses the
assessment of interactive speaking skills, specifically how rubrics used for
that purpose can be considerably refined and improved through the use of
many-facet Rasch measurement. The author also recommends strategies for
creating rubrics of relevance across assessment contexts. The second article
by Clay Williams and Naeko Naganuma looks at L2 vocabulary acquisition
among young learners. Through analysis of empirical evidence gathered
at seven elementary schools in northern Japan, they note heightened
acquisition of L2 vocabulary units among learner-participants through
the use of pictures. Their analysis further questions the applicability of the
revised hierarchical model, which posits that beginning learners must rely
on translation for L2 knowledge development. In the third article, Yoko
Suganuma Oi examines the effects of student feedback, to include self-
assessment and peer assessment, on students’ writing and perceptions of
the writing task. The research is based on survey data collected from nearly
300 students along with 14 follow-up interviews with both students and
teachers. The study is of relevance to language teachers who are considering
involving their students in the assessment process, while being concerned
about the reliability and effectiveness of such assessments.

The Expositions article is by Sowyma Vajjala. In this article, Vajjala pro-
vides a broad and informative overview of Artificial Intelligence (AlI) in the
field of applied linguistics. Vajjala brings not only an accessible explanation
of how generative Al works, but also shares how applied linguists and lan-
guage teachers might utilize generative Al in their work, and discusses the
moral and ethical implications of Al in applied linguistics. Also of note, is
that the author equips the interested reader with a cornucopia of references
to delve deeper into the discussion of generative Al.

Reviews

This issue contains the first three of JALT Journal's new style of book re-
views. Based on the exposition written by Melodie Cook in the November
2023 JALT Journal issue, we have expanded the scope and modified the style
of our reviews. In this issue, we present three reviews following our new
guidelines. Julia Christmas provides a review of Hiroe Kobayashi and Carol
Rinnert’s, Developing Multilingual Writing—Agency, Audience, Identity. Par-
ticularly notable are her comments on how novice and experienced readers
may need to familiarize themselves with recent research concepts including
multicompetence, complex systems theory, adaptive transfer, multilingual
motivation, and translanguaging. In the second review, Mary Hillis and An-
astasia Khawaja offer a uniquely structured discussion of English Language
Teacher Education in Changing Times: Perspectives, Strategies, and New Ways
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of Teaching and Learning, edited by Liz England, Lia D. Kamhi-Stein, and
Georgios Kormpas. The book focuses on the impact of COVID-19 on teaching,
and the review authors discuss their individual and shared perspectives on
the concepts raised in the book, such as student wellbeing, teacher training,
and teacher resilience, among others. The third review by Mariana Oana
Senda and Karmen Siew looks at Naoki Fujimoto-Adamson’s Globalisation
and its Effects on Team-Teaching. Both reviewers are former team-teachers,
and review the book from their unique perspectives. They highlight vari-
ous points of interest, ranging from team-teaching around the world to the
team-teaching situation in Japan. We hope that readers will enjoy these, and
will be inspired to write book reviews for us in the future!

From the Editors

This JALT Journal issue hones in on a pivotal moment in language learning,
emphasizing the transformative impact of generative Al in education. The
past year has showcased Al’s pervasive influence across educational disci-
plines, prompting a re-evaluation of the relationship between target knowl-
edge and knower, and more broadly speaking, the production, consumption,
learning, and assessment of knowledge. Navigating generative pre-trained
transformers (GPT) discourse elicits a mix of fear and excitement, urging
a nuanced understanding of how such Al might be applied in learning and
research contexts. Discussions of GPT platforms in language learning and
research go beyond generic calls for responsible usage; they demand active
and ethical engagement by educators and learners with Al-related tech-
nologies, so as to fulfill the transformatory and emancipatory purposes of
language education.

JALT Journal’'s commitment to rigorous research can be seen in how it
facilitates critiques and discussions in applied linguistics. Amidst ethical
considerations, it is crucial to remember that human control over Al, and the
necessary role of human ethics in shaping Al’s integration into education,
are imperative. Offering an introductory view of Al in language education,
this issue’s Expositions article underscores the powerful constraining and
enabling influences of generative Al In the process, it highlights the need
for more research on human agency and ethics in Al-influenced language
education. Indeed, JALT Journal encourages readers to refine their knowl-
edge of generative Al as a new and increasingly powerful technology, and in
the process, reflect on the centrality of human agency in the larger project of
maintaining the integrity and quality of language education.

— Dennis Koyama, Editor
— Jeremie Bouchard, Associate Editor
— Joe Geluso, Assistant Editor



Articles

Developing a Rubric for Interactional
Competence Using Many-Facet Rasch
Measurement

Thomas Stones
Kwansei Gakuin University

The teaching and assessment of interactive speaking skills is a key aim in many
English-language programs, and the right assessment rubric is a key component of
any effective course. There is no one-size-fits-all approach and rubrics need to be
validated, feedback collected, and revisions made. This paper reports on a small-
scale, exploratory study undertaken to develop and improve a rubric for assessing
interactive discussion skills. Utilizing many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM), the
paper reports on an analysis of the rubric originally used on the course. Based on
these findings, the rubric was revised and subject to a second round of analysis. The
findings indicate that the revisions led to considerably improved rubric function,
due primarily to a reduced number of scale points and more clearly defined rubric
categories. Finally, the paper suggests a number of recommendations for rubric crea-
tion that can be applied to a range of assessment contexts.
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Keywords: interactional competence; many-facet Rasch measurement;
rubric development; speaking assessment; test validation

component of many English-language programs, and the range of

approaches to assessing speaking has grown concurrently. Speaking
assessments themselves can range in orientation from individual, paired
and group and include tasks that test global speaking proficiency, interaction
in specific scenarios or the use of pre-defined language forms or discourse
functions (Luoma, 2004). In most cases, the speaking test represents a per-
formance assessment (Johnson et al., 2009) where learners demonstrate
the spoken language skills in authentic or semi-authentic ways. Central to
the assessment of speaking is the use of a rubric to base judgements on
participant performance. Any rubric should reflect the performances of the
test participants and ability with the target skill as accurately as possible
(Green, 2013). However, in many contexts various pressures mean that it is
not often possible to investigate the effective functioning of rubrics or scor-
ing systems, with teachers frequently left to trust in their own professional
judgement as to how well these documents are functioning. Indeed, Janssen
etal, (2015) note that in-depth studies of rubric development are relatively
few and far between. Thus, in small part, this study aims to address this by
exploring the validity of a rubric for a paired speaking test, primarily using
many-facet Rasch measurement (MFRM).

T he effective development of speaking skills has become a core

Paired Speaking Tests and Interactional Competence

In recent years, the use of paired or group discussion tasks in universi-
ties has increased (e.g., Bonk & Ockey, 2003; Leaper & Brawn, 2019; Nitta
& Nakatsuhara, 2014), as well as in a number of the higher-level Cam-
bridge assessments (e.g., Cambridge 2008). The use of group discussions
necessarily requires the incorporation of rubric categories that deal with
interactional competence, which is the ability to effectively co-construct an
interaction with an interlocutor within a specific context (Kramsch, 1986).
High-profile examples are the interaction component in the CEFR (Council
of Europe, 2001), which formed the basis of the similarly named ‘interactive
communication’ category in the Cambridge exams (Galaczi et al.,, 2011). The
inclusion of interactive competence measures is necessary to represent the
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co-constructed nature of dialogic speech in group speaking tasks (Nitta &
Nakatsuhara, 2014). Indeed, its inclusion in speaking tests has also been
persuasively argued for by Roever and Kasper (2018) who note that it can
lead to a far richer range of information on participants’ ability to engage in
the type of interactive, group-based talk that is common to many academic
and professional contexts than potentially unstable predictions from assess-
ments focused primarily on monologic production. Galaczi (2014) highlights
several key areas of interaction that are central to the maintenance of an
effective, co-constructed discussion which are topic development, listener
support & turn-taking management, with greater topic development across
turns and speakers particularly noticeable at higher CEFR levels. Simi-
larly, Leaper and Brawn (2019) analysed the progression of learners over
a two-year period focusing on four main areas of interaction: initiating, re-
sponding, developing and collaborating. Therefore, including interactional
components into a rubric can help educators promote essential interactive
skills for use beyond the classroom, as well as provide valuable reference
information that enhances the validity and transparency of the awarding of
scores (Jeong, 2015).

Many-Facet Rasch Measurement & Rating Scales

Once a suitable rubric has been created it is important to investigate
how well it is functioning, which is where MFRM is of great use. MFRM is
a statistical technique devised by Linacre (1994) that provides a ‘rich set
of highly efficient tools’ (Eckes, 2015, p. 19) to examine how various facets
of assessments interact to contribute to the assignment of scores. MFRM,
therefore, can contribute to test development and administration due to
the range of facets that can be compared and analysed (McNamara, 1996)
and can inform revisions to rating scales for more meaningful and accurate
scoring (Bond & Fox, 2015). MFRM has been gradually adopted in a variety
of fields but has also become increasingly influential within applied linguis-
tics and language teaching over the last 20 - 30 years (McNamara & Knoch,
2012). It has featured in a range of journals and has been used to investigate
a variety of assessment types (Aryadoust et al.,, 2021) and was in fact foun-
dational in the formation of the 6 CEFR levels (Council of Europe, 2001).
More specifically, MFRM can be used to detect a variety of rater effects, such
as leniency/severity, central tendency, randomness, halo, and restriction of
range (Myford & Wolfe, 2003) as well as other demographic factors includ-
ing gender, age, or attractiveness (Murphy & DeShon, 2000), format of test
delivery (Nakatsuhara et al., 2020) or difficulty of assessment topics (Engel-
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hard, 1992). In terms of research on scale function, Chen and Liu (2016)
found that a 5-point rather than a 10-point scale functioned more effectively
when evaluating written discourse completion for an email task. Janssen et
al. (2015) similarly found that reducing the number of points on scales of a
variety of sizes, some up to 20 points per rubric section, led to far more reli-
able scoring. Further, McDonald (2018) was able to considerably improve
the functioning of a 9-point rubric to assess speaking skills by adopting a
5-point scale. Bonk and Ockey (2003) also utilised MFRM to explore the
functioning of their group oral assessment in a Japanese University. They
found that raters varied considerably in terms of the severity of scoring
by as many as 2 points on a 9-point scale, despite training and practice on
rubric use. Thus, MFRM is a highly flexible tool that can bring focus to areas
of rubric and assessment performance that are difficult to obtain through
other methods.

Rubrics & Raters

In addition to the rubric, raters can also introduce a large amount of
unwanted variability to any score. The assessment of any spoken performance
necessitates a subjective judgement on the part of the rater (McNamara, 1996),
and human raters are inevitably fallible and may imperfectly represent any
given performance (Eckes, 2015). This can add levels of construct-irrelevant
variance, known generally as ‘rater effects’, which are a consequence of rater
and not candidate performance (Scullen et al.,, 2000). There are myriad ways
in which raters can differ in their application and interpretation of scoring
rubrics and learner performances as well as potentially exhibiting other biases
based on length of experience, pedagogical preferences, and educational
background (Eckes, 2015). Furthermore, teachers can incorporate external
additional factors when assigning grades, such as effort and behaviour
throughout the course (Randall & Engelhard, 2009), or including factors
such as body language and gaze despite them not being part of the scale (Orr,
2002). Rater training does help improve accuracy and eliminate extreme
scoring phenomenon (Davis, 2016; Yan & Chuang, 2022), but despite even
substantial and sustained attempts at rater training, some errors and biases
can persist (McNamara, 1996; Myford & Wolfe, 2003). Therefore, it is essential
to take remedial action where appropriate, as such running a MFRM analysis
and providing the results to the teachers themselves (Myford & Wolfe, 2003).
Validation of rater performance is also central to rubric development as it can
lead to unreliable scoring or can indicate that rubric wording is not providing
sufficient clarity to raters.
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Research Context

This research took place at a Japanese university in the Kansai region. The
speaking test used is part of the seminar-skills course, which is, in turn, part
of a two-year (four semester), compulsory English-language program aimed
at developing basic EAP skills. Student proficiency levels vary widely from
A2 up to B2 and in some rarer cases C1. This seminar-skills course is the
level 3 (of 6) course. The speaking test is a 5-minute paired discussion on
a topic that participants had been studying for the previous 3 weeks. The
weeks prior to the tests also introduced various discussion skills to be used
in the test. As such, the test represented a summative assessment of content
covered. At this level, the discussions skills are introductory and are closer
to more general interactive competence than a full academic discussion.
The original rubric included three categories: Discussion Skills, Discus-
sion Questions, and Delivery and Effectiveness and could be described as
a hybrid checklist-rating scale model whereby two of the rubric sections
specify language to be used and checked off, but those sections were scored
on a scale. The third section is a more typical rating scale with only the rel-
evant constructs listed within it. The three rubric categories have scales of
10, 20 and 20 points respectively (see Appendix A). The scoring system was
initially this single sheet but based on feedback received that it was difficult
to discriminate between points on this scale, a more detailed explanation of
the different bands was added to the primary rubric (Appendix B). Thus, the
teachers had a ‘live’ rubric (Appendix A) for use while scoring participants
as well as a ‘detailed rubric’ (Appendix B) that was also used as a reference
to offer more guidance on the requirements for each category. In addition,
the university-wide scoring policy sets 60% as a pass and states that the av-
erage score should be around 70 - 75%. The rubric was pre-existing within
the program and had undergone various minor adjustments over a number
of years and frequently received a range of feedback, from very positive to
very negative. This feedback acted as the trigger for this research which
intends to more deeply explore where the strengths and weaknesses in the
rubric lie and find ways to improve it with the use of MFRM.

Research Aims

This research aims to explore the effective functioning of a rubric used for
a paired-speaking test on a discussion skills course at a Japanese university.
The aims of the research are as follows:
1. Does a many-facet Rasch measurement analysis reveal any issues in
rubric functioning in the original rubric?
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2. Based on question 1, what revisions should be made to the rubric?

3. Does a many-facet Rasch measurement analysis reveal any improve-
ments in rubric functioning in the revised rubric?

Methods

For the examination of the original rubric, three speaking tests consist-
ing of two participants each (total 6 participants) were video recorded and
graded by 11 raters. The discussion topic for this test was ‘Accommodation
Options for University Students’ and the problems and benefits associated
with the various options. The participants were drawn from classes that
covered the range of levels represented in the course with participants from
the lowest, highest classes and mid-level classes selected. Students were
originally assigned to classes based on TOEFL ITP scores taken at the pro-
gram entry point. All raters were teachers that have had some experience on
the course, work at the featured institution and held at least master’s level-
qualifications in TESOL or a related field and/or TESOL teaching certificates.
All raters rated all speaking tests, meaning that the data was fully crossed.
After teachers graded the speaking tests, they were asked to respond to a
short questionnaire that focused on the validity and usability of the rubrics.

Thus, this is a small-scale, exploratory study taking an investigative ap-
proach to instrument development, looking to explore the functioning of the
rubric and the teachers views thereof without aiming to prove or disprove
a predetermined hypothesis (Singh, 2007). It is part of a broader study in
which the primary area of data-collection is quantitative, with qualitative
data used to supplement the quantitative findings (Morgan, 1998). The
qualitative data would serve to add completeness to the picture gained
from the Rasch analysis as well as provide methodological triangulation and
facilitate instrument development (Bryman, 2006). This aims to align with
the view of teachers and assessors as a community of professional practi-
tioners who have the responsibility to uphold standards and contribute to
a dialogue of continual, iterative improvement (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007)
that should be mutually developed by key stakeholders in the local context
(Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Ockey et al., 2013). This mixed methods approach is
also in line with the Common European Framework (2001) recommenda-
tions on rubric development which suggests the use of intuitive, qualitative,
and quantitative methods, where intuitive and qualitative elements can
include informed, experience-based contributions with opportunities for
feedback and review.
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However, although the data collected from the questionnaire provided
valuable insights, space restrictions preclude a detailed analysis of the re-
sponses. Also, despite the small sample size, it should be noted that MFRM
does not necessarily need a large data set if the data fits the Rasch model.
Indeed, Linacre’s foundational work on MFRM (1994) reanalysed Guilford’s
(1954) data that featured only three raters and seven participants.

Findings from the Many-Facet Rasch Measurement Analysis

The raters’ scores were input to the Facets (Linacre, 2001) program for
performing MFRM. The Partial Credit Model was used to better compare the
functioning of the three rubric categories. The Partial Credit Model analyses
the rubric categories separately, so allows for more precision compared
to analysing the rubric as a whole (Bond & Fox, 2015). This is also helpful
where the rubric categories have different length scales as is the case here.

Figure 1 shows the Wright Map for the MFRM analysis. The Wright Map
displays all facets ordered along a vertical logit scale (the leftmost column).
The first column, students, orders the participants’ ability from higher abil-
ity at the top to lower ability at the bottom. The next column gives the rater
severity/leniency information with more severe raters placed at the top.
‘Rubric items’ orders the difficulty of the three rubric categories from easier
at the top to harder at the bottom. The final three columns compare the
relative difficulty of individual scale points. An initial analysis yields several
interesting findings. Firstly, there is a narrow range of ability indicated on
the logit scale, covering only 1.53 logits. The Rubric Items column shows
the Discussion Questions section is the hardest, with the remaining two cat-
egories, Discussion Skills and Delivery and Effectiveness, exhibiting similar
levels of challenge to each other. Rubric categories varying in difficulty is
not necessarily an indicator of a misfunctioning rubric and can be desirable
as different subskills may pose differing levels of challenge. In fact, the rela-
tive difficulty of the Questions section is likely a factor of poor assessment
design. To score well on this section, most of the pre-determined discussion
questions need to be asked. Within a short discussion, it is virtually impos-
sible for both participants to ask all 4 questions, especially as some become
redundant after one person has used them. Furthermore, the three columns
on the far right raise some concern as they are considerably misaligned. Ide-
ally, a score of 16, for example, on one component should align with a score
of 16 on another if they are of similar difficulty. However, there is consider-
able misalignment, which will be further explored below.
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Figure 1
Wright Map for Student, Rater & Rubric items
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Statistical Findings from the Rasch Analysis

Tables 1-3 provide more detailed statistical information on rubric func-
tion. Examination of the student facet in Table 1 shows a separation index of
3.77 with a high reliability coefficient (0.93). This figure indicates how many
different levels of ability were found among the learners, and a figure of 3.77
suggests that there were just under 4 ability levels across the cohort. The
rater facet had a separation index of 0.76 and a reliability coefficient of 0.36.
A separation index closer to 1.00 is ideal as it indicates that the raters are
‘functioning as one’ and producing similar scores for similar performances
(Eckes, 2015). A higher separation index would indicate large differences in
scores awarded for the same performance and would thus be undesirable. A
reliability coefficient for raters closer to 0 rather than 1 is preferable (Eckes,
2015), so 0.36 is relatively good. These are encouraging findings in terms of
rater reliability and suggest that a high level of consistency among raters.
However, this could be partly due to the university’s grading policy, which
can have a narrowing effect on scoring. The rubric facet has a separation
statistic of 5.19 with a high reliability coefficient (0.96). This is somewhat
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problematic as it shows the rubric can only distinguish 5 ability levels. In
and of itself, that is not a problem, but given that two of the category scales
have 20 points available, it implies that only 25% of the scale points are
being used, leading to a significant amount of redundancy.

Table 1
Separation Statistics for the Three Facets
Root-mean Separation Reliability 2
Square Error Index Coefficient
Student facet 0.13 3.77 0.93 0.00
Rater facet 0.18 0.76 0.36 0.07
Rubric items 0.09 5.19 0.96 0.00

Table 2
Measures and Fit Statistics for Raters and Rubric Categories

Measure SE Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ
Rater Facet

A -0.44 0.19 1.11 1.00
B 0.20 0.17 1.34 1.28
C -0.08 0.18 0.93 0.98
D -0.05 0.18 1.42 1.45
E -0.24 0.18 1.28 1.20
F -0.01 0.18 1.12 0.97
G -0.05 0.18 0.56 0.57
H 0.05 0.18 0.32 0.32
I -0.05 0.18 1.40 1.39
] 0.23 0.17 0.70 0.86
K 0.43 0.17 0.72 0.71
Rubric Facet
Discussion Questions -0.70 0.10 1.12 1.06
Discussion Skills 0.29 0.08 1.02 1.04
Delivery and 0.41 0.10 0.82 0.82

Effectiveness
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Table 2 gives more details on the raters’ performances, with Infit MNSQ
statistics largely falling within acceptable ranges. Infit MNSQ square statis-
tics detail the extent to which the data matches the Rasch model and can
serve to highlight various phenomenon among individual raters, such as er-
ratic or conservative scoring (Myford & Wolfe, 2003). The acceptable range
for this statistic varies depending on the purposes of the instrument with
tighter ranges, for example between 0.8 and 1.2, preferred for higher-stakes
situations and 0.7 - 1.3 for ‘run of the mill’ situations (Wright & Linacre,
1994), although often 0.5 - 1.5 is used, especially as small samples can widen
the range of fit statistics (Wu & Adams, 2013). The Infit MNSQ statistics of
the data analysed for this study generally fall between 0.7 - 1.3, suggesting
good model fit and no erratic scoring, with no raters above 1.5. Two raters
fell below the lower threshold, with Rater H at 0.32 and Rater G at 0.56.
These indicate ‘overfit’ meaning that the raters more conservatively stuck to
a narrow range of scores.

Overall, these figures would generally suggest fairly good rubric function-
ing and good model fit, with raters scoring in a fairly consistent manner.
However, the narrow range of difficulties the rubric can discriminate and
the misalignment of the scoring thresholds warrant further investigation.

Table 3

Rubric Functioning
Scale Number of Av. Outfit Rasch-Andrich Standard
Point Observations Measure  MNSQ Threshold Error

Discussion Questions

2 1 0.14 1.0
3 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
4 2 0.16 0.8 -0.59 1.02
5 5 0.22 1.0 -0.73* 0.61
6 4 0.49 1.5 0.52 0.41
7 16 0.62 1.2 -0.95* 0.35
8 25 0.68 1.2 0.19* 0.27
9 13 1.06 1.0 1.56 0.33
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Scale Number of Av. Outfit Rasch-Andrich Standard
Point Observations Measure  MNSQ Threshold Error
Discussion Skills
12 5 -0.76 1.0
13 8 -0.83* 0.6 -1.24 0.49
14 8 -0.41 1.9 -0.67 0.34
15 9 -0.62* 1.4 -0.67 0.31
16 20 -0.28 1.1 -1.18* 0.29
17 2 0.22 0.5 2.13 0.35
18 12 0.17* 1.0 -1.71* 0.36
19 1 0.42 0.9 2.82 0.75
20 1 0.68 0.9 0.53* 1.04
Delivery and Effectiveness
12 6 -0.87 1.0
13 7 -0.98* 0.5 -0.99 0.45
14 23 -0.61 0.9 -1.89* 0.33
15 10 -0.50 1.2 0.3 0.29
16 11 -0.11 0.7 -0.40* 0.32
17 4 0.27 0.7 0.97 0.42
18 4 0.38 0.8 0.21* 0.52
19 1 0.56 0.8 1.79 1.03

* indicates where scale points do not advance in a linear fashion.

A Closer Look at Rubric Functioning

It is in the analysis of how individual points on the rating scales were
awarded that the issues implied from the misalignment in the Wright Map
and narrow separation index of 5.19 are fully explained. We can see that for
all rubric categories a profound clustering of scores around particular scale
points occurred. For example, the Number of Observations column shows
that the majority of scores for Discussion Questions fall at scale points 7, 8,
and 9 and at 14, 15, and 16 for Delivery and Effectiveness. Discussion Skills
showed a greater spread, but a number of scale points were seldom selected,



16 JALT Journal, 46.1 « May 2024

most notably 17, 19, and 20. Furthermore, even though Discussion Skills
and Delivery and Effectiveness are 20-point scales, less than half of these
scale-points were actually used, with no scores awarded below 12 for either
Discussion Skills or Delivery and Effectiveness. Even when considering that
the university’s scoring policy, and the small sample are likely having a nar-
rowing effect, these results still suggest there are more scale points than
there are levels of ability. Linacre’s (2002) recommendation is that at least
10 observations per scale-point is needed for reliable analysis. With a total
of only 66 ratings collected for this study (from 11 raters scoring 6 students
across each of the 3 criteria), this is mathematically impossible with a 20-
point scale, but the trends that are visible here are likely to be repeated with
a greater number of raters and test takers, although a larger sample would
be needed to confirm this.

Further issues can be seen in the average measures and Rasch-Andrich
Threshold scores. In both cases, these should increase in line with the
increase in the rating-scale points to suggest that a higher score on the
rubric represents a higher-level of ability on the latent variable. Disordered
categories, where the average measure and Rasch-Andrich threshold for a
higher scale-point are below that of a lower scale point, reveal instances
when the thresholds do not advance in a step-by-step manner and indicate
that the rubric scale points are overlapping in the minds of the raters and,
therefore, do not represent a distinct level of ability on the latent variable
(Linacre, 2020). These points are marked with an asterisk in Table 3. The
recommended distance between scale points is 1.4 - 5 logits (Linacre,
2002). Again, with a total range of 1.5 logits, this is clearly impossible in this
data set and is a function of the extremely narrow range of scores awarded
relative to the far wider span of the rubric. Another problem with some of
the Rasch-Andrich thresholds is the large standard error figures associated
with some of them. This is caused by the very low number of observations
for several scale points, thus reducing their precision.

A visual representation of the trends indicated in Table 3 can be seen
in Figures 2 - 4. These graphs display the probability of a particular score
on the scale being awarded as difficulty increases. With a well-functioning
rubric, the graph should appear as several distinct curves, similar in appear-
ance to bell-curves, with the peak of each clearly separate from its neighbour,
thus indicating that at each point on the latent variable, that score is the
most likely. No lines should be subsumed by others, and curves should cross
around their mid-points. Figures 2, 3, and 4 are obviously some distance
from such a pattern.
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Figure 2
Category Probability Scores: Discussion Questions
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Figure 3
Category Probability Scores: Discussion Questions
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Figure 4
Category Probability Scores: Delivery and Effectiveness
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Each of the three graphs show an amount of chaos in their alignment,
with very few peaks distinct from the next and with a number subsumed by
others. This suggests that raters do not have a clear idea of what level of per-
formance is reflected by each point on the scale and indicates inconsistency
in how points are awarded. The typical recommendation in such cases is to
collapse the scale-points (Bond & Fox 2015; Eckes, 2015; Linacre, 2002).

Rubric Development Process

In light of the Rasch findings and feedback from teachers, a rubric revision
process was undertaken that involved extensive discussions and multiple
stages of drafting and redrafting. The major changes are summarized below.

Reduced number of scale points. In line with other studies where fewer
scale-points improved functioning (Bonk & Ockey, 2003; Janssen et al,,
2015; McDonald, 2018) recommendations for interpreting the output of an
analysis using MFRM (Bond & Fox, 2015; Eckes, 2015; Linacre, 2002) and
the results of the statistical analysis that the rubric distinguishes five levels
of ability, the number of rubric categories was reduced. The revised scale
goes from 1 - 5, with half scores at 3.5 and 4.5, so ultimately contains seven
points. This is also the suggested maximum of seven that human raters can
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deal with in short-term memory (Miller, 1956). As there were virtually no
failing scores in the analysis of the original rubric, only two were awarded
for Discussion Questions, it was thought that there needed to be some op-
tions for poor performances not fully represented in the original sample.
Likewise, in creating the descriptors, it was felt that teachers would want
more than three options for passing scores, especially as a maximum score
is rarely awarded.

Move to a more general assessment of interactional goals. The origi-
nal rubrics required learners to produce specific language, but this created
several issues, so the descriptors will focus on interaction in general, rather
than specific phrase production. Specific language should be taught in the
course, but not mandated to be used within the rubric itself. Wiliam (2011)
suggests including course language in the rubric itself to provide a connec-
tion to the course content, but its use should be subordinate to the achieve-
ment of interactional goals and avoid construct reductionalism (Green,
2013). Therefore, the Discussion Questions and Skills will be merged into a
general ‘Interaction’ category, with the descriptors drawn from the interac-
tional competence rubric developed by May et al. (2020) and the findings of
Galaczi (2014).

Separate and reduce the constructs in the Delivery and Effectiveness
category. This section was divided into two categories: Fluency and Lan-
guage Use. The fluency category is based on that used by Nitta & Nakatsuhara,
(2014), Iwashita et al. (2001), and later incorporated by McDonald (2018),
as well as the criteria for the IELTS Speaking Test (IELTS, n.d.). Similarly, the
Language Use category aims to incorporate the constructs of complexity and
fluency and drew heavily on the IELTS criteria (IELTS, n.d.). This replaced
the ‘unit language’ section as it was felt that the load placed on raters to
reliably track the usage of 15 or so words that were included in each unit
added to the already heavy cognitive burden that is often characteristic of
scoring a performance with multiple traits (Hamp-Lyons & Henning, 1991).

Add a Relevance & Content Category. This category was added as one
intended outcome of the course is that the students engage with articles
on the unit topics. Thus, this category was added to provide performance-
based evidence that this goal has been achieved and thus the assessments
align with the intended learning outcomes (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). It
was partly based on the descriptors in the Discourse Management Category
for the Cambridge First Certificate (Cambridge, 2008).



20 JALT Journal, 46.1 « May 2024

Analysis of Revised Rubric

The redesigned rubric (see Appendix C) was tested with an expanded
group of raters. In total, 20 raters scored the videos, all of whom had master’s
degrees in TESOL and/or extensive experience of teaching language. Some
raters were from recruited from outside of the program; this was deemed
important as the program coordinators suggested that teachers within the
program tended to award most scores of around 70%, regardless of the
wording of the rubrics. Using raters without such preconceptions should
prove a better test of the validity of the descriptors. No mention was made in
the instructions that a passing score was 60% and that an average of around
70 - 75% is expected by the institution. Additional speaking test videos
were also added to provide a better spread of performances. All videos
from the original rating session were included, plus three more, making a
total of 12 performances. These additions now mean that this is not now
a direct A to B comparison, but it was felt that expanding the sample was
more important to explore rubric function more fully. In fact, it would have
been ideal to have a greater number of performances to be rated, but logisti-
cal issues limited this. Further, standardisation training was not conducted
before scoring. This is clearly less than ideal but does reflect the reality of
the program, where standardization cannot always occur, and, therefore,
provides a robust test of rubric performance in context-realistic conditions.
Additionally, it was necessary to recode the scale as Facets cannot take deci-
mals. Therefore, for the purposes of the Rasch analysis the scale points were
recoded as follows: 3=3,3.5=4,4=5,4.5=6,5=7.

Overall, the Wright Map (Figure 5) and Tables 4 - 6 shows several interest-
ing findings. Regarding the spread of student abilities, the rubric identified a
wider range of abilities as the separation statistics stood at 8.08, as shown in
Table 4, slightly wider than the 7-point scale. Also, it is clear that the sample
is skewing positively as no learners displayed abilities below -1 logits, but
three above +1 logits. This is an artifact of the university policy of setting a
passing grade at 60%, so the scale points 0 to 2 are less extensively used, as
a pass should be achievable for most. The wording of the rubric was deliber-
ately chosen such that the majority of scores would fall above this threshold.
Also, given that a number of raters were unaware of this, it suggests the
descriptor wording is targeting a suitable difficulty level for this cohort and
the resulting skew in fact aligns the assessment institutional expectations,
while still maintaining the ability to distinguish differing ability levels.
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Figure 5

Wright Map for Revised Rubric
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The spread of rater severity, column 2, now ranges from -0.94 to 1.10, a
total range of 2.04 logits, an increase from 0.87 from the original rubric. Also,
the separation statistic of 2.58 and reliability at 0.87 now suggest at least
two statistically significant different levels of severity and a lower likelihood
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of repeatability. These figures have increased from the original separation
of 0.76 and reliability of 0.36. This is clearly worse than the original rubric
and could be due to the novelty of the rubric, which was new to all raters.
Rater training, ideally over a period of time, should bring scores closer into
alignment. Indeed, it has been found that experienced teacher-raters can
provide more-or-less reliable scores using their background and experi-
ence, as is likely the case here, but specific training with a given rubric can
lead to considerable improvement in reliability and reduced severity ranges
(Yan & Chuang, 2022).

The data on the rubric categories in column three now show the rubric
categories as bunching very tightly together, with a separation statistic
of 0.60, suggesting similar difficulty levels. The low reliability coefficient
(0.26) supports this and demonstrates that the different rubric categories
are similarly difficult. This may or may not be an improvement, as it could
be indicative of halo effects (Myford and Wolfe, 2004).

Table 5 shows the fit statistics for the rubric, as all fall very close to 1 and
within the narrower range of 0.7 - 1.3 (Wright & Linacre, 1994) suggesting
good fit to the Rasch model.

Table 4
Separation Statistics for Revised Rubric
Root-mean Square  Separation Reliability x?
Error Index Coefficient

Student facet 0.13 8.08 0.98 0.00
Rater facet 0.17 2.58 0.87 0.00
Rubric items 0.08 0.60 0.26 0.26

Table 5

Rubric Categories in Fit Order
Category Measure SE Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ
Interaction -0.11 0.08 1.26 1.30
R&C 0.01 0.07 0.96 0.96
Language 0.10 0.08 0.94 0.94

Fluency -0.01 0.08 0.80 0.79
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Table 6 gives details on the raters, and overall, the raters fit the model
well. Almost all fall between 0.5 - 1.5, with three underfitting with Infit
MNSQ between 1.5 and 2.0. Two raters, R and F, are relatively close to
the 1.5 threshold; however, rater N is somewhat higher. Only two raters,
C and L, exhibited overfit, but overfit rarely causes any validity issues for
measurement, especially when rater agreement is encouraged (Linacre,
2020). However, it could be indicative of halo effects where examiners show
less variance than expected and assign identical scores across categories
despite differing performances within each category (Myford & Wolfe,
2004). One simple method for investigating this suggested by Myford and
Wolfe is to calculate the percentage of grades awarded by each rater that are
identical across categories. This is shown in the rightmost column, and there
appears not numerous incidences of halo effect. The two most overfitting
raters, perhaps unsurprisingly, had the highest percentages of identical
scores, but the 3" lowest had none. However, further training would likely be
beneficial (Linacre, 2012), especially for the three that underfit. The underfit
exhibited here does not appear large enough to invalidate the measures, and
so for the purposes of this study, it is not necessary to remove these ratings.
Overall, without any formal training on the use of the rubric, these figures
are encouraging and would improve with a standardisation session. Further
encouraging statistical support is the close match of exact agreements, the
Rasch Model expect this to be 31.1%, and the data yields a score of 31.2%.

Table 6
Raters in Fit Order

Rater = Measure SE Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ % Identical

N 0.40 0.16 1.87 191 8.33
R 0.10 0.17 1.65 1.63 16.67
F 0.15 0.17 1.59 1.58 8.33
] 0.10 0.17 1.28 1.39 16.67
Q 1.10 0.17 1.31 1.33 8.33
K -0.30 0.17 1.27 1.27 33.33
G -0.78 0.18 1.08 1.15 0.00
P -0.56 0.17 1.06 1.07 8.33
0 -0.24 0.17 1.05 0.98 8.33
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Rater  Measure SE Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ % Identical
T 0.26 0.17 0.99 1.02 8.33
M -0.94 0.18 0.89 0.86 16.67
S 0.31 0.17 0.82 0.81 0.00
A -0.21 0.17 0.77 0.77 0.00
B -0.07 0.17 0.73 0.76 16.67
D 0.21 0.17 0.71 0.70 16.67
H 0.37 0.16 0.68 0.69 8.33
E -0.47 0.17 0.61 0.62 8.33
I 0.07 0.17 0.59 0.57 0.00
C 0.31 0.17 0.45 0.46 25.00
L 0.21 0.17 0.39 0.38 33.33

Figure 6 gives the combined Category Probability Curves for the revised
rubric overall. In general, the results here are very positive as each scale
point is relatively distinct from its neighbour, the peaks are even and are
not overlapping, and the peaks are not subsumed by others. In general, this
points to a well-functioning rubric and is largely what could be hoped for in
this context.

Figure 6
Overall Category Probability Curves

Medel = ?,2,1-4,CONVERTY7 ; rubric items: Interaction

Category Probability

4 35 3 25 2 A5 4 405 0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4

Measure relative to item difficulty

— Category 2 = category 4 — category s




Stones 25

In addition to the overall rubric performance, it is also important to look
at the individual category response curves (Andrich, 1996), as shown in
Figures 7 - 10. Similarly positive results to the overall category curves are
evident; however, some areas where further progress could be made. On the
positive side, most peaks occupy their own space along the latent variable,
but there are also clear exceptions to this, especially scale-point 4 in the
Interaction and R and C categories, and to a lesser extent point 6 for fluency,
where peaks are subsumed. Despite this, the improvement from version 1 is
clear and substantial.

Figure 7
Category Probability Curves: Interaction
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Figure 8
Category Probability Curves: Fluency
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Figure 9
Category Probability Curves: Language
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Figure 10
Category Probability Curves: Relevance and Content
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Table 7 gives specific statistical information for the four rubric categories.
For all categories, the step calibrations advance monotonically, as per Lina-
cre’s recommendation (2002), a clear contrast from the first rubric itera-
tion. Also, all passing grades, scores 3 to 7, have more than 10 observations,
and so similarly meet Linacre’s (2002) minimum requirement for stability.
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However, Linacre (2002) also recommends that there be a minimum of 1.4
logits between the category thresholds, as can be seen in the Rasch-Andrich
Threshold column, but this is not the case as a number of places where the
spacing is below these recommendations can be seen. Instances of where
the distance is below 1.4 logits are shown in bold in Table 7. This implies
these scale points do not represent a suitably distinct level of ability on the
latent variable; however, all scales do advance monotonically, which repre-
sents significant progress.

Table 7

Revised Rubric Step Calibrations
Scale Number of Av. Rasch- Distance Standard
Point Observations Measure Andrich to Next Error

Threshold Category

Interaction
1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 -1.12 N/A N/A N/A
3 34 -0.40 -3.39 2.77 0.72
4 48 0.28 -0.62 0.27 0.20
5 78 0.39 -0.35 1.44 0.16
6 63 1.08 1.09 2.18 0.17
7 15 2.48 3.27 N/A 0.30
Fluency
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 -1.23 N/A N/A N/A
3 24 -0.47 -2.23 0.96 0.47
4 59 -0.25 -1.27 0.95 0.22
5 87 0.27 -0.32 1.88 0.16
6 41 1.52 1.56 0.70 0.19
7 24 2.27 2.26 N/A 0.26




28 JALT Journal, 46.1 « May 2024

Scale Number of Av. Rasch- Distance Standard
Point  Observations Measure Andrich to Next Error
Threshold Category
Language
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 5 -1.29 N/A N/A N/A
3 24 -0.61 -2.32 0.73 0.47
4 75 -0.26 -1.59 1.65 0.22
5 71 0.37 0.06 1.13 0.16
6 47 1.20 1.19 1.46 0.19
7 18 2.20 2.65 N/A 0.28
R&C
1 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2 -0.95 N/A N/A N/A
3 33 -0.51 -2.77 1.96 0.52
4 51 -0.30 -0.81 0.38 0.20
5 83 0.40 -0.43 1.74 0.16
6 50 1.42 1.31 1.39 0.18
7 19 1.89 2.70 N/A 0.28

Conclusion & Reflections

Overall, the use of a Rasch analysis has led to considerable improvements
in the rubric functioning, with scale points and categories far more clearly
delimitated, leading to far more reliable scoring. However, more work needs
tobe donein terms of validation as the small sample of test takers mean there
could be more clarity in terms of the number of levels of ability the rubric can
identify. Also, several scale points still have relatively narrow logit distances
between them, so closer attention to the wording of the descriptors or a
merging of some scale points could be areas that would improve functioning
still further. Indeed, it has been argued that adhering to a consistent number
of scale points across categories, although the norm and appearing ‘neat’ on
the surface, may come with validity issues (Humphry & Heldsinger, 2014)
as unnecessary scale points may be added for the sake of appearances.
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Furthermore, although the categories now appear to be better matched in
terms of overall difficulty, this can in fact provide less information on the
sub-skills that make up the assessment, making it potentially less valuable.
In our case, it appears that the apparent lack of halo effect means that the
categories are of a similar level of difficulty, but care needs to be taken when
interpreting such trends.

Through the process of developing this rubric there emerged some gener-
al principles that could be generally applied to rubric development, namely:

¢ Less is more regarding scale points. Frequently, a small number of
scale points have been found to perform better than a larger number
(Bonk & Ockey, 2003; Janssen et al,, 2015; McDonald, 2018). This in-
creases clarity as to what a particular score means and therefore allows
for better feedback and clearer performance expectations. Although
it may be tempting to allow a large range of points to be awarded for
greater flexibility; in reality, this can lead to inconsistent scoring across
raters and so should be avoided.

¢ Separate constructs into clear categories. In the original version of
the rubric, there was some confusion arising from indistinctly defined
constructs. By separating these into categories with clearly defined
boundaries, raters and test takers alike will have clearer expectations
as to what any rubric category is trying to target. This also helps to
add to the granularity of the assessment as specific information can be
provided about sub-dimensions of an overarching skill. This can reveal
information on which aspects of performance pose differing levels of
challenge to learners and action can be taken accordingly. Of course, this
is assuming raters are scoring each category distinctly from the others
and that halo effects are not evident. This is important as categories that
align well on the Wright Map may look tidy but could indicate other
issues.

¢ Look to the bigger picture, avoid a check box approach. The original
rubric included individual phrases that were checked when used. Such
an approach can be appropriate in some cases, but it has been argued
thatit can be reductionalist (Green, 2013) as itignores certain aspects of
performance. Some teachers commented, for example, that it is unclear
if any phrases need to be pronounced perfectly or with 100% gram-
matical accuracy for points to be awarded. As such, seemingly simple
checkbox approaches can in fact add complexity and reduce reliability if
expectations are not clearly set.
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¢ Carefully word the descriptors based on the performance expecta-
tions of the cohort. If an institution, as was the case here, has guide-
lines in terms of the passing score, then descriptors need to be written
such that the minimum expected performance is ‘set’ to this benchmark.
Knowledge of cohort ability and the general levels of performance they
are capable of is essential here, as is teacher and assessor input.

¢ Involve colleagues in the process of rubric development. Despite
teacher comments not featuring in this paper, they did play a significant
role in the development process and provided valuable insights into
teacher perceptions of rubric function and its usability. Adding a learner
perspective in any future studies would strengthen any future research
findings and involve more key stakeholders, as suggested for the devel-
opment of any well-rounded testing instrument (Fulcher & Davidson,
2007; Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Ockey et al., 2013).

These recommendations need to be caveated with the proviso that the
needs of all stakeholders in the local context need to be considered in the
design of assessment instruments, but MFRM would likely be a useful tool
where rater-mediated assessment is employed, regardless of the form of the
rubric.

Thomas Stones has been working in language teaching for more than 15
years and currently works at the Department of Economics at Kwansei
Gakuin University. He has a range of research interests including developing
skills in interactional competence, assessment validation using Rasch-based
methods, the teaching and assessment of listening skills as well as develop-
ing skills in self-directed learning. He has presented and published on all of
these topics.

Appendices

All appendices are available from the online version of this article at https://
jalt-publications.org/jj.
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Young Learner L2 Vocabulary
Acquisition: Does the Revised
Hierarchical Model Apply to Child
Learners?

Clay Williams
Naeko Naganuma
Akita International University

Vocabulary learning is a process requiring the connection of mental concepts to
new word-labels. The Revised Hierarchical Model claims that beginning learners
recognize the meaning of L2 words via a process of translation, needing considerable
time and effort to forge direct connections between L2 words and mental concepts.
However, might young children, as they are still rapidly acquiring L1 vocabulary, be
able to bypass the L2-to-L1 translation required by adult L2 learners, and instead
link new L2 words directly to pre-existing mental concepts? This study tested over
1,000 4th-6th graders in Japanese elementary schools on their ability to match
newly learned L2 words with corresponding pictures or L1 translations. The results
demonstrate that students connect L2 vocabulary to pictures more quickly, and this
effect becomes more robust when students are taught via pictures, which suggests
that young learners are indeed capable of accessing concepts without translating
from their L1.
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been widely researched, across a variety of perspectives, and it is safe

to claim that its significance is no longer a matter of debate. While
vocabulary learning is one of the most basic aspects of language learning,
and indeed, one of the basic units by which we can measure such learning,
our understanding of the psychological processes, undergirding and driving
the acquisition of words, is still only in its early stages. Especially when we
cross-analyze first and second language acquisition dynamics, a number
of interesting—and, as of yet unanswered—questions raise themselves
immediately, such as the relative degree of difference and sameness in pro-
cess. One issue that is often debated is the role of creation of direct links
between vocabulary and mental concepts. While it is often taken for granted
that word acquisition and conceptual access occur simultaneously in an L1
context, learning in an L2 context (wherein the conceptual links between L1
words and concepts already exist) opens up other possibilities. Might these
fundamental psychological processes for learning vocabulary be different
between L1 and L2 learners, could this be affected by learner variables such
as age, and how would this affect learning?

T he importance of vocabulary acquisition in learning languages has

Literature Review
Research on Conceptual Access

It is believed that most of the information in the brain is stored conceptu-
ally as images and/or ideas rather than aurally (or orally), and L1 users can
make a link between those images without interference. However, applying
this capability to L2 acquisition is still controversial. Potter et al. (1984)’s re-
search was one of the first to investigate conceptual access. They proposed
two hypotheses on how words in two languages are associated with each
other. According to the word association hypothesis, mental concepts can
only be accessed via words in the L1, and thus, L2 words have to be translated
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to L1 before meaning can be unlocked. By contrast, the concept mediation
hypothesis suggests that concepts are directly linked to both L1 and L2 vo-
cabulary equally. These two conflicting theories were tested by a number of
researchers. The word association hypothesis could be proven if translation
from L1 to L2 were faster than naming the image in L2. This would verify
that L2 word retrieval was conducted through L1 (i.e., the concept triggering
the L1 label, which in turn triggers the L2 label), not via direct conceptual
access. On the other hand, if the concept mediation hypothesis were proven
true, recall of the names of objects in pictures (i.e., picture naming tasks) in
L2 should take the same amount of time as word translation from L1 to La.
The findings by Potter et al. (1984) showed that it took the same amount of
time for advanced L2 learners to translate from L1 to L2 as picture naming,
while for lower level L2 learners, it took much less time to translate from L1 to
L2 than picture naming. Therefore, it was suggested that both of the models
required revisions in order to explain the subsequent results. Note that, while
mental image and mental concepts are not synonymous, there is broad over-
lap, at least in terms of concrete, easily-visualizable vocabulary. Given the past
methodology’s reliance on picture naming as a means of testing conceptual
access, this paper will use the terms image and concept fairly interchangeably.
This is merely reflective of the concentration on concrete vocabulary (which
both past research and the current study will concentrate upon), and is not
meant to suggest a broad equivalence between mental image and concepts
beyond the sorts of vocabulary items dealt with herein.

The Revised Hierarchical Model (hereafter the RHM) was devised by Kroll
and Stewart (1994) to account for these differences in basic word processing
by L2 students of different proficiency levels (refer to Figure 1). They claimed
that L2 learners would develop the ability to directly link concepts to L2 target
words over time. Their study found that there were differences in the speed
of translation from L1 to L2 and picture naming, and the asymmetry could be
found in the direction of translation: translation from L1 to L2 being slower
than L2 to L1. They also found another asymmetry in terms of categorical
interference. Tests devised to elicit semantic interference effects by grouping
vocabulary found significant interference effects when translating from L1 to
L2, but not the other way around. The other asymmetry found in the study by
Sholl et al. (1995) was difference in priming facilitation occurring only when
participants translated from L1 to L2 after a picture naming task, irrelevant to
the language used in the task.
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Figure 1
Revised Heretical Model (RHM)
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Criticism on the Revised Hierarchical Model

In fact, the RHM has been criticized because the studies which followed
Kroll and Stewart (1994) found contradictions in the proposed theory (Brys-
baert & Duyck, 2010; de Groot et al.,, 1994; van Hell & de Groot, 1998). In
particular, Brysbaert and Duyck suggested “leaving behind” (p. 359) the RHM
based on their rather comprehensive review of research which was published
after the theory was originally published. They concluded that since there
have been previous models made for investigating bilingual language pro-
cessing, more research should have been implemented to check how to adapt
the existing models, including the Bilingual Interactive Activation model
proposed by Dijkstra and van Heuven (2002). Another revision suggested for
the RHM was on the interpretation of L1 and L2. When learners are in situa-
tions where they are immersed in the L2, making L2 the dominant language,
reversed results were found (Heredia, 1997). Therefore, some researchers
proposed that the RHM should be referred to from the perspectives of domi-
nant vs. additional languages, rather than L1 vs. L2 (Heredia, 1997; Linck et
al., 2009). Additionally, the study by Sunderman and Kroll (2006) found no
appreciable differences in the degree of semantic sensitivity between low- and
high-proficiency L2 learners. Williams (2017, 2018), in a series of studies on
semantic priming sensitivity, found that orthographic properties of Japanese
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and Chinese script may impair the development of certain types of semantic
sensitivity in L2 learners of English from Japanese/Chinese L1 backgrounds.

Furthermore, Kroll et al. (2010) suggested acknowledging the possible
weakness in the RHM that there is a bidirectional weak link between L2 and
concept. The study found that the results of production tasks (i.e. naming)
and receptive tasks (i.e. comprehension) showed significant gaps, indicating
the link between L2 and concept is actually asymmetrical. To pursue possible
reasons for an asymmetrical result in Kroll and Stewart (1994)’s study, the cat-
egory facilitation effect in the L2-to-concept and Li-to-concept directions was
further investigated by Wu and Juffs (2019). They tested whether they could
find a category facilitation effect in both the L2-to-concept and Li-to-concept
directions by providing the categorized list conditions and the randomized
list conditions. Their results indicated a significant category facilitation effect
in both L2-to-concept for young Chinese adults and Li-to-concept for young
English adults when the number of trials was increased. They argue that the
general L2-to-L1 null category effect discovered by Kroll and Stewart (1994)
could not be used to disprove concept mediation in backward translation.

Responding to the general criticism on the RHM, Kroll et al. (2010) argued
against the idea of “leaving behind the RHM” (Brysbaert & Duyck, 2010, p.
359), claiming that in principle “models provide a means to approach problem
solving and to refine our thinking” (Kroll et al., 2010, p. 381) instead of being
tested and rejected. While various issues have been evident in the model
itself, the RHM has remained one of the most dominant in explaining con-
cept mediation. It suggests that L2 access to concepts in the brain can only be
achieved for lower-level L2 learners through use of the L1; however, learners
would develop the ability to link concepts directly to L2 words as they de-
velop proficiency. This, in turn, raises other questions, such as whether or not
younger L2 learners are similarly restricted from connecting L2 vocabulary
directly to mental concepts, and whether they could develop such conceptual
links differently from adults.

Research of the RHM on Japanese Learners of English

As the study which will be presented in this paper is focused on Japanese
learners of English, it would be useful to review prior research investigating
the RHM as pertaining to Japanese learners of English. In one of the earliest
studies, Kawakami (1994) tested how three groups of Japanese learners of
English with different proficiencies (English-major university students, high
school students, and junior high school students) would perform in learning
new English vocabulary words. In her study, the group of higher proficiency
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(English-major university students) performed similarly both in the Japanese
and English priming tasks, which led her to conclude that both English and
Japanese vocabulary were accessible to the higher proficiency group at the
similar levels due to more direct links between meaning and concept than
less-proficient learners. She found that the data generally corroborated RHM
predictions because the group of higher proficiency evinced more direct links
between meaning and concept, while the patterns that less-proficient learn-
ers produced matched more with the word association model as Potter et al.
(1984) suggested.

Similarly, the study by Anezaki (2000) attempted to investigate if there
would be any difference between first-year students who had learned English
for three months and third-year students who had a longer experience in
learning English for two years and three months in a formal school setting
at junior high school. With a two-choice reaction time task, he discovered
that it took longer for L2 learners at a very early stage to engage in backward
translation than those learners with more experience in learning L2 at school.
Another finding was that this asymmetry disappeared among the second
group of learners. Therefore, Anezaki concluded, “the results of this study
are congruent with the prediction of the Revised Hierarchical Model” (p. 128).

Some studies on Japanese learners of English focused on the concreteness
of target vocabulary words to examine the RHM. Habuchi (2003) investigated
how words would be processed in translating between English and Japanese.
According to her study, advanced-level Japanese learners of English seemed to
go through the process suggested by the RHM when they dealt with concrete
words (e.g., fox and fish), whereas the results showed that the participants
were processing words in accordance with the word association hypothesis
(Potter et al., 1984) when dealing with abstract vocabulary words in L2. The
study by Nakagawa (2009) explored interrelatedness among L1 and L2 lexi-
cons and concepts through her experiment on Japanese first-year university
students, finding that more concrete and higher frequency target words were
found processed via concept mediation, while abstract words seemed to be
processed via word association. In addition, Nakamura (2007) found that
translation of concrete words from L2 to L1 would be processed as suggested
in the word association hypothesis, while the L1 to L2 translation would be
done through the process according to the concept mediation hypothesis
(Potter et al., 1984). In addition, he explored differences between the direction
of the translation, and the results supported the RHM, L1 to L2 translation
of concrete words requiring concept mediation while L2 to L1 translation of
concrete words done via word association.
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Conceptual Access of Young Learners

The RHM has received tremendous attention and has been a target to be
tested on bilingual adult learners, but less attention has been on young L2
learners. Young learners, in fact, exhibit distinctive traits from adult L2 learn-
ers. Itis estimated that 6-year-old to 8-year-old children learn 6 to 7 new words
per day, and this rate increases to 12 words per day at the age of 8 to 12 (Bloom
& Markson, 1998). While young children are expanding their L1 vocabulary,
creating links between new words and concepts, it can be assumed that it
might not be as difficult to create direct links between L2 words and respec-
tive concepts. This was found to be the case in the study by Comesafia et al.
(2009). After one vocabulary session, Spanish-L1 elementary school students
showed semantic interference effects. It turned out that it was hard for them
to reject incorrect translations that were semantically related when trying to
acquire target L2 words (in this case Euskera, Basque language). Comesaria
et al. (2012) replicated the study by Comesafia et al. (2009) with Portuguese
L1 speaking children who are learning Euskera. The researchers found that
the participants displayed similar results of semantic interference effects. In
addition, it was found that the degrees of semantic interference increased
when target words were instructed via pictures, and also the delayed post-
test conducted one week later revealed that the semantic interference effect
increased regardless of the different teaching methodologies being used.

Another study by Poarch et al. (2015) investigated how Dutch L2 fifth
graders after receiving English instruction for eight months connected new
vocabulary words to mental concepts. Their results generally corroborated
what Comesafia et al. (2009) and Comesafia et al. (2012) found. Young Dutch
learners of English at early stages of their L2 learning were found to be able to
actively exploit conceptual links when they translated from English to Dutch.
The study by Sheng et al. (2013) examined if Spanish-English bilingual children
would prove to be influenced by their age and previous learning experience
of L2 in semantic development. The study concluded that their results were
“consistent with predictions of the Revised Hierarchical Model of bilingual
lexical organization” (p. 1023).

The Present Study

The current study aimed to investigate whether young L2 learners can
create conceptual links to L2 vocabulary which they learn as new words, and
the researchers also tried to identify at what age the ability to build direct
conceptual links to L2 words might cease. Additionally, the study looked at
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whether pedagogical methods would influence the degree of the L2 concep-
tual connection strength or not.

Study Participants

During the data collection phase of the present study, 1,260 elementary-
aged children, ranging from 4th to 6th graders, participated. The breakdown
according to age/grade was: 4™ graders = 437; 5™ graders = 346; and 6% graders
= 477. They were all monolingual native speakers of Japanese. Classroom
teachers were consulted to identify any students who had multilingual
backgrounds (e.g., students who had spent significant time abroad, who lived
in households where languages other than Japanese were spoken, or who
engaged in English study in private educational centers). Students with such
backgrounds were still permitted to participate in the study, but their test
results were not included in the analysis.

Participants were recruited from seven elementary schools in one city in
northern Japan. The research team visited those seven elementary schools
during the periods from July 2017 to November 2018 for data collection. The
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (hereafter,
MEXT) stipulates the school curriculum and releases new versions of course
of study every 10 years. MEXT (2017) announced the new course of study
in July 2017, suggesting to begin preparatory measures to ensure a smooth
transition from April 2018 and to complete the transition before April 2020.
When the current study was conducted, the new course of study had been
released; however, the actual implementation of the new curriculum had not
been in progress. Therefore, it was considered to be safe to assume that stu-
dents below the 5th grade had no or minimal exposure to English in a formal
classroom setting, and sth and 6th graders had undergone one 45-minute
English lesson per week since the beginning of the 5th grade when the study
was executed in 2017-2018.

Materials

The vocabulary items used in the current study were decided in conjunc-
tion with the teachers at one of the elementary schools used for the pilot
study (wherein all instruments and materials were calibrated). To maximize
the probability of the participants never having heard the target words before
the study, the researchers chose the target vocabulary through a careful dis-
cussion with a group of teachers beforehand. Additional efforts were made
to avoid selecting English words which have been used as katakana-eigo,
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borrowed foreign words which had been already integrated into the Japanese
language, including many food names, e.g., soup and broccoli. Since public
elementary schools in the same district use the same textbook and follow
the same curriculum, it was presupposed that those 45 items to be used in
the study would be English words that elementary-aged participants had not
heard or acquired yet through the English lessons at school. A full list of the
45 items is available in Appendix A. Those 45 target vocabulary items were
printed and made into laminated cards, one set of cards with an image to
represent the target word, and the other set with the Japanese translation in
kana. Card examples are available in Appendix B. The other research mate-
rial included computers with the DMDX software (Forster & Forster, 2003)
installed for the participants to take a computer-mediated test of vocabulary
recognition with images and sound files of vocabulary items. The test itself
was written with the DMDX software by one of the researchers.

Procedures

The study was conducted in two days for each participant group. Each
class was randomly divided into two groups of equal size by their homeroom
teacher beforehand. On the first day of the study, the two groups would go
to separate classrooms where they would participate in an English lesson for
45 minutes taught by a graduate school student from the English Language
Teaching Practices program at the university to which the researchers are
affiliated. The graduate student instructors were from Japan, China, and
Vietnam. They were scheduled to teach lessons according to their class sched-
ules, avoiding any time conflicts with their academic activities on campus.
All of them have experienced teaching demo lessons in classes but had not
completed their teaching practicums yet. All the graduate instructors were
required to participate in an explanatory session by one of the researchers be-
forehand. In addition, before each lesson, the graduate instructors reviewed
the pronunciations of all the target words with one of the researchers to
consistently present similar oral production to each other in terms of stress
and pronunciation.

The graduate student instructors used the first 20 to 25 minutes to teach
the 45 target vocabulary items. The words presented were the same in both
groups, and all the vocabulary cards which instructors used for instruction
were laminated. However, the teaching method and the information on the
vocabulary cards differed.

In one group, the instructor utilized vocabulary cards with only images;
this group will hereafter be referred to as the “Picture Group.” On one side of
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each vocabulary card for the Picture Group is a picture which can clearly rep-
resent the image of the target word, and the other side shows the target word
itself for instructors to refer to when they teach the target vocabulary words.
To illustrate, a vocabulary card would include an illustration of a dustpan on
one side of the card, and the other side had an English word “dustpan” for
reference. The Picture Group instructor was prohibited from using Japanese
translations during the lesson, instead presenting the English vocabulary
orally, and allowing the visual aid to convey meaning to the children. There-
fore, when instructors were asked for the Japanese translation, they were told
never to respond in Japanese; instead, they pointed to the target picture card.

The other group was taught using Japanese translation, hereafter referred
to as the “L1 Group.” The set of the vocabulary cards used for this group in-
cludes the Japanese translation in hiragana or katakana on one side with the
target English word on the other side, without any image to represent target
words. One example card contains the target English word “dustpan,” and the
other side shows the Japanese translation “50&0” in kana. The instructor
used the Japanese translation of the vocabulary word along with the Japanese
word cards during the lesson for the L1 Group.

The instructors were provided specific directions to follow for their les-
sons. Approximately the first 20 to 25 minutes of each lesson was devoted to
vocabulary instruction of the target words. First, they had students repeat
after the instructor while students were looking at each vocabulary card for
three rounds. Then, they chose those target words that students seemed to
have difficulty and repeated the “repeat-after-me” practice. Afterwards, the
instructors randomly chose vocabulary cards to quiz students through asking
them to say the English word aloud quickly as soon as they flipped the vo-
cabulary cards. Each lesson was 45 minutes long, so instructors played some
fun games for the rest of the lesson time, including playing musical chairs,
drawing, crafting, and so on. One important point that the instructors were
told to avoid including in the fun activities was not to have students exposed
to those 45 target words in any part of the activities.

On the second day of the study (i.e., the day immediately following when
the vocabulary was presented), the computer test was administered. Another
English lesson was offered to the entire class (i.e., they were not separated
into two groups this time), and during the lesson, students were invited in
groups of six to go to a separate room to take a computer-mediated test of
the vocabulary items they had learned on the first day. In the test, the stu-
dents would hear (via a headset) vocabulary words from the list of 45 target
words presented one at a time. Immediately following the presentation of



Williams & Naganuma 45

the word, a pair of pictures or a pair of words (written in Japanese kana)
would be displayed on the screen. The pictures used in the test were of the
same vocabulary items taught the previous day, but not the same pictures
that were presented to the group taught with picture cards. Participants were
asked to select which picture or word would best correspond to the vocabu-
lary word they had heard by pressing either the RIGHT or LEFT SHIFT key
(corresponding to the choices on the left and right sides of the screen, re-
spectively). Research assistants encouraged participants to answer as quickly
as possible, and feedback on accuracy and response time was displayed after
each response (therefore encouraging test takers to try to make a game of it,
and answer as quickly as possible). Each set of the choices included two kana
words or two pictures, and the image and kana only presentations alternated
for counterbalancing the total number of test items. The order of the test
item presentations was randomized, and the reaction times were recorded
for analysis.

Data Analysis

The reaction times were analyzed via multi-factor ANOVA. Each grade was
analyzed to determine time latencies in matching the spoken target word to
the picture vs. to the Japanese translation. Further analysis was conducted
comparing groups within grade-levels to determine whether the teaching
condition affected response times. An error cut-off rate of more than 20%
resulted in participants’ exclusion from analysis. Given the 20 minutes of
actual vocabulary study and a one-day gap before testing, in addition to the
participants being young learners, the error rate was high, which necessitated
a rather large subject pool in order to gather enough reliable data.

Results

Comparison of reaction times revealed that every single group, whether
taught via pictures or taught via L1 translation, was significantly faster at
matching L2 words to pictures than they were at matching L2 words to L1
translation equivalents (F1, i.e., analysis of all groups: p < 0.01). The individual
reaction times can be seen in Table 1.
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Table 1
Reaction Times across Grades (Measured in Milliseconds)
Teaching condi- Reaction time Reaction time
Grade n tion (translation for matching for matching L2
Vs pictures) L2 word with word with L1
Picture word
6t 199 L1 Translation 1330 1498
6t 190 Picture 1251 1482
5t 120 L1 Translation 1390 1576
5th 124 Picture 1326 1537
4th 130 L1 Translation 1540 1652
4t 121 Picture 1422 1629

Sub-analyses of interactions found a significant item effect (F2, i.e., analysis
of the difference between reaction times in item types) whereby reaction
times for matching the L2 words to pictures was significantly faster than that
for matching them to L1 translations, but only in the Picture Groups: 4th
Graders, F2 (1,8) = 5.37, p < 0.049 (1 *= 0.40, small effect); 5th Graders, F2 (1,8)
=0.10, p < 0.039 (an: 0.43, small eﬂlzect); 6th Graders, F2 (1,8) = 6.88, p < 0.031
(an: 0.46, small effect). None of the L1 Groups demonstrated any significant
item effects (i.e., all p < 0.08). While direct comparisons between the teaching
conditions within grade levels revealed no significant differences, among 4th
graders, the faster mean times for the Picture Group vs. the L1 Group nears
significance: F1 (1,126) = 3.79, p < 0.0539. Nonetheless, this near-effect fades in
sth grade: F1 (1,124) = 2.03, p < 0.107, and it disappears entirely by 6th grade;
however, in the 6th grade, there was also an item effect between the two
teaching conditions, favoring the Picture Groups: F2 (1,8) = 6.98, p < 0.0297
(n,’=0.47, small effect).

Discussion

The results do suggest the possibility that elementary-aged students can
forge direct cognitive links between L2 labels and mental concepts. The
faster speed of picture-matching across the board is highly suggestive of
such. If the students were required to connect L2 words to the concept via
L1 translation, we would see a slow-down in picture-matching, much as early
testing on the word association model and the concept mediation model found
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in picture naming among low-level students (Potter et al., 1984). The truly
potentially surprising aspect of this study is that such robust acceleration
in picture-matching vs. Li-matching was found only one day after the L2
label entering into the students’ receptive vocabularies. It is possible, albeit
entirely speculative at the moment, that if conditions allowed longitudinal
instruction, such effects would likely have been even larger. It is important to
note that some of the slow-down in L1 translation could possibly be due to
latencies in reading speeds. Studies with young learners always face certain
limitations due to their individual cognitive development levels; however, the
fact that the latencies between picture-matching and Li-matching remained
significant through 6™ grade is suggestive that reading speed was not a critical
factor (and early calibration efforts of the testing materials abandoned testing
with students under 4™ grade for precisely this reason - reading speeds were
so slow with some learners as to make the comparison between categories
invalid).

In addition to showing that elementary school-aged learners have the
ability to bypass the RHM constraints by accessing mental concepts via L2
labels immediately after vocabulary acquisition, the study results also seem
to support our earlier hypothesis that teaching methodology may have im-
pacted the degree of latency between picture-matching and L1-matching. The
significant item effects across all grades demonstrate that those taught with
pictures are significantly faster at connecting pictures to L2 labels, compared
with those taught via Li-translation. The reverse was not shown to be the case
(i.e., those taught via translations were not significantly faster at matching
Li-translations), so this is not simply a teaching effect, but instead, instruc-
tion using visual illustrations seems to better reinforce the conceptual links
created during vocabulary acquisition, thus permitting faster recall, and may
even be helping with translation between the L1 and L2 (as evidenced by
the lack of significant advantage for Li-translation by the group taught via
explicit use of L1).

From pedagogical points of view, the current study can suggest some im-
portant implications. One of such is benefits of utilizing images in teaching
vocabulary to young learners. As the data in the present study suggested, the
participants who were taught with images were significantly faster when they
were matching images with L2 translation when compared with those who
were taught the same set of vocabulary items by way of Japanese translations.
It became evident that teaching with visuals appeared to have facilitated the
conceptual access, which was demonstrated by the higher speed of recall in
the dataset. Therefore, it could be suggested that using pictures to teach new
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L2 terms, rather than L2 translation, could produce better results of learning
in teaching L2 to young learners because using visuals seems to have facili-
tated establishment of direct conceptual access in learners.

Another pedagogical implication of the present study might be related
to age and developmental factors. The younger the participants were, the
more robust effects were found in the study. This could generally suggest
that it might be useful for elementary school teachers in charge of third- and
fourth-graders to make more use of pictures when teaching vocabulary words
with concrete meaning (e.g., a dustpan), rather than those with abstract (less
concrete) meaning (e.g., love). The results of the present study discovered the
significant effects of use of images in teaching vocabulary; however, the target
vocabulary words taught through the instructions were chosen carefully to
avoid any misunderstanding of the target word meanings, specifically select-
ing rather concrete words which are found easy to be understood only with
an image. Thus, future research could look into the effects of image usage in
teaching more abstract vocabularies to confirm effectiveness of use of visuals
over L1 translation in teaching L2 vocabulary in general.

While the study did not find a “cut-off” developmental period for concep-
tual access, the gradual decline in significance of teaching condition com-
parisons as students age very well may be indicative of an approaching point
where conceptual access can no longer be achieved in the short-term. Finding
an absolute point where conceptual access is no longer a factor and the RHM
is in full effect will likely require extension of study in junior high school (or
even high school) groups.

Conclusion

Japan made a significant change in the age when school children begin to
learn English as a second language as part of the official school curriculum. At
present, 3- and 4"-graders take a 45-minute lesson per week (in total 35 hours
per grade year), and for 5" and 6™ graders, English is one of the official school
subjects in elementary schools (70 hours per grade year in total), as MEXT
(2017) stipulates. This shift in the elementary school curriculum has resulted
in the dramatic change in the junior and high school English curricula
especially with the significant increase in the vocabulary size to be acquired
before starting the 10 grade. With all these drastic changes being made, it is
imperative that the English language educators develop effective pedagogical
methods in terms of overall language instructions as well as vocabulary
teaching strategies to young learners of English. Understanding how the
young learner’s brain functions in acquiring new words is an important step
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forward to finding best methodologies of teaching L2. One of the possible
ways for such investigation could be to test the RHM. Since not many studies
have investigated the RHM with Japanese learners of English, more research
could be conducted to determine most appropriate methods of teaching
English vocabulary to Japanese learners with various proficiency.

This study aimed to provide evidence of elementary-aged students creat-
ing conceptual links to new L2 vocabulary, though the exact developmental
period when the capability of utilizing direct links from L2 words to concept
may cease (thus introducing the RHM dynamic whereby beginning adult
learners are incapable of linking concepts to L2 vocabulary) was not clarified.
Thus, more research is required to ascertain the present study findings. It was
found that young learners of English seem to be capable of forming direct
links between L2 vocabulary and concepts, but this ability disappears at a
certain stage later in life and it is still not clear exactly at what age the ability
ceases. Figuring out the exact age would be invaluable toward enabling both
young learners and their teachers to determine maximally appropriate meth-
ods for teaching and learning new vocabulary words in elementary school
contexts (and possibly even in junior high).

Another point of suggestion could be related to tools of testing concept
mediation. Accuracy or error rate was not accounted into in the current study,
and there might be some impact on the results, though elementary-aged chil-
dren would have difficulty avoiding guessing answers or making mistakes in
choosing answers since they are not used to using the computer keyboard in
general. Therefore, it would be beneficial to create a testing tool which would
make the testing of L1, L2, and concept linkage feasible for and more easily
accessible to young participants.

In researching vocabulary acquisition, the “distance” between L1 and L2 can
be considered one important factor to be accounted for since L2 being distant
from L1 (e.g., Japanese L1 speakers learning English) has been found more
challenging and thus present more difficulty in acquiring L2 than L2 being
close to L1 (e.g., Spanish L1 speakers learning English). Crystal (1987) defined
interlingual distance to be “[t]he structural closeness of languages to each
other” (p. 371). Since then, it has been well established that L2 being distant
from L1 (e.g., Japanese L1 speakers learning English) might be found more
challenging and thus present more difficulty in acquiring L2 than L2 being
close to L1. Burrows (2012) suggested that the language distance between
English and Japanese might have been one of the crucial factors for Japanese
learners of English having difficulties in learning English. Similarly, it might be
interesting to investigate into how learners in English as a Foreign Language
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(EFL) situations and those in English as a Second Language (ESL) situations
might differ in terms of building vocabulary conceptual access. Consequently,
similar studies to the present study can examine such contrasts among those
with different L1 backgrounds and also in the situation where English is the
learner’s dominant language (e.g., in international school settings) so that
most appropriate vocabulary teaching methodologies and strategies can be
discovered, developed, and utilized in schools for maximized benefit.

In conclusion, the present study succeeded in garnering evidence that
young learners of English could forge direct conceptual access to L2. How-
ever, the question of when the child ability to do so “switches off” remains
unanswered, as the RHM model shows that adult learners are unable to
directly connect mental concepts to L2 vocabulary at beginning stages of
learning. This study can suggest future research directions in order to further
knowledge of how young learners acquire L2 vocabulary.
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Expositions

Generative Artificial Intelligence and
Applied Linguistics

Sowmya Vajjala
National Research Council, Canada

Since the advent of ChatGPT in November 2022, there has been a growing interest
and widespread speculation on how Artificial Intelligence (AI), more specifically
generative Al, has the potential to revolutionize research and applications across
disciplines, with real-world implications. Applied linguistics researchers and prac-
titioners have long adapted to the use of technology in language learning and teach-
ing, where Al already plays a role in the form of Natural Language Processing (NLP),
Machine Learning (ML), and other related technologies. This Expositions article
introduces generative Al, explains how it works and what distinguishes it from other
Al technologies, and discusses its growing influence in the applications relevant to
applied linguists. The article concludes with some guidance on how to navigate the
generative Al space as an applied linguist while acknowledging the current limita-
tions, including how to use generative Al in research and practice.
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Processing (NLP) and Machine Learning (ML) have been used

in Intelligent Computer Assisted Language Learning (ICALL),
particularly in the development of support tools for reading, writing,
speaking, or listening, for intelligent tutoring systems and automated
assessment (Heift, 2012). Software applications targeting teachers as
well as students that rely on such technologies have been developed and
researched for almost two decades now. The potential of Al technologies
in building support tools for teachers to select course materials (Brown &
Eskenazi, 2004; Sheehan et al., 2014), automated grading of written and
spoken language (Burstein et al.,, 2013; Chen et al., 2018), and automated
creation of questions and assessment items (Chinkina & Meurers, 2017)
have all been well explored in the past. These technologies have also been
employed to build language learner support tools for writing (Madnani et
al, 2018) and speaking (Kheir et al., 2023). The availability of language
learning mobile apps such as Duolingo (duolingo.com), general purpose
writing assistants such as Grammarly (grammarly.com), pronunciation
and speaking apps such as elsaspeak (elsaspeak.com) are examples of how
this strand of research evolved into practical everyday tools. The use of Al
in language learning and teaching can thus be considered an active and
established area of research and practice. Vajjala (2018) and Meurers (2021)
give an overview of some of the research on the role of machine learning and
natural language processing respectively in language learning and teaching.
ChatGPT (https://chat.openai.com/) was released as an open-access web
tool in November 2022 and has since played an important role in the discus-
sion around the applications of artificial intelligence, more specifically, gen-
erative artificial intelligence in various areas. Within the realm of education,
it has been utilized across a range of subject areas such as medical education
(Kung et al., 2023; Tsang, 2023), computing education (Denny et al., 2023),
and science education (Cooper, 2023). Although there was an initial wave
of skepticism and a call to ban the use of such tools in education contexts,
there are now calls to think about ways to incorporate them into education
policies. The New York City public schools Al policy lab is an example of
such an initiative (Klein, 2023). Khan Academy (https://www.khanacademy.
org/), an online education provider, announced Khanmigo, an Al-powered
teaching assistant, earlier this year, leveraging GPT-4, ChatGPT’s successor

Q rtificial Intelligence technologies in the form of Natural Language
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(Khan Academy, 2023). In the language learning space, applications such as
Duolingo (Duolingo, 2023) and Grammarly (Grammarly, 2023) quickly moved
towards incorporating generative Al into their existing software applications.
The rapid adaptation of this new technology into these various areas of edu-
cational technologies indicates its importance for educational technologies in
general, and language learning technologies in particular.

Considering that Al-based technologies have already been used in language
learning and teaching for some time now, what new things does generative Al
bring into the picture? Does it just do existing things better, or does it enable
new possibilities? This Expositions article explores the role of generative Al
in language learning and teaching technologies and addresses the following
questions:

1. Whatis generative Al and how does it work?

2. How does it impact the technologies related to language learning and

teaching?

3. How should one work with generative Al, as an applied linguist?

4. What are some limitations of generative Al, and caveats to working

with it?

The target audience is expected to be primarily applied linguists familiar
with the use of language technologies and artificial intelligence in the context
of language learning and teaching, and interested in knowing more about
how the recent developments in generative Al are useful for research and
practice in this area. The next four sections address the four questions listed
above, respectively.

Here is a quick note on the terminology before diving in: While discussing
what Al systems can and cannot do, it is common to use words such as
“learning”, “understanding”, “reasoning” etc. Such words are only used in a
metaphorical sense, for easier comprehension, and there are no parallels with
human learning/understanding/reasoning abilities. Readers are advised to
not conflate machine processes with human processes as they explore this
article further.

Generative Al—An Overview

The ultimate goal of any Al system is to achieve a semblance of human-like
intelligence in the tasks it is expected to perform. There are many ways of
achieving this goal, from using hard-coded rule-based reasoning to learning to
perform different tasks in a data-driven manner, from a large volume of exam-
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ples, without explicit specification of rules. Generative Al refers to the form of Al
that is capable of processing and generating new content for a range of input/
output forms (e.g., text, image, audio, video, a combination of these et cetera).
Generative Al models today are responsible for creating human-like texts,
realistic images and videos, and natural-sounding audio. Deep learning, a form
of data-driven learning based on artificial neural networks, is the force behind
all the recent developments in generative Al. There are many different forms
of generative models for processing different forms of data, and some of these
models can also learn multimodally i.e., working with different forms of input or
output at the same time. In this article, we will focus on one type of generative Al
that is more relevant to our context - Large Language Models (LLMs).

Language models learn to assign probabilities to a sequence of words (Juraf-
sky & Martin, 2023; Chapter 3). They learn the probabilities of word sequences
by using the frequency information from large amounts of textual data. Read-
ers familiar with the use of word concordance models in corpus linguistics
may be familiar with this approach. Language models go further and use that
knowledge to predict probabilities for future sequences, which can then be
used to perform a range of language processing tasks, from text classification
to machine translation. Neural language models, based on artificial neural net-
works, use massive amounts of textual data to learn these probabilities. Such
massive data is available in many languages in the form of web texts, Wikipe-
dia dumps, and other such sources. This process of learning the probabilities
is known as “pre-training”. Performing pre-training on increasing amounts of
textual data from various sources resulted in more and more powerful lan-
guage models over the past five years, since the arrival of the BERT language
model a few years ago (Devlin et al., 2018). A pre-trained language model that
passed through this process with massive amounts of generic text data can
be further “fine-tuned” with smaller amounts of task-specific data to perform
specific tasks (e.g., question answering, machine translation et cetera), by a
process known as “transfer learning” (Howard & Ruder, 2018).

Autoregressive language models are a form of neural language models that
undergo pre-training by repeatedly predicting the next token given a sequence
of tokens. A token can be understood as a machine equivalent of a word. Note
that what humans understand as one word is considered to be composed
of multiple tokens by a neural language model. For example, consider this
sentence - “Sara vociferously denied to comment”. A traditional NLP system
may split it linguistically and identify six tokens [sara, vociferously, denied, to,
comment] in this sentence, like a human would perhaps do. However, GPT-4

tl

splits it into 9 tokens instead, as ['S’, ‘ara’, * voc), ‘ifer’, ‘ously’, * denied’, ‘ to,
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‘ comment’, ]. The tokens are not necessarily morphologically meaningful,
and this tokenization is machine-learned by processing word patterns in the
data, to create a finite vocabulary for the language model.

The task of next token prediction may seem like a simple task from a layper-
son’s perspective. Yet, it forms the foundation for all the modern-day LLMs, as
many NLP tasks can be framed as text completion tasks, laying the foundations
for a generative language model. For example, if one gives an input “What is
the capital of Canada?”, a pre-trained LLM can respond with “Ottawa” as an
answer. As the amount of pre-training data increased, the models became ca-
pable of learning to perform a task based on a description, with very few or no
examples, without requiring any explicit further fine-tuning. GPT-3 (Brown et
al., 2020),an LLM developed by OpenAl and trained on half a trillion tokens, is
an example of such a general-purpose LLM. Today’s LLMs (such as ChatGPT)
follow this autoregressive approach to text generation and show some ability
to process human input and generate an appropriate output for a given input
from a human user, in a human language. The current generation of LLMs
can also generate natural-sounding text following human instructions. De-
velopment of new techniques to improve over what a language model “learns”
during pre-training resulted in the latest generative large language models we
see today, such as ChatGPT, GPT-4 (OpenAl, 2023), Gemini (Gemini Team,
2023) and Claude (Anthropic, 2023). In addition to such commercial LLMs,
a wide range of non-commercial, open-source alternatives, such as Zephyr
(Tunstall et al., 2023), Falcon (Almazourei et al., 2023), and LLaMaz (Touvron
etal., 2023), to name a few, are other alternatives. There is also a growing body
of work on developing small, focused language models (e.g., Li et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2024) that are good at reasoning from data and performing tasks
that require some form of natural language understanding. The generative
LLMs mentioned here are only a few examples, and the readers are suggested
to refer to Zhao et al. (2023) for a detailed listing of LLMs.

Two key ideas that made large language models go from models such as
BERT to systems like ChatGPT are Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and Rein-
forcement Learning with Human Feedback (RLHF), both of which involve a
large number of human annotators. In SFT, the LLM is taught to follow in-
structions for different use cases (e.g., machine translation, text classification,
chat, writing a short story, et cetera), by providing task descriptions along
with example items and soliciting responses from humans for a large data
sample. This data is then used to fine-tune and optimize the original pre-
trained LLM to perform diverse tasks. For a given prompt, many outcomes
are possible from a language model, considering that the output generation
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process is probabilistic. Which is the most preferred by human users? If a
human user ranks a set of responses by an LLM for a given prompt in terms of
how good they are, can a model learn to generate “good” responses? RLHF is
the technique that addresses this question by learning a “reward model” and
optimizing an LLM to generate responses that align with human preferences.
The data to learn such a reward model is again collected on a large scale by
setting up an annotation task where humans choose a preferred output from
the given machine responses. InstructGPT (Ouyang et al., 2022), a generative
language model from OpenAl which is a predecessor of ChatGPT, and GPT4,
was among the first to describe this approach, which soon became a standard
procedure for building large generative Al models.

Any computer system built for a specific purpose can be evaluated on how
it performs on specific tasks that achieve that purpose, and machine-learned
systems are no exception. However, how should we evaluate Generative Al
systems, more specifically, LLMs such as ChatGPT? This is an ongoing and
active area of research, and the current practices include evaluating LLMs on
popular benchmarks that cover multiple tasks and languages as well as other
aspects such as toxicity and harmfulness. Note that there are several LLM
evaluation benchmarks, and there is no single LLM that performs the best on
all the benchmarks. A public leaderboard offers a quick lookup of how differ-
ent LLMs compare against each other on various benchmarks (Huggingface.
€0, 2023). Liu et al. (2023) and Guo et al. (2023) present comprehensive surveys
on the evaluation of large language models. Note that the performance on
such standard evaluation benchmarks should not be equated to real-world
performance in a given application scenario and it is possible for an LLM to
do well on such benchmarks but not be useful for a given real-world task.

There is much more to LLMs and generative Al than what was presented
so far, and this only aimed to provide a short overview of what generative Al
is, how it differs from other forms of Al, and how generative LLMs such as
ChatGPT are built, trained, and evaluated. For a more comprehensive discus-
sion about the topic, refer to Jurafsky and Martin (2023). For a contemporary
introduction to the artificial neural network models that power modern
generative Al refer to Prince (2023). With this introduction to what genera-
tive Al is, let us now turn to how it is impacting the language learning and
technology space.

Impact of Generative Al on Language Learning Technology

The past year witnessed the impact of generative Al in a range of disciplines
that were not already adapted to Al in general. Hence, it is natural that edu-
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cational technologies, that have already adapted Al across many applications,
were impacted by generative Al. Some applications such as providing read-
ing/writing/speaking support for learners or teaching support in the form of
grading and creating assessment items have improved, and others that were
previously considered too specific, such as providing personalized, explicit
feedback, are now enabled by these new advances. There is also a huge po-
tential for previously under-explored use cases for Al such as helping teachers
with lesson planning or for multimodal content generation. Recent research
on the use of generative Al, more specifically large language models, in lan-
guage learning technologies can perhaps be grouped into three categories:
content and test generation, assessment, and assistive tool development. Let
us take a closer look at each of them below:

Test item generation: Generation of diverse, high-quality questions from a
given content, adhering to a given criteria, can reduce the teachers’ workload
while increasing content quality. It is also useful in the development of intel-
ligent tutoring systems. NLP techniques have been used for various forms
of automated question generation in the past, ranging from fill-in-the-blank
and multiple-choice questions to generating open-ended questions. Recent
research discussed the utility of large language models for question item
generation for English and Swedish texts (Elkins et al., 2023; Goran & Abed
Bariche, 2023). Other research also showed how ChatGPT can be useful in
generating questions for assessing English reading comprehension (Lee et al.,
2023; Shin & Lee, 2023). Human validation studies were conducted in all these
studies to verify the usefulness of machine-generated questions. Going a step
further, Xiao et al. (2023) demonstrate the usage of ChatGPT for both reading
text generation as well as exercise generation for English reading compre-
hension. They also report an evaluation study with Chinese middle school
teachers who concluded the generated texts and exercises to be appropriate
for their students.

Assessment: Assessment is another area in which the important application
of Natural Language Processing and Al for language learning and technology
has been investigated. Automated scoring of essays for language proficiency
or short answers for content accuracy has been well-studied in the literature.
Over the past year, some work in the NLP community has explored the use-
fulness of generative Al models for this purpose. Naismith et al. (2023) show
the use of GPT4 in automatic writing evaluation for discourse coherence.
Their research showed that GPT4’s ratings correlate well with human evalu-
ations, and GPT4 performance is better than a linguistic feature-based model
baseline for the dataset under consideration. Further, the GPT4 response can
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be accompanied by rationales for the evaluations, if necessary. Note that the
“rationales” are generated by the model, and need not necessarily align with a
human evaluator’s rationales.

In contrast to Naismith et al. (2023), another recent work evaluating the
ability of GPT3.5 and GPT4’s ability to rate short essays on the CEFR scale
(Yancey et al., 2023) showed that although GPT4 performs on par with exist-
ing approaches when calibration examples are provided in the prompt, agree-
ment with human ratings vary depending on the test taker’s first language.
Another recent work by Mizumoto and Eguchi (2023) shows that a GPT-based
LLM model combined with linguistic feature information performs better
than just using an LLM by itself. One major concern with using some in-
herently opaque large and complex models is the lack of interpretability and
explainability of their predictions. Fiacco et al. (2023) developed a method to
extract and understand the implicit rubrics of such neural network models
when used as essay scorers. Even though this discussion is not exhaustive,
it clearly shows the adaptation of generative Al and LLMs into automated
language assessment research, and we could expect more practical utilities in
the coming years.

Support tools for language learners: Davis et al. (2024) present a compre-
hensive evaluation of both open-source and proprietary LLMs for (English)
Grammatical Error Correction tasks and show that they do not always
outperform custom-built machine learning models for the task when used
as-is. However, the quick adaptation to generative Al by language learning
and writing support software such as Duolingo and Grammarly, which was
discussed earlier, clearly points to the value these technologies bring to
language learners when customized to the task. Beyond a language learner
context, Speakerly (Kumar et al., 2023), a new language learning platform by
Grammarly, shows how large language models and speech recognition can
be integrated to build a voice-based writing assistant. Raheja et al. (2023)
explored instruction tuning, which was described in Section 2, to build a
text editing system for writing assistance. Expanding the horizons beyond
the commonly seen applications of NLP in the development of such support
tools, emerging research has begun to investigate using generative large lan-
guage models for grammatical error correction beyond English (Kwon et al.,
2023). Duolingo (2023) discusses the use of LLMs for generating personalized
feedback for learners. Kew et al (2023)’s recent work on benchmarking large
language models for automatic text simplification shows that such generative
Al models can assist in making texts easier to read for learners, by producing
rephrased versions of the input text with simpler vocabulary and syntactic
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structure.

The use of Al in most of the above-mentioned areas is an existing practice,
which underwent considerable improvement with the new generative Al
methods. Language technologies such as machine translation and chatbots
too have been studied in the context of language learning and teaching in the
past for quite some time (Freyer et al., 2020; Hellmich et al., 2023). However,
the limitations of the technologies themselves resulted in their use being
limited to research studies. Recent advances in neural network techniques
improved the generative capability of NLP systems. Hence, we may see more
research into the usefulness of such technologies in language learning re-
search in the future (Huang et al., 2022; Tyen et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2023).

New developments in generative Al can potentially enable new use cases
too. Several recent studies (Kasneci et al., 2023; Yan et al., 2023; Yu & Guo,
2023) provide a broader overview of the potential applications and challenges
of using generative Al technologies in various aspects of education (not spe-
cifically language education). Caines et al. (2023) take the specific case of
language teaching and assessment technologies and discuss how generative
Al technologies such as large language models can be used in novel ways for
content generation, providing feedback, open-ended chatting at the level of a
learner, providing document level assessment and feedback, and supporting
“plurilingual” learning. Aryadoust et al. (2024) studied the use of LLMs for
developing listening assessments targeting test takers at different proficiency
levels and concluded that LLMs can be adopted at different stages of listening
test development and validation.

Considering pronunciation training in particular, Kheir et al. (2023) predict
that the advances in conversational capabilities of generative Al models,
coupled with other developments in low-resource and end-to-end speech
processing, may lead to the development of more sophisticated and personal-
ized virtual tutors, and support multilingual applications for spoken language
learning resources such as pronunciation tutors, which have been primarily
English-focused so far (e.g., Ding et al., 2019; Thompson, 2012; Yonesaka,
2017). Asthana et al. (2023) describe an initiative to incorporate generative
Al into a higher education course and study how automated generation of
course metadata could support broader instructional goals. Matelsky et al.
(2023) explore how large language models can be used to provide rapid per-
sonalized feedback to students for open-ended questions. The discussion in
this article revolved around written or spoken texts, but we have to remember
that language learning involves interaction between learners and a range of
semiotic modes beyond printed or spoken texts. Future developments may
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lead to the maturing of multimodal learning environments with text, images,
audio, and other media integrated into the learning process using generative
Al technologies.

Most of the developments discussed in this section so far show a high degree
of interest in utilizing generative Al in the language learning and technology
space. This interest and the push towards adopting generative Al into applied
linguistics research and practice necessitates a discussion around the ethics of
using generative Al in this context, particularly on how to use the technology
appropriately and responsibly. How do applied linguists working in the lan-
guage teaching and assessment context see the rise of these technologies so far?

There has been some discourse in this regard, particularly in language test-
ing research. Summarizing the debate on allowing the use of assistive tech-
nologies including generative Al by test takers for language assessment, Voss
et al. (2023) suggest that language teachers must have sufficient expertise to
understand and integrate such technologies into their language instruction
and assessment practice and recommend collaboration between test creators
and Al developers for ensuring appropriate usage of assistive technologies.
Taking a holistic perspective on the role of Al methods in the language testing
and assessment process, Bolender et al. (2023) also recommend a collabora-
tion between Al scientists, psychometricians, and subject matter experts to
address issues around reliability, validity, and fairness in language test devel-
opment. Another recent article by Xi (2023) echoes this strand of thought,
emphasizing developing best practices for the ethical and responsible use of
generative Al technologies specifically in the context of language testing. It is
not surprising that the discussion around the responsible use of generative
Al in this area started with language testing, as that can be considered as a
high-stakes application scenario for generative Al compared to others such as
the development of teaching and learning support tools.

Working with Generative Al

We've seen how recent advances in generative Al, especially with large lan-
guage models, have improved upon existing use cases within the realm of lan-
guage learning and technology, and how they opened pathways for potential
new use cases that were not possible before. Kohnke et al. (2023) in a recent
study on generative Al preparedness among university language instructors
pointed to the need for tailored support for teachers to develop Al-related
competencies. Some research recommends training both the faculty and
the students about the effective use of these new technologies (Fuchs, 2023;
Huallpa et al., 2023). With widespread speculation around how ubiquitous
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generative Al would be in our personal and professional lives, how should
applied linguists learn to work with generative Al? There are two ways:

Prompting: The most common means of interacting with such systems is
through prompting. A prompt is similar to a “query” given to a search engine
and can be understood as the input (including any instructions) to the Al
describing the expected outcome. While having a natural language interface
to generative Al systems is tempting to get started right away, creating proper
prompts is more of an art than a science, and it would be useful to know
some basics to get started. Saravia (2022) provides a comprehensive, con-
stantly updated, collection of resources on prompting large language models.
Understanding efficient and effective prompting methodologies could lead
to applied linguists exploring the use of generative Al to pursue some of the
prospective directions mentioned earlier, as well as add another tool to their
research methods basket. Vee et al. (2023) compiled exercises to incorporate
generative Al into the practice of teaching writing, which could serve as a
useful resource for applied linguistics interested in pursuing this direction.

Al Coding Assistant: Another interesting possibility to work with genera-
tive Al as an applied linguist is by using it as a software coding assistant. Ap-
plied linguists, especially those who work on topics such as corpus linguistics
or CALL have been learning to write software programs across universities.
However, available teaching and learning material is not often geared to-
wards students coming from a language teaching background, making learn-
ing challenging. The advent of generative Al-based assistants to write code
over the past few years has shown promising results in its use in introductory
programming classrooms (Porter & Zingaro, 2024; Puryear, 2022).

As for how generative Al is useful in applied linguistics research, the ap-
plications discussed in the previous section hopefully provide useful pointers
in that direction. Most such research has been traditionally conducted on
English language resources, considering the amount of available datasets and
software support. The advent of large language models that have some form of
knowledge about various languages provides an opportunity to explore them
for other languages (e.g., in the Japanese as a Second Language context). The
same applications (content generation, question generation, content assess-
ment, learner support tools, etc.) can all be explored and the capabilities and
limitations of current generative Al methods in a broader language learning
and teaching technology context can be evaluated for other languages as well.

Let us turn to the question: What can applied linguistics contribute to the
discourse around generative Al itself? With the widespread increase in both
interest and adoption of generative Al technologies in various application
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domains, there is also a lot of emerging discourse around the responsible
usage of the technologies to ensure reliability and integrity. Note that this
discussion is field-specific. For example, a discussion around the ethics of Al
system development typically focuses on issues such as fairness and bias in
the models, privacy concerns, explainability, and accountability. But when it
comes to actually using such Al systems in, say, education, there are other (or
additional) concerns such as the question of what is appropriate usage for a
student who is learning a topic, or taking part in an assessment to evaluate
their understanding. This is where the applied linguistics community can
contribute to the general discourse around the ethics of generative Al usage.

A guideline on the ethical usage of generative Al in language teaching,
learning, and testing (and more broadly, encompassing other areas of applied
linguistics) is needed considering the growing interest in the community on
the topic. Yan et al. (2023) discuss ethical concerns around the use of Al broad-
ly in the context of education, and Mohammad (2022) suggests an “ethics
sheets” approach for different Al applications, listing the specific questions
that need to be addressed, which can have different answers depending on
the task at hand. Both these references are useful in thinking about develop-
ing guidelines for applied linguistics. The call for developing best practices in
using generative Al for language testing (Xi, 2023) can be considered a starting
point in this direction.

The annual state of Al reports published by the Montreal Al Ethics Institute
(Gupta et al., 2023) are useful to give a broader perspective on various topics
around Al ethics, for readers interested in exploring this aspect further. The
EU Al Act (European Union, 2024) which proposes to regulate the develop-
ment, deployment, and use of Al in the European Union region is another
example of a broader discussion around addressing the ethical issues around
Al and ensuring responsible development of technology.

Limitations and Caveats

Generative Al and its implications and applications are speculated upon
and adopted widely, but this is not immune to challenges. Over the past year,
researchers have widely discussed the technological as well as behavioral limi-
tations of generative Al systems (see Kaddour et al., 2023 for a comprehensive
discussion). Here are some limitations one needs to be aware of while using
generative Al systems:

¢ Brittleness of the prompt-based querying process: Small changes in
the prompts given to generative Al systems can sometimes result in
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drastic changes in output, which pose problems in terms of reliability
and reproducibility of the process.

e Hallucinations: Generative Al systems such as large language models
can produce potentially inaccurate, and at times, completely false
information, which may be hard to detect, as the text itself is highly
fluent.

Although the above-mentioned limitations arise from the working of the
systems themselves, the abilities of these systems, along with their ubiquity
now, pose two other problems:

¢ Distinguishing between machine and human-generated output is
sometimes difficult owing to the fluency and human-like text pat-
terns. However, there is some ongoing research into watermarking
Al-generated output, which can potentially help address such issues
in the future.

e Access to such Al systems could potentially compromise the integrity
of computer-based testing scenarios, as some recent research showed
(de Winter, 2023). Research into alternative formats of assessment
may help overcome the challenges that arise out of this issue.

With existing limitations and the potential problems that may arise from
the use of these technologies, should we prohibit their use until some solu-
tions have been found? Current discussion in the research community instead
suggests acknowledging the ubiquity of generative Al today, and adapting the
teaching and evaluation approaches accordingly (Yu, 2023). Finally, it has to be
noted that these limitations and caveats reflect the current state-of-the-art,
and the mitigation of such issues is currently an active area of research. Thus,
we could expect future research to develop new systems that can overcome
such challenges, as far as the technology itself is concerned. However, respon-
sible and ethical use of any technology needs to be separately addressed for a
given application scenario, irrespective of how good or advanced the technol-
ogy is. The guidelines on the responsible use of generative Al should be field-
specific, and application-specific, and developing more specific guidance on
the use of generative Al covering different topics in applied linguistics would
be a worthwhile direction to pursue, as the adoption of these technologies
increases.
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Summary

In this Expositions article, 1 aimed to give a broader overview of generative
Al and its implications for applied linguistics researchers and practitioners. In
doing so, | attempted to summarize recent research on generative Al in areas
related to applied linguistics from the Natural Language Processing commu-
nity, as well as the perspectives from applied linguistics research and practice.
Some guidelines were provided for applied linguists who are interested in
getting started with generative Al technologies, and potentially new research
directions were identified. Generative Al was described as an active research
area with a blurring divide between research and practice today. Hence, it is
important to be aware of its current limitations and potential issues that may
arise, and 1 have provided some guidance in that direction. The capabilities of
current generative Al methods open up new avenues for applied linguists, and
I hope this article serves as a starting point for a deeper exploration of these
technologies and their relevance to the field.

Sowmya Vajjala works as a Natural Language Processing (NLP) researcher
at National Research Council, Canada’s largest federal research and develop-
ment organization. Her research interests lie in information extraction from
text, multilingual modeling, and studying the relevance of NLP in other dis-
ciplines. She co-authored a book: “Practical Natural Language Processing:
A Comprehensive Guide to Building Real World NLP Systems”, published by
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FRE 2H#HE, TOEBICZTNTNOMEER 21T o/, JOERPTWNLRI 1T 1 > JiE
BO®IZ, RIS 12 N DA E EFRZBIER U 7c = N OIEEEB M 23 s A T H212
ZMU7z. BOFMEE EY M T WA NRRDRREIEE T A T 14 > VN D) LG
BHizbzs U, MERZETHGLOA)] ZRRINITT Z2DITid, BEEYICA AT
LT ENRETH D ENDN- T,

This study explored how student assessments, that is, self-assessment and peer as-
sessment, were related to learning-oriented assessment (LOA) by exploring the reli-
ability and the effects of each assessment type on students’ writing performance and
learner affect. A total of 293 students aged 15 to 18 years participated in the survey.
They were divided into two groups, self-assessment group (147 students) and peer
assessment group (146 students). Each group had a rater training and then had five
consecutive writing sessions for ten days. Just after writing English compositions,
each assessment group evaluated their own writing or a peer’s writing. After the
sessions, 12 students and two teachers were interviewed. It was found that each as-
sessment type had similar but different effects on writing performance and learner
affect. It was also found that teachers were expected to intervene in self- and peer
assessment to make learning-oriented assessment more successful.

F—U—B: BERHE; B R SR EE A 2 e 9 R
Keywords: English education; learning-oriented assessment; peer assess-
ment; self-assessment

—y 2T a  NEREBIRUEEREOSEN N, AE—F >
[ TRIAT AT BEDHFLLINIFHATICERELEET D EHT
* (Productive) $HREIDHALDLEHENRIAIN TS, 1208, AE—F 27
U TIA T4 2 T RO EDBE P DB REDIZ LI Th /eI &
IMEFISN TSGR 2. 2018). E72. T4 T 427 DERENEN LR
2N R E IR E BTN H H &0 CCEEEE. 2011), FETIZHED E5
2D, TAT A TIEBNSSITHA L, RFIC KDY —T 1> 7l he - SOERE
IR L <E5N TS (Mulvey, 2016; 177k, 2018)e ZOLETROHFTT A7+
SRR RFEITTNTZOIC, FHFICI L2 EMANICED B 52825
R0, ERSIE, FEFICK DML, 178 %2 9 51 ) (Learning-oriented
assessment (LOA): Turner & Purpura, 2016)E LT, #EFEFZVROHLIIEZ DT E
INFIREIR DT, FAT 4 T REDIEWALIC D BINDEHZ ZSNDHINGTE, HEEFIC
KBFHIITIE, B O E R Z -G 9 5 B CaFl (Boud, 1992) &2 E F[F LK
BFH T % ¥ FAMG (FH AL FFAM - Atk 51T - 4tk 25 3%41) 233 % (Topping, 1998). 295
U728 F T KB5S, TERRAEEAT (formative assessment) D—DTHdH S (Black
fis, 2003;Wiliamftti, 2000), 72872513, AL, FHBEICRSLEDET
FEENEOREETHEEHBEICREL TSN ZRHMEL . ROZFE B AEHE,
2R AT ZEEBEICT 25l TH D152 (Leahy & Wiliam, 2012). DFED, %4
BHMNLGEBATHER 2528108 T FEEREESDOFE L NIV EDHE
EEHTEDLTENMERFMOETHS (Leahy & Wiliam, 2012), BiZENH
CRHliE ET RS WS NN ORE 2 M iE 9 1L, HOE i 7 312 %0 £
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HINZIZRICTIE R TEAEEZ5ND, LINLAENS, B s E Y 21l 2 L i it 7t
L7zbDI3 D72 R RO E<ITRFZE T, HICHAD @R EZRRICUIZE
1370 (O1L 2021). Fiz. 2S5 D OY A T OFMENF#E 2T 39E  (LOA)
1ELTEDIIRERNDZ2OMIIRENIN TV, 772513, B
E7 FMOITIIZEIL. T OEEMEICHE B U CBImMm ORI E LT rlEn s
IMMERRFE U726 DN %< (01, 2021), FHZR T NS L TOXREZERLEZHD
13RS, FEER T T, BEFEF SO ST A ITRET
HHEINTNWD, EFENTMIEENCEDHE &Ik T, 28 22 9 3 2 A
IHBAHEEND DT EN ST DRRIILBOME TH D, Tz, EETHHE FZ3EIC
BATHIECIST, FEHEOREHOEBIZEDIIBRFEEEZDMMIDONT
B, BFHICESTIEIRLZEDTERVWMBEEE S A5, LIZNo T, AWFSEIE. B
CRHliE BT 3 i 2 i 5 52 &1 k> Ty T NENOREMEDO R B2 EiEEE 51
FATRES), FLUTHEBICG A D2 ENOAIL, R 2R TS L Tt
LN EELET D,

FeATWEE

FATORZE DM EL T, HE & E T i 2 TN NHEMTHT T 2500%
<L ZOTDZEERKEKL T, 2N ENOFM A EOR#Z I LIz 9Eid 7
W(0i, 2021), Tz, FEATMFEDAY -7 F UL AL DL, 1980~20184F K TITIT
NIz F LB T AL ORI TENEIY > 27+ 74 )L (young adult) &
HENDRPAEEMRELTNS (0, 2021). FEFIHHOFEEIEL, FEHEOH
BE RICEELZITHEND BT MERSH HD T (Boud & Falchikov, 1989)
BB M A TN 27« 5 —F— (young learner) TdH 5 @ik A4 5
IZHFe 2T o7z,

ZH & e 9 #li (Learning-oriented assessment: LOA)

RTINS E LT, T8 22 9 3 (LOA) JITI3hk 2 72 &
KNH5, TOHFTHERENDIL, HBE BT MO EFNIEEZE T DN
HI7ZEL T, OBk EHEFE L2825 5 (Carless, 2007), DFED, FfliZ
FOHMIEHLETHEEDRETHY., FHITFEEOREDZDD RENIT
(scaffolding) & U THERE T RELNDHDZ, IFHZETFME  (LOA)JITBWTIL.
FEL, FE ORANBRERTHY ., BIERNE LG HIEERE T L0 E7
5HDIRDTH S Mok, 2012; Ploegh, 2009), B WA UL, AHE AR & R
A EEAT 2 20 B S B T MBI 2 02 O R S 1, N A2 & #E3T
i Z GBI RE S B XH LI B KN LB E/R > TS (Carless, 2007; Jones &
Saville, 2016), %3223 34 (LOA) 11213, BLEGHIEAAICEE TS T, TR
BEFEARIZUTHRAIREFLOOY T 7 AN O R TEEHAF IISA L TH<RNMN
D, BlZE, SEEHM O _LOB SMNSLOAN G U5 41720 (Green, 2017; Hamp-
Lyons, 2017). SEf1E(Alsowat, 2022) % #EfiDLOAIZK %38 A (Derakhshan &
Ghiasvand, 2022)ZFHMHFEDORHRET2>TUD, Hamp-Lyon (2017) 13, MEEZ2ET
A (LOA) | & B FAHICEID ANDTET I ERR T 2EHRELT, H—IT, FHI
HEREY T, B, FEFICLDTM, LT 210, 2R EITESE YT
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727 4—RNNwZD3DE/IFTTND, ZOETIVTIL, FEE L ERHE ORI
MRDENTNDEDONEM TH D, TDIITT2EE 2L 3314 (LOA) 113, Hlry#HT
LWHERRPHH AT, FNERBARADBEREZIRTT T DMIENEZ D, ko
T, AL TIL, Hamp-Lyon IC&Ho THRIEZ N/ 8 22 51 (LOA) 2=
IR T 5 ET IO —DTHhDFHFICL L5 ICEHEL T, T0ERE
WCOWTHNETBIEEL,

P ICE BB

FEFICLDFMOEFEME TR T 5813, ZAMFEGE ik 9 2B TIrHh N
TER, frrgeic LN, Ol OFERFEMIC L L= E T, HoEES
WS B EIN TS, FlZIE. Andrefth (2010) DBFFEIC K FUR. B FliFEAME D
HHBIBE R 13D 2R E & <. KR IOGEFHIC BN TIZE WERID B 5 E NS fE RN
IRSITWNWD, LN L. Runnels (2014)13. KREFEAZ/IRITLIZMTEITHBN T, A
A OEFEMEIIREMIEE OBICELAINAIEEHREL TND, T, FHHFOIE
B DOE S CRm OB oS b RN EEE IS EE 52550 T
% (Dieten, 1989; Peirceftll. 1993), —4 . E 7 aHAMiIZ. Al FFAl & 1FE D FHBIBI R A
HBET HMFERER N LN (Weaver i, 2011; Orsmondfttl, 2000). H Al & [F]
FRICREAM T H O PRAR E LG EEH O AL RICEOEFEENZEE2IND
(Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000; Matsuno, 2009), £7z. E 7 #HliZ1TO%8 F F 4%,
AEIBIfRZE MBI L&D EIEE Gl Z LR 2 EHH 5 (01, 2021). i OFEH
HEEBIT, T OEFEMEITIE. FHmIEB I3 2B, SUECEEF RS 503
BrhHZ5HZEF3IETH 20, FEEE — B EEEENS T LI N
O TARBIZEIIZDRITDONW TR LA EIC Lz,

PEHHICEBAMDZ A T 1 > TN DF PR

1980~ 20184EDMICI TN FE ZIC KD ME RN RELTZAY - T F UL AU
L&, FEHMREND-/2ETHO1E, BEFMTRE, EVIHMETRSEIESINT
W5 (0i, 2018) . FEHFICLDBTAT AL THENANDFEZRIZONTIE, FITX
EREREDEHITHT 20N (McDonald & Boud, 2003; Lee, 2017; Sadler &
Good, 2006). $#1Z. E7FHMICES 9 298 Tld. SHERKIE I Om RIZEF 5 Liz&
WORZEN S S8 (01, 2021) . B AN SRELZMZETIE, ZNBIZEH L2
Fel3Dian, F2, SDOFHEY A TR L2 A ETSHMEO S ANE Ol &L D
BIAT 42T HES DA EITEHERE Lz & WSk B2 IR L= 585 (Matsuno, 2009).
FEDFAMD FDNGEANZ T LD DD THEMFTM LD BEN R THBET 20T
756 d 5 (Zarei & Mahdavi, 2014; Tsui & Ng, 2000). H CaEliE E 7 #EHOEEE 1T
BT ZEOIE S ELTIL, FEEOTMEER NOEMNEED, T NNFER)
BRICDHMBZETH S (Orsmondft, 2000), LINL. H IS E 7 3402 18 12 Hhifi
LT, EBEMITIAT A TREI DR BT KORN R INE R LTS 720Dy, #
Bili A & (R RR 724 T 2 SR 2 5> T B &9 BHFFE (Farrokhiftl, 2012) %, HC#¥li&
| A e R e e el a] 15 Ll s S A RS N G ARV N TRV g Rt DY T S
&5 (Aslanogluftll, 2020). F7z. FHEEEMRICUZRITIZEICIL T, 91571
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B, L THEDM LIZ#IFRMNH S (Butler & Lee, 2010; Zarei & Usefli, 2015), Black
f (2004)13, FEEMZERESEDILICEST, NET2EEZEEFITOTS
ZEMAREERRTND, — 5. ETFHIIZDW TR, M AR IC K S 0 FEEEZE
U, EEDRIRDEEN., DT IINFICOE, FHliE T 2N F I <ENnD
FEATIZE/N 3% (van Gennipfll, 2010; Saito & Fujita, 2009; Choftf, 2006). £7z. H
CRNEEED ., BIREZE A SRR V&L 525 (Chofth, 2006). Matsuno
(2009)Ic LU, HEFHMliE E YRR O 58 s & LTI MRS A 7 Bz #4) _id
THEMECHEMEICREWEEE 525 ME LTS, LML, i DENE W
TSR 72 <\ SRAGITHE R ITID AN TW<ITI, :joaﬁqi{ﬁ&47@$ﬁt5
HEHLTNRELEEEZ S,

HI EWF e S

AREFEL, EEEF IR DA TH S H Ol & T #ili 2 Z O 517 4
SURNICH A D EBOBENS AR, TNETNOREEHSINTT 20MHIT
b, Tz, %Zh%zho)uﬂﬂﬁﬁff77b\r B 2T 9 7 (LOA) | EL TEDRDITHERE
'C%%ﬁb\’a”: wCoHbDET B, 725, ZITOREFMEILIHE O—BUE P LEE O

Mﬂﬁ%F?@Jﬁ*ﬁf’%ﬂﬂﬁ%ﬂﬂ@#ﬁ‘l‘i%ﬁﬂo L7235 T BU T OBt EZ 18
Lféo

1. BEMREA I FLL T B 2l & B REE OF FE S dH 2D
2. HCAHMEE EY FHlIZEDIIITTA T4 >V REINTEZE T T D,
M 2 e 9 3k U THCRHEE Y SO & BN M2

VAL IWARES
WS NE

WFFRICIE. 15~18/%D293% D HA DA (£ 1) L4 DIGEHRE (HA N 24,
IR RERRRH 240) NS % LT (R2) o BINEREDHITIIIGE RER G H 1TV o
7o T 2ET )V (many-facet Rasch measurement MFRM; Eckes, 2015;
Linacre, 1994) D71, EVESGHBEOMRE 15 M E TR EHEO S I D W TH] 4
AT o7z, Rz, FESC O (k- 5 - t?aq:ﬁﬁ) 3 BRAICIIBE S Lianh ez
BRI MFIIIMEA Tz ETFICDONWTIE, FEXE B EN TR T 5T
T, MR IFIHZEFICEEERRHZLTHEW, FEFENTAKDOIZRICHEEA
BVl R Z B L7z,
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#1.
FBRBINEED Y )V —T Rk
H 2 ) —7 E7 it —7
Class1 Class2 Class3 Class4 | Class5 Class6 Class7 Class 8

FEE 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 3
BEA I I I I I I I I
NEL 36 36 36 39 36 36 36 38
aat A 147 146

1E. 1 = English Communication [; II = English Communication II; III = English Communication I1I

2.
RERS N D SEFE BUE R
JET A JETB NET C NET D
Hfin 40 55 38 50
51 Male Female Female Male
HERBE R EL 15 30 7 20

1E. JET = Japanese English teacher; NET = native English teacher.

OFFEFI

F1OIDNC, WMED YT AZH T I —TEET M7 )L —T O DIZ/nVT .
Al BB & [ CRI 22 200 (M 3RA) . 10ARIDS 151 > 7 GBI O JiI 34
Az Uiz, MBI ES AT 4> 7 - T ANEE DT T 42 7 IEB5EI DR, 15
D ORNTEEETR L T60~805E DHNELEHENTHS /2, WIELEZHNWERIC, H
AN E 7 D E BS N ORI B E 1T o7z, EYEHMETIE. 1ADEFEDT AT
A%, Pl AETE LA ToTz, FEME 21T, SR W RIC U SR A D RAE X %
ST BB R D EEA T HIHH O ER REZHEITERR U [RREER T | THR
ENEO—EME ], [FEROMBY) /M), [IEMERSEOEF ) O48 S D4 (X
IV1~4), FEH16 s 2R L7z (01, 2019). sHMEEENCIZ1000 2 &0, S/ESCRE
13, BREE NG E U IGERBEOBRZ TROBEENEWNE w7 &2 A7 (1 5£B)
o TRB. WEVESCRRREDHE S BRIV, RSO E X RIREE [FIFEEE T 5 (0i. 2018).

DTG

R (FFFE R 1 ~2) 12BN TIE, Z4 5> 2E T )V (many-facet Rasch
measurement; MERM; Eckes, 2015; Linacre, 1994)ZfiWEHCEHIE Y )L —T DA fEL
ET i ) — 7 DEFEDIEANE L DR EF A ETNEL DD HTIFEM O ICBE
HIEHEE NI Uiz, £z, MULKSHM Ty 2T IO IIESCRENICH T 5%
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NTNDFMEZE Y A T D EZE LT, V7 b T 7 1 dMinifac (Linacre, 2021)%
Wiz,

7//:1_3&7‘)]/ & NETHHE O A 2 BT E (R R AE) RITh@E DT, 25
BENEHB O S EE — It RETHHE T 2HEE KIGOMALGHRMET IV TH
%)o ZERFRES . HHHES EITINA T, H3DM (facet) ELTEHMED LR EEE ANS
ZEMTE, OPvk (logits) ZHALELZRICRE TR %ﬁ%ﬁbﬁ THH S E ., G
FHOBHLIZHETHIENTES, OV FOENNSNZE, ZERE L IIKRL,
TEHHES IR, S E T HWZ E AR T, BRMITIE, ZBEfEhEthEene
TN THEE T DTENFRETH 2.

IR AN DB R E293 NDAFE, 293 NDAEFEIT I > THMNNTZ586 DFEAESL
(%au&%ﬁéowx%@z@ P)72DT, 2930DTFT —FZffio7z, LinL, —EDAEFREN
RIGEFEDIZDIZB MM TEIRDST=D T, BREIRDT —FEIT243NDZHE, 6
NDFALE $ﬁﬁ-%ﬁé@zlﬁl@?xM»5?%6%7‘:2430@?—&&7597‘:0 W, HE
G- 27 ) — 713244, ET 37 )L —T 13242, T U THEEOFEM T — 4 %5131944T
BTz (F23). AT TIE, M. ARG — 7 0%, U TET S IV
—TDEFEET Y 2TTINEMSTHE LD, ZNS3D D& 7 2 [FRFIZ L
B U7 JefTRFZE13Z L (Farrokihftt, 2012), 72, v 2T IV EME AR, §
i35 27 N —T FI T E AN E L THES ML, TS INE O SCHEFEREICHIE
S % (Aslanogluftll, 2020; Farrokihfttl, 2012) . AWFFE T, FAliE — A —AD
MRS R Ty BT I EM S THMET o/, MlEDBI (R TR 7 )L —7 &L
THEZ LTS, £, AFFEDoccasionflld. pre-test&post-test 7 FE/2>TNDT
L5 “Occasion by Task fl& L7z, Pre-test®OmeasureDfEilL .03, — 4. post-test®d
measureDfEE- 03T, DL 06T, LT OKERICHEDE (01, 2018) . ZDD
H A DR EIIZIEFEREEAR U2, £z, YAV @R EEN G EUTZHFRE
DOEEHE AL DS A6 A2 (01, 2018).

3.
Ty aTTIINANTIED NG R 7T — 5 5
B Wil REE AR A2
B 4 aak A =
ECEE 147  147students 294 25 122 122 students 244
TN —" X 2 tests X 2 tests
ET7SEE 146 146 students 292 25 121 121 students 242
TN—" x 2 tests X 2 tests
Teachers 4 4 teachersx 2,344 0 4 4 teachers x 1,944
2 tests x 293 2 tests x 243
students students
T ARNE 2 2
0

&al 2,930 2,430
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BRI TE (23R RE 1 ~3)I2B N T, 12204 (HCFHMEE T MO RS
=T NEEIEX DFAMFEREHEIC64 T D, £4)E2HDOHE(HAAN1E
JETB. ¥ERNFEGE IANETC, FE2)IZR U TSN T — 5 &2 17o72. 1B,
EERATROIEME X D EIT, 220 SN2 4K I X DI H M O M EE TH 5,
BEEHEGDIEMNSEENCIE
WEE T, FEBICILTMOEEERCT AT 4> T REH DM EICET 23 RI2DON
TOMEEEE LIRS E L= (35).

FAEITIZEHDP DEZZFHD LT WHARE T, 5455

#4.

A 1% R
ﬁ—if\]‘-‘f\]'_‘m‘_‘mﬁm‘_‘m
R R - 72 B 7 T2 S s NV, W 72 B2 B9 S o
¥ © O L 2 & Hh Lo L L K Nh
5 H 3 3 B p & & A A A& A

e

DA

SO 1222 14 15 12 12 10 9 15 15 12 12 9 8

”

eI

DHENE

o 124315 14 12 12 10 9 M4 14 12 12 11 1

”

A 163 15 16 18 16 17 16 18 15 16 17 16 16

el B L B 4 B 7 B & B kB Lk

¥ ¥ F F F FFFFFF OF

. SHSS = H 2L a¥Hili 7 ) — 7T i f% #{ & B (high-scoring students in the self-assessment group);
SMSS = F a2 )L — 7 C H R BE 45 a5 2 B (middle-scoring students in the self-assessment

group); SLSS = H L& ii 7 ) — 7 T 54 5 (low-scoring students in the self-assessment

group;) PHSS = E7 52 )L — 7 C &% s 4 5E (high-scoring students in the peer assessment

group); PMSS = E 7 ##illi 27 )L — 7 T HFLE £ 2 A FE (middle-scoring students in the peer
assessment group); PLSS = E 7327 )L — 7 C{&1S 5 E £ (low-scoring students in the peer

assessment group)
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%5
PG R E M EE

Interviewees

Students

Teachers

BIT=DIER T, AL (1T
PRI/ 1 7 REA) 3 SR D1
F AL RN RN LS EBOIEIR
CRGR

HLEIRBIE, EAETRES
DTTh,

AEAERFA (11 AP 7V E 7 AT)
A ORFFBPE BB I (>
BEEHAELID,

LR (1 T VA 7213 E 7 3

i) L\ F72 UL U T
R

In your opinion, is student
assessment important for developing
writing ability?

If so. in what ways?

Did you observe that learner affect
such as anxiety and autonomy

did students change by using self-
assessment/peer assessment?

How can you utilize self-assessment/
peer assessment in writing classes?

What are the effects and challenges of
student assessment?

FAFIIEENEZEILETW., V92T vy R4 1) —(Claser & Strauss, 1967)
ERAWTHNIE L. 2 OB TR, 7992 Fy Rt U—13, A
M DFBODRITADERZ O, I—REL. ZN5 B O TF I —255T
DO SNTZFIEEINSTH D, 757 Ty Rt )—13, T—Fhoillaz
U, & F L2 BT KD ET B HE(KA, 2018, p.2) THO, MR ED R
DAFHEDORE S, 70N T 4 ) EF 4 A2 a3 CRap) . TRV, T dU—0id
BoTWb, TON, HIRENMENT O/ T A ET A A a3 iiE@ L THES )
HroL7EHD T, U DDEENH B ESNTND (KA, 2018), FH—IZ.
F=yno ezt T 5t E LDl BT AEHF T O MRt T S
ZEVBEIHER IO RN E BT &, EBIICHRORICHDE(LD /5 —
CEBIRTHIE, FLTHRBICOMENT =Y DR E T DEICHROH B 275
HHTEZ52ETHD,

AIFZETIE, HHH DL X)L 247D B S A > Y 2— DT — & & 5EL I
T THOMZT>72: () T—YENEI LYo, QA —7 > -a—F12 7,
BEOT7Fov)-aA—5427 @ a—F427) ThrdU—2EAT, Q)5
V—ZHBETEIctA LTl -a—RIZHHE. Q)AL T4 -a—Roh53Y
—BIEKDIER. (5)&HTIV—BEHEHOPLER> TS AT IU—%, 71
INTFAETAA T a> TGO 2, =T 427120, HEHF O, HA NIEZE B
(JETA)NO—4—&LThib otz EEDETIV - A—F 4> 7 DI, BlZA Lz H
ARTAEMER L., JETANI—FT 4> 7% B TFERMNZADICDONTOF vy
1o DA —BNH -5 E1E. TOEEFZ L AENEITVWI—FT 127 DE
EETo72,
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I DEAEBEBE T AR RN & oA 2 e I REA (LOA) DBIfR 2 E R T 57201
PREANTE ) BRI B2 a LTz,

EEUI ST S
1. EEWFMGICIE L TH 2 liE E 7 FF il DA HEEIZ 5 3 DA,
RETEICBI T D15 T

AR L U7 AR e R O fE M 1T B 9 B HE R 2R R T BRI, MFRMO R
RTHLZETNOREMEEEIIDONTIAT A>T DREEFRITONWTEEZL
7o THEAL DA% (Unexpected responses) (2B DFEHE(LIREZ W, £22 A
BEHEAL TR YIS % AN, £ 32 BA LR DI X IN TH UL, T—F0
T aTTIVCERINITEG L72EHE A (Linacre, 2021, p. 178). METFAICD
WTIE, T—=FRA 2 b2, 20 CENTNMN34%, 1.4% THo/=D T, &fRkELT
ZOFRMET = SN TN,

BI1DZER< YT (Wright ¥ 7)1, fitfliMeasr (Z02w O REE, Students {Z4HF
ISz Uz 4. Rating methods?DSelfld H CL#AM. Peers 13 E 7§, Teacher 1
~UFANDHENFHMZNTNEE T 2Ry T O LALITALET 51T E. FHN
B LWZEZERL, FALICAE T AIFEF N HWIEEEIRT 5, £/, Occasion
3 Pre-test&Post-test [FEBRATZDIENEL T ANEERL, B~y T O LI E
TRHFET AR LNCEZERL, FTHICWIFIEREENMENZ L2 ERT
5, ScaleldFMEE DA HERLTND, ZORRICE D&, ERATRICIT Oz
YEXLT ANDO#G EIZIZIZFCTHD, AHEBRKRTH7 AT IR0 Y OR
oD FIZEFTHIENS BB LNT AN 272 ENbN 5, £z, 4N
QAN E B 2N FIEFE CFTNICALE T 22805, BEFHEY )V —T D44k
DA B L S V3B EEAR & [RIFRE o7z M SN D, — K. ET D7 )L —7
DEMEIIRD FHITMET 2O T, Bhlihilis 3 a7 )L — 7 O AFEIT G
WHINSEEE A5,

KIZFHH D —BPEIZDWTED, A>T 4y MO T I N7 0y MR A4
DIV aTTIICHTIEAEEZRT DT, TEHESEITER D, KOOWRT X
T, A NDEFT 4 B DInfit&Outfitld, 0.60~0.61123 4 L TW5, —f&RAYICIZ. 0.7
~1.3DE B ERT 70y MRETEOFEUERZ 3 (Bond & Fox, 2007). AFFIEDOT AR
THRESHWZITHRNIEICED., 0.5~ 15082, FHENE TV O FHEEICE S
LTWBZERRTELZCEH i, 2018) DT, FEfFHMIZ4 NN 2 BEBITHEMD
—HEIE G EE R L T, BERGHE, B i, €7z ntiliz
it B A7 ) —7 DAEFELE T REE Y )V — 7 DEFITDONTIIA > T4y hETY
N7 4y NISLALL EZIRT OT, Mgl &1 7 IR IS PR AT RE TR — N
ENEBZEND, DED, ZBRER N DENZBRFITE WA E 5 A0, Z5he
HOENZBRZFIRNAAT 25X TWDATREMEN D B, 725, Fid. SHEH DBt
EDNECIA TN T, —FBLWAHEEILEH CIMED S L —T DAEE T, —&Hl
WHWOIE, ETFMO Y N —T DHEEENDIT IR D, Fiz, FEFEME O A%
WEFEFEE 7 )L — T DB IME LD RN EMNMZORE RICHEE 5 X2 EHE 25
N5,
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87

|Scale

Measr |+Students |-Rater |-Task
3+ + + +(16)
15
2 + % + + +
*, 14
;k***,
*okk, J—
*
*.
HRAAAAAK
*, 13
*.
1 + sk, + + +
*kk
*,
Hokokok —
Hok,
*
Hokokok
. 12
Fok, Selfs Teacher1 Teacher2 Teacher3 Teacher4
* 0 % * * * Post-test Pre-test *
*ok 1
* 10
9
. 8
-1+ + Peers + +
1
6
5
-2 + + + + (4)
Measr| * = 5 |-Rater |-Task |Scale

E. Pre-test&post-testidpre-task Epost-taskZ 59,
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*6.
N YU SR A R S

Observed Measure Model  Infit M Outfit M
Raters Average logit SE Sq Z Std Sq Z Std
Self 12.42 21 .05 2.91 9.0 2.94 9.0
Teacher 3 12.32 .20 .03 .60 -6.4 61 -6.5
Teacher 1 12.33 .20 .03 .60 -6.4 .61 -6.4
Teacher 2 12.33 .20 .03 .60 6.4 61 6.4
Teacher 4 12.33 .20 .03 .60 -6.3 61 -6.4
Peers 13.97 -1.01 .05 2.44 9.0 2.57 9.0
Mean 12.76 .00 .04 1.29 -1.3 1.33 -1.3
SD (pop.) .61 45 .01 .99 7.3 1.02 7.3
SD Sample .66 .50 .01 1.08 8.0 1.11 8.0

E. FRlE TN ThOME Y1 T2k DT v an i OBERHEHI LS,
ETOFMEFE A ANOZR, EHCFHE 7 ) —T DEME, ETEHIES )L —7 DH4E) : Separation =
12.70; Strata = 17.26; Reliability = .99; x 2: 504.5; Significance = .00.

4 NDZi: Separation = .00; Strata = .33; Reliability = .00; % 2; .00; Significance = 1.00.
B8 )L —7 D A4 Separation = 1.85; Strata = 2.80; Reliability = .00 x 2: 1429.7;
Significance = .00.

E7 32 ) —7 D A5 : Separation = 2.06; Strata = 3.08; Reliability = .81; x 2 :679.3;
Significance = .00.

TP 9515 B TE

4DODIEAMNSIRDIENEXL DT MOFERII DN T, BT IV OLRIE G B
HRNRIZEZA, TS DIEE (Unexpected responses) 1ZHB1F 5 3% 8 A 7= EEHE(L
DT —HRA L N4, 016DW, 7.13% 7207z, Ko T MECLE A1 —FE
(log-likelihood chi-square) Z F~X7zFfr, XHECLEE 11 Z Fefili7326, 237.32(approximate
model df = 13, 709; p > .001)72572D T, MERM®DE T )L D LR & FE L= ST
WBHEHT LTz,

BI213., ERATERDINELT A DT DO LRy 7T, MOREKIT. K1
LIFIFEF T TH BAY, MFHIHDOccasion * Rating scale (Occasion by Rating scale) 134%
WL EBRAT2D4D OB RIZB T 252 X T A 78> T\, 2N, Occasion
X BFEBRFIEENTNDIFHT DY 27 DN EERT, 25 OT AN
BB ThDEEDORENMEIE3125-2 logitZ4F L TN, KEI130LD Lizd Tt
DR oTeEFZE AN 5, H3FIDOEBLR O R HEEE DAL, EBRATONERER
EDFE R 1IN —F &<, EBED REEZEMRE N —F R o7, o, EBREOT
EME7SSGEDFE A N3 D DEREDO RSB A LD DR I —F&h oz, BT S
122 4D DRI H O H T —F R L2 & D2 N IERE 7R SR O | T I E AL
EIE—FS LWHETHD, ZUIERFIEZE TOEDS o7, ENSHEIFIHD
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2.
SATAY T AN DL T
Measr |+Ss |-Rater |-Task |Scale
4 + + + + (4)
3+ * + + +
ok
*
Hok
FHRAHKFAK
sokskokkokk J—
2 + dkkok, + + +
FARAAFAKA
SRR RRK
sokskokdokk
Hokkok Rk
FARAAFAAK Pre-Grammatical correctness
SRk, 3
1 + sk + + +
Hok
Fokokok Post-Grammatical correctness
*
*. Post-Appropriate usage of vocabulary
*, Teacher1 Teacher2 Teacher3 | Pre-Appropriate usage of vocabulary
Teacher4 -
* 0% * * Post-Structure & Coherence *
Selfs
Pre-Structure & Coherence
Peers
Pre-Task Fulfil Iment
-1+ + + + 2
Post-Task Fulfil Iment
-2 + + + +
-3 + + + + (1)
Measr| * = 3 |-Rater |-Task |Scale
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T OEE L SIcKIUL, b AYE L >7zDidTeacher 1. KiZTeacher 3. LT
Teacher 4 EfE<o EREFRICDWTIZ, HE 2 )L — 7 O ERED B Hs BB AT
MOZTHEE . BN HWDIXE 77— 7 DEFEDF ML >z 2D
FERFRITBWTIZ, K1 &FHE OB E I BN TS B a7 )L —7
IZBNTTNRESNDA, 3T AYEHIT Tl Occasion Tld72<, Occasion * Rating
scale ELTZZENEEBELEH 2 -EHB 2515,

KIZH WD —BEEIZDWTEN, BTHART I, A NDOHEFT D4 23
M55 HTIRHE I TNSH3.06  HLIE  3.07C. 2 BEEHEE (reliability
statistics)2Y .00 Z/RLTWDD T, iHMBED—EMENHD, BLAXTRHEEDFHEHD
B S HEHETE TE D, MIRMIC, HEFHEY L —T 13 MW EHEFEIETH 2
075 ZaRU. E7 DT N —T7% OSZ%TbTbiéo MO D —E & B D

I ARV G T ELWO THIGHE Y A 7 &I M I REA D s O — B 14
WENRDENEHEE TE D, ISIT, WaHliY 1 7' EHIT, FHEDIES D & (variability
of severlty)zl)\ﬁanﬂﬂﬁﬁ)1/*‘7'@11.75’(6’73@ ET DT ) —TTlid2.1672 572
DT, FHEDFEEZIZHIXSDENDHDEE Z5ND,

KT,
BEVE S Do A B FEA 2 BE 9 % 3 & R 1k
e =)
= = < —
an o = ] QE
Teo 3 8B & < § EE Ez
=H 5 2 s = T Eg EZ
s § 2 =z & € & & &t &=
Raters 8 E = = S N O N B2 82 ZE
Teacher 2 306 25 .03 87 -52 86 -51
Teacher 3 306 23 03 8 -55 85 -54
00 .33 .00
Teacher 1 307 22 03 8 -74 83 77
Teacher 4 307 21 03 84 -64 8 -63
Self 323 -15 04 150 9.0 148 9.0 175 267 .75
Peers 345 -77 04 157 90 162 9.0 216 321 .82
Mean 321 .00 .03 108 -1.1 1.08 -I.1
sD . 37 01 32 72 3472
(population)

. FREIEENTNOINME Y1 T2k DTy e a2 T OEIHEHI LS

ETOEH GANDEEG . B )V —T DERE. ET 527 )L —7 D4RE): Separation =
12.19; Strata = 16.58; Reliability = .99; x 2 : 541.1; Significance = .00

4 NDHfili: Separation = .00; Strata = .33; Reliability = .00; % 2 :1.7; Significance = .65

ECFHI2 )L — 7 DA Separation = 1.76; Strata = 2.67; Reliability = .76 % 2 :1748.9;
Significance = .00
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E7 32 ) —7 DHAE: Separation = 2.17; Strata = 3.22; Reliability = .82; % 2 :1764.2;
Significance = .00

KT, FHE M ORF RO —BRIZN HMFEAM2397.6 % (17093/17520) & 7R
I, B MYV —71376.7% (20256/26421) . E7 24t 27 )L —71379.0%
(17714/24966) 72577, F/=, BMAMD T ¢ MEEHENL. 0.84-0.87DHIPAICHB S X
BOT, THIMRET—BUENEWEE ZSNDN, lAETFMY A TESHT v ik
FHEIZ1.5K DB E NS,

2. FC 7l E 7 E DL DIC 1 51 > T FEIN T R IE T DA,
BEAER DFE B3I G A D

WIZERR @21, S I T 5725 a7 FUS ADT—F 2 F5E T DD
fEDTA T4 > 7 REH A EITH T 5 FNENDEEI DN T EL TN, %8
13, EBRETROMMALY 1 7 DR A& S OIRKE 22T, BCHEY )LV —FDE
FEDE S E T M D7 ) —T O AFED G LD HEBRATHZREDITROEHNN
ERL TS, BEERZEIZDOW TR, BRI HITBNWT, EYFHEO S )L—T0
S EC M —T XD EWEEZRL TS,

%8,
H a7 )L — 7 EE T F- 27 V— 7 O &1 s ORCIBHE T

N BRI A P BRTE(RE

BETRMEXT AN HOFHM 147 4 16 1227 1.64
[ i 146 4 16 12.16 1.87
= 293 4 16 1221 1.76
BRIMEXT AL HOFHME 147 6 16 1252 1.44
=2 i 146 6 16 1233 1.62
= 293 6 16 1243 1.54

LinL. RIDR AR L OFREHIE L AR — N (task measurement report) IZ&Z3UZ,
HE A OFH AT A N Dmeasure logitld .33 THD0Y, ET G DT )L —T DHE i T
AP ®Dmeasure logit 1% -.33 72D T, FaliT ANMIE I L —712ES>TDHN
KDL SZENA D, BETANMIDWTHEBEOK R T, BT MY I)L—7 D
measure logit 1% .05 TH DM, ET DY )L—7 D measure logit 1 -.05 7257z, E
7z A4 B Dmeasure logit 1ZFHATT AR 12 THET ANMT 12720 T, W51
TEBITEERRDTA T A2 TN DR EMALNZEE A DM, A )L —
TOHINET MDD IN—TEOSTA T4 > 7RSI L UIEE 25N 5,
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9.

O R OBENE L R —k
Statistic SA PA All students

Pretest Post-test Pretest Post-test Pretest Post-test

Observed Average 1227 1217 1271 12.25 1223 12.43
Measure logit .33 .05 -.33 -.05 12 -12
Model SE .05 .04 .06 .04 .03 .03
Infit M Sq .95 1.03 1.04 .93 1.00 97
Z Std -8 5 .6 -1.2 .0 -7
Outfit M Sq .92 1.03 1.04 .93 .99 .96
Z Std -1.3 5 .6 -1.3 -1 -.8
Estm. Discrm 1.06 1.00 .95 1.02 1.02 .99

TE. SA=H M7 )V —7 DAAE; PA =E 73l )L — 7 DAERE

TEER DI DIF 1 5 A B2

KIZAD OB AHICB I SEHCHEMEE T MO EEIIONWTERS, ZNIC
DNTHTIvI a7 FUTADETIVOEKNEGEERRETA, — KoLtk
(unidimensionality) 2373 2 IEIZE > TRRBAS N2 AR D20% LA L2 507D
T2 B L TWz (Engelhard, 2013). ET VO RENEAES T —F Rk
9. 344DWN. 11.5% M ERHEALTLAE DR EANSLL EIZBIEL TWzD T, i EOLE
T ZFekE (log-likelihood  chi-square) 2372 WHEE A ZFME  (log-
likelihood chi-square) 016,898 (approximate model df = 16,864.73; p > .001) 2371
WHEEBETRAENZOTIy a7 UL AHE T HEE X2, iEBE L R—k
(task measurement report) IZFEDWT, FHRTHZ T A SO BE 2RI Y )L —7EE 7 7
TN—"T DENEDHTT 27 DICK3%ER L7z (Appendix GEHR) .

H E Rl & B 7 3Rl 27 )L — 7 WG I BN CRERE O R 15 724D O A,
FATEBRT AN TIHRENEDO—EH I OB R LS DIBALISIZE DS o728,
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AT VA NVl
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Statistics® DD RMNETA T 4> VRN DA LITDOWTENETNOFAM S 1
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Self-assessment group Peer assessment group
Observed , ] Observed . ]
Average Logit 2 Average Logit 2
T .
8 o & I =z 8 o ) I o=
2 g & 2 =3 @ g & 3 =3
~ ~ ~ o a. [aw ~ ~ s =&
Composite 12.27 12.71 .33 -33 -5.63* | 12.17 12.25 .05 -05 -1.02
Crammar 23 564 208 176 -2.74% | 222 274 24 -36 -5.25*
accuracy

Vocabulary 298 3.07 -68 -79 -1.06 2.80 296 .63 9 -1.61
Structure &
Coherence
Task

fulfilment
. *p< .05

334 342 23 37 -94 296 339 63 .19 -43

3.58 362 -99 -127 -47 3.52  3.68 -1.67 -1.46 -1.61
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TIa< BT RNWEZ B THIFTENEEILIICEIFEEZL TNE
9. (JETB)

ZDEIT, BEDHE Tl Z LD EOHLHDICT DI HEL TNWDHIE
NN D, NETCHAEFEITEER NS D F HECREM L0 H A DR D & R AN 5%
FIEDBHEENDDEZ KL TND, XoT, Hhfi=6i1d, E7 MR A fE F £
DORERICEE L B D EHZEZ THEREIOIRELZ A, L EOLIIT, ETFHMN
TAT AT NDEARICH A DHHENT, Hhfil J:%)EEFE%%)\HW))I/~JVGJE?EE"J
IHDITIRDEDE,

FHEE A1 > E 2 —DRFRN 5 5272 F Catili & E 7 #F il D L

Corbin & Strauss (2015)I2&5E, I—F 427 O@ETI— RO B WO RIEICE
HELTY AT I LEERT AIENT—T 427 ORGSO MEBEI N BT
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—XEREIDT, K4OLIICHC M EE T F-MNT A T 1> TR N 5 X S 2%
TODETIVICEEDT,

4.
HOFHMEZ ) —T EETFHIi 7 )V —7 &5 )V g
Al L & B AT SROEAE FGEMSDHE AL RHIDFE
NEITHT 55 (B #H) FIES
2[4 >
(Category A) (Category B) (Category E) (Category F)
HEFLLTORE HEFLLTORE

WAEITHT % T E T

EEREE fiicE> TSN
HIEE
(Category C) (Category D) B EANDEHRE
(Category G)
HEEHE 27 ) —7DETIVIK EY 7 ) — 7 DETIVIK

B C A E 7 0 EFEICHGE T 2D, &M M2 C Ty 1 7 D ERE
MPFEOZEETFLLTOREZBEZOMNICENTVWSEIETH D, IBIT, T 7
V= (AL T4 =R DRI ETIOBE(FEEDEZTLLTORE)Z
HIgELTW5, — /. HC Ml E 70T T IV TEI ST, B 7 - h7aU—afl
SR DIFE) DBWRMNREIZ->TWS, 23T, HCHHME TIE, AANROEFE IS EEIC
13720, ET7SHME T A AN S D R BEREZIT DI EEZBERL TWD, DFHE
WELTIE, ETFHlETIVICIZIAY BAIOFEENIERIN TSN, — . HE &
ETIVICITH OIS BN 52 5 H ORI/ E 2 Bk T 2B BN RSN T
w5,



Oi 103

B

ZZTIE, mERE REEMM A RERAL, ET DO EE B LR
L. ZTORICHHRRES TH S E 229 571 (LOA) 1B 2 =D D28 & 31k
DE%ENEEZ D, A DWIIERE Th 2 ETHMOEFEEICONWTTH D0, &
IWFZEAE R OO ., BB SIZBNWTIE, B S M E M DR L S %2R L
72 ZHUS, ERORTIER RS, H O RRMTE B2 TR SO R A L UE 0 SR T8 H 10 g
LIREERDDDICH N THHIEERTOT, HEHMEIEIHEDEHGE ZI2HNT
WZEREMEDOEWIHMEZEENWA LD, 720, BEIPFZERE RIck L, B miE—&
PEIZIZZ UL BIERE RO EENSOFRENSD. A= BIFHCHMICN TS
EENTRRIKRTHDIENDONSIZDT, EHIFZEHE RIL B AV IERE B2 /L
TNBHENZ D, TR LU, HE Ml OE IR RIC LS TETO
ZRIHIEODOHLREENESNTNDN, FEHNEHE VY E DA IZEMD
BHEMEITREENNECDEZSHONTNDO T (Esfandiari & Myford., 2013) . ABFZEHFE
WEEBHFENRELZO T, FHEMEIERNEEE GEA 2B X505, £2. A
L, BHEE RS E—E OB SANS T L0 T, HEFMMOE#EEOH L
WHIEI D OS2 ENZ 5B,

—J5. ET L. BRURFZERS IS AU, BN A B ORI <SR, 2R
FH< FMO—E D ooz, B ROE#ENmEN 513, EY
A AEFEDTEE 1A F O N BERICHZEBE Z 1T TWAIENEIZR I 1.
EY J OIS HEIEZ BRI 52 AH MO EfNSHEFEINZ, Lo T BIEHE
I EBITAIEICBITHE T FMOEFAMEIC DWW TIZENWEE 515, ETFHED
FBHEEIZED THDET DTHIRE RN LN, TDOLUIKRFEERNRELT
W2EThH D, ARDERAEZRRELIZDITHFERIIDIRND T, HEFEEFICLD
EY FOEFEMEN BT IChho7zEn 2 5,

KT, E DO ERETHLEREMDTAT A TR NDFBITELTE
N, HEHMEE Y M ICUHEDEMSICREWEEEZ EX 28, TOEEDE
INRIR BT ENELRIN, LREDLIIT, B SITHB W THAREMGE [F% O H A RF
VS TEE DR IEAE I T 22 50, HOMHCNE HEEDDEE 25N
Do BRIIIZE RS AR T LI, HE MBS K> TR S N2 D5 B C 32k,
BEPCIEAMORREEFR T A2IEIIBNTRICHEEN TV, LrL, 250
TRV EC R NET, BT T2EEEERICHDANDIELH DN, Lik
DIEMESZN LS E2-DICEENREEEL 527, 3512, HEFM /I —712H
WTIE BEEEDA LD RNz, £/, EHIBFZEHE RO DO HEEE ik L
BTV (R NRT IO, HEFZ N —T DEED G, ET 37 ) —T D
HEHELDS L0 ED AN RICONWTHEICS R E L TWED T, A%
ZIDMSEHL, TORDENHENELORIKMIN LITE >/ 26N 5, EfiE
Al DFE N RELTTA T4 T ICBIT BRIERE I ADE LN RITHIFE THM S
INTND, BIFEDOFER THIE L E ENZRIKIETS2E MBI NN zENnS
FERVHTNWDDT, LTI EEFRLCTH S,

— ). ETFMIC BN TR, AR THEEZFHAGVWIMiZ T 51k
T, [ EE DR R Z I LI, IIENENZIFENS SRR ENE N A EOBIF
Wizl Bbnb, EVIEOY I —TDEFEZEDL 0L, KEOFENMELZFHD
WLUIZIERML, KEDEENEENCE Y MECEY - U—F 4> 7 22T DTN
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7o HEFHEZ ) —7 DEMEZ B LB HRITE LA TIHMETEEI 21T o T2 e
Bk RS BIEREIN-, ZOERI T THEL RO S EEZ T THIEM, &
BENOFHK LN, RO EED ., €D LIz RIFE A5 1)V
BAEICED O REE I RN e E e 52 2B Z25N5, £z, ETFHMEiZ@EL
T, EEZF, FMME. 5iAT. KEZOSZHRREEZBRITHSZEN, AZBHMD
FEEELIZZED, KEOFEE NSRRI EEI RN L=EE ZE5ND,

KIT, FEZOWSEHE TH S E 22 7l (LOA) JITBIT 5= DD¥EH
FHDRENCDONTERET D, SEITHIEN/RT LT, BEFHiE E 7 5l DA
&b, WIS OEEENN G EEZ Tz 2% ENIRbHI &Ik
ST, FHEEFVOOHFNIELZEMNTESLD T (Leahy & Wiliam, 2012). 15
A T REOBACIZ D M0, FHHE KDL 55 2 (2 931 (LOA) IO H
MICAERTDHEEZLND, T2, BEMEITIIRITTHEN, ZDOFHME HiEEDIC
S FI L EECHMM N BB T A AT RBA N LRI EZ, FUTE-oT %
BHHEICESTMNMLETHANREL TNWEONEHS TEASBLIENTERE, Z
NN, FEBEOAYRBAIOFZEPL HENZEHOIT LD, ZHERL TN LI
RHZENARWIZE TIIHS NI Iaolz, Fiz, BiCE>TEY) 27 4 —RN\w %7
BHDOEERFERELVDDIEOAMILDIERICI > TONLIETH D, A
KT, ZMIIEIRE TS B ONTERZDBROT A — RN I LIRS/ hY,
BB FERE B KU, IR E H I X BRI T TIXF O E IR LA %
KU, BT LD T 4— RN\ 272U TWBZENbMhoTz, 2. A0 EZEH
BURRIT, ROFEHERETHED 72D DT (scaffolding) B E A Tz, HCFHMGIZ
FOTHELRICMETRENEARTHIEITTES, 2. KENSEHEDHSS
TH, BARKICRICEDRNTHEDIXT A T4 > T REN NI LT 500 % BARMIZB S
L TLNBEZIIDIRNZ ENET T 7 I —T O AEFEII RN mIZE 0728572, ZDX
N, TA4—RN\w I DHIE5T ., BillCHEE RS (feed-forward) f5E LB S 220, A
INBERIZ R D BT E7ZAD (Hamp-Lyons, 2017). Ko T, [#E 22954 (LOA)I &
SESHAES B E72DICH, FEFICXDFMICE T, FEH B LT MO LI EE
BRSEH, BENCELM U RN EIIHLEZAS, ZHUS, FEF I DHMEDA TIE
ZORBEOBNTA T THY, LEZAFEBEOANENW ELEELTS, Y
FH OGN T2 EELEEIEIIIRENERD720TH S, il %0
FICHERIEERTHREDRDOSN TN, HEFEEE 7 F-H ORS 1T, Bk
7T DM W2 F T ER &S, TNETONEEFE T DM 10T 25T
VL A AE R AN B A DA E AT & U CRIBEM E VWD T EMN E B R E D —
DEoTIN, FEEF LD MOARE T, FEERNHELED D= DD EH /o EH
RN T ECHDEHEZLND,

AWFZEIL. HARDERAEZNRIC, HEFMBEE Y FHliEWND =D DY 1 7 DR
BT AT 4 TRENANDFEERIETHIEEHNE L, DO
FER T 228185 T, MFOEMSACHIESZHSNIL, TNETNOREZE
BAR(L U228 28 30 (LOA) | 21 2 B0 & T 52 b HME LT, H1EH
iV B 7 DR TR OB T 7 <, ZAFEMIE 3R 7 B0 SR E 2 & DR %
THDDT, BT OREZ MR UIRZITRATHIENRDENTND, RIFFE
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13, HO MBI 7 21l 4 & DR ZHS N T 272010, TEAR OB ENE
AR T HEM T, EIHEICE P I ERET 72, L Lan s, £ Sn
RIET B72DIZ, [ 223 (LOA) I N HIF I DA GIEICRE T 50 e
BRARRBLTWEENRREIZES A5, 2 TNZNOFY 17T DT —r ¥
BEWRHDHDT, TNNREDK/NMNIEZEL ChDIREENH D HBRAEZES
A5, SBOMZEE LTI, EETMIANDT 4 — RN\ 70T 4 —R 7+ — K2 Zfilin
EDIDNTNDTRENTIONTONT AR OE FEMEE HGE I DBIfRIZTOWN
TOIHT. 51T, HE & E 7 -t 2 1l 5 B0 AN7ZNA 7T Uy RIE RO R
T8 Y7538 ] IR DWW T ESITHED TSI END 5,

. T https://osf.io/nuvgx/?view_only=f1699ee01b454d029ee48e94b007edfed 2>
JiTE

iNo

All appendices are available from the online version of this article at https:/jalt-
publications.org/jj.
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L1 and L2 writing and the influence of both on each other have been re-
searched extensively (Gonca, 2016; Uzawa, 1996; van Weijen et al., 2009).
Fewer observations are available in one volume of L1, L2, and L3 writing, the
developmental trajectories of multilingual writers (two or more languages),
the specific strategies they use, or how they use their unique identities to
create meaning in text and connect with the reader. Using a style that flows
from theory to quantitative data and then to deeper qualitative analysis, the
authors provide comprehensive insight into the concepts of agency, audi-
ence, and author identity.

While exploring new and previously gathered data, the authors promise
a study of the development of multilingual writing. As the title indicates, the
book offers a focus on multilingual writers (those writing with two or more
languages) and the agency (control over text features and conventions), au-
dience (potential, imagined, future readers), and identity of the writers that
is co-created by the reader and progresses along a developmental path. It ar-
gues that this research includes new and innovative approaches to theories
of SLA and L1/L2 writing that add to the current body of best pedagogical
and research practices.

The book is organized into ten sections that fall under three main divi-
sions: Part I: Development of Multilingual Writing; Part II: Interconnected-
ness of Agency, Audience, Identity; and Part III: Synthesis and Implications.
In addition to these three Parts, the About and the Introduction sections
guide the reader by outlining the theoretical approaches, aims, research
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questions, and methodologies, and a review of current literature. It is here
that, along with an explanation of where this research falls within the cur-
rent literature, the authors illustrate how this book works to fill gaps in
previous research. Part I offers four text-analysis-based studies that focus
on English and Japanese writing using a cross-sectional approach. Part II
presents more in-depth case studies to give a deeper examination of the “in-
terconnectedness between text, audience by individual multilingual writers
in two or three languages” (p. ix) and broadens the writing focus to include
academic, creative, scholarly, and artistic genres. Part III is a synthesis of
the research outcomes that emerged from Parts I and II and supplies the
implications relating to theory, methodology, and pedagogy.

The academic writing style, while not particularly dense, does require
either scaffolding or a solid knowledge base of best practices for teaching
writing with writers or students who are bilingual or multilingual. While
this volume is not recommended as an introductory text, readers familiar
with SLA and writing-related concepts such as writer motivation, discourse
analysis, and rhetorical features will not struggle with the ideas contained
therein. However, further reading may be essential for understanding newer
and emerging theories about multicompetence, complex systems theory,
adaptive transfer, multilingual motivation, and translanguaging.

The authors specifically note, and I agree, that the book will be practical
for researchers and teachers. One of the books appeals is the potential for its
use in many educational and research settings. The authors clearly present
how they assembled and examined their data, making it an asset to courses
focused on teaching ESL writing in Master’s or Ph.D. programs. Similarly, as
the subject matter is focused on the newest set of best practices in multi-
lingual writing instruction, it will add to the curriculum used by advisors of
students in EFL teacher training programs as they work to help their bud-
ding practitioners understand how writing skills are developed. In my own
case, | felt that it would be beneficial for experienced instructors who are
already familiar with writing theory as an update to their current teaching
of writing with multilingual learners.

The authors draw extensively on past and present scholarly research in
the fields of SLA and L1/L2 Writing. In the review of literature, readers can
find a neat and easily understandable explanation of previous views held
by the SLA community regarding concepts such as multiple competence,
complex systems theory, transfer (as a creative, dynamic, and fluid process),
and translingualism contrasted with developing theories about these con-
cepts. Furthermore, the authors add to the current scholarly literature by
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offering innovative L2 text analysis of multiple genres to apply in other lan-
guage contexts and break new ground by extending the empirical analysis
of L2 writing to the same writers’ L1 and L3 texts. The volume includes a
comprehensive discussion of how this research builds on previous research
while it gathers and adds to it, particularly regarding the social view of writ-
ing (Hyland, 2011; Prior, 2001). Closely related to the research of writing
as a social act, the volume also explores the role of co-constructed writer
identity, which has not been explored in length, where it connects to the
relationship between the writer and the audience and the writer’s aware-
ness of the audience.

The aims of the authors, reached through extensive examination of both
quantitative and qualitative data, are “to find out how multilingual writers
become able to take conscious control over their own text construction so
they can respond effectively to their expected audiences and realize their
full potential as multiliterate members of society” (p. 2). Additionally, while
taking the view that linguistic development is an integral part of being able
to write well, they primarily focus on the process of writer development
and agency rather than what is produced (p. 2). Speaking further of their
aims and the results that emerge from their research, Kobayashi and Rinnert
delineate three concerns related to the construction of texts as a social act:
writer agency, audience expectations, and co-constructed nature of writer
identity by writer and reader (p. 2). To deal with these concerns, they pre-
sent a wealth of research that connects good writing with the level of writer
awareness toward the audience.

Additionally, while highlighting limitations of their work, they point out
potential areas for future research and help fill gaps in previous research,
which looks at the role of writer identity in relation to audience expecta-
tions and writer agency as well as research gaps that offer an integrated
focus on all three concerns. Their approach attempts to connect rhetorical
text features, composing processes, and how “composing activities are as-
sociated with specific text features for individual writers” (p. 239). This
allowed them to uncover “individual writers’ distinctive use of a variety of
strategies at both local and global levels” (p. 239). Furthermore, looking at
voice as it relates to identity, their research also challenges conventions held
about its development (p. 162). Thus, we can not only understand old lenses
and frameworks, but also have access to new ones that will allow further
study and pedagogical support for our students.

Moreover, by using case studies, which included traditional students as
well as academics, and an artist, and detailed cross-sectional examination



114 JALT Journal, 46.1 « May 2024

of essays, they fulfill their aim to supply a guide for teachers by showing the
“general developmental path from novice to advanced writers” (p. v). Via
their methodology and through their SLA and L1/L2 writing theories, which
view writing as a social action, readers are shown how students learn to
draw on their own learned writing knowledge to raise levels of sophistica-
tion in their writing and make more connections with perceived audiences.
From this, readers can also picture how to focus on developing these abili-
ties in our own students—or students of our students.

Each part of the book builds on the previous section, helping the reader
gain a deeper understanding of the prior discussion. At the same time, read-
erslearn how the progression of ideas connects and integrates with the three
concepts of focus: the development of writer agency, audience, and identity.
The plentiful student writing samples greatly enhanced my understanding
of how to compare writers at different stages of development, and the case
studies reminded me that each of my learners comes to the classroom with
a unique background and set of learning experiences. There are few specific
examples of classroom pedagogy; however, from a teacher perspective, the
look into how one can parse student work to track their writing develop-
ment and how one could use that data, paired with the to support student
growth, is something that I want to work on. After reading this book, I feel I
am more equipped to help my students gain more meta-awareness of how
to use their L1, L2, and L3 (when applicable) as resources upon which they
can draw to have better writing experiences in all languages. I believe that I
am now more knowledgeable and more likely to be able to empower my stu-
dents with the knowledge that they have a more extensive skills repertoire
than they may already be aware of.

Further strengths of this volume are found in the arguments and their
substantiation addressed in the data. As previously discussed, the authors
contend that writing is a social action, and substantial evidence for the ac-
curacy of this is found in their demonstration of how students made deci-
sions to use the rhetorical constructions of their essays based on their own
experiences and beliefs about what is right for a specific audience. Another
strength is the delineation of how to empower—how to help writers move
from novice to beyond and how to support their journey towards becoming
independent writers who have meta-awareness of agency, audience, and
their ever-changing identity. This volume gives teachers new means to as-
sess the strengths and weaknesses of their students and do further research
in this field by looking at their students’ writing using the same methods
this volume’s authors use.
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To conclude, Kobayashi and Rinnert posit that writing is a social act;
writers assess the audience, set goals, choose appropriate text features,
and communicate ideas to an audience—perceived, imagined, or future. In
agreement with previous research, they assert that there is a positive rela-
tionship between linguistic development and writing ability development—
and choose a focus on the latter. Using a considerable amount of data, they
look at two not-yet-well-researched elements: the exploration of the role
of multilingual writer identity in writer development, particularly in its re-
lationship with agency (the text features writers use including “diverse or
innovative ways of using text features that they had internalized” (p. 238)
which are then interpreted by the audience (reader). They assert that a gap
also exists in writing research, i.e., there is no existing comprehensive and
integrated examination of three main theoretical and pedagogical concerns
of multilingual writing: writer agency, audience expectation, and the co-
constructed (by writer and audience) identity of the writer—particularly
the multilingual writer. The authors build a case for their arguments and, us-
ing a hybrid style of quantitative and rich case-study-based qualitative data
resulting from in-depth interviews, surveys, recorded talk-aloud writing
sessions, and retrospective stimulated recall pause data, show us the advan-
tages of being a multilingual writer. We learn that multilingual writers have
a repertoire of strategies that arise from their languages and that these are
accessible to some extent, even for novice L2 writers. They give us answers
to questions about strategies students use and ways to nurture a “balance
between writing knowledge and language proficiency in L1 and L2” (p. 170)
and L3. They show us that there is a continuum of development and use
their research, along with that of others, to highlight the unending potential
for growth. [ plan to use it to inform my teaching and firmly believe it serves
a valuable purpose for anyone involved in multilingual writing.
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In English Language Teaching Education in Changing Times: Perspectives,
Strategies, and New Ways of Teaching and Learning, editors Liz England, Lia
D. Kamhi-Stein, and Georgios Kormpas explore the impact of the COVID-19
pandemic on the field of teacher education in ELT. Their focus extends beyond
a retrospective analysis of the challenges but offers a forward-thinking per-
spective, encouraging readers to consider the lessons learned, the adaptations
made, and the continuously evolving needs of our profession. This volume,
marked by its inclusion of authors from numerous countries and teaching
contexts, underscores the shared challenges faced by educators worldwide.
While coping with physical, emotional, and economic aspects of the pandemic,
teachers and leaders crafted their responses to unprecedented challenges in
the workplace. Ultimately, the book encourages readers to reflect on what can
be applied to their unique contexts, thereby fostering a collective understand-
ing of the changing landscape of English language teacher education.
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In the introduction, the editors write that they aim to address “.. how the
COVID-19 pandemic acted as a catalyst for new ways of teaching, learning,
and leading” and “.. how the innovative practices will continue to inform
and impact the ELT field for years to come” (p. 1). The three parts of Eng-
lish Language Teacher Education in Changing Times each focus on one key
aspect: learning, teaching, and leading and management. There are fifteen
chapters in total (five in each section) written by contributors from around
the world. Before describing the research, each author begins with a sce-
nario, and many chapters also include tables summarizing the main points,
both of which make the volume more accessible to readers.

Part one is titled “Learning in English Language Teacher Education in
Changing Times,” and its five chapters delve into teacher education in both
formal education and continuous professional development contexts. The
book begins with “Learning to Lead in Language Education” by Andy Cur-
tis which describes a Leadership and Management in Language Education
(LaMiLE) course with global participants who were able to further explore
leadership styles by observing how leaders in their respective countries
responded to the COVID-19 pandemic. The author makes comparisons
between leaders in government and leaders in English language teaching
although the alignment between these two concepts appears tenuous. Of
note, chapter four also focuses on a course for teachers during the pandemic
period. “Training Teachers in an Interdisciplinary Approach through EMI:
A Case Study in Greece” by Chrysoula Lazou, Nikolaos Panagiotou, and Av-
goustos Tsinakos, outlines the implementation of an online course pairing
pre-service and in-service teachers to develop engaging materials for their
Gen Z students. Finally, Georgios Kormpas and Christine Coombe’s chapter
“English Language Teacher Education and Development through Language
Teacher Associations: Opportunities and Challenges” rounded out part one
by reporting on how LTAs coped with the abrupt shift from face-to-face to
online events, homing in on their challenges, opportunities, and future plans.

The middle section “Teaching in English Language Teacher Education in
Changing Times” covers timely topics such as teacher wellbeing and teach-
ing diverse learners. “Learning to Surf the Pandemic Wave: Interventions for
Wellbeing and Inner Peace in an EFL Practicum Course” by Maria Matilde
Olivero and Maria Celina Barbeito explains how teacher wellbeing activities
were integrated into a virtual course for preservice teachers (PST). They
utilized the PERMA model which consists of five key areas: positive emo-
tions, engagement, relationships, meaning, and accomplishment (Seligman,
2011). Chapter 8, Leveraging Virtual Professional Development to Promote
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Computer Science Education for Multilingual Students by Donna Eatinger et.
al, reports on a study of participants’ experiences in a professional develop-
ment course for K-12 teachers in the United States preparing to teach com-
puter science skills to multilingual students. And Chapter 10, Transforming
Pre-Service Educators’ Preconceived Ideas of Teaching General Education
Content through Task-Based Hybrid Instruction by Kate Mastruserio Reyn-
olds emphasizes a shift during the pandemic period to intentionally create
supportive classroom communities and position herself as a mentor and
coach, rather than primarily as a content expert. The chapter includes com-
ments and reflections from PSTs enrolled in the course.

Including chapters from diverse contexts, part three focuses on the theme
of “Leading and Management in English Language Teacher Education in
Changing Times”. Its chapters address the complexity of leading programs
and carrying out partnerships during the pandemic and reflect on the
growth of leaders and teachers resulting from these challenges. In chapter
11, Joan Kang Shin, Rebecca Kanak Fox, and Dildora Khakimova recount the
reimagination of a training of trainer program in Uzbekistan in “Reaching
Program Outcomes during Pandemic: English Language Teacher Profession-
al Development in Uzbekistan”. After their training of teacher trainers pro-
gram was shifted to an online format, they found that participants benefited
from communicating through online tools and developing e-portfolios. From
Turkey, Bahar Giin writes of “Unravelling the Quality Conundrum: Teacher
Education Program Administration in the New Normal”, in chapter 12, and
two additional chapters based on the process of TESOL Teacher Prepara-
tion programs shifting online based in the United States are included. In the
final chapter, with members from around the globe, volunteer leaders of a
large online network, Julie Lake and Liz England, share their perspectives
in “Worldwide TESOL Career Path Development: We Lift Each Other Up
When We Fall” which discusses how teachers supported each other through
virtual activities, such as webinars, mentoring programs, and social events.

The uniform organization of the book’s chapters is one of its strongest
points, each one orienting the reader to the specific educational context be-
fore explaining the shift that occurred as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic.
As can be seen from the chapter titles, the book’s focus on teacher education
did not limit its scope to formal learning (i.e., post-graduate programs, pre-
service teacher training), but also included accounts of teacher professional
development through language teaching associations and online communi-
ties of practice. Furthermore, the chapters provide diverse perspectives on
the subject although there are few specific examples from the African and
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East Asian contexts, with most of the studies coming from Europe, North
America, and South America. A global health emergency, the pandemic dis-
rupted classroom environments around the world, and educators should
not have difficulty relating or adapting information to their own teaching
and learning contexts. Overall, the book makes an important and timely
contribution to the field of English language teaching, describing teacher
education during a tumultuous period.

Anastasia Khawaja (AK): One of the points that struck me was that many
of the examples in this book circled back to the whole student. With the need
of shifting online due to the pandemic, there was also a shift in a focus on
student wellbeing that really has not been seen as vividly in practice until
there was a literal health crisis in the world. This was exhibited explicitly
in Olivero and Barebito as well as Reynolds chapters where wellbeing ex-
ercises were built into the curriculum, but also implied in most of the other
chapters. This in turn affected how we as educators ran our assessments,
and in turn made us reflect a lot deeper in how we teach and why we teach.
Currently, we are faced with a discussion of what practices to keep, what
to adapt, and what to discard now that we are more or less back to a “new
normal.”

Mary Hillis (MH): Conducting teacher training during the pandemic af-
fected many areas, which all relate to the students, as you mentioned. For
example, when creating materials for online environments, teachers found
that replicating the face-to-face classroom experience was not actually their
primary goal but rather finding ways to adapt and improve upon their ma-
terials. Concerning the program in Uzbekistan, Shin, Fox, and Khakimova
wrote, “... the new program components involved transforming the teaching
and learning into new spaces with a fuller array of options for participant
engagement” (p. 169). Another point of interest was that teachers became
more familiar with online tools through participation in online communities
of practice.

AK: Community building was such a critical area, and arguably continues
to be so. During the pandemic when everyone rapidly shifted to online, it
opened the door for anyone to join gatherings, classes, meetings, confer-
ences, and the like. Coombe and Kormpas highlighted the expanse of con-
nectivity within English Language Teaching Associations (ELTAs), “ELTAs
gained access to teachers (potential members) that would never have had
the opportunity to attend a face-to-face conference. Underrepresented pop-
ulations were able to attend, but also to present to world-renowned TESOL
conferences including TESOL, IATEFL, and others” (p. 73). I really took note
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where they mentioned potential members of the organization, as these are
individuals who would probably not otherwise have had access to the con-
ference, and by extension the organization itself. Even as we have returned to
more face-to-face offerings, the global reach that online events have created
cannot be ignored, and many organizations offer various online meetings
to keep these communities going. Lake and England describe how they met
language teachers’ needs globally, building their professional communities
through a variety of synchronous and asynchronous initiatives such as the
Career Path Development’s many free webinars, social events, and online
resources that were all accessible for any TESOL educator around the world
regardless of official organization affiliation. There are so many communi-
ties that would not have been created unless the online opportunities were
available not just to organization members, but to non-members as well.
Accessibility was and still is everything in global community building.

MH: Yes, community building was paramount during the pandemic, and
we witnessed the professional development offerings at workplaces or
through language teaching associations, with new online communities of
practice springing up as needs surfaced. Teacher education is a continuous
process, and the editors’ focus on teachers and leaders’ positive experiences
during the pandemic was noteworthy. This was exemplified in chapter 11:

... the shift to emergency remote teaching actually created an
opportunity to explore virtual spaces and expand on the origi-
nal pre-pandemic plan to deliver a more innovative and sus-
tainable approach to teacher professional learning and collect
and more robust set of data to inform program effectiveness
and teacher growth” (p. 161).

These lessons will be useful in the post-pandemic too; the future is un-
certain, and classes may still shift online due to a variety of factors, such as
disease, natural disaster, or conflict.

AK: The one constant that book also has is that educators keep going. In
every chapter, there was a scenario, and there was a clear issue with the pan-
demic. However, the subheading, “Shifting from the traditional to new ideas”
that just about every chapter has conveys a sense of resilience. We saw sto-
ries from multiple parts of the world where educators discussed how they
were given one to two weeks to essentially make what mainly existed as in-
person only options to be completely accessible online. We were expected
to make the transition seamless for our students and our faculty. Educating
young students, university students, teacher educators, and teacher trainers
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did not stop during the pandemic. It, as the majority of these chapters can
attest to, flourished despite the obstacles. We adapt; we find ways to make
education happen. I believe we are also still seeing the results of that edu-
cation as through that medium, and we started noticing the digital divide.
People started recognizing inequities that many may not have been aware of
before, which has in turn raised an awareness in oneself. We have learned
to turn our attention further towards greater societal issues. One only need
look at the massive increase in engagement shown through protests of vari-
ous causes around the world to see that this awareness has been augmented
globally, and no one is easily coming back from that.

MH: Education did not stop, it expanded in contexts all around the world.
The authors of the chapters in this book continued advancing education:
they had a scenario, a context, and a shift which kept their classes and pro-
grams moving forward. As educators continue to face challenges in our ever-
changing world, readers will find accounts of previous successes in England,
Kamhi-Stein, and Kormpas’ edited volume English Language Teacher Educa-
tion in Changing Times: Perspectives, Strategies, and New Ways of Teaching
and Learning.
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Globalization and Its Effects on Team-Teaching is a seminal work by Naoki
Fujimoto-Adamson. An esteemed associate professor at the Niigata Univer-
sity of International and Information Studies (NUIS), Fujimoto-Adamson
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brings her extensive expertise in English Language Teaching (ELT), the his-
torical nuances of ELT in Japan, team-teaching dynamics, and Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) to this book. The central focus of the
book revolves around unraveling the intricate web of connections between
global issues, national education policies, and local practices related to
team-teaching.

Not only does she explore CLIL and other partnership teaching schemes,
but also extends her examination to other government-initiated team-
teaching programs in East Asia. She discusses the Native-speaking English
Teachers (NET) Scheme in Hong Kong, the Foreign English Teachers in Tai-
wan (FETIT) program, and the English Programs in Korea (EPIK) in South
Korea, treating them as parallel case studies. Fujimoto-Adamson’s book,
tailored for educators, institutional leaders, educational policymakers, and
other stakeholders, serves as an extensively researched record of the history
of team-teaching in Japan from both educators’ and students’ perspectives,
and provides insightful reflections on optimizing team-teaching strategies.

In a world continually reshaped by globalization, every facet of human
existence, notably education, undergoes transformative changes. As educa-
tional systems evolve in response to global influences, novel policies, and
innovative teaching practices, the pedagogical methodologies, particu-
larly in Japanese classrooms, must keep pace. As the Japan Exchange and
Teaching (JET) program served as the introduction to team-teaching in
Japan, Fujimoto-Adamson prefaces her research by delving into the roots
and goals of the program (Fujimoto-Adamson, 2020). This is followed by
an investigation of team-teaching practices and analysis of pedagogic
interactions at three Japanese schools. Her book takes a broader perspec-
tive by considering other team-teaching models worldwide, providing a
comprehensive examination of partnership and team-teaching within the
Japanese high school environment. Despite presenting her findings in book
form, Fujimoto-Adamson’s work follows a structured research framework,
comprising essential elements such as an introduction, literature review,
research methodology, findings and discussion, and conclusion. The core of
“Globalization and Its Effects on Team-Teaching” is structured around five
meticulously researched chapters, each shedding light on varying facets of
team-teaching in Japan.

Chapter One contains an introduction, and it serves as a foundational
backdrop, delineating the research objectives, scope, and key inquiries. It
also furnishes readers with the historical examination of team teaching.
Fujimoto-Adamson postulates that a comprehensive exploration of glo-
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balization’s imprint on language classrooms necessitates the inclusion of
methodologies like linguistic ethnography. Such approaches are pivotal in
discerning the intricate connections between classroom discourse, peda-
gogical interactions, and their broader social matrices.

Chapter Two is a literature review of team-teaching that is presented
focusing on dissecting the extant literature around collaborative and team-
teaching in contexts beyond ELT. It meticulously delves into the dynamics
between native and non-native linguistics, underscored by discussions
around native speaker ideologies and the burgeoning perspective of English
as a lingua franca. The narrative further extends to spotlight team-teaching
experiences from diverse locales, encompassing South Korea, Hong Kong,
Taiwan, and both JET and non-JET programs within Japan. A critical apprais-
al of Japan’s policy documentation is anchored around the roles of Assistant
Language Teachers (ALTs), whether as pedagogical assistants or trainers,
and the symmetrical partnership sought with Japanese Teachers of English
(JTEs) (Fujimoto-Adamson, 2020).

Chapter Three is an explanation of research methodology, particularly
highlighting the triangulation method which fuses classroom observations
with semi-structured interviews across three schools located in Nagano
Prefecture. Fujimoto-Adamson harnesses the potential of sociolinguistics,
or linguistic ethnography, as her chosen lens. This approach demonstrates
her understanding of the interplay between language and its enveloping
social milieu, bringing into perspective the overarching global and political
dynamics influencing localized team-teaching practices.

The final chapter, Chapter Four, contains research findings and a discus-
sion that delves into the empirical outcomes derived from investigations at
three junior high schools situated in cities in Nagano prefecture. Observa-
tional data spotlighted the nuanced interpretations of national policy direc-
tives vis-a-vis team-teaching methodologies. Furthermore, interviews shed
light on a striking revelation: the absence of foreign educators recruited via
the JET Program. Instead, private linguistic institutions and local educational
boards were found to enlist educators with a diverse array of qualifications,
professional experiences, and nationalities. This landscape rendered certain
ALTs as domain experts, while relegating others to assistant roles.

Chapter five contains concluding insights, and it weaves together the piv-
otal insights unraveled throughout the research, casting a spotlight on the
nexus between globalization and team-teaching, the contours of Japanese
national educational mandates, and tangible team-teaching paradigms ob-
served in the studied institutions. Moreover, the chapter furnishes action-
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able recommendations aimed at fostering a synergistic classroom dynamic
between ALTs and JTEs. Fujimoto-Adamson concludes with an imperative:
the necessity for deeper dives into the evolving landscape of team-teaching
within the Japanese context

The book is composed in a scholarly manner, offering a thorough exami-
nation of how global economic and political factors impact team-teaching.
Despite the complexity of the topic, the author provides a clear and accessi-
ble explanation of the research process, beginning with the discussion of the
topic’s significance and scope, followed by the analysis of existing sources,
primary data collection, evaluation of findings, and concluding remarks.

The insights presented in the research are valuable for educators, govern-
ment officials, and educational institutions, even though the target audience
is not explicitly specified. This aligns with previous research by McConnell
(2002) and Reed (2015), which emphasized the significance of examining
Japanese education within the context of political internationalization dy-
namics. Japan'’s increasing integration into the global arena is manifesting
itself within the education sector. Therefore, studying Japanese education
within a global context is imperative.

The relevance of team-teaching in English classrooms extends beyond
Japan, finding applicability in schools worldwide. Moreover, similar collabo-
rative team-teaching models are employed in British, Australian, and Eu-
ropean schools with a focus on Content and Language Integrated Learning
(CLIL) (Fujimoto-Adamson, 2020). Fujimoto-Adamson’s book examines the
unique Japanese context while considering the various factors influencing
English education in Japanese secondary schools within the broader frame-
work of team-teaching. Consequently, the book’s audience may hail from
any country or educational institution. While the author offers an historical
perspective on team-teaching and provides valuable recommendations for
enhancing future practices, the information presented accurately reflected
the state of team-teaching practices in Japan up until 2020.

Due to pandemic restrictions that lasted from 2020 to 2022, a number
of ALTs (both JET and non-JET) returned to their home countries and con-
tracting organizations such as Boards of Education (BOEs) and individual
schools struggled to find replacements due to tight restrictions on foreigners
entering Japan, even for school and work. Following the initial surge in hires
of ALTs between 2015-2020 to prepare for the Tokyo Olympics, there have
been post-pandemic government initiatives to improve the level of English
spoken in Japan. She noted that the number of JETs in Tokyo dropped to four
in 2002, but as of 2023, Tokyo private schools currently hire 191 JET-ALTs,
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and the Tokyo Metropolitan Board of Education (TBOE) currently hires 289
JET-ALTs and 1 Coordinator for International Relations (CIR); TBOE intends
to increase the number in 2024, having 2 JET-ALTs assigned to each school.
While Fujimoto-Adamson’s observation that “the number of JET partici-
pants is decreasing” may not be accurate, her observation that overreliance
on government schemes is insufficient, and that individual schools and local
contexts should consider what they need is important, is extremely poign-
ant.

The book can be viewed as a critical review of the existing literature
on team-teaching practices in Japanese schools. Furthermore, the author
acknowledges that the team-teaching approach is implemented in various
countries, suggesting that Japan’s experiences can serve as a valuable refer-
ence. This reflects the author’s comprehensive understanding of not only
Japan’s education system but also global education dynamics. Her top-down
analysis of diverse team-teaching practice perspectives, beginning with the
consideration of globalization and international politics between the US and
Japan and descending to Japanese domestic politics, the JET Program, per-
sonal experiences of JET teachers and local schools, as well as underscores
the depth of her analysis.

The book effectively fulfills its stated objectives by providing compre-
hensive answers to research questions supported by a combination of
primary and secondary sources. Using the triangulation method enhances
the volume of available data, enabling a multifaceted understanding of vari-
ous aspects of team-teaching practices and affirming research findings. The
application of linguistic ethnography contributes to the deconstruction of
social beliefs and provides insights into the benefits of different approaches
to English teaching (Marine & Cermakova, 2021). The use of ethnography in
English teaching helps explore cultural phenomena, examining the behavior
of social situation participants, and understanding the interpretation of this
behavior by group members. It contributes to the endeavor to commonly
use this approach in teaching practices.

The book provides extended possibilities to the target audience due to the
detailed discussion of parties engaged in the education system and related
policy making. Therefore, it can be claimed that the book has few weak-
nesses as it provides readers with many advantages. The book is presented
in the form of a research paper, providing a clear understanding of what
is going to be achieved. Moreover, it offers a critical analysis of the current
literature sources on team-teaching practices with the consideration of dif-
ferent perspectives. Finally, the use of the method of triangulation helped to
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obtain comprehensive information, which provides a deep insight into the
nature and core aspects of team-teaching.

Fujimoto-Adamson’s significant contribution lies in establishing a con-
nection between globalization and team-teaching. The recommendations
provided by the author may help institutions adopt more effective educa-
tional practices that focus on challenges relevant to teaching English as a
foreign language. This book can be used as a guide for school managers,
policymakers, teachers, and other stakeholders as the information received
from school observation represents the real state of teaching in most Japa-
nese schools. Finally, this volume enables readers to learn about the com-
plex power dynamics of different ministries and enhance an understanding
of their role in the system of education in Japan.

Fujimoto-Adamson’s book makes a significant contribution to the field of
education by establishing a link between globalization and team-teaching.
Her recommendations offer insights into adopting more effective educa-
tional practices, particularly in the realm of teaching English as a foreign
language. Her assertion that Japanese education requires change resonates
deeply, as local teaching practices have been hindered by untrained JTEs,
exam-oriented classes, and teachers merely serving as “human tape record-
ers” (Reed, n.d.). She emphasizes the need for adapting the local educational
system to align with the growing influence of political and international
dynamics, which have become increasingly pronounced in the age of glo-
balization. Additionally, this work enriches our understanding of the intri-
cate power dynamics among various ministries and their roles in Japan's
educational system, addressing the evolving challenges of contemporary
education.

Fujimoto-Adamson’s book offers a comprehensive exploration of team-
teaching practices between ALTs and JTEs. Through three selected observa-
tions at local schools, the author explains her belief that JTEs should take
a leading role in conducting lessons, while ALTs should be relegated to
secondary teaching roles. Additionally, she underscores the importance of
considering each individual context since every situation is different - the
ALT’s and JTE’s backgrounds, and the individual students’ strengths, weak-
nesses, and needs.

The author not only identifies urgent issues in English language teaching
in Japan but also offers recommendations for addressing these challenges,
not only in Japan but also globally. Fujimoto-Adamson'’s extensive teaching
experience and insider perspective attest to her expertise in the field. Fur-
thermore, her recommendations span different levels and promise benefits
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for both educators and learners. The author’s suggestion to enhance dia-
logue between teachers and government officials for policy changes via a
bottom-up approach demonstrates her awareness of common communica-
tion issues within Japanese schools. As the information derived from school
observations reflects the actual state of teaching in some Japanese schools,
we reiterate that this book can serve as a useful resource for school admin-
istrators, policymakers, teachers, and other stakeholders in understanding
and implementing effective educational strategies.
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