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ABSTRACT

Examining Rater Bias: An Evaluation of Possible Factors Influencing

Elicited Imitation Ratings

Minhye Son

Department of Linguistics and English Language

Master of Arts

Elicited Imitation (EI), which is a way of assessing language learners’
speaking, has been used for years. Furthermore, there have been many studies done
showing rater bias (variance in test ratings associated with a specific rater and
attributable to the attributes of a test taker) in language assessment. In this project,
[ evaluated possible rater bias, focusing mostly on bias attributable to raters’ and
test takers’ language backgrounds, as seen in El ratings. I reviewed literature on test
rater bias, participated in a study of language background and rater bias, and
produced recommendations for reducing bias in EI administration. Also, based on
possible rater bias effects discussed in the literature I reviewed and on results of the
research study | participated in, | created a registration tool to collect raters’ background
information that might be helpful in evaluating and reducing rater bias in future El
testing. My project also involved producing a co-authored research paper. In that paper
we found no bias effect based on rater first or second language background.

Keywords: Elicited Imitation, Rater bias, Language Assessment, Rating
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Chapter 1
Overview

My first exposure to elicited imitation (EI) was as an EI grader/rater at Brigham
Young University (BYU) of Hawaii. At that time | worked with another rater (an
American) and, as | regularly discussed my ratings with him, I realized that there can be
considerable variation between raters, depending on their background and experience.
My grading experience got me very interested in this topic and the project I will report
here.

In what follows, | will give a description of my M.A. project. First, | will provide
some background on Elicited Imitation and will give a brief review of literature on the
topic. Following that, I will give a brief description of my project, followed by detailed
sections on each of the components of the project. After the project description, | will
describe the process and progress of my project, which involved both creating the
Registration Tool (a tool for providing background information useful in decreasing rater
bias) and co-authoring a research paper addressing connections between rater language
background (native and second language) and learner native language. Next, | will talk
about some of the things I learned while working on this project. Finally, I will talk about
connections between classes | took at BYU-Provo and my project in order to provide the
reader with a picture of the expertise developed in connection with this project over the
course of my M.A. degree experience. At the end, | will attach a copy of the research
paper | co-authored with Dr. Dewey and others, tables summarizing the review of

literature on rater bias, and a printed version of the Registration Tool | created.



Chapter 2
Background on EI

Elicited Imitation (EI) is a technique for language testing which has been used for
years. Although there have been some questions regarding the validity of the technique, it
has been accepted by many researchers as a tool useful for a variety of purposes. Many
studies have also shown high correlations between El and the Oral Proficiency Interview

(OPI; see http://www.languagetesting.com/ for more information on this test, created by

ACTFL, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) and other
measures of speaking proficiency. Therefore, it has been considered as an effective way
of quickly and roughly assessing learners’ speaking proficiency. The technique used in El
consists of reading an utterance to subjects, who are then requested to repeat it as exactly
as possible. Responses are then recorded for later grading. The more proficient a speaker
is, the longer and more complex the sentences which he or she can accurately repeat will

be.

The PSST (Pedagogical Software and Speech Technology) research group at the
BYU Department of Linguistics and English Language is working on exploring and
expanding the use of speech technology in language learning. This research group
evaluates existing speech technology, examines pedagogical needs, and designs and
develops improved technological tools for language learning. One of the projects this
research group is focusing on is developing EI as an oral language testing technique,

which is inexpensive, efficient, and reliable.

About 700 second language (L2) learners have participated in El testing

performed by PSST researchers. There are 60 items per test with four different test forms.


http://www.languagetesting.com/�

In the PSST’s EI, two separate human raters score each sentence spoken by the test takers.
Raters listen to each item and, using a computer-based interface, determine which
syllables in each sentence students repeat correctly. There are typically a variety of raters
in terms of native and second language backgrounds, but for the research paper that was
part of this project there were twenty raters consisting of half native speakers of English
and half non-native speakers of English. Raters came from a variety of language
backgrounds, but all were either native English speakers or highly proficient second

language speakers of English.

The specific project that | worked on here was investigating connections between
rater attributes and the ratings they assigned for the EI. 1 also looked at the
characteristics of the test takers and correlations between these characteristics and the
ratings the test takers received. Raters’ different backgrounds might influence the results
of their ratings, which is an example of ‘rater bias’ in the sense that it is used in this
write-up (see section entitled Rater Bias under Review of Literature below). The raters
used in past PSST research have different backgrounds: some are native speakers of
English and others non-native; some are speakers of Romance languages and others
speakers of Asian languages; some have more experience working with English language
learners and others have little experience; some may be more sympathetic than others.
Even among non-native speakers of English, their L1 background, number of years
studying English, English proficiency, and ages are different. Given this variety, |
decided to focus my project and the related products on rater agreement and factors
contributing to ratings. I did an extensive review of literature and worked on a co-

authored piece of original research to see the inter-rater reliability among raters with



different language background. The results of this project will inform the PSST and other
groups using the EI to measure learners’ language abilities whether they need to consider

raters’ language background when they hire raters.

The purpose of this project was to learn about rater bias and ways of improving
reliability. More specifically, it was to evaluate bias in the El used by the PSST and to
help reduce bias to increase reliability of EI scoring results. For my project, these are the
things | worked on: 1) conducting a review of literature on rater bias, 2) identifying
factors that create bias; 3) focusing my attention on one key variable of concern to the
PSST group, rater language background (whether raters with different language
background produce different scoring results), 4) creating a tool to help increase
reliability, reduce rater bias, and facilitate research, and 5) making recommendations to

the PSST group for maximizing reliability of EI scoring.

Chapter 3
Literature Review

To give readers a general idea of previous research findings on connections between
rater backgrounds and the ratings they assign to test takers, | present here a brief review
of some of the literature focusing on this topic. Specifically, I highlight three areas that
are commonly addressed in research on bias: language background, experience working
with English (L2) language learners, and rater training. To help understand these three
areas, | define the concept of bias in greater detail. Additional definitions and references

can be found in the draft of the co-authored study found in the appendix.



Rater Bias

Overall, rater bias is defined as variance not as overall leniency or severity of
ratings (some raters can just tend to be hard on test takers overall and others much softer
in general), but more in terms of systematic variance that can be associated in some way
with test taker attributes, such as language background, age, gender, educational level, etc.
Rater bias has been approached in two main ways. The first way is a more general
conceptual way and the second is more technical and involves finding patterns in rater
performance using statistical techniques. (Caban, 2003; Chaulhoub-Deville &
Wigglesworth, 2005; Wigglesworth, 1994). The first approach usually involves
comparing ratings for different groups (e.g., male vs. female, one type of student vs.
another, etc.) by the same rater(s) and determining if ratings for the groups compared are
significantly different from each other. The second way involves the use of FACETS and
other statistical procedures to find patterns in rater performance and then trying to find
explanations for those patterns that go beyond test taker performance (Eckes, 2005, 2008;
Weigle, 1998; Wigglesworth, 1993), or what Eckes (2005) calls “consistent deviations
from what is expected on the basis of the [statistical] model.” (p. 203). Most of the work

in this project deals with the approach to bias analysis.

Language Background

The first factor we will consider is raters’ language background (first language
and second language). It is possible that rater bias exists among raters with different
language backgrounds. More specifically, for English language tests such as our El,

native speakers of English and non-native speakers of English might rate learners



differently, and raters who speak the native language of the test takers might also be
biased. Wigglesworth (1994) conducted a study to explore rater bias in rating an oral
interaction test, connecting particular tasks in a test with particular raters. She found that
rater nationality did relate to the way they scored particular tasks, but the effect size was
so small she estimated it was not worth worrying about. As she concluded her study, one
question was raised in her mind: “whether raters from [particular] countries would be
biased toward the native speakers of that country due to their own (that is raters)
familiarity with the interlanguage and pronunciation of the candidates.” (p. 89, italics
added). Familiarity with certain languages may help raters to understand the languages
better and give better scores than other raters who are not familiar with the languages. In
contrast, that familiarity might make raters be harsher or less tolerant of the mistakes that
test takers from the same language background make. In Brown’s research (1995) to find
out whether different types of raters perceive the items in a test differently, non-native
speakers of a language were found to be harsher on certain items such as pronunciation
than native speakers because of their experience learning the second language. On the
other hand, Du, Wright, and Brown (1996) found no significant rater bias against student
ethnic groups in their study. Myford and her colleagues (1996) found that the number of
languages spoken by raters correlated with reader severity when evaluating the possible
influence of rater background.

Among PSST raters who are non-native speakers of English, number of years
studying English and English proficiency are also different. One of the key questions

being addressed by this project is whether these factors influence raters’ scoring or not.



Experience Working with English Language Learners

A few studies have been done showing bias between raters who have experience
teaching the target language of the examinees and those who do not have such
experience. First, Galloway (1980) had thirty-three raters evaluate the oral
communication of ten students who were learning Spanish. The raters were divided into
four groups according to their Spanish teaching experience and their first language
(native and non native speakers of Spanish). The results showed there were no significant
differences among the groups on ratings of informational communication. However,
comments made during the rating process showed how differently each group perceived
students’ mistakes. While raters with teaching experience were more critical of
pronunciation and rate of speed, raters who were native speakers of Spanish with no
teaching experience were more generous on these aspects.

Another study done by Hadden (1991) addressed teacher and non-teacher
perceptions of second-language communication. Both ESL teachers and non-teachers
who were native speakers of English completed a questionnaire after viewing videotapes
recorded by native Chinese speakers in an ESL class. They were asked to indicate their
perceptions of the speaker’s communication on five different dimensions: 1) linguistic
competence, 2) comprehensibility, 3) personality, 4) content of the presentation, and 5)
manner of communication. The results indicated that perceptions of teachers and non-
teachers did not differ greatly, except on discrete linguistic abilities such as
pronunciation. Compared to the teachers, the non-teachers were more tolerant on

students’ linguistic performance.



Given apparent differences between those with and without language teaching
experience, we controlled for this variable in the co-authored paper. The PSST Group
might consider researching the effects of this variable in El ratings, in particular if they

have raters evaluate pronunciation or other discrete linguistic variables.

Rater Training

Rater training has often been assumed to increase inter-rater reliability: the
consistency of the results among raters. However, it is impossible to fully eliminate rater
variability even after training. Little research has been done to find out the effectiveness
of rater training. Research done by Weigle (1998), and Elder, Barkhuizen, Knoch, and
Randow (2007) on rater training effects indicated that no big differences were shown in
inter-rater reliability after rater training, but rather that the training helped to increase
intra-rater reliability (consistency by an individual rater). Although this may seem
counter-intuitive, the studies by Weigle and Elder and her colleagues seem convincing.
Further research in this area may be needed. In Wigglesworth’s (1993) study, thirteen
raters participated in a first rating session. Then eight of the raters were called again to
participate in a second rating session after a two-part refresher rater training. In that
training, raters first received individual feedback on their ratings. Then, in the second
session, a group rating-training session was held. The results showed that bias from the
second rating session was reduced compared to the first rating session. Wigglesworth
noted that providing feedback on raters’ individual performance served to reduce bias.
Similar training could be conducted by the PSST Group. For the co-authored research

paper, we controlled for rater training (all had the same amount of training).



Chapter 4
Research Paper

There are two major final tangible products from this project. The first is a research
paper prepared for publication in conjunction with Dr. Dewey and Jerry McGhee. The
paper includes a review of literature, a description of research methods and results, and a
discussion and conclusion. | wrote the first draft of this paper and Dr. Dewey and Jerry
McGhee revised and added to the paper to prepare it for submission for publication. The
anticipated venue is Language Assessment Quarterly, but other venues might be
Language Testing, Language Learning, and Educational Measurement: Issues and
Practice. We are also submitting a proposal to present our findings at the Second

Language Research Forum at the University of Maryland in October.

Background

Questions the PSST group has had in the process of hiring EI raters were, ‘can we
hire both native speakers and non native speakers of English?” and ‘will their ratings be
the same?” Members of the group also wondered whether the nationality and first
language background of the raters were important considerations. | chose to collaborate

on a research project to address these questions.

Description of the Study

In order to find out the answers to the questions mentioned above, 20 raters who
were native and non-native speakers of Japanese, Korean, Chinese, Spanish, and
Portuguese (2 native and 2 non-native for each language) were selected to rate the EI test.

These raters were assigned to rate the same 500 sentences repeated by 50 students from



10

our university’s English Language Center (ELC). These 50 test takers were native
speakers of Japanese, Korean, Chinese, Spanish, and Portuguese (equally distributed),
which are the 5 most commonly spoken native languages of ELC students. For a more

detailed description of the study, please refer to the co-authored paper in the Appendix.

Results of the Study

The results of this research showed that there was no significant interaction
between rater language and student language. This means that there was not a systematic
relationship between raters’ language background and test takers’ native language. Based
on this result, it seems that considering the language background of raters may not be

necessary in hiring El raters.

Chapter 5
Registration Tool

The second major final tangible product from this project is the ‘Registration
Tool’. I created this Web-based tool to collect information on raters’ background. The
information collected by this tool is based on my review of the literature and the results
of the collaborative study. I included all the possible background variables of raters
considered to be possible contributors to ‘rater bias,” potentially affecting test ratings.
The registration system collects the following information regarding the rater: age,
gender, native language, additional languages spoken and level of proficiency in those
languages, and time spent teaching English as a second language. The Registration Tool
will be used by the PSST to register future raters. The data input by raters can be used in

future studies similar to the co-authored study included here to analyze possible bias
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based on rater background. At present, the Registration Tool will be used to collect
information from raters during rater recruiting and rater training sessions. Please see the

Appendix for the copy of the registration tool (screen shots).

Chapter 6
Recommendations to the PSST Group

Working on this project gave me a chance to experience many different things:
observing what professors and staff in the PSST research group do, being able to apply
what I learned through my M.A. classes, learning new things about research, and so on.
Reflecting on the things | experienced, | have some suggestions for improving the quality
of the PSST’s El rating.

| participated in the pre-training provided to raters before they had started rating.
It was one of the essential parts of my project for increasing reliability among raters. All
raters received about 30-60 minutes of training and were introduced to a website where
they could find answers to the questions they might have when rating on their own. The
website lists possible questions raters might have and answers to those questions with
some examples. During the training, raters received a brief explanation on what the
purpose of this project was and how they should rate sentences. Then, they practiced
rating a few random example sentences. While they were practicing and referring to the
website to get the answers to questions as needed, they often had questions on
terminology used on the website, such as morphemes and phonemes. Because most of the
raters were not familiar with these terms, they could not fully understand the explanations
on the website. Some raters could not clearly understand the explanations on the website

for other reasons. | had a strong feeling that they might later face similar situations again
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while rating on their own if the trainer would not explicitly go over each questions and
answers addressed on the website and explain what they mean with examples. This could
significantly improve raters’ ability to find answers to their questions and thereby be
more consistent in their ratings. Without such training, whenever raters had questions,
they would have needed to either contact the trainer or follow their own interpretation
and judgments, which would affect inter-rater reliability of ratings.

Discussing each of the question-answer pairs from the rater website could help
improve reliability, but raters are bound to still have difficulty understanding the answers
when they work through things on their own after training. For this reason, it would be
good to revise the questions to make them more readable and rater-friendly. The PSST
rater trainers could make detailed notes about questions raters have as they try to use the
website. The PSST Group could also have current raters or people who would be
potential raters in the future (people with traits typical of PSST El raters) look at the
questions and identify anything they feel is unclear. The questions and answers could
then be revised to make them more readable. The PSST Group could also follow up to
watch what raters do after they read answers to make sure they do what they are expected
to do after they read the answers.

Regarding the training session | observed, as | watched, | thought of a way of
providing more effective training. Here is a suggested outline for training. The training
would be held in a lab with every rater having his/her own computer. The trainer would

do the following:

1. Explain the background of this project and the process of the rating.
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2. Show and explain the examples of screens they will see for rating.
(Use Power Point, so everyone can be on the same track.)

3. Have the raters practice rating by themselves. (ask the raters to write down any
questions.)

4. Talk about questions raters have together.

5. Explain to the raters how they can find answers to many of their questions from
the website section ‘Grading FAQ-PSST’.

6. Go through the questions listed on the website together. Prepare in advance a few
example sentences with full recordings of the sentences for each question. Have
the raters listen to the recording, identify the problems in the sentences (aiming
for those written on the website), and find out how they need to rate based on
what they read on the website.

7. Give raters time to practice grading items while referring to the FAQ section of
the website.

8. Come back as a group to discuss questions raters had while working on their own.

9. Give several more random example sentences to practice to the group. Working
on this as a group, they might have additional questions on how to rate which may
not be addressed on the web site. Work toward consensus as a group, making sure

raters follow the PSST guidelines.

Providing the training in this way will help the raters to minimize
misunderstandings, confusion, or questions that might arise as they work on rating by

themselves.
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Another suggestion | would like to make is to conduct further research to find out
other possible rater bias which might affect results of ratings such as gender and age of
raters. This study shows no connections between rater language backgrounds and the
ratings they give. Based on the literature review, there are other possible factors that
might have an effect. Therefore, connections between ratings and rater backgrounds (age,
gender, training, experience, etc.) should be researched. In order to do this, the PSST
group needs to measure and/or control for these variables. Then, by having the raters rate
the same data which was used for this study and analyzing their ratings, they will be able

to find out how these variables influence ratings.

Chapter 7
My Project Efforts

In this part, I would like to describe the work that was involved in this project. At
the end, I include a table summarizing the activities | was engaged in, hours | spent on

each activity, and results/accomplishments of the activities.

Attending PSST Weekly Meeting

As | started working on this project with Dr. Dewey, | became a member of the
Pedagogical Software and Speech Technology (PSST) Research Group. The PSST
Research Group holds weekly one-hour meetings. | have been attending the weekly
meetings since the summer of 2009. In the meetings, we first share what each person is
working on, and then provide updates on our projects. Sometimes, questions are brought
up from members regarding their specific projects. Then, we discuss these questions

together to find good solutions for each other. There were about two or three times when
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a few members gave presentations on their projects as practice for their presentations in
upcoming conferences. After the presentations, group members provided feedback to
enhance the quality of the presentations. | thought it was a great opportunity to help each
other. Another activity we engage in during each meeting is the discussion of a research
paper, which is related to our projects. One member of the group sends an article before
the meeting, members read the articles, and we all discuss the paper together. This helps
me to extend my knowledge on the projects we are working on beyond just my own
project. Attending this meeting also helps me to know what professors do, besides
teaching, to promote progress in their fields. Before, | was glad thinking that, once |
graduate and get a job, 1 would not need to study any more. However, | realize that | was
wrong. | need to continually work on learning and expanding my knowledge on this area.
This will not only help me to progress personally, but it will also benefit the people with

whom | am involved, such as my students and colleagues.

Finding Research Papers on Rater Bias

One of the most important steps working on my project was finding articles
related to my project and writing a literature review in order to inform the PSST Research
Group. At first, it was kind of hard to find articles on rater bias (in particular related to
language background), so | worked with Dr. Dewey to determine people in the testing
field that I could contact to get some information regarding possible references | was not
finding. | was able to get some helpful resources from some of them. I also continually
searched the internet, journals, and databases to get as much information and as many

research papers as possible. Through this additional effort, I was able to find more good
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resources and become familiar with a variety of databases and search engines. Reading
the research papers provided additional references and names of researchers interested in
the topic of bias. As | found more articles, read them, and got more information on rater
bias, | became more fascinated with the topic of bias. After reading the research papers, |
made a chart and summarized each paper in that chart, including the name of the
research(s), purpose(s) of the research, methods, results, and conclusions. This helped me
later when | worked on writing up the literature review for this write-up and for the co-

authored paper.

Hiring, Training, and Supervising Raters

I spent a lot of time working with raters. For the joint research paper, Dr. Dewey
and | decided to hire two native speakers and two non-native speakers for each of the
languages of interest, which are Japanese, Korean, Mandarin, Portuguese, and Spanish,
(total twenty raters). | first wrote a job description for the advertisement. | was the
contact person for the entire hiring process. In this process, collected extensive
information about each person (age, language background, gender, experience living
abroad, experience teaching language, etc.) because | wanted to have consistency among
raters. Because our ratings occurred right before winter vacation, it was difficult to find
some raters for certain languages. There were about 15 raters who started at the
beginning of the winter vacation. Before they started rating, there were training sessions.
I worked with the PSST members in charge of the El system to train all of the raters.
Because | did not initially know how to train raters, | attended initial training sessions to

learn how myself. There were raters who joined later, so | met with them later for
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individual training. There was much confusion over winter break because of a technical
problem we faced. So, since raters had already started rating, | had to be continually in
contact with them through e-mails and phone calls to make sure everyone was on the
right track. There were a few raters who had to quit, so I had to find more raters who
could replace them and then had to train these new raters. | worked with Lorianne Spear,
Secretary in the Linguistics Department, to complete the necessary paperwork to hire all
of the raters. From this process, | learned how to be an effective and well organized
supervisor, how to take care of the logistical issues related to hiring, and how to work
through challenges associated with carrying out a program that involves both technical

and personnel challenges.

Meetings with Dr. Dewey and PSST Staff

I have been meeting with Dr. Dewey and Jerry McGhee, the key member of the
PSST in charge of adding raters to the EI grading system and setting up specific grading
profiles for projects such as ours. | have been in continual contact with Dr. Dewey and
Jerry through e-mail to get the grading system set up, add and train raters, and
troubleshoot as problems came up. These two people are the ones who have been helping
me the most to be able to continue working on my project. | met with Dr. Dewey at least
once or twice a week for about 30 — 60 minutes each time. We met during the whole time
I worked on my project. At the beginning of my project, | had to meet with Jerry a few
times a week and continually contact him through e-mails to get his insights and

assistance. When we faced technical problems, | had to contact him several times a day.
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Jerry assisted me later in the project by helping me retrieve and organize the rating
results.
Analyzing the Data

Dr. Dewey and | met with a statistician to analyze the data we got from our raters.
I learned that it is important to have all your data in proper order for analysis. We found
some initial problems with the data and had to go back and add and re-code data before
we were able to conduct our final analysis. It was a great opportunity to see how
statistical procedures | learned from my testing class can be applied in language
assessment research. Through this experience, | developed a better understanding of
statistical concepts such as ANOVA, variable types (random, fixed, nominal, interval,

etc.), correlation, and mixed linear modeling.

Summary of Time Spent
Table 1 shows the approximate amount of time spent in activities related to this

project. These are estimates based on reflection after completion of the project.

Table 1.

Time Spent on Project-Related Activities

Activity Hours Results/Accomplishments

Attending PSST Meetings 25 - 30 Getting professionally involved in a research

hours group

Doing Literature Review 25-30 Acquiring and developing an understanding of
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hours

Hiring, Training, and

9 9 25 hours
Supervising Raters
Meeting with Dr. Dewe

g 4 25hours

and PSST Staff
Analyzing the Data 4 hours
Working on Papers 50 hours

research on rater bias

Helping raters to successfully finish rating

Getting advice and assistance and sharing
updates on research progress (review of

literature and research paper)

Meeting with statistician and calculating the

results of our research

Writing “Write — Up” and “Co-Authored Paper’

Chapter 8

Connections Between Coursework and My Project

Classes I took here at BYU and skills I gained from the classes helped me

significantly while I was working on this project. In this section, I will discuss

connections between my project and classes | took (classes taken as part of M.A. core

curriculum and additional classes taken to support completion of the M.A. project).

The first Linguistics class I took at BYU was ‘Introduction to Research in

TESOL." In this class, | learned how to analyze and interpret published research for

language teachers and researchers. As a major assignment for the class, | had to write a

review of literature on a topic | was interested in at that time. So, using the skills I learned

from the class, | found articles on a specific topic, analyzed them, and then, wrote a
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literature review. In the process, | was exposed to many research papers and it helped me
to understand how research papers are formatted, how research on language learning is
designed, and how specific parts of research papers are written. This greatly helped me
when | co-authored the research paper for my project.

As | completed the TESOL Certificate program, | took four credits of “TESOL
Practicum.” The purpose of this class is to help students with actual fieldwork
experiences in TESOL settings. | did an internship at the ELC, teaching a grammar class
and, since then, | have been continually working at the ELC, teaching grammar, writing,
and oral communication classes. There are about 180 students from 30 different countries
at the ELC. This helped me to see how students from different countries learn and speak
English, and to perceive what they learn differently. More important for this project, |
became more aware that there are patterns in L2 learner language that are often common
to learners with the same L1 backgrounds. I also learned more about language
assessment. All the teachers at the ELC are required to assess students’ language abilities
during achievement tests given at the end of each semester. Before we start rating, we
always receive training (even if we have received the training before) on how to rate in
order to maximize reliability). Rating the assessment, | often thought about how the
results of the ratings would be different depending on the different backgrounds of the
teachers. The Elicited Imitation test, used in the research conducted as part of the co-
authored paper that was part of this M.A. project, is a part of their speaking assessments
given at the end of each semester at the ELC (though ELC teachers do not rate this test).
One thing that attracted me in this project was my teaching and rating experiences at the

ELC.
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Taking the “Technology in Language Teaching’ class helped me to broaden my
views on the use of technologies and to develop skills helpful in producing the
Registration Tool (a Web-based survey), organizing and analyzing the data (using Excel
and working with statistics on a computer, etc.), and training the raters. The elicited
imitation was created to assess language learners’ speaking using technology in an
inexpensive, efficient, and reliable way. While taking the Technology in Language
Teaching class and working on my project at the same time, | was able to more closely
see how technology can be used in language learning, in particular in assessment. In
short, the class made me much more comfortable with the technology tools used by
language teachers and researchers, facilitating completion of my project.

I also took the ‘Language Testing’ class, learning various methods for assessing
language skills, and learning about construction, analysis, use, and interpretation of
language tests. | learned of the importance of reliability, a concept that was at the center
of this project. Since my project focused specifically on the inter-rater reliability of the
Elicited Imitation, | could more easily relate and apply what | was learning in class to my
project. | was also introduced to statistical procedures necessary for evaluation of
language tests (e.g., Spearman rho). Although I had once briefly learned statistics when |
was attending BYU-Hawaii, statistics seemed very hard for me and | did not fully
und