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Further details of EFCAMDAT
Englishtown Curriculum
Englishtown is the online school of EF Education First. The Englishtown curriculum is organised across 16 proficiency levels, each of which includes eight units. Each unit covers a range of activities involving both receptive (listening and reading) and productive (speaking and writing) practice, as well as some explicit instruction on grammatical features (e.g., inflections, prepositions). Each unit includes a free writing task in which learners are asked to write on a certain topic.
Englishtown levels are aligned with common proficiency standards as shown in Table 1 (adapted from Geertzen, Alexopoulou, & Korhonen, 2014).
EF teaching materials are designed to use tasks that align with the can-do statements for the relevant CEFR level, as well as vocabulary and grammatical structures that are appropriate for the level. These alignments are based on the Council of Europe’s CEFR documentation, criterial feature research, and the content developers’ experience.
Each writing task has expected length, ranging from 20-40 words in Level 1 Unit 1 to 150-180 words in Level 16 Unit 8. Unless learners repeat the same Unit, a learner who completes the full course submits 128 (16 Levels × 8 Units) writings in total. A variety of topics are covered in the course, including self introduction, making requests, offering an apology, and writing a story, among others. For more concrete examples of writing tasks and related instruction, readers are referred to the other online supporting document.
Learners in EFCAMDAT
The primary information about individual learners that is available in EFCAMDAT is learners’ nationality and proficiency. Learners take placement test to establish the appropriate level for the learner to start the course. Nationality crossed with country of residence is used to define learner ’national language’ (NL) (Geertzen et al., 2014), the closest estimation of L1 (Murakami, 2016). In the pre-release second version of the data we used, Brazilian learners occupy 40% of the data in terms of the number of writings, followed by Chinese learners (14%), Mexican learners (7%), Russian learners (6%), and German learners (5%).
In terms of distribution of data across proficiency, there are larger numbers of writings at lower levels, with Levels 1-3 occupying 53% of the data.
Features of EFCAMDAT
EFCAMDAT is a partially error-tagged large-scale longitudinal learner corpus covering a wide range of nationalities and proficiency levels. The characteristics of the corpus are shared with a number of other learner corpora. International Corpus of Learner English (Granger, Dagneaux, Meunier, & Paquot, 2009) and International Corpus of Crosslinguistic Interlanguage (Tono & Díez-Bedmar, 2014), for instance, also cover a range of L1 groups, while learner corpora such as the Cambridge Learner Corpus (CLC; Nicholls, 2003) include a range of proficiency levels. Errors have been manually annotated in the CLC, as well as in the NICT-JLE corpus1, for example. Longitudinal learner corpora are rare, but multiple longitudinal corpora, such as Longitudinal Database of Learner English (LONGDALE)2, are currently being developed. Yet another feature of EFCAMDAT is that the data have been collected in a relatively authentic language learning environment, a feature also shared with the Lang-8 corpus (Mizumoto, Komachi, Nagata, & Matsumoto, 2011).
While EFCAMDAT may not stand out with respect to individual criteria, it is unique in the combination of features. If one is only interested in L1 influence, a learner corpus that includes multiple L1 groups of the same proficiency level may suffice. However, if one is interested in studying how L1 influence varies across proficiency levels (cf. Jarvis, 2000), s/he needs a learner corpus that covers both a range of L1 groups and a range of proficiency levels. Furthermore, if the researcher opts for the quantitative analysis of the data, the corpus needs to include a certain amount of data for each L1-proficiency pair. This makes corpus size an important factor when the corpus has multiple parameters (e.g., L1, proficiency). To be more specific to EFCAMDAT, to the best of our knowledge, there is no other learner corpus that is large-scale, error-tagged, and longitudinal at the same time. Such a combination is critical in studying various issues in SLA such as individual variation in longitudinal accuracy development (Murakami, 2016; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016).
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Footnotes
1 https://alaginrc.nict.go.jp/nict jle/index E.html 
2 https://www.uclouvain.be/en-cecl-longdale.html
Tables
Table 1
Alignment between Englishtown levels and common proficiency standards
	Englishtown
	1-3
	4-6
	7-9
	10-12
	13-15
	16

	Cambridge Main Suite Exams
	-
	KET
	PET
	FCE
	CAE
	-

	IELTS
	-
	< 3
	4-5
	5-6
	6-7
	> 7

	TOEFL iBT
	-
	-
	57-86
	87-109
	110-120
	-

	TOEIC Listening & Reading
	120-220
	225-545
	550-780
	785-940
	945
	-

	TOEIC Speaking & Writing
	40-70
	80-110
	120-140
	150-190
	200
	-

	CEFR
	A1
	A2
	B1
	B2
	C1
	C2




