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Thurstone’s (1927) Law of Comparative Judgment (CJ) asserts that “a person perceiving some phenomenon will assign to it some instantaneous ‘value’ […], and that when we ask them to choose the ‘better’ of two such phenomena it is these values that are compared” (Pollitt, 2012a:159). This has been reformulated as the assumption that people are able to compare two performances more easily and reliably than to assign a score to an individual performance (Lesterhuis et al., 2017). The CJ technique relies on the consensus of a panel of judges who are asked to compare two performances (e.g. geography essays, academic writing, mathematical problem solving exercises). From many such pairwise comparisons, a scaled distribution of performances is then produced. 

CJ has developed into a popular methodology in various domains of research and practice, and most particularly in educational assessment, where it is increasingly being valued for “making reliable the assessment of skills that are currently problematic” (Pollit, 2012b: 292). This includes the assessment of writing quality, a multidimensional and complex construct for which CJ tasks have already been reported to produce reliable and valid results (e.g., Lesterhuis et al., 2017; Lesterhuis et al., 2018; van Daal et al., 2019).

The main objective of this talk is to introduce the method of CJ to the LCR community and demonstrate its usefulness for enriching L2 data with proficiency scores that are often absent from, or measured in unreliable ways in currently available learner corpora. I will report on a number of studies that we have conducted within the framework of the Crowdsourcing Language Assessment Project (CLAP). Collectively, these studies investigate whether a crowd of judges is able to assess learner texts in a CJ task with high reliability (Paquot et al., 2022; Thwaites & Paquot, 2023; Thwaites et al., in preparation). More specifically, they seek to answer the following research questions:

· RQ1. To what extent do specific characteristics of learner texts (topic, length, homogeneity in terms of proficiency) have an effect on the reliability of an ACJ task? 
· RQ2. To what extent do specific characteristics of judges (language assessment training and expertise) have an effect on the reliability of an ACJ task? 
· RQ3. To what extent do specific characteristics of learner texts and characteristics of judges have an effect on the validity of an ACJ task?

So far, we have only used CJ to enrich learner corpora with proficiency scores but as I will argue by the end of my presentation, CJ may also serve to elicit scores and rankings of productions for other multidimensional constructs (e.g., complexity, accuracy, fluency) that have proved difficult to define and operationalize in the field of L2 research.
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