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12 - Japanese, Korean, and Mandarin (Asian Languages) NCEA Level 1 Phase 1 
Survey – Raw Feedback  

72 answers to "Impressions - Asian Languages - What is your overall impression of the Learning 
Matrix?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 23 2.01% 

Needs amendments 49 4.29% 

Not Answered 1070 93.70% 

69 answers to "Impressions - Asian Languages - What is your overall impression of the Teaching, 
Learning, and Assessment Guide?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 12 1.05% 

Needs amendments 57 4.99% 

Not Answered 1073 93.96% 

70 answers to "Impressions - Asian Languages - What is your overall impression of the example 
Course Outlines?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 14 1.23% 

Needs amendments 56 4.90% 

Not Answered 1072 93.87% 

66 answers to "Comments - Asian Languages" 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

ANON-
K9GG-
12VD-F 

There needs to be some more clarity around the form of external assessment 
used for the new 1.4 - produce basic Japanese. Is this going to be externally 
assessed similar to over portfolio subjects where the students work on preparing 
and publishing a portfolio throughout the year which is then sent to NZQA for 
external marking. If this is the case then I feel it is only a small shift from the way 
writing is assessed at level one currently for 1.5. However, if by external NZQA 
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are planning to move to an exam style assessment where students are given the 
topic and required to respond in a limited time period in exam conditions with no 
access to vocabulary lists or dictionaries then I do not feel this is a positive step, 
rather backwards. The reason I say that is because it is completely out of line with 
how people writing/translating professionally work. In the professional work of a 
translator they do work to deadlines, but not in exam conditions with no resources 
so expecting high schools students only beginning to gain confidence is not 
reasonable nor fair. The new combined listening/reading for Japanese in theory is 
fine. It is hard to comment without clear exemplars of what we are going to be 
expecting students to do. I am wondering if it is more aligned to the JF standard 
for Japanese Language Education (https://jfstandard.jp/summaryen/ja/render.do) 
or the CEFR framework (https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-
framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-common-reference-levels-global-
scale). 
For example level one sits around A1, Level two B1 and Level 3 B2 
I would like to see more focus on students demonstrating understanding rather 
than simply translating perhaps looking at some of the question types used in 
international proficiency exams. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12P2-Q 

if Japanese writing assessment goes to external, it would be too difficult. It is not 
fair for people learning Japanese as a second langauge. Mandarin is different. 
most of the schools. Mandarin learners are native speakers, or their parents are 
native speakers. 
at least they are kantoniese speakers, which is writing system is exactly the same. 
However Japanese learners are not native speakers. if writing assessment goes 
External assessment, it will reduce Japanese leaners. I thought govenment 
support learning second languages. 

ANON-
K9GG-
124W-Z 

For Chinese, It is making the assessments much harder than before. Changing 
writing to external assessment is not on the right track, it is going back to six, 
seven form certificates which was proven not an appropriate assessment method 
for Kiwi students, only suitable for Chinese international students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
126D-F 

The assessment matrix shows a significant rise of external assessment 
components, listening, reading and writing , compared to the European 
languages' assessment matrix. This change presents higher level of difficulty to 
future Chinese language learners. As what is pointed out in the document, 
Chinese language is already perceived as a more difficult language than 
European languages This will make it even more so. This will equally apply to 
Japanese language. 
This assessment matrix resembles that for International Baccalaureate Chinese B 
assessment outline. The introduction of listening as an external exam component 
has increased the level of difficulty immensely. In addition to this listening, writing 
as an external exam will be almost unattainable for many school students. This 
will also increase teachers' stress and affect their well-being. 
Historical data suggest that all the internal assessments results tend to be 
consistently higher than those for the external assessments. If Asian languages 
are heavily loaded with external assessments, it will create a sense of inequality 
to learners and teachers, One of the fundamental principles behind the standards 
review is 'inclusion'. This assessment matrix will make Chinese language learners 
disadvantaged, which is the opposite to what’s intended. Guiding framework for all 
second language should be similar if not the same. Contents and progression of 
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language points, grammar could vary from one language to another. 
In addition, currently almost all schools have combined senior languages classes, 
including Chinese. As an experienced Chinese teacher of both NCEA and IB 
Chinese, I am concerned that this assessment matrix (receptive and productive 
skills) is not on the equal ground with the European languages’ assessment 
matrix (only receptive skills) 
(The wording of 'Chinese script' literally means 'Chinese words' or 'Chinese 
characters'. 'Script' is confusing.) 

ANON-
K9GG-
12HD-1 

The big ideas are relevant and necessary. 
There are several phrases that require amendment, usually by aligning them with 
more accurate academic terms, or a more appropriate register. Examples of this 
include 'trying out', 'process involved'. 
Several terms need further explanation: 'key building blocks', 'develop the ability 
to navigate between them', and 'awareness'. 
I'm really concerned about the inequity between 'European' and 'Asian' languages 
in terms of the proposed standards. To test BOTH reading and listening in one 
standard for 'Asian' languages, and to have one standard to test each skill in , for 
example, Spanish, is grossly inequitable. In addition, the demands of writing in 
'Asian' languages are so high that many students will struggle to achieve in this 
standard. This then leaves them with only one external standard where TWO 
skills are being assessed. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12E9-K 

As an experienced teacher and HoD, I am baffled by the deconstruction of the 
present achievement standards. Notwithstanding the clear direction to reduce the 
total number of credits to 20 across all subjects (with a 50/50 split between 
internal and external), there can be nothing to satisfactorily justify the combination 
of Listening and Reading into one EXTERNALLY-assessed standard. These are 
receptive skills that are very different and which require very different capabilities - 
to combine them will adversely affect students who have trouble with one or the 
other. 
As a Year 13 Dean of 20+ years' experience, I have always been able to counsel 
students to continue the pursuit of language learning despite relative weakness in 
one or the other of these skills, because of their current separation into two 
externals. Students considering hotel or hospitality careers do not need 
reading/writing skills as much as speaking/listening, so I would urge, on their 
behalf, a reconsideration of the combining of the reading/listening language 
aspects. 
It would be more sensible to combine speaking and interaction into one standard. 
The resurrection of an external writing standard revives the old era of pre-learned 
essays being regurgitated in exams and creates a situation of uneven opportunity 
for students from different teaching settings. My own students are more 
favourably endowed with teaching time in their junior years than others I know, so 
a written external would be more achievable for them than others. I am strongly 
opposed to that and hold out hope that writing can remain an internally-assessed 
skill. I sense that its move to external exams reflects anxiety about poor 
assessment practice (in other words, teachers who mark leniently) but mandatory 
annual external moderation of the writing standard could help mitigate this. 
If a 20-credit total is required, why not leave the speaking at 3, the interaction 
reduce to 5 (with the option of combining the two standards) and reduce reading, 
writing and listening standards to 4 credits each. I don't know a Japanese (or 
other language) teacher who is opposed to assessing internals for 
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speaking/interaction and writing - this would make a 12/8 credit split between 
internal and external exams but language assessment deserves to be different 
from other subjects - more like music and art, as a creative learning area. 
The creation of an internal centred on a cultural aspect sets this aspect of learning 
apart, rather than its current place as an integral, embedded facet of language 
use. Cultural understanding and appreciation should remain woven into other 
standards, especially at Level 1 as students are unlikely to have sufficient 
language skills to explain the extent of their understanding of cultural matters in 
isolation. Showing understanding of the use of futon, kotatsu, chopsticks etc in the 
context of a spoken presentation or written portfolio is surely more natural than 
having a dedicated standard for it. 
Overall, the general thrust of the new matrix is probably on the right track but my 
concerns about the changes to assessment reflect feedback from my students as 
well as my own and colleagues' shared views. Thank you for the chance to air 
these views. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AP-6 

Firstly, I don’t understand why the writing standard is changed to the external 
assessment. Writing in Chinese character is much more difficult and challenging 
than European languages, why are Chinese language and European languages 
treated differently? Secondly, for internal standards, it is not realistic for students 
to work in groups to conduct a research on a cultural aspect and talk in the target 
language. It would be impossible to measure how much each member of the 
group has contributed to the project and it’s also impossible for a student to reach 
the linguistic level to talk about the culture in the target language. I am really 
puzzled by the changes in Chinese. The changes will deeply demotivate students. 
Finally, the change of the name from “Chinese” to “Mandarin” is totally 
unprofessional. Mandarin is a dialect of Chinese. Chinese is a language. 
Mandarin is one of the dialects of Chinese alongside Cantonese, Shanghainese 
and many more. Just like English. With English in UK it has a number of dialects, 
such as Cockney, Scouse, Geordie etc. With English in America, it has a number 
of dialects, such as Texan, Bostonian, Floridian etc. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AU-B 

The new assessment structure will be detrimental to the interests of many 
genuine Mandarin learners, due to the following reasons. 
• The current external exams(listening and reading) are hard for our students, 
especially the L1 Chinese externals, however, if you change the writing 
assessment to be externally assessed, it will worsen the situation. According to 
the 2018 and 2019 assessment reports, a significant number of students who sit 
the L2 and L3 Chinese externals were native speakers, which will place extra 
barriers for language learners to achieve better results in the writing external. 
• The incongruence between the internal and external results is an ongoing issue 
because the NCEA Chinese exams continue to be challenging for students. Our 
language students always do much better in their internal assessments, as they 
have far greater teacher support, can have their questions answered on the spot 
and benefit from ongoing feedback. There is also much less pressure than for 
NCEA exams, as students have a long period to work on their internal 
assessments. 
I prefer the current assessment matrix but would like to offer the following 
suggestions. 
• The vocabulary lists for all three levels need to be updated. 
• The vocabulary list for Level 1 externals needs to be halved. 
• The listening materials for the NCEA Chinese exams are lengthy. Students are 
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under tremendous pressure to take notes, process information and interpret texts 
for inferred or layered meanings simultaneously. We should refer to the Chinese 
proficiency test(HSK) structure to make it achievable for our Mandarin students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AR-8 

: Suggest: Replace Mandarin with Chinese in all documents. Mandarin only 
means the dialect of Manchurians, like Cantonese, the dialect of Canton. 
Shanghainese – the dialect of Shanghai…etc. Mandarin is also called Modern 
standard Chinese or putong hua (common spoken language), it is the official 
spoken language used in China. The official language ( including both spoken and 
written) of China is Chinese. The word Chinese includes both written language 
and the various spoken dialects. China has only one written language. But as of 
the latest data from Ethnologue, there are more than 300 living languages spoken 
in China. Chinese people who speak different dialects can communicate in written 
Chinese. Therefore, there’s no such a thing as ‘ Written Mandarin” . 
1.1 Comments:Q: A one- off assessment may not work. We can’t assess the 
student during the year/It has to be at the end of the year then ? Will a one -off 
assessment give enough evidence? It’s very hard not to pre-rehearse if it’s only a 
one off assessment/ and worth 6 credits!!!. Can they resit? I suggest that we 
should have at least two -tasks during the year. 
We strongly recommend that we have the same standards for all languages for 
both Asian and European languages. 
1.2 Comments: 
Q: this Achievement Standard allows for the collection of evidence over a period 
of time =It sounds like a portfolio of collective work/ team work. Student(s) can 
accumulate evidence over a period of time. The could be done by several people. 
If so, how to assess the individual achievement? Is participation more important 
than the actual quality of the work? 
What are we assessing? Cultural aspects or Chinese language? Who are you 
accessing? individual student or a group of students? Very confusing. We can’t 
assess the team work. How many assessment tasks? We can’t expect level 1 
students to have sufficient language to carry out the tasks in the target language. 
Comments: 
Needs examples to show how it is done. Is it a speech in Chinese/ target 
language or it can be a performance of some sort??. We need to consider how 
much language students can produce at this stage=students usually have rather 
limited language ability at level 1 . 
Suggest we follow the 1.2 -format of the European languages so that students can 
have more choices. 
We strongly recommend that we have the same standards for all languages for 
both Asian and European languages. We strongly suggest that we follow the 
European languages assessment format and use the same wording in our 
standards. 
Comments: I like the wording of the French standard 1.2 because learners have a 
quite variety of activities to choose from. 
1.3 Comments: 
Comments: Please give more examples to demonstrate how it is done. We 
currently only assess a single skill in the assessment. To assess both listening 
and reading is something new and it requires students to have a higher 
proficiency level. As far as I know, the combined skills assessment has only been 
done in the scholarship exams. Teachers/ students need training and we need to 
incorporate this practice in our teaching to prepare the students. 
This is too hard for our Kiwi students. 
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Some students are better in listening than reading( or vise versa) it’s not fair that 
these students are disadvantaged by this assessment. To ensure that every 
achievement is recognised, we should retain the single skill exams. 
We strongly recommend that we have the same standards for all languages for 
both Asian and European languages. 
1.4 Comments: 
Writing skills are productive skills. They are much harder to acquire compared to 
receptive skills such as reading /listening. Writing Chinese characters is always 
regarded as most difficult for Kiwi/ Non Chinese background students. Among the 
Asian languages, Chinese is regarded as the most difficult because of its written 
language is 100% characters. It’s even harder than Japanese. (eg. In Japanese 
written language, Kanji (equivalent of Chinese characters) takes about 20 % , 
Hiragana 70% Katakana 10%. ) This change of standard has no scientific or 
factual base. 
To produce a written passage in Chinese under exam conditions/ with time limit is 
too hard for our Kiwi students. I suggest that we keep the old NCEA standard for 
the writing portfolio. 
Or We should have the same standards for all languages. We can follow the 
European languages and delete the writing standard. 
We strongly recommend that we have the same standards for all languages for 
both Asian and European languages. 
Comments for 1.4: It’s more difficult to do 1.4 for Asian languages than 1.4 for 
European languages. 
European languages: I think 1.4 for the European languages is a listening 
assessment. Listening is a receptive skill. Compared to the writing or speaking 
skills for Asian languages, it’s less demanding. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12K1-H 

I understand how important we connect our teaching to the learning matrix. 
However, we must equally look at the point of the language features (Script, 
Vocabulary and Sentence Structures ) to decide the entire curriculum. At the 
moment, the discussion lacks the language features' point of view. 
 
 
- For the Assessment matrix, 
 
First of all, I was very shocked at how the Asian assessment matrix is allocated. 
When I heard, we will separate Asian language from European language, I was 
delighted because, as you mentioned, for Asian language, we have to start from 
teaching characters, which means it takes a much longer time to reach the same 
communication level that the students who learn European language can reach 
for the same period of time. 
 
However, this does not mean we need to separate the assessment matrix from 
European language. It is much better to keep the same assessment matrix as 
European language, which makes consistency as the language assessment and 
avoids confusion from students. 
 
I support European language assessment matrix for the entire language 
assessment matrix since there are more balanced credit allocation for each 
language skills (Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing). 
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What we have to separate is the level we can reach at Level 1, 2 and 3. 
 
For example, under the current assessment, by the L3, students are expected to 
explore the views of others. However, for Asian language, it is challenging to 
reach that level. So by L3, students expected to reach the level which they only 
need to mention their own analysis, interpretation or evaluation but NOT view of 
others. 
 
 
- For the Course Outline 
 
I believe the most importantly what we need to do for Japanese for the course 
outline is to update vocabulary list for L1 to L3. 
 
For example, the current vocabulary list missed some essential words such as "ち
がいます(to be different)". We need to go through L1 to L3 vocabulary list and find 
out which essential words we missed and which words are not necessary. Also for 
particularly technological word, we need to update them. We should delete ones 
we won't need anymore such as "ラジカセ(radio cassette)" and add new 
technology words such as "ネット(internet)" 
 
The equally important thing is to update sentence structure list. Currently we don't 
have any official sentence structure list and we use the old curriculum sentence 
structure list. However, this sentence structure list doesn't always match the 
difficulty of the structure with its curriculum level allocated. 
 
For example, "~によると(According to)" is currently allocated in curriculum level 8 
but this does not match its difficulty with the curriculum level 8. And also we need 
to discuss when we introduce "te-form"(currently allocated in the curriculum level 
4) and "plain form" (curriculum level 7). However, making "te-form" is harder than 
"present plain form (NOT past plain form)". We really need a good discussion, 
while seeing the entire curriculum levels, about how we should make the best 
sentence structure list for the curriculum. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12KP-G 

Very general, not specific enough, with more questions than answers. 
Cultural assessment not explained clearly, how exactly will Year 11 students use 
Japanese to explain cultural conventions? I can't see how this can be done 
organically, a proper explanation would require significant learning and knowledge 
of the language. I have done something similar with level 2 students but don't see 
how it can work authentically with less capable students, some barely past the 
beginner stage. 
Writing external - exam with topics to choose from or done at school and sent 
away for marking? Authenticity issues in either case, how will these be 
addressed? Want to avoid pre-learnt essays in exams but need to ensure student 
submitted Japanese is their own work - at present teachers will question a student 
who presents work which does not look like the student's own. Google translate / 
Japanese friends etc can have a large impact on quality of work submitted. Doing 
writing internally with teacher supervision / support leads to authentic written 
communication on topics of interest to students, showing deep learning and a real 
connection to the language. 
"stimuli material for the assessment task can be from students' own or the target 
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culture", does this mean students will be able to talk about their own culture / 
heritage and who provides the stimulus material? What might this look like? This 
is not clear. 
What does "open modes of input in accordance with the principles of UDL" mean - 
use of computers? Mention is made of script writing but it should be mentioned 
that for many students this is a barrier rather than a motivating factor. If some 
students are given access to devices which will automatically input kanji isn't this 
an advantage over students who are obliged to handwrite the script, and 
presumably would have needed to memorise the kanji. Who will mark this and 
how will they cope if students use devices to write complicated kanji that most 
Japanese teachers wouldn't be familiar with? 
For a student who is not good at kanji, how much will this disadvantage them in 
the listening / reading exam? Not sure about combining these, I'm guessing lots of 
students or even schools will choose not to offer / attempt this. It seems like a lot 
of knowledge required for a relatively small number of credits. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12YC-H 

Overall I appreciate some of the changes made in this subject. For example, the 
inclusion of a culture standard and the choice for students to choose how to 
present this. I also like how the curriculum levels are divided into individual levels 
6-8. But there are a number of changes or suggestions which I consider to be not 
well thought through. 
 
Firstly, there are a few learning objectives that are well intentioned but would be 
very difficult to assess. For example, recognise and use basic physical and visual 
cues to convey and 
interpret straightforward meaning (Level 6). What does this mean? As a NZ 
European Chinese teacher I do not know what this would look like in the 
classroom. Another example: compare and contrast different cultural traditions, 
worldviews, and values related to Chinese culture, developing empathy for people 
of other cultures and an appreciation of diversity (Level 7). How does one assess 
that students are developing empathy and an appreciation of diversity? Also, 
explore the use of script representing basic language (Level 6). What does this 
mean? Chinese language is written in Chinese script...what more do students 
need to demonstrate with this? 
 
I do like the point about students acquiring strategies of how to use physical or 
digital resources to make meaning from unfamiliar language. This is an important 
skill for students to learn. 
 
Secondly, the example outline contains some good language and guidelines for 
how the course could be structured. As a Chinese teacher I do feel, though, that 
the time assigned for each topic would be nowhere near enough time to cover the 
content described. There are also some glaring typos in the document which 
makes it rather unprofessional - I do understand that this is a draft...but still...it has 
been published online. For example, one's birthday place (page 1) and copy and 
pasted material from the Japanese standards (page 5). Also the use of the term 
'mock exams' should not be universally used and accepted as some schools do 
not like the use of this term as it undermines the importance of the internal exams. 
 
Thirdly, looking at the proposed standards in the 'Unpacking the Standards' 
section I am curious to know the reason for the change of the writing standard to 
be externally assessed from previously internally assessed. Yes, this would 
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slightly decrease the workload of the teachers, but it does not account for the fact 
that the NZQA moderators do not know the students the their abilities. Teachers 
are able to mark their students work more accurately because their know first-
hand what they are capable of and are able to ensure authenticity. For example, 
they are able to pick-up on students use of Google translate because they know 
exactly what they have and have not taught to their students and can see the 
differences come through in their writing. This standard should stay internally 
assessed as a portfolio style assessment. 
The 1.4 standard is also not very clear about what topics could be covered or 
what this might look like in terms of word count of number of writing pieces and 
how it works in with the course outline. Does it overlap too much with the cultural 
standard 1.2? 
The 1.2 cultural practice standard is a good inclusion, but I feel like 4 credits is not 
enough reward for this portfolio style standard. There is a lot of work involved here 
and students need to be fairly rewarded. 
The 1.1 Interaction standard of 6 credits seems a bit high for a one-off 
assessment. I appreciate the gesture to decrease student and teacher workload 
but I feel like if the students submitted an interaction in Term 1 there would be no 
motivation to continue momentum throughout the year. I propose that the 
interaction standard should maintain the portfolio style assessment and that the 
cultural standard 1.2 becomes a one-off assessment instead. 
The 1.3 listening and speaking assessment is a very interesting development. I 
am curious to know what this would look like practically? Would it be done as a 
digital exam with students wearing headphones to listen to passages at their own 
pace and as many times as they like? If so, I am keen to hear more about this 
assessment. 
 
Another thing that I am unsure about is how do these new standards account for 
native speakers? Will they be allowed to complete these standards or will it only 
be a subject available for non-native speakers? 
 
Finally, I see no need to change the subject name from Chinese to Mandarin and 
talking about script instead of characters.. Chinese is the more modern way of 
talking about the language and is internationally accepted. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read these comments. I hope that they will be 
seriously considered. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12YN-V 

First, the example course outline has so many mistakes in Japanese language 
and culture. I also feel that the Japanese teachers need to have serious 
discussions on the content, particularly the cultural practices that are reflected in 
the use of language. This has to be done, before developing the standard such as 
1.2. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12UX-2 

For Asian Languages I think all the skills should be assessed with the same credit 
weighting - I prefer the model of the European languages I think the listening and 
reading should be separate assessements, The written should be internally 
assessed but externally moderated. The interact standard should have at least 2-
3 interactions and at a very basic level as time is spent teaching students to write 
in Japanese and this time is taken from the time invested in in depth conversation. 
Possibly the interact should start from Level 2 or if done at Level 1 a very basic 
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one- eg ordering from a Menu . I think having an assessment matrix that models 
the European languages is best. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12UU-Y 

Some of the content in the course outline is very basic and goes back to 
Curriculum level 1. I am sure there are some schools out there that start teaching 
Japanese in Year 11 and get to NCEA level 1 in one year, but it would be hard to 
"Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice related 
to a personal context" with some of the ideas raised in here. To be honest, using 
basic Japanese to talk about something as deep and potentially intangible sounds 
like a challenge for even Level 3 students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12N8-U 

Our assessment system appears to be supportive of experimenting on our 
students to see just how far they can be pushed until no one achieves. It appears 
to no longer celebrate nor reward students for what they do know. Consistently 
setting examinations with more and more radical and difficult themes instead of 
focusing on preparing learners to be able to communicate and understand native 
speakers. As a teacher, it is disheartening. 
To directly quote from the NCEA website: 
“Proficiency in communication to meet a range of needs is the main goal of all 
language learning. While this draws from the knowledge of the linguistic building 
blocks of a language, the primary focus is the communicative, not the linguistic 
accuracy.” So why are we not able to better support our students to achieve 
communication when it clearly is the aim? It would seem that NCEA is determined 
to make this impossible by now imposing new examination standards and 
combining skill sets that will ultimately lead to more students unable to achieve 
overall. Many students do continue to study Japanese because, although they can 
successfully listen and understand information and speak well, they may not 
necessarily be competent readers or writers due to the challenging nature of the 
script. This will mean they will be encouraged to give up and take an easier 
subject where they know they will achieve easy credits. We need to focus on 
setting our students up for success and being confident that, provided we deliver 
the criteria thoroughly, the assessments are consistent and clearly assess rather 
than aim to trick and confuse our learners. 
Again, I take a direct quote: 
“Learning an additional language gives learners the richest possible access to 
another culture because it enables them to communicate with the people that live 
it and allows them to explore the authentic spoken and written expressions of it. In 
that way, they gain an understanding of that culture which provides a strong 
foundation for intercultural respect and acceptance as well as an appreciation for 
the diversity that all cultures encompass.” If the proposed external examination is 
to be a written, then how can students truly be expected to be able to “explore the 
authentic…written expressions” of Japanese if they do not have resources on 
hand to do so? Let alone develop ideas and gain rich understanding and 
appreciation of the diversity of Japanese language and culture. Yes, that can be 
and is explored in class. But to have as an external, students will simply revert to 
the old ways of memorisation and regurgitation. This is not sound learning nor 
examination methodology. 
I wholeheartedly believe that if these new standards are imposed it will ultimately 
lead to the death of Asian languages in high schools. School aged students in our 
current climate have less desire to work hard, let alone above and beyond, which 
is how it appears those setting these standards seem to think students’ view their 
studies. How sad that those sitting in the top seats have lost touch with the reality 



 

20 April 2021 11 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

of being inside a physical classroom. Consistency across foreign languages is 
now even more unattainable. How can “intercultural respect and acceptance” be 
considered when the gap is rapidly being broadened? 
While this is my overall general feeling, I would like to raise a specific concern 
regarding combining the listening and reading skills into one comprehension 
standard, and external at that. 

ANON-
K9GG-
187B-M 

Many of the students who will benefit from learning Korean will be NZ born 
Koreans. It is important to recognise that this will not be a NEW language but one 
that they are nevertheless learning. I suggest that in the light of the increasingly 
diverse population, writers of material are more inclusive in acknowledging 
students who have some knowledge of a language (not a NEW language) but are 
not yet really fluent or literate in that language. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1875-7 

1. There are too many contents in the course outline. It would be hard to cover all 
the topics in one year. Contents for term 4 should be deleted and at least one 
topic for term 1 to term 3 should be deleted to make it manageable for teachers 
and students. 
2. One of the purposes of the NCEA review is to have fewer standards. For 
Chinese, it seems to have 4 standards instead of 5 standards before the review, 
but actually, students are still being assessed with 5 standards. There is no 
change to the workload of students and teachers. 
3. The new external writing standard is too difficult if it will be in an exam 
condition. for a second language learner who has learned a language for 2 and a 
half year, it is too hard for them to produce a writing in an exam setting without 
preparation and within a limited time frame. Even if it has to be an external 
assessment, it should be a standard like visual art, internal assessed, external 
marked or moderated. 
4. The vocabulary list for NCEA Chinese should be reduced by 1/3 to 
acknowledge that learning Chinese takes longer time than learning an European 
language. Students should only grasp 1/3 of vocabulary as European language. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18QM-S 

The writing should not be externally assessment, since the Chinese is one of the 
most difficult language in the world, writing characters is the most challenging part 
for Chinese learners. It will scare a lot of potential learners away, and it is really 
not right because Chinese language is so important now. If we put writing into 
external assessment, a lot of students will not be able to perform to their real 
abilities, and will make the assessment meaning less. 
Also, with the development of ICT, typing Chinese is much easier for students, 
and more and more examination board, such as IB, AP is or going to allow 
students to type Chinese in the writing exam. Therefore, we can try to make the 
writing part as the internal assessment , typing, make students feel less stressed 
out, and enjoy learning the language more. 
I was a teacher at wellington college from 1996-2000, and was a panel member of 
NCEA Chinese, now with many years of IB and IGCSE experience, I am willing to 
help out if you need me. I was invited to be the keynote speaker or workshop 
leader several times by the Victoria University and participated New Zealand 
Chinese teachers conferences, keep close relationship with Chinese teachers in 
NZ. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18QH-M 

1. Course outline has too much learning content with too many topics -- it's 
impossible to finish teaching and learning. We need time to prepare internals as 
well 
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2. Course outline is inconsistent with Learning Matrix. Learning Matrix 
emphasises "basic information" and "personal context", but Course outline has 
some topics such as "fairytale", "legends" and "myths" are not "basic, personal 
information". Furthermore, the topics of "fairytale", "legends" etc, has been 
suggested for "reading and listening" external assessments. There are hundreds 
of Chinese fairy tale and legends, which one should be taught and assessed? 
 

3. Course Outline even has some L2 vocab (e.g "头疼“). 
 
3. Teachers need to know what to teach and what topics will be assessed (--at 
least). If the Course Outline is endorsed by MoE, which will be really helpful for 
teachers. 
 
4. MoE should provide a limited topics and explicit topics for course outline and 
assessments 
 
5. I was told by a MoE staff that, teachers can choose some topics from the 
Course Outline if cannot finish teaching all of them. However, if the topics that the 
teacher didn't choose is assessed -- whose fault? It is certainly not fair for 
students to be assessed the learning content that they have never learned. 
 
6. Vocabulary list need to be updated after more than 10 years. This job is very 
important and urgent for this review. 
 
7. Strongly disagree to change Chinese writing to the external. The draft explicitly 
acknowledges that Asian languages are harder to learn than European ones. 
However, character writing, arguably the most difficult and frustrating aspect of 
mastering Chinese language, has been listed as an external assessment yet 
European languages do not have a written external assessment. This will 
inevitably cause an unfair competition between Asian and European languages 
(more students will choose learning European languages) 
 
8. One of the main purposes of the review is to reduce assessment workload. 
However, while the number of assessments for Asian languages appears to have 
been reduced to 4, teachers and students still need to prepare for 5 exams (1.1 
interaction, 1.2 speaking or writing, 1.3 reading and listening combined, and 1.4 
writing). Conversely, European languages have had their assessment load 
reduced to 4. 
 
9. If AS for Asian languages cannot be made easier, I propose making them at 
least the same as those for European languages. Otherwise, more students will 
quit Asian languages and inevitably cause the damage for Asian languages 
development. 
 
10. Why change the subject title of "Chinese" to "Mandarin"? Chinese is a 
language and Mandarin is a dialect of Chinese language. Many world famous 
universities use "Chinese" as the subject title, such as Harvard Uni, Cambridge 
Uni, etc 
 
11. Mandarin 1.2: disagree to use cultural knowledge as assessment standard -- 



 

20 April 2021 13 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

similar with Social /Cultural studies. It will be really hard for students to conduct 
this internal with cultural perspectives  

ANON-
K9GG-
18QS-Y 

The word Mandarin should be changed back to Chinese. There is no need to 
change the name of the subject as it is not appropriate and can create confusion. 
The assessment matrix should align with the learning matrix. Writing portfolio 
should stay as internal standard instead of external standard. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12Y9-7 

Subject name: Chinese is more suitable than Mandarin 
 
Learning Matrix: 
1. too much content/topics to teach within a year, it's beyond students' abilities 
2. vocab list and key structures/patterns should be added so teachers and 
students know what they're expect to teach/learn 
3. As Asian languages used characters to write, which is very hard for English 
speakers to learn, the required vocab and content should be much less than those 
of European languages. 
4. There should be different matrix for students from Chinese background and 
non-Chinese background. 
 
Assessment Matrix: 
1. 1.2 is impossible for students to achieve if it's done in target language 
2. 1.1 students should have the opportunity to choose from interaction/speech to 
cater to the needs of different learning styles. 
3. 1.3 external exam can refer to the format of some international standard 
language tests, including questions of multiple choices or filling blanks. Not just 
long passages or conversations. 
4. 1.4 writing portfolio can be externally marked, but students will need resources 
and support and enough time to finish it internally. 
5. One piece of work submit for one AS so more time can be spend on learning 
not assessing. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TJ-S 

Content in the course outline is clear but there are lot of things I do not teach in 
Level 1 ( like そうしき and I don't even know what is かもん？) . 
Assessment is not very clear . Example of assessment would be better. 
Why is reading and listening together? How come Writing is external? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18TD-K 

Why Japanese is not aligned to Chinese in terms of simplification of Level 7 and 
Level 8? 
What is meant by "open modes of input"? 
Who decides these standards? 
Why are the Japanese standards different to French, Spanish etc? 
Why make Japanese more complicated when it is definitely more difficult for NZ 
students to learn, compared to French etc? 
Why not separate the reading and listening standard out to give students a higher 
chance of identifying where their strengths lie by seeing success in at least one of 
the skills? 
Would the cultural standard be conducted in Japanese or English? 
Should n't the interaction for Japanese be scripted as...we don't get up to the level 
of conversation where the European languages get at Level 1 - as we spend so 
much time on the written skills. To compensate this lack of teaching/learning time, 
the interaction tends to become pre-scripted rather than spontaneous. 
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Thank you for this opportunity to input. 
 
Good luck. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18PR-W 

1. The following sentence in the 1.1 Assessment explanation grid should NOT be 
there at all (it is in Japanese and Chinese). The implication is that these 
languages are harder to learn in comparaison to other languages and this will turn 
some parents / pupils off. There is no benefit "comparing" Languages. There is 
NO benefit of the following sentence being there - please delete: " For first 
language speakers of English, it has been estimated that reaching an equivalent 
level of linguistic proficiency in Japanese can take two to three times as long as in 
French, German, or Spanish. That is why all standard titles for Japanese 
deliberately reflect this slower progression". 
2. Proposed 1.3 Asian Languages . This makes no sense whatsoever trying to 
combine Listening and Reading! In "real" life, (like we do in the Interact AS, 
Listening goes along with Speaking). This needs to changed to be like the 
European Languages Assessment Matrix 
3. ALL Asian languages teachers I know want to have the same Matrix as the 
European Language matrix. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18PS-X 

1. The name of Chinese course shouldn't be changed to Mandarin. Chinese is a 
more suitable and better name for this course. 
2. Listening and Reading shouldn't be combined in one standard. The current 2 
separated standards are good on assessing those two skills. 
3. The sentences of 'For first language speakers of English, it has been estimated 
that reaching an equivalent level of linguistic proficiency in Mandarin can take two 
to three times as long as in French, German, or Spanish. That is why all standard 
titles for Mandarin deliberately reflect this slower progression.' shouldn't appear in 
the statement of 1.1 standard. It might cause confusing and misunderstanding 
and discourage students to take the course. 
4. 1.4 Writing should be kept as an internal assessment. Also, it's better to reflect 
students real level in an portfolio rather than letting them take the risk of losing 
grade in only one piece of writing. 
5. Chinese assessment Matrix should do the same as European Languages' 
assessment Matrix. The European Languages' assessment Matrix is reasonable, 
fair and better. 
6. The questions for Listening and Reading should be from easy to hard. The 
question styles can involve multiple choice questions and short answer questions 
as well. 
7. Should have different TLAG for native speakers. 

ANON-
K9GG-
181C-F 

I don't understand why listening and reading have been combined into one 
standard. They are two quite distinct skills that students need, but I'm not sure that 
assessing them in the one standard is the best idea. 
I like the official inclusion of cultural understanding as assessed material, so long 
as the content knowledge expected of students is altered to allow sufficient time in 
class to stay on focus with language learning as well as gaining deeper 
understanding of culture and implications within culture as well. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1861-2 

I am concerned about some the potential assessments standards that have listed. 
The 1.2 is very unclear of specifics. But of more concern is that the 1.3 standard is 
the only standard of four that represents the 'receptive language skills' and 
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listening & reading are very different skills. Combining these into one assessment 
is disadvantaging language learners 

ANON-
K9GG-
186Y-A 

If NCEA wants to add the cultural performance section (1.2) into the assessment, 
proper and authentic criteria are necessary to gauge cultural performance. 
Guaging a culture is authentic or not is next to impossible. In a post-modern 
society where hybridisation is encouraged, authenticity may not serve as a proper 
guage. For instance, if one student draws a spiderman Chinese face mask, it is 
not authentic obviously, but the quality and creation should be appreciated. In 
addition, the media of cultural performance is overlapped with four other 
assessments. If cultural performance wad conducted by speaking, there is already 
speaking criteria. Therefore, cultural performance assessment should work out 
specific marking criteria. 

ANON-
K9GG-
186Z-B 

There are two main concern of the Teaching, Learning and Assessment. 
1. The new 1.2 Use basic Mandarin to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context very vague there is no clear instruction of 
students are been assess on which skills of language learning. "It also allows the 
learner to present evidence individually or in teams and in multiple forms, 
including performance, presentation, visual, verbal, or written." This means 
students could be assess their writing and/or verbal skill, which mean there is no 
consistancy of language learning skills assessed across the board nationally. 
There is already speaking and writing assessmenet standard in planning why do 
the students need to assessed the same skills again? If the language skill is not 
main assessing skill, then there needs to a clear guideline what is requested for 
student submit as evidence of their learning. 
2. There is a long history and evidences of students of native Mandarin Chinese 
speakers are skewing the direction of assessments and results in Chinese 
assessments. There is a need to cater for those students with a seperate 
Learning, teaching and assessment to meet their needs. Especially the new L1 
standard wording has dropped from "simple" to "basic" which is making the 
learning and assessment too easy for the Chinese speakers. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189M-1 

I am afraid the idea of combining the listening and reading into one external 
standard might discourage the learners with uneven listening / reading skills. 
Learners then lose the chance to be recognised for what they can do. Also, it 
takes time for language learners to develop both skills then to be able to naturally 
switch between the two skills. I think it adds too much pressure on the students 
who are sitting the external exam for the first time. 
 
 
Not a good idea to combine the listening and reading – as someone else said in 
the Japanese society – this is what happens in scholarship – which is an optional 
subject. Students have different strengths and both papers require different 
strategies to succeed. These should be separated as they are now. I can’t see 
any real benefit of putting them together. If this is the case then will all exams be 
written only with this vocabulary list? Therefore making it very basic. If not, then 
there will be a huge number of words glossed. If neither is the case then teachers 
will need to start teaching strategies for vocabulary recognition explicitly. 
 
 
I'm for the 2 skills to be assessed separately. Every year I have students who are 



 

20 April 2021 16 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

NZ born Chinese and are good at listening but weak in character recognition. The 
2 skills being assessed separately will still give them a chance to pass and gain 
credits in the listening paper but combining these 2 will discourage those students 
as it will be harder for them to pass the whole thing. Is it still going to be a 3-hour 
long exam if they are combined? Or it is shortened? Were this and the writing 
external planned to be carried out in the same exam session? 
 
The 2 skills should be assessed separately. If the paper is much shorter, the 
students will have no room for failure in one question. Whereas currently, they 
have several texts and if they find one of them difficult, they still have the 
opportunity to do. 
 
 
1.4 Writing external 
I feel that we need more information as the condition of the assessment is 
unclear. If the external means exam condition, then this is a step back to the old 
NCEA exam. There is a risk that some students might end up memorising and 
regurgitating the prepared writing. Our students will hardly be in any real-life 
situation where they are required to produce an extended writing in a second 
language without resources under time pressure. 
 
If external means completing the work in lesson under stricter conditions of 
assessments for authenticity, then sending the work for external marking, then it 
seems to be a positive move to me. 
 
I also have to disagree with the statement “One of the focuses of the Achievement 
Standard is on the cognitive benefits of script writing, one of the differentiating 
skills of Japanese that keeps students motivated to continue with the language. At 
the same time, the standard will allow open modes of input in accordance with the 
principles of UDL.” In practice, I see students giving up Japanese every year 
because script recognition is such a big challenge for some despite their strong 
interest in the subject. It is not the aspect of Japanese learning that keeps ALL 
students motivated to continue with the language… 
 
If this is done externally and therefore in exam conditions, this will require 
students to write kanji from memory. As well as all the grammar structures 
necessary for Level 1. This is much closer to how IB papers work. However, if this 
is the case, then teaching of the language will have to have a far greater focus on 
this. The assessment schedule will also have to carefully reflect students’ ability to 
write kanji. This may see a drop off of European students taking the language, 
especially if they are in a class with students from an Asian background. This also 
specifically needs to be taken into consideration with the assessment schedule as 
it may become harder for students with a European background to succeed next 
to those with an Asian background. Also, completing the writing under exam 
conditions is not representative of what would happen in real life. You would never 
be expected to complete a piece of writing/report without the support of reference 
materials. This standard is at odds with the interaction standard which quite rightly 
promotes spontaneity. Also, why is there another written standard when the 1.2 
gives students the ability to also write a text. 
 
What I had trouble understanding was also how this was meant to be carried out? 
As some of you mentioned, it meant that students do the writing at school and 
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then it was sent to external parties for marking. Will they be allowed to write with 
or without resources? The standard highlights the principles of UDL but also 
emphasizes that the focuses of the standard is the cognitive benefits of script 
writing, one of the differentiating skills of Mandarin that keeps students motivated 
to continue with the language. which one would certainly interpret as the standard 
requires students to do hand-writing, not using other means. Then why UDL? 
 
 
Uneven credit distribution 
I think I understand the rationale behind the 6 credit interaction. For learners to be 
able to initiate and sustain “on the spot” interaction, it does take them longer (than 
just presenting personal ideas in writing or speech) to develop the required 
language and the strategies. However, as  (from NZAJLT) mentioned, 
with only four standards, it will be better to keep all standards equally weighted. 
Also it keeps the consistency across all languages including the European 
languages, where the interaction standard offers 5 credits. 
 
I believe that the credits should be equally weighted, especially between Asian 
and European languages. What makes a one-off interaction in Japanese worth 6 
credits and yet a portfolio (tbc) in French only 5 credits. There needs to be 
consistency across all languages. 
 
 
Consistency across all languages 
I don’t understand why European languages remained pretty much status quo. It 
would make sense to me that there is more consistency across all languages, like 
we have in the current assessment structure. I personally think that it would be 
good to have the 1.2 cultural practice standard in the European languages. 
 
1.3 Interaction internal standard 
I'd like to suggest moving the interaction to start from Level 2. It is really hard to 
get the spontaneity required at this level due to the slower acquisition rated linked 
to having to also develop literacy skills with scripts. If not, an alternative would be 
to make the interaction more based around survival skills like ordering food in a 
restaurant, asking for the price in a shop, finding out where to catch a train, 
booking a motel room etc. This would be a more practical skills based interaction 
and perhaps less pressure. 
 
 
“That is why all standard titles for Japanese deliberately reflect this slower 
progression”. – where is the evidence that it takes two to three times as long as in 
European lessons. 
 
One off assessment does cut down on work load – does allow for lots of practise 
throughout the year so that students can complete near the end. How can MoE 
ensure that rote practice etc is not used? This hasn’t been done so far with 
interactions – look at the exemplars. How long is an interaction expected to be? 
 
"For first language speakers of English, it has been estimated that reaching an 
equivalent level of linguistic proficiency in Mandarin can take two to three times as 
long as in French, German, or Spanish. That is why all standard titles for 
Mandarin deliberately reflect this slower progression." 

9(2)(a)
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Apart from the missing evidence on this assumption, quite a few of our students 
who study Chinese or other Asian languages are actually from an Asian 
background, they may not fall into the category of "first language speakers of 
English". Does this mean they may need to follow other assessment conditions? 
The new proposal still doesn't answer or put forward proposals of how to solve the 
key issue in the interaction standard, which is on "how to conduct" the 
assessment to avoid students from rehearsing or rote learning. 
 
 
1.2 (Internal) Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context 
 
This is very vague in terms of what students are expected to produce – 
assessment schedules will surely be different depending on whether they work 
individually or in a team, whether they produce written work or oral work. Also, if it 
is a presentation compared to a performance. Assessment schedules are going to 
have to be very rigid in order to avoid teacher subjectivity. Moderation will also be 
a nightmare due to teacher subjectivity. This rigidity will then take away from the 
whole holistic idea of NCEA. 
 
I don't understand why the word "cultural practice" needs to be in the title of this 
standard to start with. It's a bit misleading because if you look at the actual 
content of the standard, the assessment actually covers a whole lot of different 
topics. 
It can include culture as social customs, such as information about the family, 
home life, interpersonal relations, school, leisure activities, traditions, and 
celebrations. It can also involve culture as culturally-laden words and concepts, or 
culture as information about countries, art, entertainment, history etc. 
I understand that they put "cultural" here as a very wide concept, but it will cause 
confusing among teachers and students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18BN-B 

While we have been told to not concentrate on the assessments too much at this 
stage, it is important to remember that a good teaching plan looks at what needs 
to be covered at each level and then works backwards to ensure that all required 
script/kanji, vocabulary, and grammar patterns have been covered by the end of 
that level. We undoubtedly teach to, and students learn to, the requirements of an 
assessment (the teacher having flexibility within this to cover cultural aspects and 
the order in which the above work is covered). 
At present I do not like either the different credit levels or different types of 
assessments that the Asian languages and the European languages have. I think 
all assessments should be 5 credits each and be the same ones. 
The new assessments need to be carefully considered so that begs the questions 
why are they being rushed through so quickly? We cannot comment on how they 
will tie in to the new Matrix without actually having more information about them. 
1.1 INTERNAL 5 credits: I like the idea of having just one slightly longer 
assessment (maybe 2-3minutes in length) because this would allow more 
flexibility to leave the assessment until later in the year, say term3, by which time 
students would have more language at their fingertips to use and talk about. 
 
1.2 INTERNAL 5 credits: While I do like the presentation flexibility of this standard 
“allows the learner to present evidence individually or in teams and in multiple 
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forms, including performance, presentation, visual, verbal, or written. It can be in 
response to a stimulus with resources provided by the teacher. Alternatively, 
learners can come up with their own topics and resources.” there is a real concern 
about how you would fairly grade the different presentation formats, as a verbal 
and written form are quite different. 
 
1.3 EXTERNAL 5 credits: I am against having a combined Listening and reading 
assessment as they test different skills and different abilities. I have a Y12 student 
for example who has very good aural skills but is weaker at reading. He needs to 
showcase his listening comprehension skills but not have this pulled down when 
compared against/with his reading skills. Each skill should be tested separately 
and graded separately. If the external is to be an hour in length the students could 
choose which skill they would be liked to be assessed on, or each paper could be 
2 ½ marks each. There is obviously much more discussion needed on this 
assessment alone! 
 
1.4 EXTERNAL OR INTERNAL? 5 credits. I think students do need to showcase 
their ability to write script with 1 longer piece of writing. The 1.4 should be an 
internal assessment carried out in class time with closer monitoring of the 
resources they can access; along the lines of the old 1.6 assessment. This could 
either be marked by the teacher or sent away externally to be marked. I do not 
want to see writing as an external exam assessment, among other things this 
would be grossly unfair compared to the European languages that do not have 
such an assessment. Writing scripts are much more time intensive compared to 
writing using an alphabet. This could be a huge disadvantage & disincentive to 
our students continuing with their language studies. 
As the 1.2 assessment can be presented in a written form would this lead to a 
potential double up of task formats?? 
 
Both tasks are still much easier for native speakers. What to do about first 
language speakers??? When will there be equability for the difficulty of tasks for 
students learning Japanese as a 2nd language??? NZQA must not keep ignoring 
this problem but needs to address the issues. 
 
 
I do like that Asian languages finally have their own Learning Matrix. While there 
is not a big differences to the European Matrix, it does acknowledge the 
differences of pace and areas of difficulty for each broad group of languages. I 
could clearly see the intended development across the 3 levels. 
 
I also like the Big ideas and Significant Learning associated with learning 
Japanese. These ideas mirror many of my own opinions and believes associated 
with the important of learning the language. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18ZT-9 

1.1 Interaction internal standard 
I'd like to suggest moving the interaction to start from Level 2. It is really hard to 
get the spontaneity required at this level due to the slower acquisition rated linked 
to having to also develop literacy skills with scripts. If not, an alternative would be 
to make the interaction more based around survival skills like ordering food in a 
restaurant, asking for the price in a shop, finding out where to catch a train, 
booking a motel room etc. This would be a more practical skills based interaction 
and perhaps less pressure. 
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1.3 Listening and Reading external 
I am afraid the idea of combining the listening and reading into one external 
standard might discourage the learners with uneven listening / reading skills. 
Learners then lose the chance to be recognised for what they can do. Also, it 
takes time for language learners to develop both skills then to be able to naturally 
switch between the two skills. I think it adds too much pressure on the students 
who are sitting the external exam for the first time. 
 
1.4 Writing external 
I feel that we need more information as the condition of the assessment is 
unclear. If the external means exam condition, then this is a step back to the old 
NCEA exam. There is a risk that some students might end up memorising and 
regurgitating the prepared writing. Our students will hardly be in any real-life 
situation where they are required to produce an extended writing in a second 
language without resources under time pressure. 
 
If external means completing the work in lesson under stricter conditions of 
assessments for authenticity, then sending the work for external marking, then it 
seems to be a positive move to me. 
 
I also have to disagree with the statement “One of the focuses of the Achievement 
Standard is on the cognitive benefits of script writing, one of the differentiating 
skills of Japanese that keeps students motivated to continue with the language. At 
the same time, the standard will allow open modes of input in accordance with the 
principles of UDL.” In practice, I see students giving up Japanese every year 
because script recognition is such a big challenge for some despite their strong 
interest in the subject. It is not the aspect of Japanese learning that keeps ALL 
students motivated to continue with the language… 
 
Uneven credit distribution 
I think I understand the rationale behind the 6 credit interaction. For learners to be 
able to initiate and sustain “on the spot” interaction, it does take them longer (than 
just presenting personal ideas in writing or speech) to develop the required 
language and the strategies. However, as Strahan mentioned, with only four 
standards, it will be better to keep all standards equally weighted. Also it keeps 
the consistency across all languages including the European languages, where 
the interaction standard offers 5 credits. 
 
Consistency across all languages 
I don’t understand why European languages remained pretty much status quo. It 
would make sense to me that there is more consistency across all languages, like 
we have in the current assessment structure. I personally think that it would be 
good to have the 1.2 cultural practice standard in the European languages. 

ANON-
K9GG-
184V-5 

1.3 Listening and Reading external 
I am afraid the idea of combining the listening and reading into one external 
standard might discourage the learners with uneven listening / reading skills. 
Learners then lose the chance to be recognised for what they can do. Also, it 
takes time for language learners to develop both skills then to be able to naturally 
switch between the two skills. I think it adds too much pressure on the students 
who are sitting the external exam for the first time. Someone else said in the 
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Japanese society – this is what happens in scholarship – which is an optional 
subject. Students have different strengths and both papers require different 
strategies to succeed. 
 
1.4 Writing external 
I feel that we need more information as the condition of the assessment is 
unclear. If the external means exam condition, then this is a step back to the old 
NCEA exam. There is a risk that some students might end up memorising and 
regurgitating the prepared writing. Our students will hardly be in any real-life 
situation where they are required to produce an extended writing in a second 
language without resources under time pressure. 
If external means completing the work in lesson under stricter conditions of 
assessments for authenticity, then sending the work for external marking, then it 
seems to be a positive move to me. 
If this is done externally and therefore in exam conditions, this will require 
students to write kanji from memory.  As well as all the grammar structures 
necessary for Level 1.  This is much closer to how IB papers work.  However, if 
this is the case, then teaching of the language will have to have a far greater 
focus on this.  The assessment schedule will also have to carefully reflect 
students’ ability to write kanji.  This may see a drop off of European students 
taking the language, especially if they are in a class with students from an Asian 
background.  This also specifically needs to be taken into consideration with the 
assessment schedule as it may become harder for students with a European 
background to succeed next to those with an Asian background. Also, completing 
the writing under exam conditions is not representative of what would happen in 
real life.  You would never be expected to complete a piece of writing/report 
without the support of reference materials. 
 
Uneven credit distribution 
I think I understand the rationale behind the 6 credit interaction. For learners to be 
able to initiate and sustain “on the spot” interaction, it does take them longer (than 
just presenting personal ideas in writing or speech) to develop the required 
language and the strategies. However, as Strahan (from NZAJLT) mentioned, 
with only four standards, it will be better to keep all standards equally weighted. 
Also it keeps the consistency across all languages including the European 
languages, where the interaction standard offers 5 credits. 
I believe that the credits should be equally weighted, especially between Asian 
and European languages. What makes a one-off interaction in Japanese worth 6 
credits and yet a portfolio (tbc) in French only 5 credits. There needs to be 
consistency across all languages. 
 
Consistency across all languages 
I don’t understand why European languages remained pretty much status quo. It 
would make sense to me that there is more consistency across all languages, like 
we have in the current assessment structure. I personally think that it would be 
good to have the 1.2 cultural practice standard in the European languages. 
 
 
1.1 Interaction internal standard 
I'd like to suggest moving the interaction to start from Level 2.  It is really hard to 
get the spontaneity required at this level due to the slower acquisition rated linked 
to having to also develop literacy skills with scripts.  If not, an alternative would be 
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to make the interaction more based around survival skills like ordering food in a 
restaurant, asking for the price in a shop, finding out where to catch a train, 
booking a motel room etc.  This would be a more practical skills based interaction 
and perhaps less pressure.    
 
 
 
1.2 (Internal) Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context 
This is very vague in terms of what students are expected to produce – 
assessment schedules will surely be different depending on whether they work 
individually or in a team, whether they produce written work or oral work. Also, if it 
is a presentation compared to a performance. Assessment schedules are going to 
have to be very rigid in order to avoid teacher subjectivity. 
  

ANON-
K9GG-
1849-8 

1.3 External 
I am afraid the idea of combining the listening and reading into one external 
standard might discourage the learners with uneven listening / reading skills. 
Learners then lose the chance to be recognised for what they can do. Also, it 
takes time for language learners to develop both skills then to be able to naturally 
switch between the two skills. I think it adds too much pressure on the students 
who are sitting the external exam for the first time. 
 
Not a good idea to combine the listening and reading – as someone else said in 
the Japanese society – this is what happens in scholarship – which is an optional 
subject. Students have different strengths and both papers require different 
strategies to succeed. These should be separated as they are now. I can’t see 
any real benefit of putting them together. Also, there will be new vocabulary lists 
which will be issued, which, might be truncated. If this is the case then will all 
exams be written only with this vocabulary list? Therefore making it very basic. If 
not, then there will be a huge number of words glossed. If neither is the case then 
teachers will need to start teaching strategies for vocabulary recognition explicitly. 
 
The 2 skills should be assessed separately. Every year we have students who are 
NZ born Chinese and are good at listening but weak in character recognition. The 
2 skills being assessed separately will still give them a chance to pass and gain 
credits in the listening paper but combining these 2 will discourage those students 
as it will be harder for them to pass the whole thing. Is it still going to be a 3-hour 
long exam if they are combined? Or it is shortened? Were this and the writing 
external planned to be carried out in the same exam session? 
 
The 2 skills should be assessed separately. If the paper is much shorter, the 
students will have no room for failure in one question. Whereas currently, they 
have several texts and if they find one of them difficult, they still have the 
opportunity to do well in the next ones that are on different topics. 
 
 
1.4 Writing external 
I feel that we need more information as the condition of the assessment is 
unclear. If the external means exam conditions, then this is a step back to the old 
NCEA exam. There is a risk that some students might end up memorising and 
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regurgitating the prepared writing. Our students will hardly be in any real-life 
situation where they are required to produce an extended writing in a second 
language without resources under time pressure. 
 
If external means completing the work in lesson under stricter conditions of 
assessments for authenticity, then sending the work for external marking, then it 
seems to be a positive move to me. 
 
I also have to disagree with the statement “One of the focuses of the Achievement 
Standard is on the cognitive benefits of script writing, one of the differentiating 
skills of Japanese that keeps students motivated to continue with the language. At 
the same time, the standard will allow open modes of input in accordance with the 
principles of UDL.” In practice, I see students giving up Japanese every year 
because script recognition is such a big challenge for some despite their strong 
interest in the subject. It is not the aspect of Japanese learning that keeps ALL 
students motivated to continue with the language… 
 
If this is done externally and therefore in exam conditions, this will require 
students to write kanji from memory. Aswell as all the grammar structures 
necessary for Level 1. This is much closer to how IB papers work. However, if this 
is the case, then teaching of the language will have to have a far greater focus on 
this. The assessment schedule will also have to carefully reflect students’ ability to 
write kanji. This may see a drop off of European students taking the language, 
especially if they are in a class with students from an Asian background. This also 
specifically needs to be taken into consideration with the assessment schedule as 
it may become harder for students with a European background to succeed next 
to those with an Asian background. Also, completing the writing under exam 
conditions is not representative of what would happen in real life. You would never 
be expected to complete a piece of writing/report without the support of reference 
materials. This standard is at odds with the interaction standard which quite rightly 
promotes spontaneity. Also, why is there another written standard when the 1.2 
gives students the ability to also write a text. 
 
The standard highlights the principles of UDL but also emphasizes that the 
focuses of the standard is the cognitive benefits of script writing, one of the 
differentiating skills of Mandarin that keeps students motivated to continue with 
the language.  which one would certainly interpret as the standard requires 
students to do hand-writing, not using other means. Then why UDL? 
 
Uneven credit distribution 
I think I understand the rationale behind the 6 credit interaction. For learners to be 
able to initiate and sustain “on the spot” interaction, it does take them longer (than 
just presenting personal ideas in writing or speech) to develop the required 
language and the strategies. However, with only four standards, it will be better to 
keep all standards equally weighted. Also it keeps the consistency across all 
languages including the European languages, where the interaction standard 
offers 5 credits. 
 
I believe that the credits should be equally weighted, especially between Asian 
and European languages. What makes a one-off interaction in Japanese worth 6 
credits and yet a portfolio (tbc) in French only 5 credits. There needs to be 
consistency across all languages. 
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Same as above, students can't help but looking at the number of credits to make 
their decisions when it shouldn't factor in and they should be motivated by the 
language and standard that they are motivated to learn and sit. 
 
 
Consistency across all languages 
I don’t understand why European languages remained pretty much status quo. It 
would make sense to me that there is more consistency across all languages, like 
we have in the current assessment structure. I personally think that it would be 
good to have the 1.2 cultural practice standard in the European languages. 
 
I don't understand why we have to do things differently for European languages 
and Asian languages to start with. Indeed there are differences between Asian 
languages and European languages. But it doesn't necessarily mean the 
differences between French(phonetic) and Korean(also phonetic) will definitely be 
greater than the differences between French and German. To say that they are 
that different that we have to follow 2 different assessment systems is all very 
subjective to me. And what if we have school where they teach Languages like 
Arabic, Turkish or Russian? Where do you put those? 
 
Why can't we just keep everything consistent as just "Languages". 
 
Supporting each other and sharing our expertise is crucial within languages 
departments. Having different standards would prevent close collaboration and 
consequently affect the students, as we have found over the years that sharing 
our tips and strategies have help the students greatly with their externals and 
internals. 
 
 
1.1 Interaction internal standard 
I'd like to suggest moving the interaction to start from Level 2.  It is really hard to 
get the spontaneity required at this level due to the slower acquisition rated linked 
to having to also develop literacy skills with scripts.  If not, an alternative would be 
to make the interaction more based around survival skills like ordering food in a 
restaurant, asking for the price in a shop, finding out where to catch a train, 
booking a motel room etc.  This would be a more practical skills based interaction 
and perhaps less pressure.    
 
“That is why all standard titles for Japanese deliberately reflect this slower 
progression”. – where is the evidence that it takes two to three times as long as in 
European lessons. 
 
But do they? Is this why it is a one off assessment? One off assessment does cut 
down on work load – does allow for lots of practise throughout the year so that 
students can complete near the end. How can MoE ensure that rote practice etc is 
not used? This hasn’t been done so far with interactions – look at the exemplars. 
How long is an interaction expected to be? 
 
Moving the interaction to Level 2 would be good, if it could be done in such a way 
that Level 1 is a transactional role play (ordering in a restaurant ie. Like GCSE) 
and so very structured, moving to more spontaneous and freer discussion in 
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Levels 2 and 3. There is a clear progression then. 
 
"For first language speakers of English, it has been estimated that reaching an 
equivalent level of linguistic proficiency in Mandarin can take two to three times as 
long as in French, German, or Spanish. That is why all standard titles for 
Mandarin deliberately reflect this slower progression." 
 
Apart from the missing evidence on this assumption, quite a few of our students 
who study Chinese or other Asian languages are actually from an Asian 
background, they may not fall into the category of "first language speakers of 
English". Does this mean they may need to follow other assessment conditions? 
 
The new proposal still doesn't answer or put forward proposals of how to solve the 
key issue in the interaction standard, which is on "how to conduct" the 
assessment to avoid students from rehearsing or rote learning. 
 
Agree with the reducing workload part, but if it is a one-off assessment, how can 
we ensure it is a true reflection of students' proficiency? 
 
 
 
1.2 Internal 
This is very vague in terms of what students are expected to produce – 
assessment schedules will surely be different depending on whether they work 
individually or in a team, whether they produce written work or oral work. Also, if it 
is a presentation compared to a performance. Assessment schedules are going to 
have to be very rigid in order to avoid teacher subjectivity. Moderation will also be 
a nightmare due to teacher subjectivity. This rigidity will then take away from the 
whole holistic idea of NCEA. 
 
I don't understand why the word "cultural practice" needs to be in the title of this 
standard to start with. It's a bit misleading because if you look at the actual 
content of the standard, the assessment actually covers a whole lot of different 
topics. 
 
It can include culture as social customs, such as information about the family, 
home life, interpersonal relations, school, leisure activities, traditions, and 
celebrations. It can also involve culture as culturally-laden words and concepts, or 
culture as information about countries, art, entertainment, history etc. 
 
I understand that they put "cultural" here as a very wide concept, but it will cause 
confusing among teachers and students. 
 
 It also allows the learner to present evidence individually or in teams and in 
multiple forms, including performance, presentation, visual, verbal, or written.  
 
In addition to that, what's the difference between this "written" and the writing 
standard? And what's the difference between "presentation" and "verbal"? And 
what does it mean by "visual"? What's the difference between "visual" and 
"written"? I know I start to sound like that I'm nitpicking things here but I'd 
appreciate further explanation on these. 
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The expectations for this standard are very confusing. The fact that, as it stands 
now, it is so open to interpretations will make it difficult for the teachers to make 
an informed decision as whether this is a good idea or not. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189U-9 

Two major problems here that require changes. 
1. Change Mandarin to Chinese. (1) Not inclusive. It has particularly problematic 
when Mandarin is used to refer to a specific Chinese language that is only native 
to a small village in northern China. Mandarin is a standard Chinese, a national 
lingua franca, not a natural language. By using Mandarin, MoE has failed to 
recognise the Cantonese/Shanghainese/Sichuanese speaking communities, to 
name a few, as part of the Chinese communities. It has already caused confusion 
in its Learning Matrix, see paragraph 2 "Learners will acquire the capacity to 
convey their ideas in new and dynamic ways and discover the rich history, 
customs, and cultures of the communities in which Mandarin is spoken." What 
about the vast communities of Chinese who do not speak Mandarin, e.g. Hong 
Kong? Or Howick in East Auckland where Chinese people use Cantonese for 
communication? MoE should use an inclusive term, and hence please change 
Mandarin back to Chinese. (2) MoE shouldn't get involved in promoting either 
CCP's or Taiwan's national language in New Zealand's education. Kiwi students 
should see all varieties of Chinese as valuable resources and learn to respect 
people of Chinese heritage who do not speak the standard national language. It is 
especially important for recognising the history of New Zealand that was 
participated by early Chinese settlers who spoke only Cantonese. I would hope 
MoE stay out of the politics related to the Chinese language, such as which 
spoken form to teach and which orthography to teach. Therefore, please change 
Mandarin back to Chinese. 
 
2. Learning matrix is amazing but it requires clarification for words such as "basic", 
"simple", "familiar", or "personal". Without knowing the connotations or scopes of 
these vaguely defined general English words, it is hard to tell whether the 
significant learning is making any sense. For instance, for anyone who is told 
he/she will have a "better" life, they would want to find out what "better" means. It 
is the same logic problem for the Learning Matrix work. Therefore, I would 
recommend we keep Phase 1 Product a draft until these keywords can be 
materialised. 
  

ANON-
K9GG-
189Q-5 

1) The site is down for being able to access the relevant language resources, so it 
is difficult to provide the most accurate feedback when the information one would 
hope to use is not available. 
 
2) The big ideas seem fine, however I have concerns about the course outline. 
Some of the content, for example the describing of a significant place to the 
student, is actually quite difficult. I know the timings are not set yet, but it also 
seems that it will be a bit tight in terms of being able to deliver all of the content as 
expected with all of the intercultural elements and assessments. 
 
3) Information around the development of the standards and joining of skills is not 
clear. Rational around the joining of the listening and reading should not be based 
solely on teacher workload. What is the actual pedagogical underpinning of joining 
these two? I am not sure how this will work. Without being able to see how this 
would work, this is likely to have further implications in phase 2, especially if 
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standards are developed, but teachers have already had concerns about what 
these look like in phase 1. 
 
4) There seems to be a double up of testing skills between 1.2 and 1.4. Students 
need to be able to use basic Japanese for both, and could in fact do both as a 
writing if they wanted. Again, the implications of having multiple modes of 
assessment means there needs to be very clear information given about the 
requirements for how students can successfully fulfill the requirements for this 
task. I know this relates to phase 2, but the information given in phase 1 is not 
clear. 
 
5) Remembering different scripts continues to be a challenge for students but it is 
important for students being able to access the language. I have concerns about 
the writing being externally accessed. This is likely to be something that puts 
students off taking an Asian language. The perception of externals is that they are 
more difficult. I also believe issues around translation and authenticity are easier 
to pick up in Asian languages writing compared to European languages, yet they 
are not taking the same approach. I can see that this is going to have a 
detrimental affect on student numbers going into senior years for Asian 
languages, especially if students feel that their writing is not strong. At a 
languages cluster meeting in 2020, teachers were asking if such a thing as a 
class in conversational Mandarin Chinese could be a possibility for the future, as 
people of all ages (including those 65 and over) wish to verbally communicate 
with peers, etc, but do not want to write it, or do not have the time to learn to write 
it. I have to question how much of a cognitive benefit is going to be gained by 
those who have already decided what their main use of the language will be, and 
that the main use is not writing, but speaking. It might be worth the Ministry 
looking at university student numbers as to how many are continuing from high 
school with Asian languages, and what new uptake numbers are as well. 
 
4) During a zoom PD with Japanese teachers, it was stated that the externals 
might not actually be externals, but rather internally sat and externally marked. 
However, the aim of the Ministry was to balance out the number of internals and 
externals. This is confusing to teachers. It also does not make sense that the 
Ministry is saying they only want one external standard to be assessed during the 
exam period. Clear explanations and examples around this are needed. Again, 
pedagogical underpinnings were not explained, only references to workload were 
made. Why is the Ministry attempting to fix something that isn't broken? Is it not 
acceptable to have listening and reading as separate papers in an exam? 
Teachers need to see an example of what they are agreeing to before they are 
able to give accurate feedback on these changes. I know this requires more work 
from the people behind the changes, but if the Ministry values teacher input, then 
this needs to be done in order to prevent a Novopay style meltdown on 
implementation of the changes. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189V-A 

Overall, I don't understand why we have to do things differently for European 
languages and Asian languages to start with. Indeed there are differences 
between Asian languages and European languages. But it doesn't necessarily 
mean the differences between French(phonetic) and Korean(also phonetic) will 
definitely be greater than the differences between French and German. To say 
that they are that different that we have to follow 2 different assessment systems 
is all very subjective to me. I don't see Maori on the Languages list. Which 
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assessment structure does Maori have to follow? European? Asian? Or has its 
stand alone assessment structure? The world's languages are more than just 
Asian and European. Just because at the moment the languages in our national 
curriculum can be categorize into those 2 doesn't mean we should be putting out 
a guideline with only these 2 categories. Why can't we just keep everything 
consistent as just "Languages"? 
 
1.1 (Internal) Interact using basic spoken Mandarin to exchange information and 
preferences related to a personal context 
 
"For first language speakers of English, it has been estimated that reaching an 
equivalent level of linguistic proficiency in Mandarin can take two to three times as 
long as in French, German, or Spanish. That is why all standard titles for 
Mandarin deliberately reflect this slower progression." 
 
How did the Ministry draw this conclusion? Where is the evidence and stats 
behind this? 
 
Also, quite a few of our students who study Chinese or other Asian languages are 
actually from an Asian background, they may not fall into the category of "first 
language speakers of English". Does this mean they may need to follow other 
assessment conditions? 
The new proposal still doesn't answer or put forward proposals of how to solve the 
key issue in the interaction standard, which is on "how to conduct" the 
assessment to avoid students from rehearsing or rote learning. 
Agree with the reducing workload part, but if it is a one-off assessment, how can 
we ensure it is a true reflection of students' proficiency? 
 
1.2 (Internal) Use basic Mandarin to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context 
 
I don't understand why the word "cultural practice" needs to be in the title of this 
standard to start with. It's a bit misleading because if you look at the actual 
content of the standard, the assessment actually covers a whole lot of different 
topics. 
It can include culture as social customs, such as information about the family, 
home life, interpersonal relations, school, leisure activities, traditions, and 
celebrations. It can also involve culture as culturally-laden words and concepts, or 
culture as information about countries, art, entertainment, history etc. 
I understand that they put "cultural" here as a very wide concept, but it will cause 
confusing among teachers and students. 
 
It also allows the learner to present evidence individually or in teams and in 
multiple forms, including performance, presentation, visual, verbal, or written. 
 
Have we considered about the complexity with marking if all these forms are 
allowed as evidence. In addition to that, what's the difference between this 
"written" and the writing standard? And what's the difference between 
"presentation" and "verbal"? And what does it mean by "visual"? What's the 
difference between "visual" and "written"? I know I start to sound like that I'm 
nitpicking things here but I'd appreciate further explanation on these. 
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1.3 (External) Show understanding of basic written and spoken Mandarin related 
to personal contexts 
 
I'm for the 2 skills to be assessed separately. Every year I have students who are 
NZ born Chinese and are good at listening but weak in character recognition. The 
2 skills being assessed separately will still give them a chance to pass and gain 
credits in the listening paper but combining these 2 will discourage those students 
as it will be harder for them to pass the whole thing. Is it still going to be a 3-hour 
long exam if they are combined? Or it is shortened? Were this and the writing 
external planned to be carried out in the same exam session? 
 
1.4 (External) Produce basic written Mandarin to communicate information and 
preferences related to personal contexts 
 
Disagree with the statement that "writing is one of the differentiating skills of 
Mandarin that keeps students motivated to continue with the language". From 
experience, many of our students actually find it challenging to write characters, 
let alone writing under time pressure. It would easily affect the numbers of our 
students in a negative way if it were put in place. 
 
What I also had trouble understanding was also how this was meant to be carried 
out? Some mentioned it meant that students do the writing at school and then it 
was sent to external parties for marking. Then will they be allowed to write with or 
without resources? The standard highlights the principles of UDL but also 
emphasizes that the focuses of the standard is the cognitive benefits of script 
writing, one of the differentiating skills of Mandarin that keeps students motivated 
to continue with the language. which one would certainly interpret as the standard 
requires students to do hand-writing, not using other means. Then why UDL? 
 
Also in the 1.2 standard, it allows students to submit written evidence, what's the 
difference between these 2 standards then? 

ANON-
K9GG-
12UG-H 

-We should have three internal assessments. (15 credits in total) 
-The writing exam should be back to the writing assessment(internal) to reduce 
exam pressure for students. The current style (2 tasks)is okay. 
-We should have only the Reading exam(5 credits) but reduce the number of kana 
to read. The contents should relate to things around students. For example, read 
hiragana and kanji signs in the host's house and on the roads, and read a menu at 
a Japanese restaurant. Ask the students what they would like to choose from the 
menu. 
-Students use their listening skills when they have the conversation assessment 
so the listening exam should be pulled out if only 4 standards for each subject. 

ANON-
K9GG-
184M-V 

Learning Matrix Feedback: 
I am happy with the Big Ideas and Significant Learning outlined in the matrix. I am 
not happy about the difference between Asian Languages and European 
Languages. We are working off the same New Zealand Curriculum Document 
Levels 5+6 and Levels 7+8 and so I can’t understand how the learning matrixes 
between Asian and European Languages can be different. The difference 
between the levels going from basic/simple/longer text/extended authentic 
(European) will create higher workloads for Heads of Department having to have 
two different sets of documentation within their departments for achievement 
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standards. If we have simple/longer/extended texts across all languages then we 
are all on the same page, can use the same documentation and adapt to suit with 
our languages regardless of what they are. Our varying levels of difficulty across 
languages have always been a ‘thing’ but we have been able to easily adapt our 
teaching programmes to suit. It is probably more the descriptors in achievement 
standard assessment tasks that would need to change, rather than the learning 
matrix itself. 
 
I am also concerned that Japanese is being ‘dumbed down’ here. We are already 
behind what Australia does. Are we going to fall even further behind? Has this 
new matrix considered the Japanese learning progressions that fall in line with 
international standards such as the Japanese Language Proficiency Test, or the 
widely used Genki Programme in Japanese Language Schools? 
 
Looking at the level 8 ‘traditions, and stories of the target culture’, I think this is still 
too high level for Year 13 students to be reading Japanese folk stories. The level 
of language required to do this is still too high. There aren’t resources available at 
the right level. Teachers would need to do a lot of adapting of resources in order 
to do this. This is a workload issue, which the RAS is trying to address. 
 
Also at level 8 ‘ nuanced meaning’ shouldn’t be assessed. Some students find this 
difficult enough to do in English let alone a foreign language. 
 
The final descriptor in the learning matrix across all levels around using physical 
or digital resources to make meaning from unfamiliar language is challenging for 
Japanese. It is often not until Year 13 that students have a decent command of 
the language to actually be able to use these sorts of strategies effectively. Maybe 
the first descriptor for Level 6 could go to Level 8. 
 
We need updated vocabulary and kanji lists as the current ones are outdated. We 
also need to have compulsory grammar lists for each level so that all students 
across the country are fully prepared for external exams and no-one is 
disadvantaged. Currently teachers can teach whatever grammar they choose. 
This is very difficult for new or beginning teachers when they come in to gauge the 
levels of language required. 
 
 
 
Teaching, Learning and Assessment Guide Feedback: 
 
I am not happy about the different credits split for Asian Languages. We should be 
the same as European Languages with 5 credits for each standard. Having 6 
credits for the Interact standard – a standard that many students don’t like 
completing, would put many students off choosing to do Japanese for Level 1 
NCEA. 
 
I would like to see the Listening and Reading Exams be separated into two 
external exams. The reason for this is that there are some students that excel at 
Listening and don’t do as well at Reading. If we combine the exams, it will 
disadvantage some students. Listening and Reading are two important skills in 
their own right. They should be assessed separately. We also need to consider 
students with different learning needs such as dyslexia/hearing impairment etc. 
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The writing standard should be removed as an external. The reason I believe this 
is that it is already covered as a possible mode of assessment for the 1.2 
standard. Students will have to write their presentation before they make it, so this 
could be assessed as part of this standard. Looking at the script and then the 
delivery together would be a good way of doing this. 
 
We should have an equal spread across receptive and productive skills in our 
achievement standards. The proposed assessments include 3 productive 
assessments and 1 receptive assessment. We should have 2 productive and 2 
receptive assessments. Interaction, Presentation, Listening and Reading. 
 
Each standard should be the same weighting – 5 credits. 
I am concerned around the 1.2 standard being around a ‘cultural practice’. I feel 
that the language required to do this in Japanese is too high level for a Level 6 
assessment. I feel that this assessment might not end up being authentic and that 
it might be very staged/contrived/not natural. Due to the fact that the students 
won’t have sufficient language at this level to discuss a cultural practice. This has 
traditionally been a Level 2 NCEA topic. 
 
I believe that we can still give simple opinions at Level 1 like the European 
languages. Students can say what they like/dislike. They can use adjectives to 
express what they thought of something. It might not be using the formal ‘to 
omoimasu’ structure that is usually taught at Level 2, however students can give 
‘simple opinions’, so again, I think we should be able to be in line with European 
languages in that regard, as per my previous statement in the section above. 
 
Course Outlines Feedback: 
I’m not convinced that the current course outline reflects the needs of learners to 
communicate in Japanese for real life purposes. Some of these contexts seem 
very staged to fit the matauranga Maori being incorporated. 
 
Many of the learning focuses seem very similar and lack clarity in how things 
should be differentiated. Many of the topics are not appropriate to Level 1 
Japanese – they are too high level. For example: He matatika and Ako Topics and 
the language and intercultural learning specified are too high level for Level 6. I 
feel that things are too broad and ‘airy fairy’ in this document. 
 
I much prefer the themes/units outlined in the French Course Outline. These 
would fit perfectly with Japanese: Me and my people, My Habits and Routines, My 
social life, My place in the world, My home, My wellbeing, My celebrations etc. 
 
It stated in the course outline that the Level 1 course encompassed a year-long 
teaching programme – does that include Yr 9/10? Within our region each school 
has extremely varied teaching hours with Yr 9/10 leading into Year 11. So, we are 
concerned about equity for all. Could there be a statement made for Level 1 
Languages stating how many teaching hours would be required for learners to 
complete the standards by the end of Year 11. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18HM-G 

I am appalled that there has been a split between Asian and European languages. 
Firstly, where is the parity between a 1 recording, 6 credit assessment for Asian 
Language interaction and a 5 credit, 2 recording assessment for European 
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languages, Also, why would there be an assessment of culture? Does that not feel 
like a step back to School Certificate days? Surely it will just end up as an odd 
sterotypical comment on some cultural practice that feels like the "culture" itself is 
a relic to be observed? This is not, I believe, the intent of ICLT 
It is my VERY firm belief that Asian and European languages need to retain the 
SAME standards with the SAME credit levels and that differences in challenge 
(eg. writing Asian script) can be addressed through the conditions of assessment. 
One should surely consider this in regard to how differing standards would look 
within a school. Currently non subject experts (eg. a French teacher HOD ) can 
support an Asian language teacher because we understand the intent of the 
standard. If the Ministry continues with the idea of splitting the languages, then 
there will be an absolute reduction in collaboration possibility, which goes against 
current educational best practice and puts increasing stress on teachers who are 
often sole teachers in their kura. The split of the languages is the absolute single 
change that must occur to the proposed review. Conditions of assessment 
absolutely need to be CLEAR and PRESCRIPTIVE as this is a NATIONAL 
qualification for which there needs to be rigour that has been missing from the 
current NCEA. I would also like to know what the 2 externally assessed standards 
will look like as there needs to be a vast overhaul of what student are expected to 
be able to do in these exams. Since the last change (2011?) exams have become 
unfeasible in this subject as evidenced by the decline in students taking 
languages. This was never the intent of course but it has become the reality. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18HS-P 

1.3=> The 2 skills should be assessed separately. If the paper is much shorter, 
the students will have no room for failure in one question. Whereas currently, they 
have several texts and if they find one of them difficult, they still have the 
opportunity to do well in the next ones that are on different topics. 
1.4=> Doing the exam externally is a step back and not a real life situation, which 
is how we've always promoted the standard. However, I do feel that a more 
"controlled" environment (access to less resources so students can look up words 
but showcase their ability to use the grammar correctly and create complex 
sentence structures on their own) when doing the writing would be beneficial as it 
would prevent authenticity issues. 
1.1=> I really like one of the ideas suggested by a colleague of mine which is to 
use a format similar to the IGCSE role play. While the students can get familiar 
with the format in class, when they are assessed, the spontaneity is preserved to 
an extend as the question and topics will be different, requiring them to adapt to 
various real-life situation. Practical language is something that students can relate 
to and see themselves using in the more immediate future. 
1.2=> The expectations for this standard are very confusing. The fact that, as it 
stands now, it is so open to interpretations will make it difficult for the teachers to 
make an informed decision as whether this is a good idea or not. 
 
Also, having different standards between Asian and European languages is an 
issue. Indeed, supporting each other and sharing our expertise is crucial within 
languages departments. Having different standards would prevent close 
collaboration and consequently affect the students, as we have found over the 
years that sharing our tips and strategies have help the students greatly with their 
externals and internals. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18HG-A 

Often times, schools will forgo the current interaction internal standard for the 
presentation and writing internal standards. It takes a lot of time and effort to get 
students to confidently interact in a second language. At level one students have 
to learn 370 characters in Chinese. It usually takes my students almost 3 terms to 
learn that number of characters. If you are going to place that much emphasis on 
the interaction then you will need to make the reading and listening externals 
much easier. The interaction assessment should be weighted the same as the 
other standards so that there is no special emphasis on interaction because 
speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills are equally important skills that 
need to be developed. 
 
A culture based internal standard is unnecessary. Students already learn 
authentic culture through learning the language and do not have the language 
skills needed in Mandarin to convey what they would like to. How will you assess 
this? Will you make it performance based or will you do this as a project on 
paper? Will they be doing this in English or Te Reo Maori instead of Chinese? 
That lack of clarity will create more work for teachers. 
 
As for the externals, I am very much against having a writing standard in the 
externals. It already takes many students the full 3 hours to complete the reading 
and listening portions of the current externals. How much shorter will you make 
the reading and listening portions to give students ample time to complete a 
writing piece? It takes students much longer to write in Chinese characters than it 
does for students to write in Japanese and Korean as well. There is no fall back 
on hiragana, katakana, or hangul if you can't write a character in Chinese. You 
have not considered student wellbeing and the stress you will bring by potentially 
making this decision. 
 
I think students and staff really appreciated having an internal writing standard. 
Maybe you could require at least one of the writing pieces in the writing portfolio to 
be written by hand? 
 
Comparing the new Chinese standards to the European language standards, the 
European NCEA Level ONE standards are similar to the existing ones but has no 
writing, which makes the new standards easier than the current ones. The 
purpose of this review is to make the NCEA level one assessment much easier 
and reduce the assessment workload for students and teachers. However, the 
new Chinese standards seem to fail in achieving this goal. 
 
I am concerned the disparities between the Asian and European language 
standards will lead more people to choose the European languages. This will 
cause problems with retention and eventually lead to a loss of student interest. 
 
I also think we need to be realistic about what is achievable within the short 
school timeframe we have. The course outline has too many topics to cover, 
which requires 28 weeks to teach. Seniors only have around 32 weeks at school, 
with the disruption of school activities, sports tournament, public holidays, and 
school exam week etc, it is impossible to teach the seniors for 28 weeks to cover 
all the topics. 
 
The Chinese language needs to be truly recognised for the slower progression in 
characters learning and linguistic proficiency. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
1889-C 

Mandarin language assessment: 
Internal 1.1 - We need an option for speeches only. At this point of learning 
Mandarin the students have not had enough learning hours to be able to interact 
with accuracy. Many students rely on the speech for their credits if they find the 
interaction option too difficult. 
 
Internal 1.2 - At level 1 students don't have the understanding of enough Chinese 
language to achieve this assessment. This would be a great option to be 
completed in English which would allow an indepth research to take place and a 
greater appreciation of Chinese culture. 
 
External 1.3 - Many of my students struggle with the listening component of the 
exams already. We simply don't have enough hours in the year to do all the 
necesssary review. To combine them would detrimental to students' performance 
and achievement. Most students do better in one skill than another (e.g reading 
as opposed to listening) and they need to know they can achieve in one area 
even if they can't in another. 
 
External 1.4 - Writing is the hardest skill for non-native Chinese learners and this 
exam simply won't be attempted at all. It's absurd to assess this in an exam 
context - when will they ever be in a situation where they need to write characters 
in a limited time frame?? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18EU-N 

It is important that writing be allowed to take place with resources and over time - 
not in a test situation. This will discourage students from taking Japanese. 

ANON-
K9GG-
123T-V 

1. The redefining of the language level in Japanese from simple to basic and what 
that means needs to be released as soon as possible. This is a particular point 
relevant to Te Kura (The Correspondence School). If there are significant changes 
to vocabulary, kanji or grammar, our course material will need significant 
adaptation, which is a major investment of time and work. Will Japanese teachers 
be able to give feedback on the new vocab and kanji list? Is there going to be a 
list of grammatical structures to be covered by the end of NCEA level 1 
Japanese? If so, when? 
 
 
2. What does basic mean? Is there being adequate consideration given to how 
many hours of learning are actually available in most schools for Japanese at year 
9 and year 10 level? In many schools, the number of hours of learning available at 
these year levels is not very large and it can be a struggle to get to NCEA level 1 
by the end of year 11. 
 
3. Comments re proposed achievement standards: 
a. Clear examples and exemplars are needed for each of the proposed 
achievement standards. It is difficult to comment on each of the standards at the 
moment. 
 
b. Achievement standard credit weighting 
Receptive skills are very important in learning a language, and having only 5 
credits to recognize these skills is too little. A six credit interaction standard is a 
very high loading of a possible 20 credits, particularly at level one. Are schools 
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expected to offer all the available standards? 
 
c. How likely is it that these draft standards will change significantly at the phase 
two stage? Teachers need plenty of time to consider and then change their 
teaching programs to reflect the final standards so releasing the final standards 
later in 2022 does not give teachers very much time at all to do this. 
 
d. comments about each standard: 
1.1 
One interaction assessment for six credits is insufficient. We suggest 2 
interactions, in the same way is currently. Can students realistically at this level 
participate and a non-rehearsed non-prepared manner? They range of language 
strategies is very limited, and realistically students will prepare for the standard by 
role playing and other forms of practice. 
 
1.2 
Practical suggestions and examples would be welcome regarding the standard. 
Or is this essentially the same as the current 1.2? As it stands, it looks too 
abstract and too difficult for level 1. Can individual school’s language programs 
guide students on what type of delivery would be appropriate (rather than offering 
all possible modes as listed? Suggestions such as group performances etc can 
mean that students get distracted on what they should be focusing on which is 
actually language production. If students are going to be culturally assessed by, 
for example, performance, this will not assess their linguistic competence, 
 
 
1.3 
Why are the two receptive skills of listening and reading being combined into only 
one standard worth 5 credits? They are very different sets of skills. Some students 
are strong at listening, and some are stronger at reading. Therefore combining 
them into one standard does not give students adequate opportunity to show 
where their skills lie. It seems to be more like the scholarship format of 
assessment. Or does it mean that there would be listening comprehension in the 
same way as there is now? And reading comprehension in the same way as now? 
Or would the two skills be assessed in the same questions? 
 
1.4 
further clarification about the meaning of external would be helpful. It could be 
done in an external exam setting where there could be equitable access to 
resources. This is currently not the case with the current internally assessed 
writing portfolio standard. An external exam setting for writing could perhaps more 
truly gauge a student's ability to communicate in Japanese. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D8-Q 

There are some items in the Learning Matrix which are obviously written for 
Chinese and "Japanese" simply replaced "Chinese" although it does not apply to 
the Japanese language. Also Learning Matrix is lacking that students will need to 
understand and comprehend what they hear and read to communicate and 
converse with the native speaker. It seems the Learning Matrix focuses on 
producing the language too much, which will cause a self-centred way of learning 
languages. Course outlines need to be reviewed more carefully so that they could 
be a good example for teachers. The assessment guide needs more information 
to help teachers understand what assessment standards expect students to do. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
12AJ-Z 

Selection of cultural learning topics seem to be random. Needs more specific 
instructions for teachers to unify their understanding of what to teach. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D7-P 

Learning Matrix 
The Learning Matrix looks fine. I understand the reason for the words "basic texts" 
verses "simple texts" in the European Learning Matrix. 
 
Course Outline 
The sample Japanese course outline does a nice job of showing how the Maori 
concepts can fit within the course structure. It starts out with normal Level 1 topics 
such as "basic self-introductions...whanau, school, friends...describing one’s local 
area/places of personal significance, etc", but then later moves into Level 2 
territory. 
 
"○ reading, viewing, and listening to a range of basic texts in Japanese, such as 
folktales, fairy tales, myths, legends... 
○ creating students’ own narratives through retelling, role plays, e-books, えほん/
かみしばい etc, with the rest of the class as audience... 
○ comparing between European stories (Cinderella, Goldilocks, The Boy Who 
Cried Wolf), Māori and Pacific stories (creation and nature stories, legends, 
pakikīrehe)" 
 
I know it says "basic text" but it would be pretty difficult to represent any of the 
above bullet points in "basic text". 
 
 
Assessments 
There are so many possible variables and unknowns to comment properly on the 
assessments. While I understand the explanations for AS 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4, it 
sounds like the actual assessment has a range of possible formats and I don't 
really like any of them. 
 
I think that the assessments for Reading and Listening (1.3) should be separated. 
Although they are both input skills, they are very different. NCEA assessments are 
supposed to allow our students to show their strengths. If a student has good 
listening skills, but is a poor reader then they won't pass this assessment. 
 
Writing (1.4) should always be done with resources. That's the way we always 
write anything normally. If authenticity is a problem, then it's up to the classroom 
teacher to verify this. 
 
The 1.2 Presentation is unrealistic. Our students at Level 1 have the ability to 
"engage with and make meaning of short, basic texts, both oral and written". They 
can talk about themselves, their school, the family, their town, etc. Of course 
"cultural practice" is interwoven into these, but I don't think they would be able to 
make a presentation about "cultural practice" unless it was in English. 
 
***Personally I like the European languages Assessments. They don't diverge too 
far from what we currently do, but answer the mandates of the Review. Could we 
adopt the European languages Assessments, but still revise the vocabulary and 
language structures to reflect the words "basic" verses "simple"? 
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The credit weighting should be equal at 5 credits. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N3-V 

My overall impression of teaching, learning, and assessment guide is a very 
vague. 
Here is the edited version. 
 
‘NCEA level 1 for Japanese is made up of 4 Achievement standards, totalling 20 
credits. This should be an even 5 credits per assessment to make it as balanced 
as possible. Therefore, the assessment called Interaction is currently 6 credits, 
that is too high. This is compared with 5 credits for Listening and Reading 
assessments. It has been made aware to me that some schools are already 
avoiding this assessment due how time consuming it can be. This is due to the 
stresses of the current workload for both students and teacher. I also avoided this 
assessment for the first time last year. On the other hand, I like the idea of writing 
an External assessment. I’m encouraging students to gain endorsement for 14+1 
credits for external assessments. This is to keep two externals, which would be 
ideal. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N6-Y 

This response is submitted on behalf of a Faculty comprising approximately 15 
languages teachers. We have the following concerns: 
 
It is a travesty that different modern languages (Asian and European) have 
different standards. Yes, Asians languages like Mandarin are often harder to 
acquire and take longer with the added complication of different scripts but the 
standards should still assess the same skills. 
 
1.2 - This quote is particularly concerning - "For learners of Mandarin without a 
Chinese background it is particularly important to develop intercultural 
competency to achieve successful communication." The same thing could be said 
about learners of French without a French background, or learners of Spanish 
without a Spanish background. So why does Mandarin need this standard but not 
French or Spanish? What is the hidden agenda here? This is essentially a cultural 
standard, but culture should be woven across all elements of teaching and all 
standards, not have its own standalone assessment. 
 
1.3 - Listening and Reading should not be one standard! These are two very 
different language skills. What on earth does it even mean about making a 
connection spoken and written texts? 
 
1.4 - Why is the writing assessment an external for Asian Languages but an 
internal for European languages. If the script is so hard for Mandarin, for example, 
then it would make far better sense for the writing to be an internal for Asian 
Languages - and an external for European Languages! This makes no sense at 
all. 
 
The claim that script writing for Mandarin is "one of the differentiating skills of 
Mandarin that keeps students motivated to continue with the language" is so out 
of touch with reality that it is absolutely laughable. The script is one of the most 
challenging aspects of the language which discourages students from studying it! 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18KG-D 

1.3 Listening and Reading external 
Not a good idea to combine the listening and reading. This is what happens in 
scholarship, which is an optional subject. Students have different strengths and 
both papers require different strategies to succeed. If they were joined then 
students, who were not as good in one skill, would not be able to succeed in the 
exam as a whole. These should be separated as they are now. I can’t see any 
real benefit of putting them together. Also, it was mentioned that there will be new 
vocabulary lists which will be issued, which, it was suggested, might be truncated. 
If this is the case then will all exams be written only with this vocabulary list? 
Therefore making it very basic. If not, then there will be a huge number of words 
glossed. If neither is the case then teachers will need to start teaching strategies 
for vocabulary recognition explicitly. 
 
1.4 Writing external 
If this is done externally and therefore in exam conditions, this will require 
students to write kanji from memory. As well as all the grammar structures 
necessary for Level 1. This is much closer to how IB papers work. However, if this 
is the case, then teaching of the language will have to have a far greater focus on 
this. The assessment schedule will also have to carefully reflect students’ ability to 
write kanji. This may see a drop off of European students taking the language, 
especially if they are in a class with students from an Asian background. This also 
specifically needs to be taken into consideration with the assessment schedule as 
it may become harder for students with a European background to succeed next 
to those with an Asian background. Also, completing the writing under exam 
conditions is not representative of what would happen in real life. You would never 
be expected to complete a piece of writing/report without the support of reference 
materials. This standard is at odds with the interaction standard which quite rightly 
promotes spontaneity. Also, why is there another written standard when the 1.2 
gives students the choice to also write a text? 
 
1.1 Interaction internal standard 
“That is why all standard titles for Japanese deliberately reflect this slower 
progression”. – where is the evidence that it takes two to three times as long as in 
European lessons. 
 
But do they? Is this why it is a one off assessment? One off assessment does cut 
down on work load – does allow for lots of practice throughout the year so that 
students can complete near the end. How can MoE ensure that rote practice etc is 
not used? How long is an interaction expected to be? 
 
Interaction could be moved to Level 2, if it could be done in such a way that Level 
1 is a transactional role play (ordering in a restaurant ie. Like GCSE) and so very 
structured, moving to more spontaneous and freer discussion in Levels 2 and 3. 
There is a clear progression then. 
 
1.2 (Internal) Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context 
 
This is very vague in terms of what students are expected to produce – 
assessment schedules will surely be different depending on whether they work 
individually or in a team, whether they produce written work or oral work. Also, if it 
is a presentation compared to a performance. Assessment schedules are going to 
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have to be very rigid in order to avoid teacher subjectivity. Moderation will also be 
a nightmare due to teacher subjectivity. This rigidity will then take away from the 
whole holistic idea of NCEA. I can see that they are trying to incorporate UDL 
here but they really need to think very carefully about what they are offering and 
how this will be assessed correctly. Lots more work needed on this one definitely. 
 
I don’t understand why European languages remained pretty much status quo. It 
would make sense to me that there is more consistency across all languages, like 
we have in the current assessment structure. I personally think that it would be 
good to have the 1.2 cultural practice standard in the European languages. 
I believe that the credits should be equally weighted, especially between Asian 
and European languages. What makes a one-off interaction in Japanese worth 6 
credits and yet a portfolio (tbc) in French only 5 credits. There needs to be 
consistency across all languages. 
  

ANON-
K9GG-
185H-R 

The course outline shown is a lot of what we currently teach in Year 9. 
There is definitely not enough information given in this phase. How can we 
comment when the vocab is yet to be looked at, kanji and grammar also? 
There should be equal credit values for each achievement standard. 5 credits for 
each standard. 
I am very concerned that 3 of the 4 standards involve producing (productive) 
language. There is only 1 that involves receiving (receptive) the language. I 
believe it should be 2 producing and 2 receptive. 
1 hour to assess Listening and Reading combined is unrealistic. 
I hope the writing assessment will be done during the year as currently done and 
may be sent away for marking if it must be external. 
The language taught up to Level 1 is very basic so how can we expect students to 
comment on a cultural activity about visiting a marae. I personally think this is 
higher level language. I hope by the cultural aspect we can also talk about Japan 
and not just with a Maori content. Students need to know how things differ in 
Japan from NZ too! (especially if they are to visit in the future) 
We start teaching beginners in Year 9, knowing where we need to get them by 
NCEA Level 1, NZC Level 6. This year's current Year 9 will be at a disadvantage if 
we do not know what we need to teach to prepare them for NCEA Level 1. My 
classes are even more at a disadvantage as I teach Year 9 and 10 combined! 
The European Language assessment matrix looks far more realistic. I know Asian 
languages have the added pressure of learning the scripts BUT we can take this 
into account when we design the assessment tasks and resources. The level of 
language NZC Level 6 will reach with Asian languages will be lower than 
European languages as a result BUT why should the assessment matrix be SO 
different? 

ANON-
K9GG-
183Y-7 

1.1 I have been teaching Japanese for nearly 20 years. I disagree with the 
comment that Asian languages take 2 - 3 years longer to reach linguistic 
competency. Where is the research behind this statement? Although students 
need to learn to write Japanese script the grammar is much easier than European 
languages. I have been able to get students who have never done Japanese 
before to a stage where they can get Excellence in NCEA level 1 in a year and a 
half to 2 years (6 months in year 9 and a full year in Year 10). It is completely 
doable. 
1.1 1 assessment for 6 credits does not really show the students' ability. 
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Snapshots are a much better way. As we currently do for the interaction. 
 
1.2 cultural standard. The current system lends itself well for language and culture 
to be entwined. I make sure that I teach about Japanese culture as part of course 
for example when we learn about housing in Japan we talk about removing shoes 
at the genkan, washing outside the bath in the shower room and then bathing 
after we are clean, that families share the same bath water. The current system 
works well for students showing their knowledge of culture. This standard seems 
to be very vague and will it be a fair way to assess students across the country? 
 
1.3 How can students show their strengths in a standard that is a mix of 2 of the 4 
skills? In my experience students can often struggle with the listening standard 
and will sometimes chose not to complete that standard so that they can excel in 
the reading standard. This new standard means that the result does not reflect the 
capabilities in the individual skills and some students may chose not to do the 
paper at all which means they miss showing their ability 2 of the 4 skills. 
 
1.4 Isn't writing off the top of your head taking a step backwards towards where 
we used to be before the current standards. This will definitely advantage native 
speakers and disadvantage non native speakers. Students may resort to learning 
passages off by heart for this standard and what does that achieve? In what 
situation in their future lives will the students have to write in Japanese off the top 
of their heads? If the reason for changing this standard from using resources is 
because it does not seem fair across the country with regards to some students 
getting more feedback etc then make the instructions for teachers about the 
current standard much clearer so teachers thoroughly understand what they can 
and can't do when guiding students. 
 
I am concerned as an HOD that the standards are different across Asian and 
European languages. The language students at my school are often very good 
friends and talk with each other, comparing what they have to do. Now they will be 
doing completely different things even though they are all foreign language 
learners. It doesn't seem fair across the languages. HODs who have Asian and 
European Languages as well as te reo Maori and a Pasifika language in their dept 
have to learn about 4 different ways of assessing. Isn't one of the reasons for 
these changes to make it an easier workload? These HODs will not have an 
easier workload if all the standards are different. Changing the Japanese 
standards significantly means more of a workload to learn the new standards 
when European Languages get to use standards that are very similar to the old 
standards. The European Standards will show student ability across all 4 of the 
skills read, write, listen, speak but this is much less clear in Asian languages 
(Japanese). 
 
I understand that the idea of the changes is to make things easier and to 
decrease the number of credits. The suggestions from the RAS for European 
languages make sense. Drop the spoken presentation and keep everything else 
similar. I think this should be the same for Japanese. I can't understand why such 
drastic changes have been made for Japanese. I feel that the RAS group are 
making drastic changes because they can not because the current system is 
broken. The only thing that doesn't seem to be working with the current standards 
is that the information given to teachers about the expectations of teachers 
guiding students (in internals especially) is lacking and if it were clearer then there 
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would be less issues and a fairer results. 
 
I have spoken with my Year 12 and 13 students about the changes and they have 
said they are pleased they are doing the current standards. They have said that 
they would drop Japanese if they had to complete the new standards. This makes 
me wonder about whether these new standards are what the students want to and 
should be doing? Are they going to show what the students are really capable of 
when the writing is off the top of their head, the reading and listening are in a 
paper together which does not distinguish which of the skills are the students 
strengths, a cultural standard that can be produced any way the student likes and 
an interaction that is just one interaction not even a snapshot of the ability of 
students. 
 
I am part of the Japanese teachers (NZAJLT) listserve and have been very 
interested in the comments made by other Japanese teachers. Hopefully you 
have been provided with all the comments. As well as many other Japanese 
teachers in NZ , I have real concerns about these changes and feel they need to 
reconsidered. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NM1-F 

The learning matrix is on the right track - it's very much what we already do. 
The example course outline is useful as an example of what a course might look 
like. We absolutely will need a language list to accompany this, so that we are 
clear on what is considered basic, simple and more complex language. This 
language list doesn't need to be a prescription, but we do need a guide. Otherwise 
we're all still going to be relying on the old blue booklet (Japanese in the NZC) 
from the previous curriculum. 
Regarding the Assessment Matrix, the internally assessed Interact standard 
seems clear enough. The Cultural Practice standard is intriguing but is perhaps 
not sufficiently explained in terms of how it differs from the status quo. Teachers in 
our subject association are referring to this as the "speech standard", obviously 
assuming that it's essentially the same as our current presentation standard. 
However, statements in the assessment matrix such as "the collection of evidence 
over a period of time" would suggest that evidence could be presented as a 
portfolio. I'm imagining a collection that could include photo essays with basic 
written language, and vlogs, skits, etc - so not necessarily a one-off presentation 
and not necessarily just oral. "It also allows the learner to present evidence 
individually or in teams and in multiple forms, including performance, presentation, 
visual, verbal, or written" - this is new and pretty exciting. 
The aspect that is lacking in the TeLAG as it currently stands is a better 
description of how the external assessment will work. I'm working on the 
assumption that the reading and listening standard is an exam. External 
assessment in languages has hitherto meant an exam at the end of the year. This 
is the framework of reference on which we base our understandings and 
assumptions so it's natural and to be expected that teachers will assume "external 
= end-of-year exam". If this is not to be the case then we need to be told this. The 
description that accompanies the external writing standard is opaque and 
confusing. Is it an exam? Is it an externally assessed portfolio? Who knows? The 
statement "open modes of input in accordance with the principles of UDL" has 
been clarified by  as "refers to handwriting, typing, voice to text etc". This 
would indicate that the assessment is unlikely to be a traditional exam, because 
how would "voice to text" be practicable. It would be impossible to find separate 
accommodations for every student who wishes to use this option. More 

9(2)(a)
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confusingly, how can writing be assessed if voice to text was used to produce the 
work? What's the connection to the "cognitive benefits of script writing" as stated 
in the description? This vagueness has caused a great deal of uncertainty and 
confusion amongst teachers. Also from the description for this standard, we have 
"script writing , one of the differentiating skills of Japanese that keeps students 
motivated". This is just wishful thinking. Kanji and kana are not the motivator, they 
are the barrier. Particularly in schools such as mine where full-year courses aren't 
available until Y10, the burden of learning kana is what turns off the majority of 
students who do not continue to Y11. This can't be helped; the script is an intrinsic 
part of the language. But please, let's not pretend that it's not a barrier for less 
academic/less motivated students. I look forward to finding out just what on earth 
this writing standard is and how it will be assessed. "External" tells me nothing. 
Realistic conditions for writing in a foreign language would assume that the writer 
has access to a dictionary or, in the case of an assessment, a glossary. I hope 
that an extensive glossary will be provided for this external assessment. Could it 
be a common assessment task? Students could have access to resources and 
would produce their writing under assessment conditions in the classroom. A time 
limit would be helpful in assessing what students have learnt and are able to 
express. The current internally assessed standard is quite burdensome in terms of 
needing to ensure authenticity. Conditions are not currently enforced equally 
across the different schools, and this variability creates inequities. I'm really 
pleased that the standard will be externally assessed - providing that this will 
mean the conditions of assessment will be the same for all schools, and providing 
that all students at all schools will have equitable access to the same 
tools/devices. My school's encouragement of the use of a digital platform and 
BYOD policy, coupled with the lack of devices for students who cannot bring their 
own, sets up inequities for students. I would hate to see this inequity perpetuated 
when it comes to assessment as well. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NX5-X 

The learning matrix simply expands a little on what the curriculum already states 
and still gives beginning teachers little guidance as to what to teach. 
I do not agree with combining listening and reading in an external. It is unfair on 
learners to test both skills in one situation. I do not understand what is meant by "it 
recognises that in Japanese, due to the different scripts, students need to develop 
the ability to make a connection between spoken and written texts". Is there going 
to be some kind of dictation involved? Why because you are learning script do 
you also need to be tested on listening? Why are students being asked to 
understand and linke basic written and spoken Japanese? Each separate skill is 
hard enough for our students without testing both in the same standard. 
Introducing this standard could have a dire impact on the numbers of students 
choosing Asian languages - the European languages have opted for separate skill 
assessment. 
While I like the idea of the 'cultural practice' standard, I can see that it would be 
very difficult to assess this well. It seems to me to be more like a teaching tool 
rather than an effective assessment tool. 
There is not information about the intent behind these proposed standards and 
what they would look like in practice. 
The sample course outline appears to be a reframing of what many teachers do in 
practice anyway but uses sometimes out-of-date cultural ideas to illustrate 
examples,w here more contemporary ones would seem more appropriate 
I do not agree with an external assessment of writing. The reason we removed 
this from assessment was two-fold as I understand it; it did not reflect real life - 
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people do not ever write something as a one off and publish it and, students were 
opting out of this standard due to its difficulty and the amount of time it took to 
complete. What is meant by focusing on the 'cognitive benefits of script writing' 
and at the same time the standard will allow for 'open modes of input'? This all 
needs better explanation to understand the intent behind the proposed standard 
and what it will look like in practice. I am aware that the current internal standard 
has led to a lot of plagarism and questions around authenticity - however, these 
issues should not have to be addressed through a review the the standard itself, 
there is something wrong with the processes. The 'cultural practice' standard may 
be better adapted to a writing standard where evidence of authentic writing from 
learners is collected over the year. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7W-Y 

Feedback on Learning Matrix Levels 6-8 of curriculum 
 
• There will be a new workload issue for HODs of Languages who are needing to 
work with 2 the European Language Learning Matrix & A Asian Language 
Learning Matrix. We are working off the same New Zealand Curriculum Document 
Levels 5+6 and Levels 7+8 and so how can the learning matrixes between Asian 
and European Languages can be different. If we have simple/longer/extended 
texts across all languages (instead of basic/simple/longer text/extended authentic) 
then we are all on the same page, can use the same documentation and adapt to 
suit with our languages regardless of what they are. Our varying levels of difficulty 
across languages have always been a ‘thing’ but we have been able to easily 
adapt our teaching programmes to suit. It is probably more the descriptors in 
achievement standard assessment tasks that would need to change, rather than 
the learning matrix itself. 
• I can understand why the level of language expected for Asian Languages and 
European Languages has tried to be differentiated by the use of the words 
‘Simple’ & ‘Basic’ at NCEA Level 1. However on discussion with others, we felt 
that in everyday life we wouldn’t be able to say that one of those words implied 
that something was simpler than the use of the other word. To us they actually 
mean the same thing. Thus lets not use this. 
• What is ‘own culture’ defined as? Kiwi kids who are non Maori and do not have a 
foreign background may find it very difficult to explain aspects of their ‘own 
culture’. 
• It is a concern that we would be adding to the content load with the necessity to 
teach things Maori, on top of an already heavy vocab/kanji/grammar load. It is 
already difficult to cover the content required. 
• It would be great to see the vocab list changed slightly, with some outdated 
words removed and modern words added. Then to make this transition easier for 
teachers, it would be ideal to also get a list of the old vocab being removed and 
any new vocab being added, not just the whole new list. This would make it easier 
for schools to adjust their current teaching programmes. 
 
 
Feedback on Assessment Matrix: 
• I would like to see the credit distribution being the same as European languages 
(and most other subjects) which have all standards at 5 credits. The plan of 
putting a 6 credit weighting on the Interaction Standard, will makes students more 
anxious. 
• The concept of for 1.1 that ‘The Achievement Standard will be evaluated in a 
one-off assessment to reduce teacher and student assessment workload.’ is 
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good. 
• I can see why ‘Opinions’ have been removed from 1.1 & 1.2 for Japanese, 
although kept in for European Languages. However, at Level 1 we can have 
students say that they like or dislike something or use adjectives to describe 
something to still cover opinions and stop the need to differentiate between 
European and Asian Languages. (Currently teachers are able to easily help and 
to advise each other across languages within a school. This would be less likely to 
happen if we had separate matrices) 
• Why does ‘Cultural Practice’ appear in 1.2 for Japanese but not appear in the 
European standards? Surely this should be the same across both areas. However 
in saying that it is hard to comprehend how Japanese students would even have 
the language to ‘demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice’ at NCEA Level 
1 
• 1.3 - Reading and Listening Standards should be separated into 2 external 
standards like the European languages, as this disadvantages students who excel 
in one skill and not the other. Some people learn language aurally/orally and don’t 
have much experience on the reading and script. These are two important 
language skills. Also we should also have an equal spread across comprehension 
and production skills in our achievement standards. The proposed assessments 
include 3 assessments where students produce work and only 1 comprehension 
assessment. We should have 2 of each: Interaction & Presentation (production 
skills), Listening and Reading (comprehension skills) 
• It would be great to see the Reading & Listening Assessments return to shorter 
answers like the old days. Can students get the key points – especially in the 
listening? Being able to write in-depth answers surely is not necessary when 
literacy is not being assessed. 
• I would like to see the removal of the 1.4 writing standard as students can be 
assessed on the writing standard in the 1.2 Presentation Standard if desired. 
 
 
Feedback on Course Outline 
• Do we all have to do the same learning focuses? 
• Some of the learning focuses lack clarity/too much overlap between the learning 
focuses. Difficult to differentiate between them. 
• There will be a lot of new learning for teachers both in Maori and Japanese to be 
able to cover these varying components of culture. Again, leading to adding to the 
content load on top of an already heavy vocab/kanji/grammar load. Already 
difficult to cover in a year. 
• The one on どうとく isn’t really what would be covered in どうとくin Japan. (In 
どうとくclasses in Japan students evidently study things such as: respecting 
your Grandparents, not lying, following rules, etc) This focus s seems more likeし
ゅうかん. 
• I can’t see how ‘Whakawhanaungatanga’ and ‘He matatika’ are different. 
• Ako – Fairytales – Not at Curriculum Level 6. It is too difficult. No resources for 
this level. It is more like Curriculum Level 8. 
• The themes/units in the French Course Outline are much better than the vague 
ones in our Japanese document. These would fit perfectly with Japanese: Me and 
my people, My Habits and Routines, My social life, My place in the world, My 
home, My wellbeing, My celebrations etc. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
12AF-V 

I can see how the outline and matrix would fit together. A couple of areas I think 
are missing are travel and giving/receiving directions. A clear list of vocabulary, 
kanji and grammatical structures will be necessary to ensure consistency across 
schools. 
 
The assessment guide needs a lot more explanation in my opinion. It leaves more 
questions than answers. For example is the writing assessment full external, in 
that the students sit it as part of the external exam or is done during the year and 
sent away to be marked. If it is the former then I think it is a step backwards and in 
the wrong direction. Writing in Japanese is a difficult task as it is and having to do 
that all from memory will be demotivating for many students. I do have concerns 
about the current writing standard and the difficulty of checking that the students 
have actually done the work themselves. I think the standard being externally 
assessed is an excellent idea, but criteria should be set such as students must 
complete the writing work in class and only be allowed to use limited resources. It 
might even be best to say they can only use printed material and no online 
resources. 
 
Also, I don't understand the combined reading/listening assessment and think this 
is likely to be too challenging for students. If this was to be the type of exercise 
where students look at say a timetable and have to fill in missing pieces of 
information then it could be a beneficial and valuable exercise. I'm not sure that 
would have a lot of real world application though. 
 
It is not clear to me my the assessments carry different weightings. Possibly with 
the interaction assessment being weighted higher than the cultural assessment, 
there is acknowledgement of the difficulty and amount of preparation required for 
the interaction. This higher weighting could be to the detriment of the culture-
related assessment as students may decide they don't want to do one of lesser 
value. I think some explanation as to why this has suggested is necessary. 
 
Lastly, the culture assessment. I think this is a good idea in principle. However, 
again a lack of detail leads to speculation. For example, I am thinking of say 
'senpai' 'kohai' relationships. I seriously doubt students doing L1 Japanese could 
explain this cultural practice in Japanese. Why not introduce an assessment 
where students can explain an aspect of Japanese culture and relate that to te ao 
Maori, but complete the assessment in English? This could then potentially lead to 
literacy credits for Japanese, which might be an incentive for some students to 
continue with Japanese. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D3-J 

I support the name change from Chinese to Mandarin or Mandarin Chinese. 
Historically, there are several Chinese languages being spoken in China and 
overseas Chinese communities. Namely, Cantonese, Fukien, Shanghainese, 
Hakka as well as other languages spoken by ethnic Chinese. Mandarin is one of 
the languages ethnic Chinese people can learn and speak and was created in 
1912 while other Chinese languages have longer history than Mandarin Chinese. 
Although not all ethnic Chinese can speak Mandarin but all ethnic Chinese can 
speak one Chinese language. Modern Chinese language, Mandarin, commonly 
known as Putonghua or Guo-yu now is being learned and taught both in China 
and other countries. When one describes one’s language ability, one can speak 
English, Cantonese, French and German while another might be able to speak 
English, Mandarin and Spanish. This link explains well how Cantonese and other 
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languages alike should be considered as one of the Chinese languages. 
https://www.chinatalk.nl/is-cantonese-a-language/ 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2U-R 

Good that difficulty of script acquisition is acknowledged this time. 
 
Concerned that 'cultural practices' will mean ongoing misunderstanding about 
what intercultural means. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2P-K 

The new standards for Asian languages in the Assessment Matrix have raised a 
number of issues. To make the following statement without any named research 
evidence is not acceptable: "For first language speakers of English, it has been 
estimated that reaching an equivalent level of linguistic proficiency in Japanese 
can take two to three times as long as in French, German, or Spanish. That is why 
all standard titles for Japanese deliberately reflect this slower progression." What 
is the difference between basic at Level 1 and simple Level 2?There are major 
concerns for Language Departments across NZ which teach both European and 
Asian languages and the management of these different standards for an HOD 
and also an equity issue for their students with such a statement "While the 
expectations around the level of language will be different, the amount of work 
each student delivers will be approximately the same across languages. In 
preparing for evaluation against this Achievement Standard". Is a one off 
assessment a good example of best practice for internal assessment? The 
inclusion of a Cultural Standard is not a good example of "Language, culture, and 
identity are inextricably linked" as stated in the Learning Matrix. How do Level 1 
students with "basic" language write or talk about a cultural practice? Where is the 
equity for Asian language students in including an external writing standard as we 
move towards increased digital learning and assessment? Some schools already 
do all the external assessments digitally. How would this happen equitably for 
Asian language students with different keyboards? The European language 
standards are far more equitable. An external which incorporates listening and 
reading will be very difficult to assess. Students who at present choose to do 
either the Reading or Listening, won't attempt this standard and given the level 
required of the Writing Standard, how many students will choose to do no 
externals? Will all teachers understand what the following statement means? "At 
the same time, the standard will allow open modes of input in accordance with the 
principles of UDL." 

ANON-
K9GG-
1894-8 

I do not feel that the documents + levels are clearly explained. Much of what is 
currently provided appears very broad and quite "fluffy". Significantly more detail 
is required at Level 1 - a vocab, structure + script list is essential to get a true 
understanding of the levels students will be required to reach. 
 
Need to make clear what “external” means - is this an exam or portfolio? 
Would not want the writing to be done under exam conditions as this is not a real-
world experience - portfolio idea like we currently have I think works best. 
I also like the European languages option of “produce (1.2)” - students can do this 
orally or in writing - allows flexibility + students can be guided by their strengths. 
 
I do not like the fact that reading + listening have been combined into 1 skill - I feel 
this is unrealistic + are 2 very seperate skills. 
 
Using Japanese to demonstrate knowledge of a cultural practice - I do not think 
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the students will have the necessary language ability or knowledge to do this 
justice - seems a very “odd” standard in my opinion. 
 
I think learning Japanese as we currently have it is “hard enough” for our students 
- especially as many don’t learn languages from Year 1, so there are varying 
levels of prior learning. Students are put off due to the level of difficulty + I think 
how this has been designed will only worsen this perception. 
 
The workload to implement these changes will be significant - there is significant 
new learning that will need to take place + this will also require significant changes 
to our earlier year level programmes + assessments. I also feel that the level of 
knowledge needed (both Te Ao Maori + Japanese) is asking too much of teachers 
and students. 
 
I feel like the changes have been made simply for changes sake - I think we could 
remain close to what we currently have - use the European languages option of 
combing the speaking/writing option, so we get to 4 standards, keep the writing as 
a portfolio of work + then look at reducing some of the excessive list of vocabulary 
+ levels needed for Excellence to entice students into wanting to learn a 
language. 
 
I recommend giving equal weighting to credit value also - says each of these skills 
is as important as the others 
 
The model set out in the European languages (eg: German) - their outline is 
specific, has detail, is more realistic. It has been modelled very closely to what we 
already have. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NQH-A 

Re: Japanese Learning Matrix 
The Big Ideas and Significant Learning sections in the Japanese Learning Matrix 
are appropriate and well worded. 
Note: 
It is too big a shift from Curriculum 7 to Curriculum Level 8 to go from 'begin to 
use different registers' to ‘use a wide range different registers of language' (sic) 
 
Strongly recommend 'wide' be removed so for Curriculum Level 8 it reads: 'use a 
range of different registers of language'. It would even be reasonable for the 
wording to be 'begin to use a range of different registers of language' for CL8 as a 
reasonable progression from CL7. 
 
Re: Example of a Course Outline: JP L1 Course Outline 2 
The idea of a course outline for each curriculum level i.e. 6, 7 and 8 is helpful. 
There would appear to be an emphasis on the increased need for English to be 
used to unpack intercultural aspects of learning in this L1 Course Outline. It is 
noted that the example provided is not Ministry of Education endorsed and that it 
is intended as an exemplar. However, this example seems to take away from the 
overall focus of Communication for Learning Languages from the NZC (2008) and 
brings things back down a level by separating Language Knowledge and Cultural 
Knowledge without language and culture necessarily being inextricably linked. 
Note: the proposed Learning Focus of Hauora – wellbeing and would appear to be 
more suited to Level 2 (CL7) in keeping with the proposed Japanese Learning 
matrix. 
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Re: Assessment Matrix 
I strongly urge consideration of clear labels e.g. Japanese (as an additional 
language) or Japanese (as a second language) to be part of the Achievement 
Standard title for any language(s) in their Assessment Matrix other than Te Reo 
Māori and NZ Sign Language. Profiles of Expected Performance (PEPs) mean 
that assessment is not always fair for students attempting a standard as a 
genuine language learner of a second/additional language when they are 
competing for grades with first language speakers. 
While the Japanese Learning Matrix does not align with the Matrix for European 
languages, it should be noted that there have been benefits in recent years for the 
European and Asian languages to offer the same standards with differences taken 
into consideration. It would be good for the allowances that have been made for 
differences between Asian languages and European languages in recent years to 
be reconsidered as part of the Subject Content being reviewed in Phases 1 and 2. 
There is evidence that these differences noted by two separate Learning Matrices 
for Asian and European languages could be managed by considering different 
contexts and being mindful of different word/kana/character counts etc. as they 
have been in recent years. 
There are benefits for teachers working alongside one another in a Learning 
Languages Department to be have a shared understanding of the standard(s) 
being offered. This proposed Assessment Matrix is likely to place increased 
demand on teachers of Asian languages to continue to meet with colleagues 
teaching at other schools and place increased demands on time for such 
meetings outside school hours. There is strength in numbers and the role of 
critique for a task may no longer be something that a colleague in the same 
department can undertake with different learning matrices and assessment 
matrices. 
 
I strongly oppose 1.2 being a standard at Level 1 where students use basic 
Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice related to a 
personal context. – refer to specific notes below 
I would prefer that 1.2 be removed from the matrix and for understanding of 
cultural practice to be implicitly assessed as part of other standards e.g. 1.1. with 
1.1 being the only assessment of speaking and listening; or 1.3 Listening or 
Reading. – refer to specific notes below 
I strongly oppose the proposed 1.3 standard assessing Listening and Reading 
together. I would prefer for Listening and Reading to assessed separately. – refer 
to specific notes below 
I suggest that 1.3 as proposed be separated so Listening and Reading could be 
assessed separately. Has the option of Listening being assessed as a nationally 
prescribed task that could be administered at school and be sent away for 
marking by NZQA been considered? 
I strongly oppose 1.4 being assessed externally as a one off assessment 
opportunity or as it used to be in the past (i.e. crafted writing completed in a 
limited time in class e.g. over 3 class periods with the same resources available to 
students in those lessons). . – refer to specific notes below 
I support at least 2 texts for writing being produced throughout the year internally 
as part of a portfolio. However, my preference is for Listening and Reading to be 
assessed externally and so there is no benefit for the writing to be sent away as it 
is for the Visual Arts and assessed externally. 
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Re: 1.1 – specific notes 
I strongly recommend the credit weighting be 5 credits for this standard. However, 
if there is no change to the 1.2 focus of assessment (i.e. use of basic Japanese to 
demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice…) then it may as well stay at 6 
credits as it would be unlikely that we would offer 1.2 as it stands as part of our 
assessment programme. 
I strongly oppose a one off assessment for interaction. I would recommend that 
students be allowed to record several interactions throughout the year to avoid the 
possibility of an entirely rote-learned exchange or pre-prepared role play that a 
one-off assessment opportunity scenario could create. There is evidence to 
suggest that in student to student exchanges, students are more likely to 
demonstrate unrehearsed language. My suggestion would be for students to be 
able to choose at least one interaction where their contribution to the interaction(s) 
is at least 90 seconds. The reduced contribution time would decrease teacher 
workload and encourage students to engage in real interactions where they can 
choose their best one or two interactions to showcase their conversation skills. 
 
Re: 1.2 – specific notes 
With the Big Idea that language, culture, and identity are inextricably linked, then 
the idea of assessing understanding of a cultural practice related to a personal 
context using basic Japanese, could invite token use of formulaic language at 
Level 1 as students are developing their language skills. 
I suggest that this proposed standard be removed from the Assessment Matrix. 
Cultural understanding can be assessed in Listening and Reading assessments 
for Level 1. 
Should a variant of a speaking skill assessment like 1.2 as proposed remain, I 
support evidence being presented individually (note in teams). 
I support the possibility of evidence being presented in multiple forms that could 
include performance, presentation, visual, verbal or written. However, I do not 
support this evidence being presented in English as it is communication in the 
target language that we assess in the NZC (2008). 
 
Re: 1.3 – specific notes 
I suggest that the Listening and Reading be split to become two separate 
standards. 
I believe that the length of the current 1.1 and 1.4 Listening and Reading 
standards respectively are too lengthy and that the question types for the listening 
in particular are not always the best way to assess listening. 
Since the introduction of achievement standards there was a change from 
question and answer types that would allow an element of chance. I suggest that 
the Japanese Language Proficiency Test (JLPT) N5 listening format be 
considered to inform planning for our external assessment formats. 
With the Big Idea that language, culture, and identity are inextricably linked, then 
the idea of assessing understanding of a cultural practice related to a personal 
context could be assessed while assessing Listening skills. 
I would support the Reading standard to be separate from the listening so a 
student who is has more developed skills in either discipline can receive 
acknowledgement of each of these skills with separate standards. 
I support the reading standard to be assessed externally and again for the 
question types to be reviewed as the best way to assess reading is not always 
questions in English, answers in English, Te Reo Māori and/or Japanese. I would 
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encourage answers not to be allowed in Japanese. 
 
Re: 1.4 
I only support this being an external assessment if the student work is completed 
as a portfolio and then sent away for marking (external such as visual arts 
portfolios are marked internally now) 
It is not likely to ease teacher workload if the writing goes back to being an 
external assessment marked by NZQA in this way as one would expect the 
student to select their minimum of two texts for example to submit in their portfolio 
in negotiation with the teacher. If the teacher has to do more than verifying 
authenticity, then the workload does not diminish i.e. if a teacher is still involved in 
verifying the level of performance/awarding of a grade prior to the portfolio being 
submitted there will be no reduction in workload. 
I strongly oppose 1.4 being assessed externally as a one off assessment 
opportunity under exam conditions. – refer to notes above 
 
The explanations for the Assessment Matrix are not clear and do not provide 
sufficient clarity about how the skills will be assessed for each of the proposed 
standards as they stand. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NS1-N 

JPN: Unpacking New Standards 
Japanese 1.1 
Interact using basic spoken Japanese to exchange information and preferences 
related to a personal context. 
Internal 6 Credits 
one less assessment than the current Standard; language content and skills 
largely remains the same 
New Standard: 
o Opportunity to communicate with people across cultures 
o Opportunity for an empowering process that requires risk-taking and fosters 
resilience and perseverance 
 
 
Japanese 1.2 
Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice related to 
a personal context. 
Internal 4 Credits 
• This is Standard is new. 
• It is great to finally see that there is formal recognition of the ‘cultural 
competency’ that is intrinsically 
link to ‘cultural competency; that ‘language, culture, and identity are inextricably 
linked’ 
And it is also providing a platform to incorporate Mātauranga Māori and Te Ao 
Māori in particular, but also the knowledge and world views of other cultures 
present in New Zealand, as reference points of students’ own language and 
culture. 
• It has great scope for encouraging diverse ways of thinking – inter-cultural 
perspectives 
 
Japanese 1.3 
Show understanding of basic written and spoken Japanese related to personal 
contexts. 
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External 5 Credits 
 Concern about the proposal to combine listening/reading in the External Exam. 
Currently, these two skills are two separate Standards. 
 This will mean that students need to be strong in both listening and reading in 
order to gain credits for this Standard. So, if a student is less skilled in listening 
(and fail this section of the exam paper), then overall, it that student may not be 
able gain any credits for this Standard. 
 What does it look like? Needs to provide clear parameter of kana counts/length 
of examined time etc. 
 
 
Japanese 1.4 
Produce basic written Japanese to communicate information and preferences 
related to personal contexts. 
External 5 Credits 
Curious to know how this will be assessed: 
 Support the idea that this will the writing be done in class as a portfolio and sent 
off for external marking. 
 Support the use of digital devices and apps in the production of written 
Japanese work. 
 Do not support the ideas the ‘External Assessment’ being set-up as an ‘External 
Exam’ as this would defeat the point of incorporating ‘Universal Design Principle. 
Question: 
 What is meant by "open modes of input"? Use simple language or less jargon or 
offer definition! 
  

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2C-6 

Re: Assessment Matrix and Guide (Level One Japanese) 
 
1.1 (Internal) Interact using basic spoken Japanese to exchange information and 
preferences related to a personal context 
 
The title needs to be changed to 
Use basic spoken Japanese to share information and preferences related to a 
personal context 
 
 
For example self-introduction, feedback on an event, holiday experience, about 
friends or exchange student 
 
This Achievement Standard should focus on assessing a student’s ability to 
communicate effectively with others which is more suitable in second language 
learning at Level 1 rather than interacting with others. 
 
 
 
1.2 (Internal) Use basic Japanese to demonstrate understanding of a cultural 
practice related to personal context 
 
The title needs to be changed to 
Demonstrate understanding of a cultural practice related to a personal context 
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OR 
Use basic Japanese to describe a cultural practice related to a personal context 
 
As per AS91554 (internal, Level 3 Japanese), demonstrating understanding of 
cultural practice in Japanese is a difficult task for second language learners. 
However, students should be able to use basic Japanese to describe a cultural 
practice at Level 1. 
 
It would be possible to demonstrate in English their understanding of a cultural 
practice related to a personal context including the knowledge and world views of 
other cultures present in NZ, as reference points of students’ own language and 
culture. (explore different cultural traditions, worldviews, and values related to 
Japanese culture, developing empathy for people of other cultures and an 
appreciation of diversity) 
 
 
1.4 (External) Produce basic written Japanese to communicate information and 
preferences related to personal contexts 
 
The title needs to be changed to 
Produce basic written Japanese to communicate information and preferences 
related to personal contexts, with the support of resources 
 
Resources, such as online dictionaries, grammar references, are required for 
students to write and present basic information and preferences in Japanese. 
 
 
  
Re: Example Course Outline (Level 1 Japanese) 
 
The following contents in the Learning Activity are not relevant or suitable at Level 
1 
 
exploring terms of addressing different people and levels of formality in Japanese 
• くん、ちゃん、おれ、ぼく、あなた should not be used in the work-related 
situations 
• さま should be used only to address clients or customers professionally 
• しつれいします is more relevant in the work-related situation 
 
Describing one’s local area/places could be hard at Level 1 
• This requires lots of proper nouns and specific terms and more suitable at Level 
2. 
 
Recognising common family names and given names 
• Use of proper nouns should be avoided at Level 1 
 
Reading, viewing, and listening to folktales, fairy tales, myths, legends 
• Not enough time to understand published materials in Japanese, however, it 
could be great to explore them in English to understand the cultural aspects. 
• Not suitable at Level 1 as advanced Japanese expressions and language 
features are required to understand those published materials. It would be more 
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suitable at Level 2 or even Level 3 
 
Discussion around the following less familiar terms are not suitable at Level 1 
そうしき、気、おかげさまで、はたけ、じゅく、よびこう、ろうにん、ぜんき、

こうき 
 
  
Re: Japanese Learning Matrix 
 
Significant learning 
 
expose to a wide range of Japanese 
 
Not enough time to expose to a wide range of Japanese 
 
 
acquire some simple linguistic strategies and basic knowledge of how to use 
physical or digital resources to make meaning from an unfamiliar language 
 
It can be difficult to use physical or digital resources to make meaning from 
unfamiliar language as dictionary form of verbs have not been introduced and 
required at Level 1 (as not enough time to learn these) and use of Kanji converter 
can be time-consuming. 
 
Overall, I would like to see the consistency with the level of ability at Level 1 in 
Japanese, such as 
be able to communicate, share, show, express, describe, response 

ANON-
K9GG-
183W-5 

Course outlines: 
- They appear very wordy and not always easy to follow, especially in contrast to 
European languages. 
- They vary across all three languages and need to be more consistent. They are 
very prescriptive in language feature uses/ topics for assessment and they pose 
the danger of covering only those language features mentioned in the course 
outlines. 
 
Assessments: 
- Why should this be only assessed once? Not mentioned in European language 
assessments! 
- There is a difference in credits for internal assessments (6 and 4), more weight 
on interaction - this is different to European languages - more consistency across 
languages is needed. 
- The combining of listening & reading for external may put students off the new 
standard completely as they may only wish to sit one and not the other. They may 
opt out altogether with the new standards. 
- There are two potential writing assessments (1.2 could be written if students 
choose, and 1.4). 1.4 may end up being pre-prepared in class? 
- External writing standard will be challenging for students having to use a 
keyboard for characters under digital exam conditions. This is a different skill and 
may disadvantage students without laptops outside school or those who cannot 
type fast and rather prefer hand-writing. 
- 1.2 assesses cultural aspects separately when the focus should be on 
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integrating language and culture. You cannot assess cultural aspects separately 
from the language. 
 
What about vocabulary lists - will there be new ones or none? Will there be more 
guidance around assessments? 

 
Mana ōrite 
66 answers to "Mana orite impressions - Asian Languages - Does the Learning Matrix show 
mātauranga Māori is appropriately woven throughout?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 47 4.12% 

Needs amendments 19 1.66% 

Not Answered 1076 94.22% 

66 answers to "Mana orite impressions - Asian Languages - Does the Teaching, Learning, and 
Assessment Guide explain how the subject supports ākonga Māori to succeed as Māori?" 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 31 2.71% 

Needs amendments 35 3.06% 

Not Answered 1076 94.22% 

65 answers to "Mana orite impressions - Asian Languages - Do the Course Outlines demonstrate 
how teaching and learning could be grounded in mātauranga Māori?" 
 

Option Total Percent 

On the right track 33 2.89% 

Needs amendments 32 2.80% 

Not Answered 1077 94.31% 

47 answers to "Mana orite comments - Asian languages" 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

ANON-
K9GG-
126D-F 

At level 1, students can have some entry level of vocabulary on Maori culture, e.g. 
Maori people, Maori language etc. 
The unit of celebration could include some simple words. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12EY-K 

There is no requirement to do anything Te Reo in a mandarin session. They are 
learning another language. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12E9-K 

Possibly more so than necessary but, as a concept, appropriate 
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ANON-
K9GG-
12AU-B 

• In NCEA Chinese, the discrepancy between internal and external results is 
evident across the nation with an extremely high percentage of students pass 
internals with M&E. 
• According to the assessment reports and the annual Profiles of Expected 
Performance. A significant number of students who sit the L2 and L3 Chinese 
externals are native speakers, which places extra barriers for language learners to 
achieve better results. 
• Listening exams continue to be challenging for students. The listening materials 
are too long for students to stay concentrated. Besides, students are assessed 
more for their comprehension skills rather than their language proficiency. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AR-8 

Please see comments above. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12K1-H 

I think this new curriculum review reflects on much more Maori concept, context 
approach than one we used to have. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12KP-G 

OK but need to be able to compare all students' own cultures to Japanese, not 
just Maori. We need to acknowledge other ethnicities and their experiences and 
support ALL learners to succeed. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12YC-H 

From what I can see there is no reference to mātauranga Māori in the Learning 
Matrix beyond the inclusion of the learning area whakataukī. 
The Teaching, Learning, and Assessment Guide does allude to some ways where 
mātauranga Māori can be included in the subject area but does not explain 
explicitly how the subject supports ākonga Māori to succeed as Māori. 
The Course Outline has some good suggestions about how learning could be 
grounded in mātauranga Māori, which is helpful and encouraging. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12YN-V 

It is a progress that this acknowledge the similarities and differences between 
Japanese language and culture, and Te Ao Maori. However, there need to be 
some professional development among Japanese teachers on this content. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12UU-Y 

I don't think the Teaching and Learning guide necessarily explains how to support 
ākonga Māori, but there are some great ideas in there to make te ao Māori more 
visible in the Japanese classroom. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1875-7 

Couldn't see learning and assessment guide explain how the subject supports 
Akonga Maori to succeed as Maori. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18QH-M 

Agree. Maori is appropriately woven through TLAG. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12Y9-7 

The current level 1 seems to hard for Maori students to achieve, and for non-
Maori as well. There're too much topics to cover. 
Learning and Assessments can start with easy things, more learning about 
speaking and interaction, less writing and exams can cater to Maori's learning 
style. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18TJ-S 

I need PD in te reo Maori to make any useful comments here. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18PS-X 

Teachers need PDs to understand this new big change. 

ANON-
K9GG-
186Y-A 

a working partnership with Chinese heritage communities is key to Chinese 
teaching in secondary school. Chinese heritage communities apparently want 
their children to improve Chinese language skills in school. Without the division of 
native Chinese speakers and non-native speakers in assessment, the one-for-all 
assessment could not meet Chinese families desire. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189M-1 

I like the rationale of this standard. If this standard could be presented using 
English or Te Reo, instead of the target language, then students will have 
freedom to be able to explore the culture in depth. The level of language that level 
1 students have is limited (familiar context) so the presentation in the target 
language will likely to remain at a superficial level. Learning language is not just 
about developing language proficiency. It is also about developing cultural 
understanding which should equally be valued and reflected in the assessment 
matrix. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18BN-B 

Suggested course Outline 
Many of the significant cultural aspects are taught or talked during the level1 
course. However, it is important not to get bogged down time wise with making 
comparison continually with Maori culture, albeit it is easy and important to do so. 
For example, to write or speaking about going to a marae may seem like a task 
being more about describing Maori culture rather than Japanese culture. 
 
Learning Japanese takes many hours and I read in the recent NZAJLT survey of 
learning hours across schools throughout NZ, there is a huge range of hours and 
/or deficit of hours across the country. NZQA needs to impart the importance of 
learning Japanese to Principals. Especially as it easy to make cultural 
connections and comparisons to Ti kanga Maori and this can be tied back to the 
Treaty. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18ZT-9 

1.2 Cultural practice standard 
I like the rationale of this standard. If this standard could be presented using 
English or Te Reo, instead of the target language, then students will have 
freedom to be able to explore the culture in depth. The level of language that level 
1 students have is limited (familiar context) so the presentation in the target 
language will likely to remain at a superficial level. Learning language is not just 
about developing language proficiency. It is also about developing cultural 
understanding which should equally be valued and reflected in the assessment 
matrix. 

ANON-
K9GG-
184V-5 

1.2 Cultural practice standard 
 
I like the rationale of this standard. If this standard could be presented using 
English or Te Reo, instead of the target language, then students will have 
freedom to be able to explore the culture in depth. The level of language that level 
1 students have is limited (familiar context) so the presentation in the target 



 

20 April 2021 57 
 

Response 
ID 

Answer 

language will likely to remain at a superficial level. Learning language is not just 
about developing language proficiency. It is also about developing cultural 
understanding which should equally be valued and reflected in the assessment 
matrix. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1849-8 

I like the rationale of this standard. If this standard could be presented using 
English or Te Reo, instead of the target language, then students will have 
freedom to be able to explore the culture in depth. The level of language that level 
1 students have is limited (familiar context) so the presentation in the target 
language will likely to remain at a superficial level. Learning language is not just 
about developing language proficiency. It is also about developing cultural 
understanding which should equally be valued and reflected in the assessment 
matrix. 
 
On top of what was said above, a cultural and or historical component (done in 
English) would allow us to cater for students who have different interests and may 
help with retention too. A lot of students come in Junior years highly motivated to 
discover the language but also learn about the culture/ history. While this is 
addressed in our junior course outline, there is not as much room for it in senior 
years since the current standards don't really value this knowledge, even though it 
is just as important as the linguistic learning. 
 
I also don't understand why Asian languages is looking into integrating cultural 
practice in their standards while European languages doesn't. Is it because 
European cultures are not as drastically different from NZ culture. If so, as a 
language teacher, I feel that it is our duty to emphasize on what is not necessarily 
obvious in cultural practices. Fantastic class conversations have emerged out of 
comparing and contrasting everyday life aspects that most students always 
assumed are "the same as theirs". 

ANON-
K9GG-
189U-9 

The principles are clear in the Phase 1 documents. Teachers may require more 
specific guidance or exemplars for integrating Maori knowledge into their teaching 
and work to practise the decolonising approach. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189Q-5 

1) I am happy to see links being made between the subject content and 
Matauranga Maori. I have been wanting something like this for a long time, and I 
am finally seeing it. Thank you. Lots of teachers have an interest in Maori, but 
have not known how to link it up with what they already know. 
 
2) That said, a lot of teachers are not feeling confident with this and feel that it is 
being stuck in as a token effort to show how the language is aiming to support 
biculturalism. It is going to be very important for there to be a lot of resource 
sharing and PD support for teachers so that they are able to learn about and use 
appropriate matauranga Maori in a way that is respectful, authentic and naturally 
integrated. Information sheets about how the specified Maori content and other 
language cultural components link is very important. Uptake of matauranga Maori 
is reliant on teachers feeling strongly and efficiently supported. I ask that the 
Ministry thinks about how they are going to support this change. If done well, this 
could be the change our society needs for moving Maori cultural appreciation and 
national cultural relations forward. If not done well and solely left to teachers to 
learn about each bit and sort it themselves, it is likely to see resistance and will 
only be addressed in passing as a matter of box ticking. 
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3) Teachers need a refresher on Maori terminology. A reference guide on terms 
would be useful for teachers to follow. Having a reference booklet available in 
departments, or online would be useful to check back with. Also having examples 
of what these learning qualities look like is good. Tataiako should be repromoted 
to help new teachers, migrants and people who have forgotten. 

ANON-
K9GG-
189V-A 

Would definitely appreciate if we could get more clarification on this, especially in 
how exactly is this going to be incoorperated in our teaching and learning. Many 
of our teachers do not come from a Maori background. These are really the wrong 
questions to ask us. 

ANON-
K9GG-
184M-V 

Is matauranga Maori woven throughout the matrix: 
I think as much as it can be in a foreign language classroom context. Many 
teachers of languages will need professional development to incorporate this into 
teaching and learning programmes. There will be many things that some teachers 
are not aware of. We need to build a bank of supports for teachers to incorporate 
this into their learning programmes. 
 
Do TLAG explain how subject supports akonga Maori: 
The cultural practice standard gives the opportunity to include Matauranga Maori 
and Te Ao Maori if appropriate to the learner. The others don’t mention it. 
 
Do Course Outlines demonstrate how teaching and learning could be grounded in 
matauranga Maori: 
 
Yes, however the course outline is very nebulous and needs significant 
amendments. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18HS-P 

There is a lack of choice in the standards offered in languages. It caters 
specifically for students performing well with the language but not for the students 
who have a great interest for the culture and/ or history of the target country. A 
cultural and/ or historical component ( done in English) would allow us to cater for 
students who have different interests and may help with retention too. A lot of 
students come in Junior years highly motivated to discover the language but also 
learn about the culture/ history. While this is easily addressed in the junior 
courses, there is not as much room for it in senior years since the current 
standards don't really value this knowledge, even though it is just as important as 
the linguistic learning. 
I also don't understand why Asian languages is looking into integrating cultural 
practice in their standards while European languages doesn't. Is it because 
European cultures are not as drastically different from NZ culture. If so, as a 
language teacher, I feel that it is our duty to emphasize on what is not necessarily 
obvious in cultural practices. Fantastic class conversations have emerged out of 
comparing and contrasting everyday life aspects that most students always 
assumed are "the same as theirs". 

ANON-
K9GG-
18HG-A 

- 
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ANON-
K9GG-
18EU-N 

I appreciate the need to weave Maori context into NCEA however I think you can 
go too far. Japanese is a language and culture which interests its students - to 
thenbe assessed on how well you can talk about Maori culture in Japanese 
seems artificial given the level of language the students will have. I absolutely 
think this should take place in the course, and does already in my classes. 
However, I do not think it should be part of an assessment. 

ANON-
K9GG-
123T-V 

More examples are needed in the teaching and learning guides. Examples of 
assessment tasks that showcase mātauranga Māori and Pacific perspectives are 
needed. What professional development will there be for teachers to improve their 
understanding of mātauranga Māori within the foreign languages area for all the 
levels? 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D8-Q 

I believe we need to do more to teach Japanese in Te Ao Maori. I am unsure if all 
the documents for the Japanese course and assessment have been actually 
written based on the consultation with Maori experts. If it is not done, it must be 
done. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AJ-Z 

Some students are not New Zealanders, could be from overseas, in this case, it is 
a lot of more work for them to complete their tasks. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D7-P 

I don't really have the background to comment of this part of the Change 
Package. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18N3-V 

• grow awareness of aspects of their own culture by recognising 
connections and contrasts with Japanese culture 
 
I want to grow awareness of aspects of NZ culture with Japanese culture by 
recognise connections and contrasts between the two. Such as ‘そうしき vs 
tangi’. However, this is not very suitable for Level 1 standards as it should be in 
the Level 2 standards. I also feel as though there is a deliberate attempt to force 
two cultures to link with each culture. This can often be a different task when 
teachers may not be fully aware or understanding of another culture such as the 
processes of a ‘tangi’. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18KG-D 

This is very difficult for me to comment on due to not being a native New 
Zealander or a Maori speaker 

ANON-
K9GG-
185H-R 

I hope there is going to be lots of resources available for teachers to be 
competent in this area to support our students to achieve. 
We will need a lot of PD and not just at a local level. 

ANON-
K9GG-
183Y-7 

It seems odd that there is a lot more Maori terminology etc woven into the set up 
for Asian Languages than European Languages. Especially when you look at the 
lesson plans. There needs to be more of a similar approach across all the 
languages. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NM1-F 

I wouldn't characterise the course outlines as being "grounded" in mātauranga 
Māori. That's wishful thinking, surely? The course outlines include little more than 
a nod towards mātauranga Māori. I hope that this aspect of the teaching will be 
richly resourced by the Ministry, at least until we find our feet with it. 
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By the way, is te reo Māori no longer a part of the Learning Languages learning 
area? We've been presented with European languages and Asian languages - 
where is te reo? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NX5-X 

The panel developing these standards need much more input from a wider range 
of teachers. The change to the standards MUST be such that the outcomes for 
learners of Asian languages are improved not a further gap widened between 
European and Asian languages. Much more consultation is needed and more 
detailed unpacking of the intent behind the proposed changes and what the new 
standards will look like in practice. Do they indeed reduce workload for teachers 
and assessment pressure for students? 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N7W-Y 

Professional Development will be needed for teachers. 
 
TLAG : The cultural practice standard gives the opportunity to include Matauranga 
Maori and Te Ao Maori if appropriate to the learner. The others don’t mention it. 

ANON-
K9GG-
12AF-V 

This is not an area of expertise for me so it is difficult to comment. 

ANON-
K9GG-
18D3-J 

A significant amount of material should be written to guide the teachers in order to 
maintain the quality of the resources in this area. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2U-R 

Only the Japanese one makes serious attempt to begin to address this aspect. 
Kaiako will need to build confidence and capability 

ANON-
K9GG-
1N2P-K 

The Japanese Course Outline gives some excellent examples of how teaching 
and learning could be grounded in matauranga Maori, however, this is not 
duplicated in the other Asian languages. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1894-8 

The course outline provided appears to have a more "Social Science or HPE" feel 
to them, rather than learning a language. 
I also feel that some of these topics (especially the examples of intercultural 
learning) require expertise that may be outside what teachers already have - this 
may require significant upskilling. I also think this potentially overloads students as 
well - instead of Japanese language + culture being the focus, they also have to 
have knowledge of another language + culture - will put many students off. I also 
think the workload that this creates is unrealistic. 
 
Also, without a keyword list, it is difficult to see the level that will be required for 
students. 

ANON-
K9GG-
1NQH-A 

It is evident that thought and consideration has been given to how concepts from 
te ao Māori can inform the teaching and learning of Japanese and the examples 
provided have begun to explain Māori contexts and approaches to teaching and 
learning. 
However, there needs to be more detail and development of explanations to 
support teachers who maybe were not born in Aotearoa and for teachers who do 
not have a great depth of knowledge and understanding of te ao Māori. 
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ANON-
K9GG-
1NS1-N 

The emphasis on actively exploring and growing in our learners their intercultural 
perspectives and sociolinguistic skills through Japanese/Mandarin learning is 
AWESOME. The opportunity that these proposed new Standards ‘provide a 
platform to incorporate Mātauranga Māori and Te Ao Māori in particular, but also 
the knowledge and world views of other cultures present in New Zealand, as 
reference points of students’ own language and culture is INVALUABLE. 
 
Mātauranga Māori and Te Ao Māori PD funding NEEDED. 

ANON-
K9GG-
183W-5 

The course outlines include Māori terms in the Learning focus but it varies in 
reference to Māori culture, there is more reference in Japanese and Korean than 
in Mandarin - should this be more consistent? 
I do not see Māori contexts and approaches to teaching and learning explained - it 
needs to be more included and clear. 
Where are the concepts grounded in te ao Māori mentioned? 
The course outlines show how a year could be taught but I'm unsure if this is in 
relation to Mātauranga. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 




