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Emergency remote teaching in linguistics during the early COVID-19 pandemic
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Abstract. In the spring of 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic forced many higher edu-
cation institutions to transition suddenly to emergency remote teaching. This paper
describes the results of a survey that the Linguistic Society of America carried out on
the response to this situation among teachers and learners in the linguistics commu-
nity. We consider what teachers tried, what students found helpful, and what got
overlooked.
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1. Introduction. In the spring of 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic caused many higher education
institutions around the world to transition to remote learning. This transition was cross-discipli-
nary, rapid, and global (Cuschieri & Agius 2020, Czerniewicz et al. 2020, de Souza et al. 2020,
Garcia-Pefalvo et al. 2020, Gillis & Krull 2020, Osman 2020, Rotas & Cahapay 2020, Shim &
Lee 2020, Wise & Bergner 2020, Huang, Shi & Yang 2021, Jelinska & Paradowski 2021,
Moorehouse & Kohnke 2021, Smith & Kaya 2021, etc.).

The emergency remote teaching (ERT) that emerged during this period is distinct from care-
fully-designed online learning experiences (Hodges et al. 2020). As the pandemic disrupted our
lives, the shift to ERT necessitated the rapid and creative development of temporary new struc-
tures and routines amid a time of uncertainty (Milman 2020). In some cases, instructors were
expected to shift their courses online overnight, without adequate training in this new modality
or resources to support it. Some instructional choices were made with scholarly teaching prac-
tices in mind, but just as often teachers and learners were in reactive mode: scrambling to acquire
new skills and to find new ways to achieve learning outcomes. The experience was challenging,
and it highlighted inequities across institutions, instructors, and learners (Czerniewicz et al.
2020; de Souza et al. 2020; Gillis & Krull 2020; Rotas & Cahapay 2020).

Within the linguistics community, this situation directed a spotlight on teaching and learn-
ing, and in late May 2020, the Linguistic Society of America (LSA) distributed a survey that
asked respondents to reflect on institutional responses and teacher and learner experiences during
this period. In this paper, we describe the results of that survey, with particular focus on how
teachers adapted their courses for ERT and how learners responded to those changes. Overall,
teachers reported that they made a wide array of changes to their courses midstream, including
content, delivery modes, and synchronicity. Learners reported that flexibility in terms of both
course content delivery and instructor accommodations were especially important in helping
them manage this transition, as well as the ability to make individualized lifestyle adjustments. In
the Discussion we consider what might have been overlooked in many ERT situations, most no-
tably, attention to justice, equity, diversity and inclusion (JEDI).
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2. Survey design. This research was carried out with the approval of the University of Michigan-
Flint Institutional Review Board.

2.1. METHODOLOGY. To collect information about ERT experiences among the linguistics com-
munity during Spring 2020, we created a mixed-methods survey in Qualtrics. All survey
participants were presented with multiple-choice and short-answer questions about demographic
information and the term during which the transition to ERT occurred. Participants who reported
that they were teaching during that term were presented with open-ended questions about
changes they made to a course they were teaching. Participants who reported that they were tak-
ing classes during that term (including, optionally, those who also reported that they were
teaching) were presented with open-ended questions about their experience as learners.

Open-ended questions for teachers:

» Think about your original plans for this class. What changes did you make to the course,
and how did you decide what to do? (Consider, for example, synchronicity of class meet-
ings, course content, and assessment.)

» Ifyou created accessible content (e.g., closed captioning for videos, image tags), what
kinds of accommodations did you make? Will your decisions about accommodations for
accessibility affect your future classes?

* How did the remote portion of your class go? What went well? What was challenging?

+ If you made any particular innovations that you would like to share, tell us about them.

Open-ended questions for learners:

* What changes did your instructor make to the course? (Consider, for example, synchro-
nicity of class meetings, course content, and assessment.)

* Please describe one specific thing that your instructor did that was particularly helpful for
your learning.

* How did you adjust your learning strategies to deal with the transition to remote learn-
ing? (Consider, for example, how you managed your schedule, where and when you
studied, and how you approached assignments.)

*  What resources were most useful in helping you succeed in this course and why? (For ex-
ample, material posted by your instructor, material you found on your own, office hours,
study groups, etc.)

The survey opened on May 21, 2020 and closed on June 11, 2020. Participants were re-
cruited by sending a link out to LSA members and through social media. Members were
encouraged to share the link with their colleagues and students.

2.2. PARTICIPANTS. A total of 442 individuals responded to the survey, 99% of whom reported an
affiliation with 4-year colleges and universities (68.6% public; 19.9% private; 0.5% tribal col-
leges; 11.1% unspecified). Of these, 54% of our respondents (#=238) identified themselves as
faculty, 17% as graduate students (n=74), and 26% as undergraduate students (n=117); 3% did
not fit cleanly into these categories (n=13; e.g., postdoctoral fellows, high school teachers, and
journal editors). Survey respondents came from 44 U.S. states (80%; n=354) and 6 Canadian
provinces (4%, n=16) as well as from outside these countries (15%, n=68; an additional 4 partici-
pants did not specify their geographic location).

About half of the faculty members who responded to the survey (55%) were tenured (Full,
Associate) professors. One quarter (25%) were tenure-track Assistant Professors; 18% were non-



tenure-track or contingent faculty (Lecturers, Adjuncts, or Visiting); 2% held a non-university
faculty position (e.g., high school teachers). These linguists were employed in a wide variety of
departments, including Linguistics, English, various languages, Education, Communication Sci-
ences, Cognitive Sciences, Philosophy, Anthropology, Business, Communication, International
Studies, Ethnic Studies, Humanities, Liberal Studies, or Social Sciences. Overall, 96% of faculty
respondents were teaching during Spring 2020.

Graduate students who responded to the survey were overwhelmingly (89%) in Ph.D. pro-
grams; 8% were in Masters programs; and 3% did not specify their program. Most (70%) of
these graduate students were teaching in the spring; most 62% were enrolled in courses; and
many (38%) were doing both. A minority of graduate student respondents (5%) were neither
teaching nor enrolled in courses (e.g., working on research or writing their dissertations).

Most of the undergraduate students who responded to the survey were linguistics majors
(72%) or minors (9%). They came from a range of levels: 9% were first-year students; 21% were
sophomores; 28% were juniors; and 42% were seniors (or higher). Almost all (99%) of these un-
dergraduate students were enrolled in courses in Spring 2020, and several (6%) were also serving
a teaching role during that period.

Additional information about participant demographics is given in Sections 4 and 5.

2.3. ANALYSIS. In the following sections, we describe findings from the survey related to institu-
tional expectations and support during the transition (Section 3) and the experiences of teachers
(Section 4) and learners (Section 5).!

We used an inductive approach (Saldana, 2016) to assess responses to open-ended ques-
tions. In the first coding cycle, we applied values coding and descriptive coding methods to
identify attitudes and themes in responses. One pair of coders completed independent codes of
all responses to the teacher open-ended question; another pair worked through the learner open-
ended questions. Intercoder reliability for first-cycle coding averaged 95% across questions; any
disagreements were adjudicated by a third coder. One of the initial coders for each set of ques-
tions then carried out a process of focused coding to refine and categorize first-cycle codes.

3. Transition situation. This survey captures information about courses offered in Spring 2020
semesters (81%) and quarters (19%). Across these term types, 91% of the courses that respond-
ents described were originally scheduled to meet in person, and 98% of them were remote after
the transition.

During this time, both teachers and learners were juggling extra work and personal responsi-
bilities. Some of these responsibilities included:

e extra administrative work and emotional labor,

+ extra time spent creating new course materials and learning about new technologies for
remote teaching and learning,

 time spent adjusting personal strategies for mental health and monitoring children taking
online courses, and

+ time devoted to using linguistic tools to support the community by making sure multilin-
gual students had information about the pandemic and the campus response to it in their
preferred languages.

! Although we looked in our dataset for inequities based on race, gender, or the precariousness of faculty employ-
ment status, because of our survey design and the population who responded to it, we didn’t find anything that stood
out from the general noise of a largely qualitative dataset.



The nature of the support that institutions offered varied, but there were some general trends.
Time was the least flexible commodity: less than half of the respondents (43%) were given extra
time by their institutions to make the transition — this most often took the form of an extended
Spring Break. Some institutions offered technology to assist teachers (58% of all respondents)
and students (63% of all respondents). Some institutions offered financial assistance for students
(55% of all respondents). Finally, most institutions were able to offer flexibility in curricular pol-
icies: for example, either requiring or allowing students to take courses pass/fail (92% of
learners) or to withdraw from courses without penalty (77% of learners).

4. Teachers. Section 4.1 summarizes the demographic information reported by the teachers who
took the survey. The following subsections summarize the most frequent responses to open-
ended questions (listed in section 2.1) about changes that teachers made to their courses (section
4.2), what kinds of accessibility accommodations they did or did not make (section 4.3), and
their attitude toward teaching during the pandemic (section 4.4).? The most frequent Responses
in each subsection are broken down by whether the course being referred to was an undergradu-
ate introductory course, an advanced undergraduate course, or a graduate course.

4.1. TEACHER DEMOGRAPHICS. There were 295 survey respondents teaching during Spring 2020:
228 of those were faculty, 52 were graduate students, 7 were undergraduate students, and 8 were
postdocs or another kind of teacher. Most (58%) of the teachers were responsible for more than
one course, and only about a third (28%) had any experience whatsoever with online classes (i.e.,
as either teacher or learner). Most teachers were therefore in an unfamiliar situation, and most
had primary responsibility for deciding how to adapt their courses for ERT.

The scope of this section will be restricted to faculty respondents. Of these, 75% identified
as White, 10% were Asian, 6% were Latinx, 1% were Black, <1% were multi-racial, and 7% did
not specify their racial/ethnic identity. Of the same respondents, 46% identified as female, 32%
as male, and 3% as non-binary; 19% of these respondents did not report their gender.

4.2. COURSE CHANGES.

Think about your original plans for this class. What changes did you make to the
course, and how did you decide what to do? (Consider, for example, synchronicity of
class meetings, course content, and assessment.)

The question about changes that teachers made to their courses was answered by 156 faculty
respondents: 76 (49%) teachers of introductory undergraduate courses, 54 (34%) teachers of ad-
vanced undergraduate courses, and 26 (17%) teachers of graduate-level courses. The most
common response to this question was related to synchronicity — specifically, the choice of
whether to teach courses synchronously, asynchronously, or with a blend of synchronous and
asynchronous components. Figure 1 shows the percentages of teachers who were doing ERT us-
ing each of these synchronicity styles, broken down by the level of the course being taught. In
this chart, the bars for each type of course (e.g., all the “Intro” bars) add to 100% (but this will
not be true for subsequent charts).

Faculty teaching introductory courses reported the most asynchronicity, with many (36%)
courses completely asynchronous and some (25%) courses blending synchronous and asynchro-
nous learning. Teachers of both graduate and advanced undergraduate courses reported using

2 Answers to the question about teaching innovations in section 2.1 were incorporated in a database of tools. See
section 6.2 for a link.



synchronous methods more often than teachers of introductory courses (27% and 32% vs. 20%,
respectively); but while a quarter (26%) of teachers of advanced undergraduate courses reported
using a blend of synchronous and asynchronous learning, teachers of graduate courses rarely re-
ported blended synchronicity types (12%). Teachers of graduate courses were also most likely to
not report making any changes in synchronicity (42%).
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Figure 1. Teacher reports of changes to course synchronicity in response to the question “What
changes did you make to the course?”

In addition to reporting on the synchronicity of their classes, respondents reported a wide va-
riety of changes to their courses, including altering course requirements, creating new videos or
finding existing videos for asynchronous learning, adjusting office hours formats, reducing the
number or duration of synchronous meetings, adopting different strategies for class engagement,
altering, swapping, or eliminating assessments, adding extra credit, making the course pass/fail,
making assessments or exams optional, using more frequent low-stakes assessments, grading
more leniently, making tests open book, changing the content of the course, and being more flex-
ible with deadlines. Some of the more common responses are shown in Figure 2. The following
quote from a teacher of an introductory undergraduate course demonstrates the multitude of
changes some teachers made all at once:

I decided to make the lectures asynchronous, the TA section meetings synchronous,
and to add weekly optional synchronous meetings with me as instructor. I had to
shorten the syllabus by a week, cancelled the remaining quiz and final exam, and
lightened the writing assignments. My institution switched all grades to Pass/No
Record.

The most common type of change teachers made to their courses was to assessments: e.g.,
swapping out assessments for completely different assessments, getting rid of final exams, or
moving to low stakes assessments. Respondents also chose to make some fundamental changes
to the structure of their courses, including included reducing lecture time, reducing the number of
class meetings, and reducing the number of assessments. Some teachers reported making new



videos of themselves in an asynchronous format; this was most common among teachers of in-
troductory courses (40% of intro teachers vs 20% of advanced undergrad teachers and 8% of
graduate teachers). About one fifth of teachers of undergraduate classes (20% introductory un-
dergraduate; 21% advanced undergraduate) and a slightly lower percentage (15%) of teachers of
graduate courses also reported adopting flexible policies with respect to deadlines or grading.
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Figure 2. Frequent categories of responses from teachers to the question “What changes did you
make to the course?”

Overall, teachers of undergraduate courses reported making the most changes to their
courses. Teachers of graduate-level courses were the least likely to report making changes in
many of our categories, and were most likely to report making no changes at all.

4.3. ACCESSIBILITY.

If you created accessible content (e.g., closed captioning for videos, image tags),
what kinds of accommodations did you make? Will your decisions about accommo-
dations for accessibility affect your future classes?

There were 60 fewer respondents to this question then to those summarized in section 4.2
and 4.4. Of the 96 respondents to this question, 42 (44%) were teaching introductory undergrad-
uate courses, 37 (38%) were teaching advanced undergraduate courses, and 17 (18%) were
teaching graduate-level courses. Overall, teachers did not seem to make accommodations for ac-
cessibility as part of their shift (Figure 3). The most common responses to this question were
“none” or “N/A” (grouped here as “None”), suggesting that teachers did not make accessibility
changes unless they had to. (Given that so many teachers chose not to respond to this question at
all, it seems reasonable to infer that the percentage of teachers who made no changes is even
higher than reported here.) The teachers who did make accessibility changes most often reported
on the captions and transcripts that they created for videos or other material they were using. A



few teachers reported having already taken accessibility into consideration or having it required
by their institutions.
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Figure 3. Frequent categories of responses from teachers to the question “What kinds of accom-
modations did you make?”’

Teachers of graduate-level courses were least likely to use captions or to report making ac-
commodations and most likely to report making no accommodations. This may be partly related
to the amount of changes that were made in their courses overall, since teachers of graduate-level
courses were also less likely to use asynchronous material, they were not making as many videos
that needed captions.

4.4. MooD.

How did the remote portion of your class go? What went well? What was challeng-
ing?

There were 156 respondents to this question: 75 (48%) teachers of introductory undergradu-
ate courses, 53 (34%) teachers of advanced undergraduate courses, and 28 (18%) teachers of
graduate-level courses. We started by assessing general mood (Figure 4) as Positive (they had
only positive things to say about teaching at the start of the pandemic), Negative (they had only
negative things to say), Mixed (they said at least one positive and at least one negative thing), or
Neutral (responses usually started with a statement like "It was OK"). The most common attitude
toward these ERT terms was Mixed, followed in percentage by Negative responses. Moods were
relatively consistent across faculty teaching all levels of courses. Faculty teaching advanced un-
dergraduate courses were least likely to report overall negativity (23%), and faculty teaching
graduate courses were most likely to report negativity (36%).
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Figure 4. Moods represented in responses from teachers to the question “How did the remote
portion of your class go?”

We also coded teachers’ feelings about the term into specific categories (Figure 5). The most
prominent issues on teachers' minds were remote technology, engaging with students, and the
teachers' overall workload.
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Figure 5. Frequent categories of responses from teachers to the question “How did the remote
portion of your class go?” categorized by what they thought went well [ :) ] and what went

poorly [ :(].



These categories were most often brought up in negative terms, but some teachers also reported
having positive experiences with engagement and technology. In some cases, teachers started
ERT feeling uncomfortable with the new situation but found advantages as time went on. The
response below from a teacher of a graduate class illustrates the common negative feeling that
student engagement suffered because instructors found it difficult to assess how much students
were following along with class:

It went fairly well. Took a bit to get used to giving synchronous lectures with slides
over Zoom. | usually improvise more in the classroom. What's challenging is the re-
duced and constrained amount of non-verbal communication and feedback. So much
of classroom interaction involves mind-reading and that is much harder when com-
munication channels are going through an electronic bottleneck.

On the more positive side, some instructors found they had student engagement that was as
good or better than what they usually get in face-to-face classes. From one teacher of an
advanced undergraduate class:

Online discussion forums as an alternative to in-class discussion went surprisingly
well — students truly interacted with each other and the topics and some wrote more
often than what was required. Challenges included keeping up communication with
students to help them stay on track and having to determine grades when I knew stu-
dents were struggling with focus (my institution didn't decide to go with Pass/Fail for
all students).

Faculty teaching graduate-level courses were most likely to feel negatively about technology
(54% vs 33% of teachers of introductory courses and 25% of teachers of advanced undergraduate
courses) despite reporting the least amount of work making videos and accessible content. Over-
all, faculty teaching graduate-level courses were least likely to feel negatively about student
engagement (14%), which may be related to the lower likelihood among this group of holding
classes asynchronously. Additionally, the same group of teachers was least likely to respond neg-
atively about overall workload (7%), presumably because they were also least likely to report
making any changes to their classes. Conversely, teachers of undergraduate courses were much
more likely to respond negatively about overall workload (24% and 23% of teachers of introduc-
tory and advanced undergraduate courses, respectively), pointing specifically to the added
emotional labor and time to prepare course materials involved in ERT. While teachers of all
course types were most often able to find silver linings or acknowledge that the situation im-
proved over time (the Mixed category of Figure 4), almost no one said anything positive about
the extra work imposed by the transition to ERT.

4.5. TEACHER SUMMARY. Teachers adopted a variety of approaches and attitudes to ERT. In gen-
eral, they seemed to be most concerned with the logistics of getting their courses up and running
in remote formats. Teachers’ opinions about how their approaches to ERT went were similarly
varied: while almost no one enjoyed the extra labor (including emotional labor) in the transition
to ERT, teachers’ opinions about the results of this burden ranged from strongly negative to sur-
prisingly positive. Of all the choices made during this shift, teachers were most consistent in not
reporting making any accessibility accommodations.

5. Learners. We asked respondents who were taking classes during this time about how they ex-
perienced the transition, both in terms of the changes their teachers made to their courses and
how they adapted their learning to match these changes.



5.1. LEARNER DEMOGRAPHICS. Of our survey respondents, 164 were enrolled in courses during
Spring 2020. Of these, 2 were faculty, 46 were graduate students, and 116 were undergraduate
students. The scope of this section will be restricted to student respondents. Most learners (85%)
were enrolled full time (in at least three courses), and only 7% reported dropping any courses as
a result of the transition. About half (51%) of learners had previously taken an online course. The
learner respondents predominantly reported their racial/ethnic identity as White (73.9%), with
11.1% reporting as Asian, 9.2% as Latinx, 5.2% as Black, and <1% as other races. Half (50%) of
student respondents were women, 29% were men, 8% were nonbinary, and 13% did not report
their gender.

The following subsections summarize the most frequent responses to the second and third
open-ended questions® we asked learners, broken down by whether the course being referred to
was an undergraduate introductory course, an advanced undergraduate course, or a graduate-
level course. We did not conduct an in-depth analysis of learner responses about changes made
to the course because we asked a similar question of instructors, who provided more detail about
syllabus-level and other course changes which may have been less apparent to students.

5.2. TEACHER ACTIONS.

Please describe one specific thing that your instructor did that was particularly help-
ful for your learning.

The actions taken by their teachers that students most commonly reported as being helpful
for their learning were extensions to deadlines for course assignments (Figure 6). Undergraduate
students, but not graduate students, also reported that video recordings provided by the instructor
were helpful. Both groups reported that maintaining course synchronicity was helpful. Under-
graduate students also appreciated additional resources or course materials provided by teachers.

Instructor flexibility, in a general sense, was also reported as helpful by learners. This exam-
ple from an advanced undergraduate student’s response illustrates that many learners appreciated
flexibility due to the added complexity and stress of the transition:

Honestly, I really struggle to learn in the environment I'm in, and I can't focus in
online classes at all. The best thing [teacher] did for me was make attendance op-
tional and tell me specifically that he could work with me if I needed extensions or
anything so that I could maintain my mental health enough to get out of this without
losing grip on all of my classes.

3 Answers to the question about helpful resources in section 2.1 were incorporated in a database of tools. See section
6.2 for a link.
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Figure 6. Frequent categories of responses by students to the question “What did your instructor
do that was helpful?”

5.3. LEARNER ADAPTATIONS.

How did you adjust your learning strategies to deal with the transition to remote
learning? (Consider, for example, how you managed your schedule, where and when
you studied, and how you approached assignments.)

In this question, we asked students what changes they made to their learning strategies in re-
sponse to the transition (Figure 7). More than one-third (37% overall) of the respondents
reported that they created a space to study or attend class at home, presumably because they
could no longer access campus resources. The most commonly reported strategy reported by un-
dergraduates was maintaining a regular schedule for studying and completing classwork. One
student reported how these strategies helped them stay focused on learning:

I only sat at my desk during class rather than on my couch or bed and tried to keep to
my normal schedule as much as possible.

Graduate students were less likely than undergraduate students to report that creating a study
schedule was helpful during the transition, although this could be because graduate students were
already more likely to have a regular schedule prior to the transition. Graduate students were also
more likely than undergraduates to report that they made no changes to their learning strategies
during the transition. One fifth (20%) of learners reported that they had to consider the priority of
their schoolwork relative to other commitments (e.g., work, family care).

11
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Figure 7. Frequent categories of responses from students to the question “How did you adjust
your learning strategies?”’

5.4. LEARNER SUMMARY. Overall, the most significant factors identified by learners, both in
terms of their own learning strategy and the accommodations made by their teachers, were those
related to flexibility or time management, including recorded classes and extension of assign-
ment due dates. They also valued the ability to maintain a synchronous connection with the class.

6. Discussion. In section 6.1, we present our comments on the survey results, in particular em-
phasizing the benefits of integrating flexibility into course design and the need for stronger
graduate-level pedagogy. In section 6.2, we focus on gaps we identified in survey questions and
answers — particularly the lack of emphasis on justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion — and how
to take them into consideration post-pandemic.

It is important to keep in mind that this report focused on experiences with emergency re-
mote teaching. These findings may not extend to the experience of online teaching and learning
in general, or even necessarily to well-informed but still reluctant remote teaching and learning.
For example, many teachers were advised to move to asynchronous teaching styles to more flexi-
bly accommodate learners who would not be able to attend synchronous classes (e.g., because
they were now in different time zones or had home matters to deal with during class time), but
while that strategy may be suitable for courses designed to be taken online, synchronicity was
one of the top things learners in this survey reported valuing in their classes.

Moreover, our interpretation of survey responses is necessarily limited by the wording of
some of the questions, as respondents may have been more likely to talk about the suggested top-
ics than about other aspects of their experience during this period.

6.1. TEACHING & LEARNING INTEGRATION: WHAT DID WE LEARN? Learners highly valued flexibil-
ity and extensions related to assignments and deadlines. In turn, many teachers chose to reduce
the number of assignments in their course, made assignments optional, or were more flexible
with deadlines. But even in the absence of a pandemic, students still have emergencies and life
events that interrupt their education. Pedagogical frameworks with flexibility at their core includ-
ing humanizing pedagogy (Karayaka 2021) and skills-based grading (Tomlinson & McTighe
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2006, Zuraw et al. 2019) can help instructors accommodate students’ need for flexibility in the
return to in-person teaching.

After flexibility with deadlines, the two course changes that learners most often mentioned
as being helpful were the use of video and a synchronous modality. We interpret this dichotomy
as learners appreciating flexibility in teaching style: synchronous classes felt the most similar to
familiar in-person classes and provided opportunities to engage with the teacher and other class-
mates, while asynchronous materials gave learners more opportunities to learn at their own pace
and to revisit course content when desired.

Whether or not a course is taught face-to-face, instructors can keep both of these student
preferences in mind during course design. One strategy might be to use a flipped classroom ap-
proach (Bergmann & Sams, 2012), in which information that might often be found in a lecture is
taught through shorter lecture videos or readings that learners view asynchronously, and the ex-
ercises and assessments students would usually perform on their own as homework become
classwork they do with the guidance of the teacher, either on their own or with other students.
The flipped classroom model can satisfy learners’ desires for both classroom community during
synchronous meetings and self-paced individual learning outside of class. Ideally, institutions
would support teaching models like these by providing technical and pedagogical training for
implementing these models, and by recognizing the additional time required for instructors to
implement and maintain such a course design. Teachers and learners can also make use of in-
structional technologies to extend the community outside the classroom, for example, using
discussion boards in a learning management system to facilitate remote interaction related to
asynchronous course materials.

Finally, we return to the observation that teachers of graduate-level courses did relatively
little to shift their courses compared to the teachers of undergraduate courses. Teachers of gradu-
ate courses were both the most likely to report making no effort to create accessible courses in
the shift to ERT and the least likely to report making any changes to their courses at all. This
may reflect an assumption that graduate students have sufficiently greater autonomy and aca-
demic competence than undergraduate students, and therefore that they do not require much
pedagogical attention. At best, that assumption and the lack of effort for graduate courses is an
oversight that can be remedied with thoughtful pedagogical practices (e.g., Rosenthal 2005) — af-
ter all, graduate students are still students. At worst, the dearth of attention paid to graduate-level
courses indicates that some instructors and institutions have little interest in preparing graduate
students for their future in (or more likely, out of) academia; it may also contribute to the mental
health crisis affecting many graduate students — a crisis that was exacerbated by the COVID-19
pandemic (Chirikov et al. 2020) and that will continue until learning, working, and living condi-
tions for graduate students are improved.

6.2. ACTIONABLE GAPS.

6.2.1. JEDI. Notably absent from most survey responses was a consideration of justice, equity,
diversity, or inclusion (JEDI). For example, only a handful of teachers expressed awareness of
the ramifications of the pandemic that disproportionately affected disadvantaged students (Soria
& Horgos 2020). This may be due in part to there not being a survey question that addressed
these topics specifically. However, given the responses to the question we asked teachers about
making accessibility changes in their courses (see section 4.3), we do not expect that asking a
more direct question about JEDI would have yielded many JEDI-positive responses.

For most teachers, ERT meant doing what little they could as quickly as possible. A proac-
tive mentality toward accessibility and JEDI did not seem to be part of the courses reported on
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by teachers who responded to this survey before the pandemic, and accessibility considerations
in the transition to ERT were often made only when learners required accommodations.

This may, in part, stem from a general lack of infrastructure for facilitating the transition to
ERT. For example, many instructors responding to our survey did not know that they could eas-
ily generate subtitles for new videos — important for deaf and hearing-impaired learners but
desired by many non-hearing-impaired learners — by uploading the videos to YouTube. More in-
frastructure at institutions and among teachers in our field could help instructors be more
proactive about JEDI so that it does not get overlooked in either emergency or non-emergency
teaching.

6.2.2. SHARED RESOURCES. Overwhelmingly, teachers who responded to our survey reported that
they would appreciate a curated repository of pre-made teaching materials, particularly content
for their classes like videos and problem sets, but also tools for teaching remotely like online tree
drawing utilities. Developing such a repository is a major challenge for the field of Linguistics:
our field has a massive scope (as the responses from this survey indicate, see section 2.2) and a
single central collection of resources is unlikely to fulfill the needs of all linguists. Movement in
this direction picked up steam during the pandemic, notably by the Online Teaching Linguistics
Facebook group and by the LSA’s Faculty Learning Community on the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning for Linguists, which has published a webpage with a curated collection of re-
sources shared by linguists (LSA FLC, 2020; see the reference for a link to the resource).
Beyond the independent resources listed, the webpage provides guidance to help Linguistics in-
structors teach with more of an eye toward accessibility and equitability. We recommend that
when teachers save time by using these resources instead of developing their own, they use the
time saved to consider whether their pedagogical choices are just, equitable, diverse, and inclu-
sive.

7. Conclusion. Ultimately, this survey (and, more broadly, the experience of ERT during the
COVID-19 pandemic) has shed light on creativity, flexibility, and resilience in the linguistics
community, as well as on areas, such as JEDI, on which we can focus our attention for future
growth.
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