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Abstract: We present the interdisciplinary CoWriting Kazakh project in which a social robot acts
as a peer in learning the new Kazakh Latin alphabet, to which Kazakhstan is going to shift from
the current Kazakh Cyrillic by 2030. We discuss the past literature on cognitive learning and script
acquisition in-depth and present a theoretical framing for this study. The results of word and letter
analyses from two user studies conducted between 2019 and 2020 are presented. Learning the
new alphabet through Kazakh words with two or more syllables and special native letters resulted
in significant learning gains. These results suggest that reciprocal Cyrillic-to-Latin script learning
results in considerable cognitive benefits due to mental conversion, word choice, and handwriting
practices. Overall, this system enables school-age children to practice the new Kazakh Latin script in
an engaging learning scenario. The proposed theoretical framework illuminates the understanding
of teaching and learning within the multimodal robot-assisted script learning scenario and beyond
its scope.

Keywords: cognitive language learning; robotics; robot-assisted alphabet learning; robot-assisted
script learning; alphabet reform; script learning; inclusion

1. Introduction

Over the last three decades, Central Asian countries have undertaken purposive
changes in their writing systems as a way to increase the linguistic capital in titular lan-
guages and distance themselves from the Russian language influence. When the Soviet
Union disintegrated in the 1990s, for independent Central Asian countries, it was an urgent
decision to opt for Latinization reforms with the aim to escape from “Soviet identity” and
build closer ties with the Western world [1,2]. A similar example of script switchover
reforms has occurred in other parts of the Turkic world, from Turkey [3], Turkmenistan [4],
the Republic of Tatarstan [5], Azerbaijan [6,7] to the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Republic
in China [8,9]. Kazakhstan is about to join the Latinization movement by changing its
current Kazakh Cyrillic alphabet to Kazakh Latin. Here, research studies addressing the
issue of alphabet switch have mainly covered the acceptance of the proposed shift and
the speakers’ attitudes toward this phenomenon in different public domains [10–12]. It
is evident that people have become more open and familiar with Latinization [10,12], yet
literacy development issues and the questions related to educating the population in a new
alphabet have not been addressed thoroughly. For example, some scholars from the Central
Asian context [3,6], who researched similar alphabet changes, questioned the quality of
education during the transition process as it directly affects literacy acquisition. According
to Hatcher (2008) [6] and Yılmaz (2011) [3], the main concern in this situation was the
existence of multiple competing alphabets representing one language, which was viewed
as an obstacle to access to educational materials and resources. Similarly, Kazakhstani
researchers highlighted the risk of illiteracy among the population both in the Cyrillic and
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the Latin-based alphabets [12,13], arguing on both sides of the Latinization that not only
Kazakh speakers can become illiterate in Cyrillic, but the Russian-speaking population is
also highly likely to be deprived of access to learning the Kazakh language. However, these
challenges remain as mere arguments with no clear evidence as yet.

The education system is an integral part of the Cyrillic-to-Latin transition, dealing
with multiple challenges and ramifications. In a school context, teachers as key actors have
to adapt to teaching in the new Kazakh Latin alphabet. However, since 2017, three versions
of the Latin alphabet have been officially introduced, which signals how unpredictable the
language reform is. Ongoing training for Kazakh-language teachers can be costly and a
waste of time due to the uncertainty of which version of the alphabet will be implemented.
In addition, considering the diversity of classrooms and uneven distribution of students’
abilities, teachers most often realize their lack of competence in responding to the academic
needs of their students [14,15]. For those in educational settings who are experiencing these
significant shifts, understanding how to effectively negotiate the process of teaching and
learning is of particular importance. School children who are currently learning Kazakh
with Cyrillic letters are now facing an additional process of conceptualizing a new alphabet
simultaneously with their previous knowledge. As the transition to the Latin alphabet
requires not only the acquisition of the script but also stimulation of various cognitive
processes, such as a mental script conversion through handwriting and visual perception,
effective strategies and tools are necessary for the process of teaching and learning.

There has been insufficient evidence to determine the most sustainable steps toward
effective teaching and learning practices in the acquisition of the new script. While teachers
and students have been involved in testing the script [16,17], the results have reported
solely on the actions taken to cover the educational institutions, with no empirical evidence
on the implementation process whatsoever. Learning a new alphabet from the outset may
come with many challenges for learners. Cahill and Karan (2008) ([18] p. 7) stress the
educational factor of alphabet reform and warn that “learners experience a higher level
of frustration, resulting in possible demotivation or failure and increased learning time”.
They propose such challenges and obstacles could be directly related to exposure to the
new alphabet and its written representation, as opposed to the alphabet students were
already familiar with [18]—Cyrillic, in the Kazakhstani context. Additionally, there are
major risks to the quality and equity between school systems in the country. Currently,
there are two primary systems of education, Russian-medium and Kazakh-medium schools,
with a few other options, including Turkish or English-medium teaching. With the latest
language reform, there is a risk that could increase the gap between the quality of provided
education between Russian-speaking school systems and those in Kazakh-speaking schools.
Furthermore, inequities could be heightened between students who attend schools in large
cities with more abundant resources versus those who learn in rural areas with limited
access to new materials. In addition to the inequities of resources and access, there are
greater risks among populations that experience learning difficulties. For example, learning
a new alphabet presents heightened issues which can exacerbate challenges faced by
students with dyslexic or dysgraphic tendencies [19]. Other challenges include deepening
inequalities across the generational spectrum and inadequate resources in the new script.
Hence, identifying innovative ways of effective teaching and learning the new Latin-based
Kazakh alphabet is fundamental for both the general public and educational stakeholders.

Recognizing the issues stated above, recent research [20–22] has examined the effec-
tiveness of the script conversion task from Cyrillic to Latin scripts and vice versa in ex-
perimental studies involving primary school students and the humanoid NAO robot in a
learning-by-teaching (LbT) and peer-to-peer learning paradigms. Sandygulova et al. [21],
who focused on the conversion of the Kazakh script from Cyrillic to Latin and vice versa
in a robot-assisted script learning (RASL) scenario, have found that the learning strategy
of performing mental conversion between scripts showed effectiveness even though there
were gender-factored differences in the learning gains of girls and boys. As a result, al-
though not significant, the strategy of mental conversion of letters has been found effective
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for girls, who performed the conversion themselves, as compared to boys for whom the
conversion was performed by a robot. That is, the mental conversion carried out with the
help of a non-human agent proves to be useful, albeit with mismatches on the gender basis
between girls and boys. Therefore, both mental and technological tools may be at play
during the process of letter acquisition, transliteration, and handwriting from one script to
another. While this experimental study employed the peer-to-peer scenario for learning
purposes, it also suggests that learning scenarios may not be limited to solely one strategy
to provide multimodality and inclusion for the letter acquisition in general terms [21].

Drawing from the research data obtained from Sandygulova et al. [21] and
Zhexenova et al. [22], which we extend on in Sections 3 and 4, this paper contributes
by presenting a theoretical framework to shed light on the processes that take place in
the robot-assisted script learning scenario. Derived from an intersection of fields such
as cognitive studies, linguistics, and writing systems research, this integrated framework
enables the understanding of multimodal and innovative learning methods that can be
applicable to alphabet learning using a social robot in a primary school setting.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Challenges and Risks: A Focus on Kazakhstan

This language reform presents multiple challenges and risks within Kazakhstan.
Within the scope of our research, we have distinguished three major areas where La-
tinization becomes challenging and risky. First, this switch encompasses language-related
concerns about cross-language orthographic interference between Kazakh and English
language, literacy development of Kazakh-Russian bilinguals at school, and writing and
reading difficulties with Kazakh Latin. Secondly, Kazakh-language teachers’ practices
and children’s learning can undergo huge changes from an educational perspective. Fi-
nally, the whole reform might not achieve immediate positive results as were seen in
other Central Asian countries’ experiences that pose enormous time and cost issues for the
country’s economics.

2.2. Language and Literacy Development

Most research on literacy development has been largely focused on English and other
Roman alphabetic scripts [23]. Thus, it is important to study different cases of scripts such
as Kazakh Cyrillic and Kazakh Latin to understand how people develop such writing skills
in the multilingual world. The version of the Latin-based Kazakh alphabet shares common
letters with the English Latin alphabet, and this closeness may result in a cross-linguistic
orthographic interference between Kazakh and English [24]. Previous research has shown
an inevitable influence of L1 orthography on L2 pronunciation [25]. For instance, one can
confuse the letter “a”, as it is pronounced (ei) in English and in the Kazakh as (a), including
other similar instances [24]. Since schoolchildren learn Kazakh and English simultaneously
starting from the first grade in Kazakhstan [26], this presumably makes script learning
more difficult. In addition, Fazylzhanova (2017) [24] expresses a concern that it may affect
the quality of teaching English in Kazakh-medium schools and incorrect pronunciation of
native Kazakh sounds.

In most instances, bilingualism has not been well-addressed in terms of writing
abilities, with little focus on how young bilinguals learn to use different writing systems.
To Kazakhstan’s population, Kazakh-Russian bilingualism is a common practice as well
as in other post-Soviet countries where Russian is used along with a national language.
Therefore, another concern is about bilingual children who speak both Kazakh and Russian
in their daily lives. Navigating between Latin-based Kazakh and Russian Cyrillic may
add an extra burden to schoolchildren who have to learn two different writing systems.
It may pose a risk to language and literacy development both in Kazakh and Russian,
bearing in mind that they are taught as a compulsory language subject in either Kazakh or
Russian medium of instruction schools. According to Cummins (2000) [27], a bilingual’s
writing competence develops interdependently, showing the transfer of skills between two
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languages. Therefore, learning two languages in two different writing systems may cause
uncertainty about language choice and use among learners who are exposed to bilingual
script learning.

2.3. Learner Motivation and Perceptions

Moreover, one important concern is the lack of motivation to study in Kazakh due to
the change in the alphabet system. This may result in a reduced number of Kazakh speakers,
especially in the younger generation. Another risk centers on primary school children who
will be required to become fluent in both Cyrillic and Latin versions of Kazakh yet have
limited access to materials in the latter. The learning resources offered in schools are still
being developed for the new form of writing Kazakh, which means that materials are being
supplemented from other locations and languages (e.g., Russian, English, Cyrillic-based
Kazakh language).

Following Kuderinova’s (2017) [28] research study, which focused on the perceptions
of the tertiary education students’ at Suleyman Demirel University. The study centered
around the difficulties of typewriting in a Latin-based alphabet and handwriting, the time
spent on these activities as well as reading. The alphabet version as of September 2017,
which included digraphs such as “ae”, “us”, “sh”, and “ng”, was used in this experiment-
based mixed-method study. The results of the study revealed that although typewriting
seemed easier and was performed faster, the reading and handwriting processes took a
larger amount of time for students familiar with the alphabet. They tended to make more
errors in writing rather than in typing the given text. In addition, students showed putting
extra effort into comprehending the text written in the Latin-based alphabet. It is worth
mentioning that the recognition of the writing was seen to be slow and the most challeng-
ing [28]. Moreover, research on reading ability suggests that “many children who do not
acquire sufficient word recognition skills by third grade rarely improve those deficits” [29].
The RAND Reading Study Group identified several major factors, such as the reader,
the text, the activity, and the situational text, that act on reading comprehension [29]. They
also emphasize the learners’ ability to obtain literacy in reading and writing by being bound
to instructions that teachers provide. While the instructions and class activities play a key
part in literacy development, Pinto, Bigozzi, Gamannossi, and Vezzani (2012) ([30] p. 331)
point out the importance of phonological awareness, knowledge of letters, and language
skills, to mention but a few types of knowledge that enable children to become literate in
reading. Newman (2013) [31] agrees that writing ability requires a deep understanding
of the phonological and orthographic (associating letters with the sounds or decoding)
conventions of the language. From this, we can assume that poor alphabetic and ortho-
graphic awareness and the learners’ inability to regulate the mentally stored knowledge
may lead to reading deficiencies due to insufficient cognitive functioning. As noted by
Worden and Boettcher (1990) [32], even though there is a large body of literature on child
acquisition of letter–sound correspondence, there is still a gap in research focusing on
the issue regarding children’s learning the alphabet knowledge. For instance, students
with learning difficulties, such as those who are dyslexic or dysgraphic, present directions
for research for language reforms focused on changes in the alphabet. Writing is one of
the major skills that directly impact memory, information processing, and organization
of thoughts [33] as well as “storing letter names in the memory or retrieving them flu-
ently” [19]. Children with a learning disability such as dysgraphia normally lack these
abilities, meanwhile suffering greatly when faced with handwriting and spelling tasks since
they are unable to establish links between phonological and orthographic representations
of the word. As Hintikka et al. (2005) [19] claim, dyslexic children are the most challenged
in “grapheme-phoneme conversion” tasks. Thus, the low pre-reading skills, along with
the lack of phonological processing ability, challenge language development in children
with dyslexia.

We do not examine how children with learning disabilities such as dysgraphia acquire
the alphabet in the current study, but this area certainly deserves attention in future re-
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search. Among the available solutions to treat such learning disabilities connected to poor
processing of writing or reading, researchers suggest multiple strategies to alleviate the
difficulties and allow children alternatives to improve their writing skills [33]. One such
alternative is to provide children with word processors, i.e., digital and computer-based
interfaces that replace handwriting. Unlike oral language, written language (i.e., differ-
entiating letters and sounds, vocabulary, reading comprehension) is “acquired through
explicit education” [31], and it requires a set of mental abilities, such as organizational
thinking and processing [33]. Given that, it is of utmost importance to explore the learning
aspect of the scheduled alphabet transition as it can potentially allow researchers to come
up with solutions that can provide learning facilitation for students in particular and for
other learners in general.

2.4. Robot-Assisted Learning and Education

With capitalism, the application of robots was a first step toward building a carefree
and less laborious life for humans in and outside the workplace. Although robots are
traditionally considered human-controlled machines performing monotonous tasks in
industrial settings [34], they now have taken on new roles with some promising social
impact. Today, robots are no longer mechanical objects but an assistant and companion to
humans in their day-to-day life. With that in mind, the use of robots is multidimensional
since they can be applied in search and rescue (Atlas), emotional well-being (BUDDY),
cognitive assistance (EMiR), entertainment (WowWee), and other social domains.

The emerging field known as human–robot interaction (HRI) is transforming the
ways humans live and learn. In particular, the development of robots has become one
of the key drivers for encouraging changes in the education system. It is experiencing
a paradigm shift if we consider the challenges with less one-on-one and inclusive tutor-
ing [35] along with inefficient approaches that do not meet the expectations of students
with diverse learning styles, motivation, and study skills [36]. One of the possible solutions
is that humanoid robots can be given space in the learning and teaching processes. In fact,
the interaction between humans and robots enables new opportunities for knowledge and
information exchange [37]. Their interaction may happen in two ways: (1) humans can
teach robots, learning from demonstration; (2) robots can teach humans using machine
teaching, i.e., algorithmic teaching. Taken together, these interactions indicate the assistive
and complementary nature of HRI [38], in which both a human and robot can take advan-
tage of knowledge and skills transfer. Given these features of HRI, we can assume that
students can cooperate with robots as peers and assistants. In this regard, it is of utmost
importance to identify the impact of social robots on a student’s learning curve as well as
teacher’s instruction.

Robots are generally welcome, and students between primary school and tertiary ed-
ucation levels view them as learning partners or companions in an optimistic way [39–42].
Bernstein and Crowley (2008) [43] suggest that children aged four through seven with prior
knowledge of robots believed that they are alive and attribute more intelligence and psycho-
logical characteristics than those who do not believe in that. In the higher education domain
of application, Rosenberg-Kima et al. (2019) [44] found that the physical presence of robots
brought positive changes because of the technical functionality, social, and psychological
activity. Namely, students pointed out the benefits as follows: “accessible to multiple
people”, “immediate feedback”, “he is not judgmental like human beings”, “pleasant and
motivating.” It is obvious that learners cultivate favorable impressions toward robots as
learning companions, and the child–robot interaction may lead to increased self-confidence
and better task performance showing creativity [45,46] and problem-solving [47]. The
shortage of teachers has become a topic for discussion across many contexts [48,49]. There-
fore, the demand for schoolteachers has increased exponentially [50], and it has resulted
in a necessity to recruit almost 69 million teachers needed to provide quality education
(SDG 4) by 2030. This problem has led to the development of AI in education (AIEd) tools
and Intelligent Tutoring Systems (ITS), which are likely to scaffold teachers in flexible and
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personalized ways. Hence, within HRI, robots may be embedded into a classroom to serve
roles as teacher’s assistants (e.g., PaPeRo, IROBI) by helping students to stay engaged and
motivated. This characteristic of robots is considered as an asset for human teachers who
may focus more on content delivery and assessment. Needless to say that robots cannot
replace teachers in classroom settings but rather act as a helpful agent to human teachers to
effectively deliver content and instruction.

Unlike other learning aids, such as tablets and laptops, the use of social robots may
yield significant benefits in three ways [51]. First, as most learning and teaching processes
happen in the classroom, robots seem the feasible option to fit the physical world and thus
facilitate classroom engagement. It is explained that the physical embodiment of robots has
a huge impact on people seeing them as more human-like, sociable, and creative than a
tablet [52–54]. For instance, students exposed to the robot condition perceived the robot as
more comfortable for learning compared to the tablet condition [44]. Second, the presence
of robots enables more social behaviors from people whose learning is not mere task-based
learning. For instance, in a study Kory-Westlund et al. [55] comparing the effectiveness
of three sources of information (human, robot, and tablet) with regard to children’s rapid
word learning, it was revealed that young learners strongly preferred robots despite similar
word learning results in the three learning scenarios. Finally, learners are more motivated
and interested to learn due to the interactive communication with robots, and it can further
result in increased learning gains. Taken together, social robots can be considered more
suitable partners and peers in the classroom compared to desktop-based virtual agents.
Robots have appeared to be novel, innovative, and smart discoveries that can be used
by human beings for learning, social bonding, and interaction in a more efficient way
compared to tablets and other learning aids.

2.5. International Research on Handwriting Practice with a Robot

As learning is becoming multimodal, using robots as peers and teaching assistants
for language learning purposes has been proven to be a state-of-the-art phenomenon.
Particularly, our study focuses on script-learning scenarios where young learners perform
script conversion, learn new words with correct spelling, and practice their handwriting
with a peer robot. Script conversion, otherwise referred to as transliteration, is guided by
the principles of converting the characters of one script to the other script [56]. It is usually
performed through mental processes and outputted through handwriting. In specific
terms, handwriting is recognized as a major step in cognitive development, which puts
forward the idea of making learning easier and stimulating brain activity [57,58]. In the
French context, this suggestion is strongly supported by the Ministry of Education, which
made a decision to teach cursive writing at the primary level of schooling on the basis
of neuroscience evidence. In the Swiss-based study, Hood et al. (2015) [59] found that
primary-age French-speaking schoolchildren improved their level of writing by engaging
with an educational robot in multiple handwriting interventions. In the Portuguese context,
two longitudinal studies revealed tentative evidence about children’s learning gains. In this
study, children performed two activities of letter selection and letter writing on a tablet with
a robot across the personalized, continuous, and non-learning conditions. The unifying
conclusion is that the post-test results showed that children in the learning condition
improved their writing significantly in view of the suggested variables of motivation and
learning activity.

To our knowledge, no previous study has explored whether students experience cognitive
benefits in alphabet knowledge construction with a robot. Moreover, most studies [60,61]
discussed second language acquisition (SLA) with a robot intervention rather than first
language acquisition (FLA). Nevertheless, within the HRI scope, Leyzberg et al. (2012) [62]
found that the physical presence of a social robot resulted in significant learning gains in a
cognitively demanding task when compared to video/voice learning conditions. Following
studies on vocabulary acquisition [61,63], they show differing assigned roles to a robot that
cannot give a clear picture of the cognitive learning experiences resulting from child–robot
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interaction. Although learning gains in vocabulary have been substantial, research studies
on robots’ efficacy, either as a peer or tutor, are required to build effective and autonomous
robot-aided learning. For instance, comparing personalized and non-personalized long-
term robot intervention, Baxter et al. (2017) [64] made a suggestion that children learn
more when they interact with personalized robots than non-personalized robots. These
results demonstrate that CoWriting Kazakh needs to create personalized learning scenarios
germane to learners’ language learning preferences.

The original CoWriter experimental research in the context of Switzerland has demon-
strated that children engage in learning to write through an interactional teaching sce-
nario [65]. In Switzerland, a predominantly bilingual country where four languages are
recognized as official and used on a daily basis [66], children grow up knowing several
writing scripts from a very early age while, at the same time, they learn to navigate between
the unique orthographies of German, French, Italian, and Romansh [67]. With regard to
the interactional teaching scenario involving computer-based agents, there is a consensus
among scholars that this learning strategy produces “motivational, meta-cognitive and
educational benefits in a range of disciplines” [65,68]. Jacq et al. (2016) [65] tested the
hypothesis that had CoWriter been adapted to the educational environment; children could
overcome their handwriting deficiencies. Thus, the case study was conducted to investigate
the deficit of handwriting skills of a child named Thomas by imposing him on a humanoid
robot. According to the results, since the robot accepted only the allographs it recognized
as correct, the progress was achieved by means of self-correction on Thomas’s part, thus
performing better handwriting. As quoted above, it can be assumed that Thomas’s continu-
ous efforts incorporated cognitive and meta-cognitive resources. In this instance, the social
robot served as remediation.

Another study shed light on developmental coordination disorder (DCD), which
includes dysgraphia and related shortages in writing ability in young learners [69]. These
authors strongly support the use of social robots in early handwriting development, assum-
ing that handwriting may be challenging and thus be time-consuming to get accustomed
to. Thus, the study posed the following three conditions to compare adult learners’ per-
formances: (1) handwriting sessions with the CoWriter robot; (2) handwriting sessions
with a virtual agent; (3) handwriting sessions with the tablet only, guided by a voice [69].
Following the extant scenarios proposed in the original CoWriter project, Le Denmat et al.’s
(2018) [69] study results were appropriated to the four-dimensional questionnaire (Co-
Presence, Attentional allocation, Perceived message understanding, and Perceived behav-
ioral interdependence). According to the results, among the three conditions, the CoWriter
robot’s presence occurred to be significant in comparison to the other two conditions, which
mainly caused distractions.

While Jacq et al. (2016) [65] and Le Denmat et al. (2018) [69] provide little or no
evidence for the enactment of cognitive abilities in a human–robot learning scenario,
Chandra, Dillenbourg and Paiva (2017) [70] expanded on that matter by explaining that
complex sensorimotor and cognition skills take part in mastering handwriting. Moreover,
once these cognitive skills and handwriting are acquired, they are unlikely to respond
to further changes; therefore, much effort should be channeled toward developing the
sensorimotor and cognition skills while teaching handwriting [70].

To this end, an interactional learning scenario with a physical robot, which can com-
municate and is taught, offers further research directions with important considerations
of cognitive gains that learners might benefit from during handwriting, letter acquisition,
word selection, and language learning as well. As the present research dwells on the
multidisciplinary nature of research on learning the Kazakh Latin alphabet alongside the
humanoid-robot in learning-by-teaching, peer-learning, and peer-teaching scenarios, we
discuss further how the project is related to other fields of inquiry.
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3. Addressing Inclusivity and Access: CoWriting Kazakh

Research is becoming more inclusive and multidisciplinary. The three-fold challenges
delineated above (i.e., cross-linguistic interference, teachers’ competencies, and time and
cost issues) can determine the further development of research on Latinization and attract
perspectives from interdisciplinary areas such as human–robot interaction. In this respect,
CoWriting Kazakh extends its research scope beyond human–robot interaction to various
interrelated fields, chiefly education, linguistics, and cognitive science. By bringing these
fields together, this project has the potential to grow into a promising area that provides a
solution to the problem of script learning from different perspectives. Equally important
is the practice of drawing attention to this problem within a broader research context.
The current study discusses the framework in connection with cognitive science, and here
we focus on the educational and linguistic bases of the study.

Recognizing the importance of education, CoWriting Kazakh is guided by the princi-
ples of peer-assisted learning (PAL) and learning-by-teaching (LbT) that account for how
script learning takes place between a learner and a robot. Generally, PAL comprises differ-
ent forms of peer-teaching, peer-learning, and peer mentoring [71]. With some distinctions,
they also share similarities, such as collaborative interaction and non-professional teaching
roles between learners [72]. Starting from the mid-1970s, reciprocal peer teaching (RPT)
has continued to thrive as an educational practice across fields, including medicine, IT,
teacher education, and language learning. Its main idea is that individuals are paired up
with alternating tutor-tutee roles for different learning activities [73]. In our study, one of
the forms of PAL, an RPT fits into the learning scenario.

For example, Liu and Devitt (2014) [74] found that beginners in Chinese language
classes increased their motivation and self-responsibility for learning due to the active use
of RPT. Going beyond this classical human-to-human RPT, our study leverages it in learning
the new Kazakh Latin alphabet. That is, the learning scenario is designed to engage both
a learner and a robot to teach one another for two-fold purposes: (1) a student practices
the new script; (2) a robot learns Kazakh words. In the meantime, there emerges another
educational practice—learning by teaching (LbT)—social learning built on an individual’s
ability to tutor another and then learn as much as the tutee [68,75]. Central to our study,
is a novel approach used for handwriting intervention by Lemaignan et al. (2016) [76]
who embedded the LbT paradigm into the original CoWriter project. This paradigm goes
hand in hand with the so-called protégé effect; it gets learners to teach handwriting to
a teachable agent (i.e., a robot) that eventually turns out to be a subconscious learning
experience for the learners themselves [77]. In the present study, children are introduced to
the peer robot wanting to learn Kazakh, without noticing that they also learn the Kazakh
Latin script by practicing it with a humanoid robot and reflecting on the correct spelling.
Our project also proposes to use a free learning approach so that children can enjoy the
learning process to the fullest extent. For instance, Habgood and Ainsworth (2011) [78]
confirm that user engagement is higher when children are exposed to educational games
in free situations. Taken together, these educational practices and models reinforce the
learning process within CoWriting Kazakh in view of the peer-based approach that might
advantage learners’ commitment to collaborative learning.

From a linguistic point of view, CoWriting Kazakh integrates graphitization as a
form of corpus planning and script learning, which are essential to illustrate a shift to a
Latin-based Kazakh alphabet. With the deliberate reasons for the change in orthography,
the role of corpus planning is instrumental for its representation of the internal structure of
a language [79,80] and change of script and spelling reforms [81]. According to Ferguson
(1968) [82], one of the manifestations of corpus planning is graphitization—a way to build
and refine the orthography of a certain language. Graphitization generally encompasses
the script and writing system that represent the spoken language in a visible way (Taylor
and Olson, 1995) [83]. In essence, the terms of a writing system, an orthography, and a
script are synonymous; therefore, they can be used interchangeably [84,85]. However,
orthography, as only one part of literacy, is a broader system that includes the individual
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characters of the alphabet (i.e., graphemes), diacritic marks and other alphabetic and writing
conventions such as word breaks, capitalization, and splitting and hyphenating words
at line endings [86]. As reported in the pioneering work by Frost and Katz (1989) [87],
writing systems are generally classified as shallow and deep. In shallow (transparent)
orthographies, such as Kazakh, there is a one-to-one correspondence between sound and
spelling. In contrast, deep (opaque) writing systems, such as English, have no direct
letter-phoneme relationship. However, this orthographic depth hypothesis is relative rather
than absolute [88,89]. For instance, Chinese is deeper than English in light of even less
letter-sound association.

Within the present study, we investigate the switch from Kazakh Cyrillic to Kazakh
Latin, which sets an example for biscriptal practices of young learners. This means that
children are biliterate in two different scripts, and research shows that bilingualism in
writing systems can change the understanding of “bilingual” in relation to the writing
dimension [90]. For many years, most researchers [91–93] have identified bilinguals as
individuals who speak two or more languages. However, this definition of bilingualism on
account of spoken language has been challenged, which no longer places written language
in a subordinate role by giving priority to the ability to speak. At this point, the CoWriting
Kazakh project presents a new outlook on the growing field of bilingualism, and the
research into learning a new writing system in the same language shows the importance of
writing ability, which unequivocally pervades every part of our lives.

To date, the Kazakhstani context has not seen any research studies on the learning
aspects of the Kazakh Latin alphabet in a way that is discussed in the aforementioned
studies from international contexts. Neither the Central Asian nor post-Soviet states have
addressed the same issue. Although educational researchers and linguists attempted
to research the learning aspects of the new script from the sociolinguistic, sociocultural,
and psycholinguistic perspectives, presenting numerous evidence theoretically [11,12,24],
the practical teaching and learning issues of the Kazakh Latin alphabet are under-researched.
The only empirical study that the present article draws on as the major referencing source
is [21], a multiple case study research, which we attempt to frame theoretically.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Child–Robot Interaction Scenario

The scenario involves a robot that plays the role of a peer. The humanoid social robot,
NAO, is introduced to a child as a native English speaker of approximately his or her age
who wants to learn Kazakh. The robot behaves as a curious learner who asks the child
to demonstrate how to write Kazakh words using the new Latin-based alphabet because
it is convenient for the robot to read. In a control condition, the robot does not ask to
write explicitly in Latin script, allowing the child to write words in their preferred script
(i.e., Cyrillic script, as that is what they are accustomed to). The interaction takes around
20–30 min depending on the children’s writing pace. Moreover, the robot is programmed
to produce certain speech utterances to interact with the child.

4.2. Software and Hardware Components

The hardware components of the system include the Wacom Cintiq Pro tablet, its pen,
and a humanoid robot NAO. The tablet serves as the second monitor when connected
to a laptop. Its pen has 8,192 levels of pressure sensitivity and tilt recognition. This
allows not only the trajectory of the handwriting, but also the pressure and tilt at every
point to be acquired. A humanoid robot, NAO, is a programmable autonomous robot
developed by SoftBank Robotics. It is widely used in human–robot interaction research,
in particular, educational and robot-assisted therapy applications. The humanoid robot’s
height is 58 cm which makes it comfortable to transport. Also its appearance is appealing to
children. Furthermore, it has 25 degrees of freedom and 7 tactile sensors. CoWriting Kazakh
is an extension of the original CoWriter system. In contrast to the original CoWriter’s
Learning by Teaching paradigm, where the robot’s handwriting improved gradually via
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several demonstrations by the child, the CoWriting Kazakh does not have a handwriting
improvement component. In the presented system, the robot and a child engage in co-
operative learning where the robot learns from the child the new vocabulary in Kazakh,
while the child learns from the robot the spelling in the new script. Thus, they take turns in
writing words in Kazakh. In addition, the CoWriting Kazakh system integrates handwriting
recognition of Latin and Cyrillic Kazakh that was trained on over 120,000 samples of the
Cyrillic-MNIST dataset [94].

5. HRI Experiments and Results Overview

Prior to the word and letter analyses that will be presented shortly below, it is necessary
to briefly overview the previous two experimental studies by [21,22], each involving word
categories with linguistic differences purposefully selected for identifying the effects of
words in terms of learning gains. We consider it worthwhile to analyze the words to
determine the effects of chosen words on the children’s cognitive gains. Thus, in Experiment
1, the following categories of words were used:

• Easy Kazakh words. This category included Kazakh words that are made of one or
two syllables and thus easy for memorization. Despite the ease, the selection of the
words was based on the criterion of inclusion of unique Kazakh letters. Examples are
provided in Table 1.

• Complicated Kazakh words. This category of words included Kazakh words with
their unique letters. The words in this category were longer and considerably more
difficult in their writing than the words used in the Easy Kazakh words category.

• Loan words. This category of words included Russian loan words with specific letters
of the Russian Cyrillic alphabet, which are used in Kazakh with the same spelling.

Table 1. Words and letters used in Experiment 1.

Experiment 1

Easy Kazakh Complicated
Kazakh Loan Words

Words qys, jaz, úi, qus, aǵash sálem, kóktem,
teńiz, rahmet

fýtbol, velosiped,
chemodan, tsirk

Letters q, y, s, j, a, z, ú, i, u,
ǵ, sh

s, á, l, e, m, k, ó, t,
ń, i, z, r, h

f, ý, t, b, o, l, v, e, s, p, d, ch,
m, a, n, ts, i, r, k

Number of
Letters 11 13 19

Meanwhile, the word categories used in Experiment 2 were as follows:

• Kazakh words. This category of words included both short and longer words of
the Kazakh language that children are supposed to be familiar with from school.
The majority of the words contained Kazakh unique letters. Examples are illustrated
in Table 2.

• Cognates. This category of words included English words that are directly borrowed
and identical in their use and spelling in the Kazakh language.

• Nonsense words. This category of words included English-like and Russian-like
pseudo-words that are morphologically and phonologically plausible but have no
meanings in either English or Russian whatsoever.

To elicit results from the analysis of words and letters, we counted the total number of
letters in each group and assigned points to rate the frequency of each letter.
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Table 2. Words and letters used in Experiment 2.

Experiment 2

Kazakh Cognates Nonsense
Words

Words sálem, aǵa, kók, oń, qalam,
rahmet

robot, mango, banan,
bank, park nao, dako, vano, afo

Letters s, á, l, e, m, a, ǵ, k, ó, o, ń,
q, r, h, t r, o, b, t, m, a, n, g, k, p n, a, o, d, k, v, f

Number of
Letters 15 10 7

5.1. Experiment 1: Comparison of Two Learning Conditions

The main study [21] engaged 67 children (32 girls) aged 8–11 years old in paper-based
pre- and post-tests, including the conversion of 42 letters. Drawing on the study design
and interaction scenario described above, children interacted with a robot in the following
two experimental conditions:

• Latin-to-Latin: the child does the conversion mentally and writes directly in Latin.
• Cyrillic-to-Latin: the robot does the conversion. The child writes in Cyrillic and

observes the Latin writing provided by the robot.

As a measurement of learning gains, Sandygulova et al. [21] used pre- and post-
tests to calculate the difference between the number of learned letters and known letters.
During the execution of the pre-/post-tests, it was critical that children were not shown the
correct answers in cases of mistakes and hesitations. The main study results revealed that,
in general, children improved their knowledge of the Latin alphabet during the experiment.
The average number of new learned letters was 4.35 (SD = 3.7, Max = 18, Min = 0).

5.2. Experiment 2: Comparison of Learning Aids Study

Following the experiment conducted by Sandygulova et al. [21], Zhexenova et al. [22]
carried out a study employing the Latin-to-Latin version of the experiment, with the
procedures of a survey, a pre-/post-test, a learning activity, and an interview to compare
which learning aid would result in greater learning gains across three different conditions:

• Robot condition: the child hears the word to be written pronounced by the robot in
English and has to translate it to Kazakh and write it directly in Latin on the Wacom
tablet using its stylus. Then, the robot simulates the writing while the letters are
written on the tablet in Latin as corrective feedback.

• Tablet condition: the child is presented with a pop-up window on the tablet with
instructions to first translate and then write the words in Latin-based Kazakh. The vo-
cabulary is the same, and the 13 words are in the same order as in the Robot condition.
When it is time for corrective feedback, the correct spelling of the words appears in
the same way on the tablet as in the Robot condition.

• Teacher condition: the teacher speaks the Kazakh language and asks children to write
the words in Latin-based Kazakh. The vocabulary is the same, and the 13 words are
in the same order as in the other conditions. When it is time for corrective feedback,
the teacher then shows a correctly written spelling in Latin-based Kazakh.

These conditions were distinguished to test a line of hypotheses underlying the effec-
tiveness of performing a mental conversion of a linguistically diverse set of Kazakh words
with the robot in the CoWriting Kazakh scenario (see [22] for details).

The study recruited 62 primary school-age children. The results demonstrated that
the average number of learned letters was 3.67 (SD = 2.37, max = 9, min = 0). The results
of the pre-/post tests revealed no statistically significant improvement in the number of
learned letters in the three conditions. Children learned slightly more letters in the Teacher
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condition (4.58 ± 2.19), followed by the Robot (3.58 ± 1.89), and Tablet conditions (2.9 ± 2.71),
though without significance. As regards the comparison of learning aids, the paired
t-tests and TOST equivalence analysis revealed no statistically significant difference and
equivalence across the chosen conditions, and each learning aid provided more or less the
same facilitation for learning gains.

6. Word and Letter Analysis

Using the data from these two experimental studies, we decided to further analyze if
there were differences in cognitive gains depending on the specific linguistic characteristics
of chosen words. Both studies presented words belonging to various categories and
containing letters, some of which tended to appear repeatedly whereas others uniquely.
To grasp a meaningful insight into the learning gains, we conducted a comparative analysis
of pre-test and post-test results obtained from two experiments. The word and letter
analyses are completely new and developed by the researchers taking into account the
linguistic characteristics of Kazakh words. Prior to the statistical analyses, the words used
in each experiment were written out in separate tables so that the letters’ ratios could be
counted. The obtained ratios were then used to run statistical tests such as the Friedman
test, tests of normality, and post-hoc Wilcoxon tests. There was a statistically significant
difference in learning gains between the three word groups of Experiment 1, X2(2) = 18.260,
p < 0.001. A post hoc Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed that the Easy Kazakh word category
did not elicit a statistically significant change in learning gains (z = −0.356, p = 0.722) as
compared to the Loan word category (see Figure 1). Median learning gain levels for the Easy
Kazakh, Complicated Kazakh, and Loan words were 0.00, 0.15, and 0.05, respectively. There
was no significant difference between the Loan word and Easy Kazakh word (z = −0.356,
p = 0.722). However, there were statistically significant improvements in learning gains
in the Complicated Kazakh vs. Easy Kazakh word categories (z = −4.101, p = 0.001) and
Complicated Kazakh vs. Loan word categories (z = −3.625, p = 0.001). This signifies that
the Complicated Kazakh words category resulted in significantly larger learning gains than
the Loan Words, and the Easy Kazakh words were the least effective method for acquiring
the new Latin-based letters.

Figure 1. Mean values of learned letters by word categories in Experiment 1. p-values larger than
0.05 are summarized as “ns” (not significant), while p-values less than 0.001 are given three asterisks
(***) to denote significance, as shown in the Wilcoxon test.

Similar results were achieved in Experiment 2. The Friedman test, conducted to
determine any differences in learning gains, showed a significant statistical difference,
X2(2) = 24.000, p < 0.001. According to the post hoc Wilcoxon signed-rank test statistics,
the comparison between the combination of Cognates and Kazakh words did not elicit
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statistical significance (z = −1.615, p = 0.106) as compared to the value obtained in Fried-
man’s test (p < 0.001). However, the remaining two combinations—Nonsense vs. Kazakh
words (z = −4.223, p = 0.001) and Nonsense vs. Cognates (z = −3.415, p = 0.001), displayed
significant differences in the learning gains (see Figure 2). This leads to the conclusion
that Kazakh words and Cognate words are more effective in teaching and learning new
Latin-based letters. The overall results of the analyses indicate that specific letters can
be acquired effectively by employing particular word groups. The most effective way of
learning the Latin-based Kazakh script was utilizing longer words made up of two or more
syllables and containing a greater number of unique letters, i.e., complicated Kazakh words.
When exposed to such long words as ”raqmet”, ”teniz” and ”koktem” (Experiment 1), they
tended to show better memorization and mental conversion of the Latin letters. A nearly
similar effect was achieved with Loan words (”football”, etc.), involving letters intrinsic to
the Russian language. However, the least effective method was found to be easy Kazakh
words, resulting in a much lesser ratio of learning gains.

Figure 2. Mean values of learned letters by word categories in Experiment 2. p-values larger than
0.05 are summarized as “ns” (not significant), while p-values less than 0.001 are given three asterisks
(***) to denote significance, as shown in the Wilcoxon test.

While Experiment 1 attempted to find out which groups of Kazakh words would
be most effective, Experiment 2 intended to provide an answer to the question if Kazakh
words were at all effective alongside completely different categories of words (such as
cognates and nonsense words). Notably, the most effective strategy for learning the new
script without the intervention of background knowledge was the use of Kazakh words.
However, cognate words also played a positive role in the learning gains of the children.
It was found that the nonsense words were less beneficial. Furthermore, we conducted
a between-subject analysis of two datasets (Experiment 1 against Experiment 2), which
totaled nine word combinations. Prior to deciding on performing either One-Way ANOVA
or Mann–Whitney U tests, the data were assessed for an assumption of normality of the
data distribution. As the data deviated from the normal distribution, we opted for the
Mann–Whitney U test in all nine word group combinations to determine if there were
differences in learning gains between the word groups of Experiment 1 and Experiment 2.
Thus, each word group from Experiment 1 was compared against the word groups in
Experiment 2, which resulted in three sets of word group combinations. The learning
gain ratios were found to be statistically significantly different between four word group
combinations, as the distributions were not similar. For instance, the Mann–Witney U test
showed a significant difference between complicated Kazakh and Nonsense (U = 1185,
p = 0.001), Easy Kazakh and Cognates (U = 2779, p = 0.001), easy Kazakh and Kazakh
(U = 2947, p = 0.001), and Loan words and Kazakh (U = 2951, p = 0.001) groups (see Figure 3).
Meanwhile, distributions of the learning gain ratio for the remaining groups were similar,
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as assessed by visual inspection. The ratio for easy Kazakh and nonsense words were not
statistically significantly different, U = 1969, z = −0.726, p = 0.468. Similarly, no significant
differences were found in the ratios between loan words and nonsense words, U = 1752,
z = −1.753, p = 0.080; cognates and complicated Kazakh words, U = 1966, z = −0.683,
p = 0.495; loan words and cognates, U = 2333, z = 1.056, p = 0.291; complicated Kazakh
and Kazakh words, U = 2164, z = 0.251, p = 0.802. Similar to the results retained from
the separate analysis, word groups such as complicated Kazakh, Cognates, and Kazakh
have proven to be the most effective according to the Mann–Whitney U statistics. We can
thus conclude that the learning gains vary depending on categories of words containing
certain letters. The analyses of linguistic characteristics of words confirm that the learning
of new letters is best facilitated by words, where familiar letter shapes appear frequently.
In our experiments, such words occurred in the groups of complicated Kazakh words, loan
words, and Kazakh words for the most part. These findings have important implications
for understanding how the acquisition of a new alphabet can be handled and curated
effectively by educators through the focus on a student’s cognitive abilities, which trigger
the learning gains regardless of prior knowledge.

Figure 3. Mean values of learned letters by all word categories in between-subject analysis. p-values
larger than 0.05 are summarized as “ns” (not significant), while p-values less than 0.001 are given
three asterisks (***) to denote significance.

7. Theoretical Framework

In this section, we provide the grounded theoretical framework developed after ex-
ploring the literature on literacy development and robot-assisted education and conducting
word and letter analyses. This section serves the purpose of explaining the robot-assisted
script learning scenario and how such a learning environment stimulates higher cognitive
gains. Having reviewed different concepts and theories, we propose a framework that can
help grasp the essence of a child–robot interaction enriched with a range of cutting-edge
tools. In particular, we attempt to demonstrate that cognitive processes, such as visual
memory, phonological decoding, mental selection, and the conversion of letters, may be
influenced by biscriptal practices.

7.1. Writing as a Cognitive Process

Research on Second Language Writing System (L2WS), which intersects with multi-
disciplinary research areas, accepts that learning the new script requires a set of cognitive
processes such as recognition, good visual skills, and metalinguistic awareness [95]. When
learning to write, a person may experience recognition and mental selection of a grapheme
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corresponding to a sound that the letter represents. The use of familiar and unfamiliar
words (i.e., “pseudowords” or “nonwords”) is likely to activate those cognitive capabil-
ities [96]. Learning to write, namely, handwriting, takes a considerable amount of time
for preschoolers to master. This difficulty depends on the automatization of handwriting,
which, in turn, unleashes the working memory, providing much space for higher-order
skills [97]. As noted by [98], this working memory, known as a cognitive workbench,
usually controls mental activities that allow us to write, read, and do basic arithmetic.

According to (Cook and Bassetti [95] p. 24), “different writing systems have an impact
on nonlinguistic aspects of cognition”. Those are visual memory, perception of movement
(due to the directionality of writing), and perceptual span (in reading). Indeed, the study
on transliteration has shown that the shifts between different alphabetic writing systems
can assist the development of cognitive abilities in young learners [56]. This finding is
consistent with that of Li and James (2016) [99], who demonstrated the active role of
handwriting and tracing exercises as a driving mechanism of cognitive assets. One type
of such a cognitive process that occurs during the conversion of scripts is “phonological
decoding” [100]. Unlike transliteration, in phonological decoding, children should convert
the written symbols to the corresponding sounds. The process of script conversion relies on
the mental selection of words, which may be possible due to the lexical items (i.e., letters
and words) stored in the cognitive system throughout one’s lifespan and are accessed easier
and quicker when studied at an early age [101,102]. From this, it follows that children,
already familiar with several scripts/alphabets, can thus retrieve those words and letters
appropriately from their mental lexicon.

7.2. Embodied Learning Scenario

Another significant aspect of cognitive learning is the environment alongside the
tools and tasks it provides. Children’s learning environments enriched with visual and
physical materials seem to activate several cognitive processes, namely selective attention
and working memory, involved in the processing of visuospatial information [103]. By and
large, learning settings where the cognitive load is incorporated into physical user interfaces
are viewed through the embodied learning scenario [104]. Embodied learning scenario,
which relies largely on bodily movements, has been recognized to have a positive impact
on children’s cognitive and academic performance as well as on language development
and comprehension [105]. According to Kosmas, Ioannou, and Zaphiris’s (2019) [105]
study, in the context of investigating Kinect-based educational games, leveraging embodied
learning connected physical activities with cognitive ones. As a result, second and third
graders displayed high cognitive and academic performance, especially in language and
vocabulary acquisition.

7.3. Distributed Cognition Theory

The framework we intend to propose heavily relies upon the constituent of the
cognitive learning theory, namely, the distributed cognition (DCog) theory coined by
Hutchins [106]. It is believed that the theory of distributed cognition is useful in explaining
the cognitive learning processes that result from the synergetic use of various tools in
an educational setting. Moreover, this theory is deemed appropriate for the following
constituents that distribute cognition through [107,108]:

• Social distribution: dynamics of (group) thinking and decision-making
• Symbolic distribution: signs and language
• Physical distribution: robots, tablets, and other tangible artifacts

Combined, these constituents contribute to the creation of a favorable condition,
encompassing learner, artifact, and tool situated in a sociocultural context (see Figure 4).
Such an environment, in turn, accelerates cognitive abilities required for the completion of
a task through interaction, the success of which relies upon the external driving forces.
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Figure 4. The RASL setup for subconscious learning.

Research on cognitive perspectives of HRI suggests that “educational robotics provides
active development of the entire complex of the cognitive processes, like perception, problem-
solving, imagination, thinking strategies, memory, and speech in learners” ([109] p. 200).
Thus, learners’ engagement with educational robots makes the two dimensions explicit:
(1) technology-led action; and (2) learner/user-led action. Given the appropriately devel-
oped learning activities enforced with cognitive technological tools, learners are believed to
achieve higher cognitive skills without causing frustrations. By interacting with the social
humanoid robot NAO, children subconsciously retained the new Latin-based alphabet.
Our evidence shows how an interaction design with a social robot provides an additional
stimulus that affects cognition.

As Hollan et al. (2000) ([110] p. 178) asserted, “from the perspective of distributed
cognition, the organization of mind—both in development and in operation—is an emer-
gent property of interactions among internal and external resources”. By internal resources,
the authors imply the intellectual and cognitive processes, while the external ones are here
represented in the face of agents, which accelerate and trigger those processes. Indeed,
the joint involvement of symbolic and physical means can diversify the learning activities
to enhance cognitive powers, enabling fast information processing, high-level thinking,
problem-solving, and decision-making [111]. The framework of distributed cognition
provides insights into the role and function of multimodalities used to mediate activities
requiring interaction and occurs in many intersecting fields, such as HCI and distance
learning [110]. Research on cognitive perspectives of HRI suggests that “educational
robotics provides active development of the entire complex of the cognitive processes,
like perception, problem-solving, imagination, thinking strategies, memory, and speech in
learners” ([109] p. 200). Thus, learners’ engagement with educational robots makes explicit
the two dimensions: (1) technology-led action; and (2) learner/user-led action [109]. Given
the appropriately developed learning activities enforced with cognitive technological tools,
learners will be able to achieve higher cognitive skills without causing frustrations.

Overall, combining various learning strategies with an emphasis on multiple medi-
ators could serve as catalysts for the development of cognitive assets. The framework of
distributed cognition covers the dimensions of language and literacy learning in human-to-
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human, human–agent and human–robot interaction scenarios accompanied by cognitive
tools. It can thus be applied to a wider area of HRI and HAI research intersecting with
other fields.

Figure 5 illustrates the framework developed based on concepts and theories discussed
in this section. Through integrating an interdisciplinary theoretical research framework,
as Sandygulova et al. [20] explain, researchers are better positioned to understand complex
topics. We believe that child–robot interaction in the scope of our study enables children to
acquire a script followed by positive cognitive processes in their minds. Our theoretical
framework focusing on RASL encompasses four pillars—teaching, learning, language,
and distributed cognition. This framework integrates all multifaceted learning processes
that shape alphabet acquisition in multimodal ways. The language component includes
script learning, handwriting exercise, and word representation both in Kazakh and English.
The cognition component encompasses mental selection, phonological decoding, and recog-
nition of words as key cognitive processes children experience in the script acquisition
environment. Combined, the given framework helps guide our understanding of the major
concepts and theories in the field of literacy development and cognitive learning context.

Figure 5. Visual representation of the theoretical framework for RASL.

8. Discussion

The findings of the two previous studies reported in this paper show consistency
with the literature. The proposed CoWriting Kazakh learning scenario enabled students to
practice and learn new Kazakh Latin letters with the peer robot. It is observable that the
scenario involving multimodal human–robot interaction, peer-to-peer, and learning-by-
teaching strategies can contribute to building an effective alphabet learning environment.
The multifaceted theoretical framework could be used to make sense of the complex learn-
ing and teaching events and provide support in choosing suitable instructional approaches
in the RASL scenario. Thus, combining various learning strategies with an emphasis
on multiple mediators could serve as a catalyst for the development of cognitive assets.
The framework of distributed cognition covers the dimensions of language and literacy
learning in human-to-human, human–agent, and human–robot interaction scenarios ac-
companied by cognitive tools. It can thus be applied to a broader area of HRI and HAI
research intersecting with other disciplines. Moreover, there is an important instructional
implication for educators to consider such multimodal and interactional design for the
effective teaching of the Latin-based alphabet.

The results from word and letter analyses provide supporting evidence for our framing
as an essential part of the robot-assisted alphabet learning scenario. As proposed in
Section 7.3, our study relies on distributed cognition theory underlying subconscious
learning between a learner and a robot during the script conversion task from Kazakh
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Cyrillic to Kazakh Latin. In Experiment 1, although it was straightforward that children
would learn letters through simple words chosen for the category of Easy Kazakh, we found
that this set of words was the least effective for mastering the new alphabet. By contrast,
children learned better when they were mentally challenged to write long words with
unique Kazakh letters. In Experiment 2, the results showed that mastering Kazakh words
containing unique letters was the most significantly effective strategy compared to English
cognates and other nonsense words. This finding aligns with the results from Experiment
1, as both found significant cognitive gains for Kazakh words, including their special
marks. Learning those Kazakh-specific letters could stimulate cognitive processes and thus
facilitate memory retention, though in the short term.

The ability to write in different scripts or commonly referred to as biscriptality, is an
example of a neglected understanding of bilingualism that is believed to be cognitively
rewarding for multilingual learners [112]. We thereby suggest that writing in different
scripts brings an added value to becoming bilingual and improving metalinguistic skills
across one’s linguistic repertoire. In addition to acquiring different scripts, the handwriting
practice in itself involves a complex set of sensorimotor and cognition skills [70]. These
mental and writing activities form a lasting relationship that benefits learners in mastering
both the new alphabet and its handwriting. The recent study from our project [113]
showed that the quality of both Cyrillic and Latin writing increased across primary grades
depending on the amount of writing experience children had at the time. While the
improvement in Cyrillic writing was attributed to more practice, the improvement in Latin
script was most likely due to the transfer of fine motor control skills from Cyrillic to Latin,
especially as both scripts are written in the same direction (from left to right). In this regard,
the importance of exploring cross-cultural literacy acquisition becomes more evident for
under-studied speech communities and their native scripts [23]. Future works should focus
on how handwriting in different scripts evolves from word to sentence level, which may
expand our understanding of how children build meaningful communication in a complex
way through writing and cognition.

9. Conclusions

In this paper, we aim to present a theoretical base for cognitive learning within the
CoWriting Kazakh project. The framework we propose based on the previous research
data and word and letter analyses shows the feasibility and importance of creating and
implementing various learning scenarios for CoWriting Kazakh that aim to discover the
cognitive aspects of a novel co-writing project through interactive learning with the robot.
In this regard, we drew on Hutchins’ (1991) [106] Distributed Cognition theory, which is
fundamental in understanding the subconscious learning between a learner and a robot
reinforced with cognitively demanding tasks. Drawing on the existing knowledge on HRI
and tech-based educational tools and activities studied in relation to language and literacy
acquisition (L1 and L2), their facilitative nature can be confirmed for children at the primary
level of education. Since there are two functioning scripts used for the written Kazakh
language (e.g., Cyrillic and Latin) and, considering the benefits of biscriptal practices,
the CoWriting Kazakh project can deploy both scripts for improving children’s cognitive
and linguistic development through human–robot interaction and using the handwriting,
tracing, and spelling exercises. In the longer term, the system can be applied to the types of
remote learning administered either by parents or teachers in the home settings. Such steps
offer opportunities for both reducing obstacles in learning a new script while integrating
teaching that can enhance equitable, inclusive, and accessible learning. Depending on
the cognitive demand that learners encounter and their varying cognitive development
levels, learning scenarios should acknowledge these and distribute the cognitive load in a
meaningful way compared to the conventional instructional settings.



Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2022, 6, 65 19 of 23

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.S. and N.O.; methodology, A.S.; software, A.S.; val-
idation, A.S.; formal analysis, A.S. and N.O.; investigation, A.S.; resources, A.S.; data curation,
A.S.; writing—original draft preparation, N.O. and A.A.; writing—review and editing, N.O., A.A.
and A.S.; visualization, N.O. and A.A.; supervision, A.S. and A.C.; project administration, A.S.;
funding acquisition, A.S. and A.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by a Nazarbayev University Collaborative Research Program
grant (award number 091019CRP2118).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of Nazarbayev University.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the
study, and their parents.

Data Availability Statement: Our dataset is available at https://rb.gy/v5krva (accessed on 6 July 2022).

Acknowledgments: We would like to express great appreciation to the staff members of the partici-
pating primary school for their time and help with the experiment.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript,
or in the decision to publish the results.

Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

RASL Robot-assisted script learning
RAAL Robot-assisted alphabet learning
HRI Human–robot interaction
HAI Human–agent interaction

References
1. Fierman, W. Russian in post-Soviet Central Asia: A comparison with the states of the Baltic and South Caucasus. Eur.-Asia Stud.

2012, 64, 1077–1100. [CrossRef]
2. Mustajoki, A.; Protassova, E.; Yelenevskaya, M. The Soft Power of the Russian Language: Pluricentricity, Politics and Policies;

Routledge: London, UK, 2019.
3. Yılmaz, H. Learning to read (again): The social experiences of turkey’s 1928 alphabet reform. Int. J. Middle East Stud. 2011,

43, 677–697. [CrossRef]
4. Clement, V. Emblems of Independence: Script Choice in Post-Soviet Turkmenistan. Int. J. Sociol. Lang. 2008, 192, 171–185.

[CrossRef]
5. Bartholomä, R. The Construction of the Tatar Nation in the Debate About the Introduction of Latin Script in the Republic of

Tatarstan. In Language Change in Central Asia; De Gruyter Mouton: Berlin, Germany, 2016; pp. 169–196.
6. Hatcher, L. Script change in Azerbaijan: Acts of identity. Int. J. Sociol. Lang. 2008, 192, 105–116. [CrossRef]
7. Talibzade, K. Learning to read all over again: Alphabet changes in azerbaijan throughout the century—An eyewitness account-

kamal talibzade. Azerbaijan Int. 2000, 8, 64–67.
8. Dwyer, A.M. The Xinjiang Conflict: Uyghur Identity, Language Policy, and Political Discourse; East-West Center Washington:

Washington, DC, USA, 2005.
9. Janbaz, W.A.; Saleh, I. An introduction to latin-script uyghur. In Proceedings of the the 2006 Middle East & Central Asia

Conference, 1–15 September 2006; pp. 7–9. Available online: https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-Introduction-to-
Latin-Script-Uyghur-Janbaz-Saleh/cd1a65c431f8371b21e558c294e4b5b705ac341f (accessed on 24 January 2019).

10. Batyrbekkyzy, G.; Mahanuly, T.; Tastanbekov, M.; Dinasheva, L.; Issabek, B.; Sugirbayeva, G. Latinization of Kazakh alphabet:
History and prospects. Eur. J. Sci. Theol. 2018, 14, 125–134.

11. Dotton, Z. Language Policy and Language Planning in Kazakhstan: About the Proposed Shift from the Cyrillic Alphabet to the
Latin Alphabet. Ph.D. Thesis, The University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, USA, 2016.

12. Kadirova, R.B. The Sociolinguistic Attitudes of Kazakhs towards the Latin Alphabet and Orthography Reform in Kazakh. Ph.D.
Thesis, The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC, USA, 2018.

13. Chsherbakov, A. An Exercise in Argumentative Writing: Arguing Both Sides of an Issue. 2017. Available online: https:
//nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/3119 (accessed on 24 January 2019).

14. Schumm, J.S.; Vaughn, S. Getting ready for inclusion: Is the stage set? Learn. Disabil. Res. Pract. 1995, 10, 169–179.

https://rb.gy/v5krva
http://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2012.691722
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0020743811000900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/IJSL.2008.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/IJSL.2008.038
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-Introduction-to-Latin-Script-Uyghur-Janbaz-Saleh/cd1a65c431f8371b21e558c294e4b5b705ac341f
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/An-Introduction-to-Latin-Script-Uyghur-Janbaz-Saleh/cd1a65c431f8371b21e558c294e4b5b705ac341f
https://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/3119
https://nur.nu.edu.kz/handle/123456789/3119


Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2022, 6, 65 20 of 23

15. Mathes, P.G.; Howard, J.K.; Allen, S.H.; Fuchs, D. Peer-assisted learning strategies for first-grade readers: Responding to the
needs of diverse learners. Read. Res. Q. 1998, 33, 62–94. [CrossRef]

16. Testing of Latin Graphics Is Carried Out in Fiive Schools of the City. 2018. Available online: Astana.gov.kz (accessed on 13
November 2020).

17. Language Policy Committee. Transition to the Latin Alphabet: Scientific and Practical Bases, Development and Major Issues; Technical
Report; Language Policy Committee: Astana, Kazakhstan, 2018.

18. Cahill, M.; Karan, E. Factors in Designing Effective Orthographies for Unwritten Languages; SIL International: Dallas, TX, USA, 2008.
19. Hintikka, S.; Aro, M.; Lyytinen, H. Computerized training of the correspondences between phonological and orthographic units.

Writ. Lang. Lit. 2005, 8, 79–102. [CrossRef]
20. Sandygulova, A.; CohenMiller, A.; Oralbayeva, N.; Johal, W.; Asselborn, T.; Dillenbourg, P. Cognitive Learning with a Robot:

The Case of Script Acquisition. In Software Engineering and Formal Methods; Camara, J., Steffen, M., Eds.; Springer International
Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2020; pp. 154–162.

21. Sandygulova, A.; Johal, W.; Zhexenova, Z.; Tleubayev, B.; Zhanatkyzy, A.; Turarova, A.; Telisheva, Z.; CohenMiller, A.; Asselborn,
T.; Dillenbourg, P. CoWriting Kazakh: Learning a New Script with a Robot. In Proceedings of the 2020 15th ACM/IEEE
International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI), Cambridge, UK, 23–26 March 2020; pp. 113–120.

22. Zhexenova, Z.; Amirova, A.; Abdikarimova, M.; Kudaibergenov, K.; Baimakhan, N.; Tleubayev, B.; Asselborn, T.; Johal, W.;
Dillenbourg, P.; CohenMiller, A.; et al. A Comparison of Social Robot to Tablet and Teacher in a New Script Learning Context.
Front. Robot. AI 2020, 7, 99. [CrossRef]

23. McBride, C.; Jue, P.; Mohseni, F. Reading and Writing Words: A Cross-Linguistic Perspective. Sci. Stud. Read. 2022, 26, 125–138.
[CrossRef]

24. Fazylzhanova, A. Problems and Prospects of Reforming the Kazakh language on the Basis of the New Latin Alphabet. In
Socio-Political Aspects of the Ralization of Kazakh Alphabet Switch to Latin; Scientific Council of the Institute of Philosophy, Political
Science and Religious Studies under the Scientific Committee of the Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of
Kazakhstan: Almaty, Kazakhstan, 2017; p. 191.

25. Bürki, A.; Welby, P.; Clément, M.; Spinelli, E. Orthography and second language word learning: Moving beyond “friend or foe?”.
J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 2019, 145, EL265–EL271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Ministry of Education and Science. Continuity of the Content of the Subject “English Language” at the Primary and Secondary Education;
Ministry of Education and Science: Nur-Sultan, Kazakhstan, 2013.

27. Cummins, J.D. Language, Power and Pedagogy: Bilingual Children in the Crossfire; Multilingual Matters: Bristol, UK, 2000.
28. Kuderinova, K. Grammatological features of the new Kazakh alphabet. In New National Alphabet: Modernization of the Kazakh

Writing (In Kazakhstan); Linguistics Institute named after Akhmet Baitursynuly: Almaty, Kazakhstan, 2017; p. 932.
29. Masterson, C.A. Why Johnny Can Read: Second Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Best Practices in Literacy Instruction. Ph.D.

Thesis, American International College, Springfield, MA, USA, 2016.
30. Pinto, G.; Bigozzi, L.; Accorti Gamannossi, B.; Vezzani, C. Emergent Literacy and Early Writing Skills. J. Genet. Psychol. 2012,

173, 330–354. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
31. Newman, D.B. Written Language. In Encyclopedia of Autism Spectrum Disorders; Volkmar, F.R., Ed.; Springer: New York, NY, USA,

2013; pp. 3408–3409. [CrossRef]
32. Worden, P.E.; Boettcher, W. Young Children’s Acquisition of Alphabet Knowledge. J. Read. Behav. 1990, 22, 277–295. [CrossRef]
33. Woliver, R. Alphabet Kids-From Add to Zellweger Syndrome: A Guide to Developmental, Neurobiological and Psychological Disorders for

Parents and Professionals; Jessica Kingsley Publishers: London, UK, 2008.
34. Toumi, T.; Zidani, A. Consideration of Human Computer Interaction in Robotic Field. AIRCC’s Int. J. Comput. Sci. Inf. Technol.

2015, 7, 57–64. [CrossRef]
35. Luckin, R.; Holmes, W.; Griffiths, M.; Forcier, L.B. Intelligence Unleashed: An Argument for AI in Education; UCL Knowledge

Laboratory: London, UK, 2016.
36. Felder, R.M.; Brent, R. Understanding Student Differences. J. Eng. Educ. 2005, 94, 57–72. [CrossRef]
37. Losey, D.P.; O’Malley, M.K. Enabling Robots to Infer How End-Users Teach and Learn Through Human-Robot Interaction. IEEE

Robot. Autom. Lett. 2019, 4, 1956–1963. [CrossRef]
38. Modares, H.; Ranatunga, I.; Lewis, F.L.; Popa, D.O. Optimized Assistive Human–Robot Interaction Using Reinforcement Learning.

IEEE Trans. Cybern. 2016, 46, 655–667. [CrossRef]
39. Charisi, V.; Gómez, E.; Miel, G.; Merino, L.; Gomez, R. Child-Robot Collaborative Problem-Solving and the Importance of Child’s

Voluntary Interaction: A Developmental Perspective. Front. Robot. AI 2020, 7, 15. [CrossRef]
40. Kennedy, J.; Baxter, P.; Senft, E.; Belpaeme, T. Heart vs. hard drive: Children learn more from a human tutor than a social robot.

In Proceedings of the 2016 11th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI), Christchurch, New
Zealand, 7–10 March 2016; pp. 451–452. [CrossRef]

41. Scopelliti, M.; Giuliani, M.V.; D’amico, A.; Fornara, F. If I had a robot at home. . . Peoples’ representation of domestic robots. In
Designing a More Inclusive World; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2004; pp. 257–266.

42. Robinson, H.; MacDonald, B.; Kerse, N.; Broadbent, E. The psychosocial effects of a companion robot: A randomized controlled
trial. J. Am. Med. Dir. Assoc. 2013, 14, 661–667. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.33.1.4
Astana.gov.kz
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/wll.8.2.07hin
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2020.00099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2021.1920595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.5094923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31046311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2011.609848
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22919895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1698-3_1125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10862969009547711
http://dx.doi.org/10.5121/ijcsit.2015.7405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2005.tb00829.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2019.2898715
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TCYB.2015.2412554
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2020.00015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/HRI.2016.7451801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2013.02.007


Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2022, 6, 65 21 of 23

43. Bernstein, D.; Crowley, K. Searching for signs of intelligent life: An investigation of young children’s beliefs about robot
intelligence. J. Learn. Sci. 2008, 17, 225–247. [CrossRef]

44. Rosenberg-Kima, R.; Koren, Y.; Yachini, M.; Gordon, G. Human-Robot-Collaboration (HRC): Social robots as teaching assistants
for training activities in small groups. In Proceedings of the 2019 14th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot
Interaction (HRI), Daegu, Korea, 11–14 March 2019; pp. 522–523.

45. Dennis, M.; Masthoff, J.; Mellish, C. Adapting Progress Feedback and Emotional Support to Learner Personality. Int. J. Artif.
Intell. Educ. 2015, 26, 877–931. [CrossRef]

46. Alves-Oliveira, P.; Arriaga, P.; Paiva, A.; Hoffman, G. YOLO, a Robot for Creativity: A Co-Design Study with Children. In
Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Interaction Design and Children, Stanford, CA, USA, 27–30 June 2017; Association for
Computing Machinery: New York, NY, USA, 2017; IDC’17; pp. 423–429. [CrossRef]

47. Liu, T.C.; Chang, M. Human-Robot Interaction Research Issues of Educational Robots. In Proceedings of the 2008 Second IEEE
International Conference on Digital Game and Intelligent Toy Enhanced Learning, Banff, AB, Canada, 17–19 November 2008;
pp. 209–210. [CrossRef]

48. Garcia, E.; Weiss, E. The Teacher Shortage Is Real, Large and Growing, and Worse Than We Thought; The First Report in “The Perfect
Storm in the Teacher Labor Market” Series Report; Technical Report; Economic Policy Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2019.

49. Edwards, B.; Cheok, A. Why Not Robot Teachers: Artificial Intelligence for Addressing Teacher Shortage. Appl. Artif. Intell. 2018,
32, 345–360. [CrossRef]

50. UNESCO Institute for Statistics. The World Needs Almost 69 Million New Teachers to Reach the 2030 Education Goals; (UIS Fact Sheet
No. 39); UNESCO: Paris, France, 2016.

51. Belpaeme, T.; Kennedy, J.; Ramachandran, A.; Scassellati, B.; Tanaka, F. Social robots for education: A review. Sci. Robot. 2018,
3, eaat5954. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Li, J.J. The benefit of being physically present: A survey of experimental works comparing copresent robots, telepresent robots
and virtual agents. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 2015, 77, 23–37. [CrossRef]

53. Mann, J.A.; MacDonald, B.A.; Kuo, I.H.; Li, X.; Broadbent, E. People Respond Better to Robots than Computer Tablets Delivering
Healthcare Instructions. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2015, 43, 112–117. [CrossRef]

54. Wainer, J.; Feil-Seifer, D.; Shell, D.; Mataric, M. The role of physical embodiment in human-robot interaction. In Proceedings of
the ROMAN 2006—The 15th IEEE International Symposium on Robot and Human Interactive Communication, Hatfield, UK, 6–8
September 2006; pp. 117–122. [CrossRef]

55. Kory-Westlund, J.; Dickens, L.R.; Jeong, S.; Harris, P.L.; DeSteno, D.; Breazeal, C. A Comparison of Children Learning New Words
from Robots, Tablets, & People. In Proceedings of the 1st International Conference on Social Robots in Therapy and Education,
Almere, The Netherlands, 22–23 October 2015.

56. Al-Azami, S.; Kenner, C.; Ruby, M.; Gregory, E. Transliteration as a bridge to learning for bilingual children. Int. J. Biling. Educ.
Biling. 2010, 13, 683–700. [CrossRef]

57. Chemin, A. Handwriting vs. Typing: Is the Pen Still Mightier than the Keyboard. The Guardian. 2014. Available online:
http://www.theguardian.com/science/2014/dec/16/cognitive-benefits-handwriting-decline-typing (accessed on 4 June 2021).

58. Konnikova, M. What’s Lost as Handwriting Fades. The New York Times, 2 June 2014.
59. Hood, D.; Lemaignan, S.; Dillenbourg, P. The CoWriter Project: Teaching a Robot how to Write. In Proceedings of the Tenth Annual

ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction Extended Abstracts, Portland, OR, USA, 2–5 March 2015.
60. Kanda, T.; Hirano, T.; Eaton, D.; Ishiguro, H. Interactive robots as social partners and peer tutors for children: A field trial.

Hum.-Comput. Interact. 2004, 19, 61–84. [CrossRef]
61. Alemi, M.; Meghdari, A.F.; Ghazisaedy, M. Employing Humanoid Robots for Teaching English Language in Iranian Junior

High-Schools. Int. J. Humanoid Robot. 2014, 11, 1450022. [CrossRef]
62. Leyzberg, D.; Spaulding, S.; Toneva, M.; Scassellati, B. The physical presence of a robot tutor increases cognitive learning gains.

In Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, Sapporo, Japan, 1–4 August 2012; Volume 34.
63. Meiirbekov, S.; Balkibekov, K.; Jalankuzov, Z.; Sandygulova, A. “You Win, I Lose”: Towards Adapting Robot’s Teaching Strategy.

In Proceedings of the 2016 11th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI), Christchurch, New
Zealand, 7–10 March 2016; HRI ’16; pp. 475–476.

64. Baxter, P.; Ashurst, E.; Read, R.; Kennedy, J.; Belpaeme, T. Robot education peers in a situated primary school study: Personalisa-
tion promotes child learning. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0178126. [CrossRef]

65. Jacq, A.D.; Lemaignan, S.; Garcia, F.; Dillenbourg, P.; Paiva, A. Building Successful Long Child-Robot Interactions in a Learning
Context. In Proceedings of the 2016 11th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI), Christchurch,
New Zealand, 7–10 March 2016; HRI ’16; pp. 239–246.

66. Stotz, D. Breaching the Peace: Struggles around Multilingualism in Switzerland. Lang. Policy 2006, 5, 247–265. [CrossRef]
67. Elben, J.; Nicholson, T. Does learning the alphabet in kindergarten give children a head start in the first year of school? A

comparison of children’s reading progress in two first grade classes in state and Montessori schools in Switzerland. Aust. J. Learn.
Diffic. 2017, 22, 95–108. [CrossRef]

68. Rohrbeck, C.A.; Ginsburg-Block, M.; Fantuzzo, J.W.; Miller, T.R. Peer-assisted learning interventions with elementary school
students: A meta-analytic review. J. Educ. Psychol. 2003, 95, 240–257. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508400801986116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40593-015-0059-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3078072.3084304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/DIGITEL.2008.31
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08839514.2018.1464286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/scirobotics.aat5954
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33141719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2015.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.10.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ROMAN.2006.314404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13670050903406335
http://www. theguardian.com/science/2014/dec/16/cognitive-benefits-handwriting-decline-typing
http://dx.doi.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219843614500224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0178126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10993-006-9025-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19404158.2017.1399913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.2.240


Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2022, 6, 65 22 of 23

69. Le Denmat, P.; Gargot, T.; Chetouani, M.; Archambault, D.; Cohen, D.; Anzalone, S. The CoWriter robot: Improving attention in
a learning-by-teaching setup. In Proceedings of the 5th Italian Workshop on Artificial Intelligence and Robotics A workshop
of the XVII International Conference of the Italian Association for Artificial Intelligence (AI* IA 2018), Trento, Italy, 22–23
November 2018,

70. Chandra, S.; Dillenbourg, P.; Paiva, A. Classification of Children’s Handwriting Errors for the Design of an Educational Co-writer
Robotic Peer. In Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Interaction Design and Children, Stanford, CA, USA, 27–30 June 2017;
pp. 215–225.

71. Topping, K. Peer Assisted Learning: A Practical Guide for Teachers; Brookline Books: Brookline, MA, USA, 2001.
72. Gazula, S.; McKenna, L.; Cooper, S.; Paliadelis, P. A Systematic Review of Reciprocal Peer Tutoring within Tertiary Health

Profession Educational Programs. Health Prof. Educ. 2017, 3, 64–78. [CrossRef]
73. Allen, A.R.; Boraks, N. Peer tutoring: Putting it to the test. Read. Teach. 1978, 32, 274–278.
74. Liu, W.; Devitt, A. Using reciprocal peer teaching to develop learner autonomy: An action research project with a beginners’

Chinese class. Lang. Learn. High. Educ. 2014, 4, 489–505. [CrossRef]
75. Biswas, G.; Leelawong, K.; Schwartz, D.; Vye, N.; The Teachable Agents Group at Vanderbilt. Learning by teaching: A new agent

paradigm for educational software. Appl. Artif. Intell. 2005, 19, 363–392. [CrossRef]
76. Lemaignan, S.; Jacq, A.; Hood, D.; Garcia, F.; Paiva, A.; Dillenbourg, P. Learning by teaching a robot: The case of handwriting.

IEEE Robot. Autom. Mag. 2016, 23, 56–66. [CrossRef]
77. Chase, C.C.; Chin, D.B.; Oppezzo, M.A.; Schwartz, D.L. Teachable agents and the protégé effect: Increasing the effort towards

learning. J. Sci. Educ. Technol. 2009, 18, 334–352. [CrossRef]
78. Habgood, M.J.; Ainsworth, S.E. Motivating children to learn effectively: Exploring the value of intrinsic integration in educational

games. J. Learn. Sci. 2011, 20, 169–206. [CrossRef]
79. Heine, B. Language policies in Africa. In Language and Society in Africa: The Theory and Practice of Sociolinguistics; Herbert, R.K.,

Ed.; Witwatersrand University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 1967; pp. 23–35.
80. Niyomugabo, C.; Uwizeyimana, V. A top–down orthography change and language attitudes in the context of a language-loyal

country. Lang. Policy 2018, 17, 307–318. [CrossRef]
81. Bamgbose, A. Issues for a model of language planning. Lang. Probl. Lang. Plan. 1989, 13, 24–34. [CrossRef]
82. Ferguson, C. Language Development. In Language Problems of Developing Nations; Fishman, J.A., Ferguson, C., Das Gupta, J., Eds.;

Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1968; pp. 27–36.
83. Taylor, I.; Olson, D.R. Scripts and Literacy: Reading and Learning to Read Alphabets, Syllabaries, and Characters; Springer Science &

Business Media: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1995.
84. Coulmas, F. Writing Systems: An Introduction to Their Linguistic Analysis; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2003.
85. Sebba, M. Spelling and Society: The Culture and Politics of Orthography around the World; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge,

UK, 2007.
86. Cahill, M. Non-linguistic factors in orthographies. In Developing Orthographies for Unwritten Languages; SIL International: Dallas,

TX, USA, 2014; pp. 9–25.
87. Frost, R.; Katz, L. Orthographic depth and the interaction of visual and auditory processing in word recognition. Mem. Cogn.

1989, 17, 302–310. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
88. Geva, E.; Siegel, L.S. Orthographic and cognitive factors in the concurrent development of basic reading skills in two languages.

Read. Writ. 2000, 12, 1–30. [CrossRef]
89. Cook, V.; Ryan, D. The Routledge Handbook of the English Writing System; Routledge: London, UK, 2016.
90. Bassetti, B. Bilingualism and Writing Systems. In The Handbook of Bilingualism and Multilingualism; Blackwell Publishing, Ltd.:

Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2013; p. 649.
91. Grosjean, F. Life with Two Languages: An Introduction to Bilingualism; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1982.
92. Ludden, D. The Psychology of Language: An Integrated Approach; Sage Publications: Southend Oaks, CA, USA, 2015.
93. Myers-Scotton, C. Multiple Voices: An Introduction to Bilingualism; Blackwell Publishing, Ltd.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2006.
94. Tleubayev, B.; Zhexenova, Z.; Koishibay, K.; Sandygulova, A. Cyrillic-MNIST: A Cyrillic Version of the MNIST Dataset.

In Proceedings of the 13th Language Resources and Evaluation Conference, European Language Resources Association (ELRA),
Marseille, France, 20–25 June 2022.

95. Cook, V.; Bassetti, B. (Eds.) Second Language Writing Systems; Multilingual Matters: Bristol, UK, 2005. [CrossRef]
96. Ellis, A.W. Reading, Writing and Dyslexia (Classic Edition): A Cognitive Analysis; Psychology Press: London, UK, 2016.
97. Palluel-Germain, R.; Bara, F.; Hillairet de Boisferon, A.; Hennion, B.; Gouagout, P.; Gentaz, E. A Visuo-Haptic Device-Telemaque-

Increases Kindergarten Children’s Handwriting Acquisition. In Proceedings of the Second Joint EuroHaptics Conference and
Symposium on Haptic Interfaces for Virtual Environment and Teleoperator Systems (WHC’07), Tsukuba, Japan, 22–24 March
2007; pp. 72–77. [CrossRef]

98. O’Looney, J.A.; Glynn, S.M.; Britton, B.K.; Mattocks, L.F. Cognition and Writing. In Handbook of Creativity; Glover, J.A., Ronning,
R.R., Reynolds, C.R., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1989; pp. 305–321. [CrossRef]

99. Li, J.X.; James, K.H. Handwriting generates variable visual output to facilitate symbol learning. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2016,
145, 298. [CrossRef]

100. Conrad, N.J. Does the Brain Read Chinese or Spanish the Same Way It Reads English? Front. Young Minds 2016, 4, 26. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hpe.2016.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/cercles-2014-0025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08839510590910200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MRA.2016.2546700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10956-009-9180-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2010.508029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10993-016-9427-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/lplp.13.1.03bam
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03198468
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2725267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1008017710115
http://dx.doi.org/10.21832/9781853597954
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/WHC.2007.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-5356-1_18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/xge0000134
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/frym.2016.00026


Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2022, 6, 65 23 of 23

101. Emmorey, K.D.; Fromkin, V.A. The mental lexicon. In Linguistics: The Cambridge Survey; Newmeyer, F.J., Ed.; Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1988; Volume 3, pp. 124–149. [CrossRef]

102. Caramazza, A. How many levels of processing are there in lexical access? Cogn. Neuropsychol. 1997, 14, 177–208. [CrossRef]
103. Dixon, M.L.; Fox, K.C.; Christoff, K. A framework for understanding the relationship between externally and internally directed

cognition. Neuropsychologia 2014, 62, 321–330. [CrossRef]
104. Skulmowski, A.; Rey, G.D. Measuring Cognitive Load in Embodied Learning Settings. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1191. [CrossRef]
105. Kosmas, P.; Ioannou, A.; Zaphiris, P. Implementing embodied learning in the classroom: Effects on children’s memory and

language skills. Educ. Media Int. 2019, 56, 59–74. [CrossRef]
106. Hutchins, E. The Social Organization of Distributed Cognition. In Perspectives on Socially Shared Cognition; Resnick, L.B., Levine,

J.M., Teasley, S.D., Eds.; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 1991; pp. 283–307.
107. Perkins, D.N.; Grotzer, T.A. Teaching intelligence. Am. Psychol. 1997, 52, 1125. [CrossRef]
108. Salomon, G. Distributed Cognitions: Psychological and Educational Considerations; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1997.
109. Kachisa, D.; Gustavsson, L. Robot as a tool for cognition. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Information

Communication Technologies in Education (ICICTE) 2019 Proceedings, Chania, Greece, 4–6 July 2019; pp. 95–206.
110. Hollan, J.; Hutchins, E.; Kirsh, D. Distributed Cognition: Toward a New Foundation for Human-Computer Interaction Research.

ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. 2000, 7, 174–196. [CrossRef]
111. Kim, B.; Reeves, T.C. Reframing research on learning with technology: In search of the meaning of cognitive tools. Instr. Sci. 2007,

35, 207–256. [CrossRef]
112. Vaid, J. Biscriptality: A Neglected Construct in the Study of Bilingualism. J. Cult. Cogn. Sci. 2022. [CrossRef]
113. Asselborn, T.; Johal, W.; Tleubayev, B.; Zhexenova, Z.; Dillenbourg, P.; McBride, C.; Sandygulova, A. The transferability of

handwriting skills: From the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet. NPJ Sci. Learn. 2021, 6, 6. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511621062.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/026432997381664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2014.05.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09523987.2018.1547948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.10.1125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/353485.353487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11251-006-9005-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s41809-022-00101-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41539-021-00084-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33623040

	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Challenges and Risks: A Focus on Kazakhstan
	Language and Literacy Development
	Learner Motivation and Perceptions
	Robot-Assisted Learning and Education
	International Research on Handwriting Practice with a Robot

	Addressing Inclusivity and Access: CoWriting Kazakh
	Materials and Methods
	Child–Robot Interaction Scenario
	Software and Hardware Components

	HRI Experiments and Results Overview
	Experiment 1: Comparison of Two Learning Conditions
	Experiment 2: Comparison of Learning Aids Study

	Word and Letter Analysis
	Theoretical Framework
	Writing as a Cognitive Process
	Embodied Learning Scenario
	Distributed Cognition Theory

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References

