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Abstract 

 

Little is known about what exactly happens during private language lessons, especially those 

taught via Skype (or other similar videoconferencing tools) that feature content instruction in a 

new language.  More specifically, this dissertation investigates the CBLT (Content-based 

language teaching) and TBLT (Task-based language teaching) speaking component of private 

Skype-based law lessons (in English) delivered to three pairs of English language learners. The 

first pair were two Korean middle school students located in South Korea, the second pair were 

two Korean lawyers in South Korea and the third consisted of one Japanese adult and one 

Filipino adult, both located in their respective countries. All six learners had a minimum of 

intermediate level English speaking proficiency.   

 

In addition to receiving legal content as part of content area instruction, the learners in the 

private law lessons participated in a variety of communicative and task-based language learning 

activities with an emphasis on speaking skills. Both quantitative and qualitative research 

methods were used to identify the type of learner engagement that occurred during eight different 

speaking tasks. These methods were also used to determine the type of thinking that occurred 

and to capture the learners’ views about the law lessons and learning on Skype more generally. 

The analysis involved using 522 minutes of audio-recorded transcripts from the speaking tasks, 

the tutor’s journal entries, semi-structured questionnaires and one-to-one interviews with all of 

the participants. 

 

The findings revealed that even though the learners (and the private tutor) communicated via 

Skype from three separate locations and the focus was on legal content, the learners 

demonstrated continuous engagement throughout each of the tasks. In seven tasks, the LTT:TTT 

(Learner Talking Time to Tutor Talking Time) speaking ratio was greater than 12:1. The learners 

demonstrated numerous other types of engagement, including plenty of turn-taking, deep 

thinking, concentration, and laughter.  Additionally, the tasks that featured the most speaking 

were the only four tasks in which the learners used thinking skills from Level 4 or above on the 

BRT.  For the most part, these were also the same tasks that the learners perceived as being the 

most enjoyable and the most helpful. One implication from the study is that SCMC 

videoconferencing platforms such as Skype should not be viewed as a barrier to developing L2 

speaking proficiency, especially when interactions only involve two learners. Another is that 
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combining both CBLT and TBLT can be potentially advantageous since many of the tasks in this 

study simultaneously featured both speaking and higher-level thinking.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 INTRODUCTION   

 

1.1 Background for the Study 

 

Since the 1970s, private tutoring has become a widespread phenomenon in South Korea, which 

now boasts one of the world’s largest private tutoring industries (Nam, 2013; Choi and Choi, 

2015). Sometimes, tutoring involves one-to-one or small group encounters; in some cases, it 

occurs at privately-run businesses; and now it can also be accessed via the internet (Choi and 

Choi, 2016). Combined, these enterprises comprise more than 2.2% of the nation’s GDP (Jung 

and Lee, 2010) and that does not include tutoring that occurs for university students, business 

people and other adults. In 2018, 72.8 percent of school-aged children in Korea were receiving 

private tutoring (KOSTAT, 2019). Given the enormity of private tutoring, much has been written 

about it. Many researchers have focused on what motivates Koreans to invest in private tutoring 

(Jung and Lee, 2010; Choi, 2010; Park et al., 2011; Choi et al., 2012), while others have written 

about its academic, societal and economic ramifications, etc. (Lee et al., 2004; Choi, 2010; Sohn 

et al., 2010; Choi et al., 2012; Nam, 2013; Lee, 2013). Some have investigated the role of 

parents in the industry, including their behavior and demographic features (Jung and Lee, 2010; 

Park et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2014). Park et al., (2012) have written about potentially cheaper 

alternatives to private tutoring, whereas Choi (2010) and Choi and Choi (2016) have suggested 

more broadly what can be done to reduce how much Koreans spend on it. However, few, if any, 

researchers have examined what exactly happens during private tutoring, specifically the 

teaching methodologies that private tutors employ.   

 

This dissertation addresses this gap by examining what occurred during a number of private 

Skype-based English-law lessons, all of which were taught by myself in my role as a volunteer 

private-tutor and as a tutor-researcher. By “English-law lessons” I mean the teaching of law to 

learners desiring to improve their English skills, and for the remainder of this dissertation these 

lessons will be referred to as “English-mediated law lessons” or just “law lessons.” These 

English-language learners, located in three different countries (South Korea, Japan and the 

Philippines) were also volunteers, and each had at least low-intermediate level English speaking 

proficiency. Every lesson involved just myself and a pair of learners. The objectives during the 
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private Skype sessions were both to teach legal content and to provide the learners with ample 

opportunity to practice their English skills, especially their speaking.     

 

Over the last two decades, I have been living exclusively in South Korea, mostly teaching 

English as a foreign language (herein referred to as “EFL”), full-time at a number of universities. 

It is something I also do in my free time and during school vacations. Being an EFL teacher in 

Korea is a 24-hour a day experience. Even outside the classroom, as I go about my daily routine, 

I continue wearing my EFL teaching-cap, constantly communicating with Koreans whom I 

randomly cross paths with and who are eager to practice speaking English. In fact, in Korea, 

speaking is the skill I have been teaching the most. However, as we shall see in Chapter 2, much 

of the EFL instruction in Korean institutions focuses on grammar while speaking skills are de-

emphasized.  For many years, I have also been involved in private tutoring, which, as I 

mentioned above, is a practice that is very common in South Korea.  Recently, especially in 

Asia, EFL learning in non-traditional environments has become widespread (Butler, 2017). The 

learners I teach via Skype represent all age groups, different nationalities (mostly Koreans), and 

various occupational backgrounds, including the legal profession. This, too, represents a new 

trend in Asia: the increasing diversification of learner characteristics in non-traditional EFL 

classrooms (Butler, 2017) where it is not unusual for children, adults and business people to all 

take private language lessons from the same private institute, even with the same instructor 

(British Council Korea, 2019; Berlitz, 2019).  

 

Most of my private Skype lessons, all of which are taught through the medium of English, 

consist of just one or two learners. More often than not, the lessons focus mainly on developing 

learners’ speaking skills. For the small groups or pairs of learners participating in this 

dissertation, I taught the same content; employed the same teaching methods and made sure that 

all three pairs participated in the exact same learning activities.  

 

It is my background (law, Skype, nearly three decades of teaching, and two decades of living in  

an EFL environment) which led to my interest in teaching private lessons that combined both 

law and English; to do it through the medium of English, and to do it via Skype. It also sparked 

my curiosity to explore, in detail, what happens in such a unique environment. Thus, during the 

ensuing research period, I took on the dual role of both “tutor” and researcher. Though I had 

already been teaching for nearly 30 years, I, from the outset, had hoped that my research would 

improve my practice as a private, Skype-based law or EFL tutor, one who conducts all 
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instruction through the medium of English. Given my unique role and the direct contact (via 

Skype) I had with the learners, I resolved to conduct a much-needed and detailed study of what 

exactly transpires when learners, during English-mediated law lessons, via Skype, speak in a 

foreign language.  I also felt it would be feasible to eventually report my findings in a research 

article or in this dissertation.  

  

There has been a lot of scholarly research written about private tutoring. Much of it is focused on 

South East Asia (See for example: Kim and Chang, 2010; Dawson, 2010; Cook, 2013; Zhan et 

al., 2013; Coniam, 2014; Choi and Choi, 2016; and Tan, 2017) and other parts of the world 

where it is gaining in popularity (See for example: Barrow and Lochan, 2012; Berberoglu and 

Tansel, 2014; Kozar, 2014; and Stastny, 2016). However, as I stated earlier, not much research 

describes what exactly happens during private tutoring, especially for private language lessons in 

EFL nations, those that involve just one or two learners. Instead, the literature focuses more on 

the rationale for private tutoring (Heyneman, 2011; Cook, 2013; Coniam, 2014; Zhang and Bray, 

2015); the demographics involved (de Castro and de Guzman, 2010; Stastny, 2016; Tan, 2017); 

economic factors (Tan, 2017); the effectiveness of private tutoring (Zhan et al. 2013; Tse, 2014); 

customer satisfaction (Coniam, 2014); and government policy (Barrow and Lochan, 2012; Zhang 

and Bray, 2015). There is no elaboration on how private tutors teach foreign and second 

languages: their methods, their strategies, their modes of assessment, and the learning materials 

they use. Also absent are learners’ voices depicting from their point of view how they experience 

private language lessons: their thoughts and their opinions. There is also a scarcity of 

guidebooks, guidelines or suggestions on how best to conduct such private lessons, especially to 

teach speaking. Bray and Silova (2006, p30) attribute the paucity of research on private tutoring 

due to the fact that it “is unofficial and does not welcome attention.” For some teachers, 

conducting private lessons is “illegal” because governments frequently try to discourage it (Choi 

and Choi, 2016) and the topic is deemphasized at EFL and ESL conferences.  

 

I have not discovered any literature that describes in detail a situation, or an aspect of a situation 

where one tutor privately teaches foreign or second language speaking skills to a pair of learners 

via a Skype-like platform. Nor have I found any research that precisely describes privately 

teaching a pair of learners via a Skype-like application both content and English language 

speaking skills at the same time.  Some studies describe EFL/ESL lessons that are taught via 

Skype, but these programs are usually affiliated with public schools, colleges, and universities 

and rarely involve private tutoring. Those that do touch on private Skype-like EFL or ESL 
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tutoring (See for example: Ventura and Jang, 2010; Bray, 2010; and Kozar, 2014) make no 

attempt to describe, at least pedagogically, what happens during those sessions. For these 

reasons, I feel this dissertation is uniquely designed to fill a gap in the literature: it will describe 

what happens, pedagogically, when one private EFL tutor, using English as the medium of 

instruction teaches both law and speaking to three pairs of EFL learners via Skype. This will 

hopefully guide other private tutors, including those who teach content, desiring to develop their 

learners’ speaking skills. Recently, in a one-week period (May 13 to May 20, 2020), 21.4 percent 

of the EFL teaching positions advertised on a popular web-based international job board were 

Skype-based (or Skype-like) private tutoring positions (Dave’s ESL Cafe, 2020), a percentage 

that is likely to increase as a result of various world events such as the global health crisis that 

started in 2020.   

 

In this dissertation, using 522 minutes of transcribed audio-recordings from over thirty different 

Skype sessions; my journal entries; and feedback from six learners; I aim to establish a model of 

good practice for private tutors who simultaneously teach both content (such as law) and 

speaking skills to pairs of language learners via Skype-like videoconferencing platforms. Though 

the tutoring sessions in this study featured plenty of content instruction, the findings are 

applicable to similar lessons that involve only L2 speaking and no content. The objectives for 

this dissertation are to identify specific practices that will help people who teach a new language 

and those who teach law (or other content areas) in similar videoconferencing contexts generate 

high levels of engagement, especially speaking, among their learners.  It also demonstrates, more 

specifically, how content instruction can be used to achieve this goal and highlights some of the 

strengths and weaknesses of different tasks.    

 

 

1.2 Teaching Foreign and Second Languages: Particularly Speaking 

 

In contrast to the limited amount of research which specifically addresses what happens when 

private tutors teach foreign and second languages, much has been written about how to teach 

languages more generally. Research in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) has shown 

that the optimal facilitation of speaking development occurs when learners have plenty of 

opportunity to interact or engage with one another, using the target language (Ur, 1981; Nunan, 

1987; Swain and Lapkin, 1995; Bailey, 2005; Thornbury, 2005; Linse, 2006; Long, 2015; Hsu; 

2015; Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 2017; Marije, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 
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2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017). According to the research, speaking skills are more 

likely to improve when learners engage with one another in a real and meaningful way, rather 

than participate in artificial communication, the kind that focuses on grammar, repeating what 

the teacher says, reading passages out-loud, or partaking in endless speaking drills (Bailey, 2005; 

Thornbury, 2005; Clifton, 2006; Long, 2015; Hsu, 2015, Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 

2017; Marije, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017). 

The SLA literature describes numerous speaking activities or tasks that can help keep learners 

engaged with one another, practicing real, authentic and meaningful communication inside the 

classroom. However, as in the case of the private English-mediated law lessons that I teach via 

Skype, our notion of what constitutes a classroom has evolved considerably in recent years.   

 

 

1.3 The SCMC Learning Environment  
 

Today, thanks to ongoing improvements in technology, most of us have little difficulty 

communicating with one another, digitally, regardless of distance or location. Through live, 

synchronous, computer-mediated communication (SCMC) people in different cities or countries, 

using various computer and electronic devices, can see and hear each other and send text 

messages to one another. It is also possible to share documents and collaborate on projects 

together, be they school or work-related. This has given rise to new mediums for learning, 

including the notion of the virtual classroom, allowing learners across the world to hear and see 

one another and learn together. The virtual classroom where learners communicate with one 

another using CMC or SCMC tools such as Skype demonstrates exactly how much our concept 

of a classroom has changed recently.    

 

In 2020, through Skype and other SCMC, people are learning a variety of subjects, including 

foreign and second languages. Reasons why they do this are that it reduces commuting time, 

decreases costs and tends to allow for more flexible scheduling (Travers, 2016).  In fact, we will 

see in Chapter 4 that the six learners featured in this dissertation, scattered across three nations in 

Asia, also perceive these as major benefits. One of them commented that using Skype essentially 

means “no travel time,” while another stated that it involves less time, energy and money. In the 

case of foreign and second language learning, another perceived advantage of using SCMC is 

that learners can access expert speakers located in distant locations and nations (See for example: 

Sadler, 2007; Terhune, 2016; Renner, 2017; and Yeh and Lai, 2019). Learning in this context, 
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usually occurs in small group interactions consisting of two or three individuals not unlike the 

small group tutorials that often occur in more conventional, face-to-face (F2F) environments.  

Some of the difficulties that might arise when teaching law or speaking in the SCMC context are 

addressed in the following section.    

 

 

1.4 Challenges for Teaching Private, Skype-based, English-mediated Law Lessons  

 

The rationale for teaching the private, Skype-based English-mediated law lessons was to 

simultaneously convey legal knowledge while facilitating plenty of opportunity for the learners 

to practice their English skills, especially speaking. Right from the outset, this meant that there 

would likely be some challenges. The first of these concerned the subject matter itself: law. 

Cabrera (2001-2002) states that the study of law can, at times, be difficult, and therefore, it is 

essential that learners have an excellent foundation in both logical reasoning and English, 

especially writing. Additionally, learners also need to understand a lot of legal terminology in 

order to comprehend the law. Yet, during the private, Skype-based law lessons, my learners were 

all trying to learn law through English as the medium of instruction. The obvious challenge for 

them is that English was a foreign language.  I was concerned that if these EFL learners could 

not fully understand the legal content, it would have been very difficult for them to perform the 

subsequent speaking tasks, each which required them to understand the law. This in turn might 

have stymied their language development.   

 

In Chapter 2, I will explain that when teaching languages, learning is enhanced when students 

are exposed to input (reading and listening) that is both meaningful and easy to understand. To 

this end, I spent a lot of time, meticulously preparing for the law lessons so that they:  were 

interesting, enjoyable and clear enough for the learners to understand, and even though they were 

learning in a foreign language, sufficiently comprehensible so they could discuss the content 

using their new language skills.  For this reason, I tried to include the topics that have greater 

applicability to everyday living such as tort, contract, criminal and business law instead of more 

specialized fields such as tax, energy, equine, aviation or admiralty law.   

 

In the context of Skype-like EFL classes, Al-Ahdal and Al-Hattami (2014) listed other potential 

concerns such as poor video quality; slow internet connection; learners being intimidated by the 

videoconferencing environment; and learner dissatisfaction with teaching methods. In their 
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study, the learners felt bored because they had little opportunity to interact with one another. In 

another study (Terhune, 2016), EFL learners at a Japanese university were so unenthusiastic 

about learning English via Skype that most immediately dropped out as soon as they were 

permitted to do so. Other learners have commented that 90-minute sessions dominated by their 

tutor were unpleasant (Gillies, 2008). According to Martin (2005), teacher domination, with the 

teacher speaking for very long periods without any learner interaction, is potentially one of the 

greatest drawbacks in this new educational environment. 

  

Taking all of these concerns into consideration, some of the potential challenges that existed 

before I started teaching the English-mediated private law lessons were: 

 

1. Minimizing the impact of time-zone differences and other physical (E.G. distance) 
barriers which could impede learning or cause learners to feel isolated; 
  

2. Navigating through an assortment of potential technological problems associated with 
private SCMC-based lessons;  

 
3. Maintaining learner interest over a long period of time;  
 
4. Ensuring that the learners understood the legal content presented during the Skype 

sessions; and   
 
5. Fostering relationships that would encourage the learners to happily collaborate with 

one another, especially during verbal interactions.  
 

The main challenges were to 1) promote learner engagement focusing on L2 speaking skills; and  

2) successfully deliver the legal content. Given that speaking is the focus of this dissertation, the 

research questions are:  

 

1. When a pair of EFL learners and their tutor are connected virtually, located in three 

different EFL locations, to what extent do they demonstrate engagement during private 

Skype-based law lessons, particularly in regard to speaking the foreign language?   

 

2. What are the similarities and differences among the eight speaking tasks employed during 

the Skype sessions (E.G. amount of speaking, rate of speech, complexity of speech, 

content of speech, type of thinking, use of vocabulary, type of learner engagement etc.) as 

facilitators of foreign language speaking practice?     
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3. What are the learners’ perceptions about the private Skype-based English-mediated law 

lessons and learning via Skype more generally?   

 

The overview in Section 1.5 below illustrates how this dissertation is organized and the 

approaches utilized 

 

1.5 Study Overview 

 

In the second chapter of this dissertation, the literature review, I will begin with a brief 

explanation of why English language education is in huge demand throughout the world, 

especially in industries such as law. This will be followed by a discussion of two broad 

approaches to teaching foreign languages, both of which I use in my EFL teaching, including 

during the private, Skype-based English-mediated law lessons. The first of these will feature the 

traditional teacher-fronted approach focusing on explicit grammar instruction; while the second 

will introduce a more modern, learner-centered approach to teaching new languages: 

communicative language teaching (CLT) including content-based language teaching (CBLT) and 

task-based language teaching (TBLT). Blooms Revised Taxonomy of cognitive thinking (BRT) 

(Krathwohl, 2002), a tool that educators in content subjects such as law (Crossley, 2016; Liemer, 

2017) often use to design and guide their teaching practice, will be the lens for analysing the 

language learners engagement as they collaborate on tasks, communicating exclusively in the 

target language. After this, the discussion will shift to private tutoring, a common practice in 

South Korea, where most of the EFL learners in the Skype-based, private law lessons reside, 

leading to a final discussion of CMC, especially Skype and other SCMC and how these can be 

used to teach foreign and second languages.  

 

The mixed-methods approach utilised in the study will be discussed in Chapter 3. I will provide 

an overview of the law lessons, including a brief description of the six participants used, 

followed by details of the qualitative and quantitative methods.  Audio-recorded transcripts from 

the eight speaking tasks, semi-structured questionnaires and one-to-one interviews with all of the 

participants were quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed to exemplify the learner engagement 

that occurred; to help compare what transpired during each of the tasks; and to analyze the type 

of thinking that occurred. My own journal entries are also used, qualitatively, to help interpret 

what happened throughout the private lessons. I will also highlight some of the potential ethical 

issues that arose.   
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The central focus of this dissertation is on the interaction and the language embedded in the 

interaction that occurred as six different learners, working in pairs, engaged with one another in a 

foreign language (English), via private Skype-based English-mediated law lessons. The 

dissertation examines what happened while the learners, participated in the eight speaking tasks 

instead of how much their speaking proficiency improved. To help demonstrate participants’ 

cognitive engagement in the tasks, Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (BRT) will be used to identify 

and compare the types of thinking that occurred across the eight tasks. Unit 4 will also illustrate 

the overall strengths and weaknesses of each task.  

 

Additionally, journal entries which I made during the research period will be used to help fill-in 

the gaps as to what was transpiring before, during and after each of the Skype sessions. Finally, 

Chapter 4 will also reveal what happened from the learners’ points of view. This will include 

learners’ comments specifically about the speaking tasks and more broadly about their overall 

experiences with learning law via Skype, including both its strengths and weaknesses. It will also 

include a description of some technical issues that occurred during the lessons, again, from both 

my point of view and that of the learners. 

 

In Chapter 5, the discussion, I will summarize the main points Chapter 2, the literature review, 

bring us back to the original research questions; and then identify some of the major themes that 

emerge from the findings. In particular, I will make two major comparisons. The first will be the 

differences between what happened during tasks in which the learners used thinking skills that 

were low on the BRT (E.G remembering and demonstrating their knowledge) and those in which 

the learners used higher-level thinking skills (E.G. applying their knowledge to new situations). I 

will also identify which type of tasks resulted in the most speaking, and which were reported by 

the learners as being the most enjoyable. In Chapter 6, the conclusion, I will also highlight some 

of the main implications that emerge from this dissertation, not only for myself as a private 

Skype-based EFL and law tutor, but also for other future Skype and Skype-like tutors and 

researchers who use English as a medium of instruction. The dissertation will end with some 

suggested directions for the future.    
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

2.1 English: The Global Language 

 

For billions of individuals around the world, English language skills are no longer regarded as a 

luxury, but as a necessity (McCormick, 2013). A nation’s English proficiency, or that of its 

citizenry, has an overall impact on its national economy. Generally, as English proficiency 

increases, so does a nation’s GNI (Gross National Income) GDP (Gross Domestic Product), and 

quality of living (McCormick, 2013).  McCormick (2013) claims that knowing English in the 

21st century is an absolute necessity in global business. In some countries where it is spoken by 

only a minority of the citizens, English is still the language in which much of its commerce is 

conducted. In other instances, where English is not the dominant language of business, people 

and or their governments often seek employment and business opportunities from nations where 

it is (Coyle et. al, 2010). Additionally, schools, colleges and universities in these regions may 

offer courses which are taught in English (Coyle et. al, 2010; Leyster and Ballinger, 2011; Joe 

and Lee, 2013; Rose and McKinley, 2018; Macaro et al., 2018). This could range from a few 

courses taught in English to instances where it is the primary language of instruction throughout 

an entire institution (Coyle et. al, 2010, KFUPM, 2007). These are some of the reasons why 

billions of people across the world see English as an economic necessity and according to 

McCormick (2013) are desperately trying to learn the language. 

 

As recently as 2006, nearly two billion people around the world were learning English (Graddol, 

2006). However, the importance of English may vary from industry to industry. One field where 

English tends to be widely used is the legal profession.  Recently, when over 100,000 corporate 

and government employees from 32 non-English speaking nations, across 22 industries, received 

an English proficiency exam, members of the legal profession scored the second highest, even 

higher than those in tourism (EF, 2014).  Perhaps one reason for this is that the legal industry is 

becoming more internationalized (Ahmed, 2015; Hogan, 2016; Chambers Student; 2017), and 

therefore there is a greater need for legal professionals to learn English. Thus, in many law 

schools in non-English speaking countries, law courses are now offered in English.  
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However, regardless of each individual’s motive for learning a new language, developing 

language skills, particularly speaking, can be extremely challenging. Moreover, there is no 

consensus as to how we can best teach and learn new languages. In the two sections that follow, I 

will describe two approaches for teaching languages, both which influence my teaching, 

including during the Skype-based, private law lessons featured in this dissertation. It is my desire 

that after explaining these two approaches that the reader will have a better understanding as to 

why pedagogically, I chose certain methods, and or tasks to help facilitate learning. The first of 

these two approaches, traditional language teaching, is discussed first. It represents methods that 

were heavily relied on to teach languages before the 1980s.   

 

 

2.2 Traditional Language Teaching 

 

Historically, in language teaching, the teacher was usually the central focus of the classroom. 

Learners spent little time communicating with one another, and instead focused more on learning 

rules of the target language (Richards and Rogers, 2001).  These are some of the main 

distinguishing features between traditional language teaching and what I refer to as “modern” 

language teaching.  Two traditional methods of teaching foreign and second languages, still in 

use today, are the grammar-translation and audio-lingual methods. Grammar-translation has been 

around for more than 100 years, while the audio-lingual method which originated during World 

War II, has been widely used since the 1950s (Richards and Rogers, 2001; Larsen-Freeman and 

Anderson). Both methods are described in detail by Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2011), in 

their book, Teaching & Principles in Language Teaching (2011).  

 

 

 2.2.1 Grammar-translation Method 

According to these two authors, rather than teaching foreign and second language learners to use 

the target language, the primary aim of grammar-translation is to teach grammar analysis and 

translation skills from the L1 to the L2 and vice versa. Grammar-translation classes are very 

teacher-fronted, and the teacher communicates mainly in the L1. He or she is viewed as an 

authority figure in the classroom; one whose instruction is very explicit; and who makes a 

concerted effort to correct learners’ errors. Because the teacher does most of the speaking, the 
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learners rarely communicate with one another. Grammar-translation emphasizes reading and 

writing skills while deemphasizing speaking, listening or pronunciation. Learning in this 

tradition is very deductive: learners spend much of their time memorizing vocabulary and 

grammar rules. Assessments are all in written form.      

 

 

2.2.2 Audio-lingual Method 

Unlike grammar-translation, teachers using the audio-lingual method are directed to only use the 

target language. Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2011) state teachers here spend considerable 

time introducing learners to dialogues; modelling those dialogues; and getting learners to 

practice them. The learners mimic the teacher, often repeating each line in the dialogues several 

times. Repetition drills are heavily relied on to help the learners form good habits and avoid bad 

ones. The teacher relies on substitution drills, pattern drills, chain drills, Q&A drills and various 

other types of drills. When errors are made, the teacher tries to correct them immediately. 

Grammar is not taught; rules are learned inductively; and little time is devoted to teaching 

vocabulary. Speaking is emphasized more than writing.    

 

 

2.2.3 Traditional Methods in General 

Ellis (2016) and Richards (2006) describe traditional methods more generically. Ellis (2016) 

comments that they usually involve a focus on forms (linguistic features) which may include P-

P-P (present, practice, produce). According to Ellis, this includes explicit presentation and then 

controlled practice of discrete linguistic features from a structural syllabus. Richards (2006) 

states that the traditional methods are characterized by a grammar-based syllabus; direct 

instruction; repetition; substitution drills, memorization of dialogues; memorization and mastery 

of grammar rules and sentences; deductive learning; focus on accuracy; and error correction. 

Like Ellis (2016), Richards (2006) also classifies P-P-P as a traditional grammar-based technique 

in which all of the instruction complies with a pre-determined grammar syllabus. It usually 

involves presenting a new grammar structure; controlled practice of the newly learned structure 

(E.G. via drills and substitution exercises); and eventually producing it (using it in real or 

simulated situations). He also implies that it involves very little group-work. Unlike Ellis and 
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Richards, East (2017) classifies P-P-P as a more modern teaching method, but agrees that it: 

evolved from grammar-translation; is highly teacher-dominated; and places great emphasis on 

grammar instruction and grammar practice.  

 

 

 2.2.4 Advantages of Traditional Methods  

There are a number of advantages associated with traditional teaching methods. Sheen (1994), 

Butler (2011) and Butler (2017) report that many learners who have received their language 

instruction mainly through traditional methods have become proficient in the target language. 

Sheen suggests this is because the explicit language instruction that is often involved (as opposed 

to “incidental” or “implicit” learning) places a major onus on learners to learn the L2; that is, it 

requires them to work hard, which in turn leads to successful language learning. According to 

Sheen, with the exception of a few gifted learners, there is no easy way to learn languages. For 

Xu (1993), grammar-translation can even save precious class-time because it allows teachers to 

quickly translate grammar and vocabulary from the L1 to L2. Xu adds that translations also help 

teachers check for learners’ understanding of new words and new concepts.   

 

Perhaps, the greatest advantage of traditional methods is that they are helpful for teaching 

beginners (See for example: Talandis and Stout, 2015 and Swan, 2018). One reason for this is 

because traditional methods do not require foreign and second language learners to do much 

communicating with each another, using the target language. Modern methods, at least in theory, 

provide learners with little or no explicit language instruction, yet they still require them to 

communicate with one another in the target language (Long, 2015; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 2017b). In 

order to communicate, learners have to rely on their pre-existing L2 knowledge (Ellis, 2003; 

Ellis 2017b) which for many beginners is insufficient. These learners usually need at least some 

explicit language instruction before they are capable of speaking and doing various speaking 

tasks. In fact, Ellis (2017a) claims that there are some linguistic features, particularly grammar, 

that cannot be learned without such explicit instruction. Nation (2008) and Derwing (2017) state 

that explicit instruction can also be used to help teach vocabulary. Talandis and Stout (2015) 

used traditional methods, including translation exercises and audio-lingual drills, to teach 

vocabulary to beginners before getting those learners to practice speaking.  Swan (2018) 

recommends that teachers, regardless of which teaching method they favor, should be flexible so 

that they can provide language learners with the kind of simplified language and systematic 
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practice they require whenever the need arises. For Swan, the traditional, grammar-based 

syllabus with its explicit instruction is a legitimate starting point for teaching L2 beginners.   

 

To get a better idea of what happens when EFL and ESL teachers use traditional teaching 

methods; it is helpful to look at the discourse that occurs in their teaching environments. 

Interestingly, it differs little from what happens in other learning contexts (McCarthy, 1991), 

including content courses in the sciences, arts, and humanities. In most classrooms, regardless of 

the discipline, the discourse follows the “Initiation-Response-Follow-up” (IRF) pattern (Sinclair 

and Coulthard, 1975, cited in McCarthy, 1991, p12). During these three “moves,” the teacher 

typically asks a question (the initiation move), a learner responds (the response move), and then 

the teacher follows up (the follow-up move) with some feedback or an evaluation of the learners’ 

response. (McCarthy, 1991). Sinclair and Brazil (1982) (cited in McCarthy, 1991, p16) refer to 

these three moves an “exchange.”  

 

One of the strengths of the IRF pattern is that enables teachers to gauge learners’ knowledge and 

understanding. This in turn helps language teachers to better plan and evaluate their teaching. 

(Mercer, 1999, cited in Leyster, 2017, p94). The teacher can also use the follow-up move as a 

valuable tool for asking open-ended or thought-provoking questions that prompt learners to 

provide extended opinions, justifications and explanations (Nassagi and Wells, 2000). The IRF 

pattern features extensive teacher talk, a potentially important source of comprehensible L2 input 

for learners (Haradasht and Nader, 2016). The significance of comprehensible input will be 

discussed in more detail later in this Chapter.   

 

 

2.2.5 Disadvantages of Traditional Methods 

 

Despite its advantages, the IRF discourse pattern also has some potential disadvantages. One of 

them is that the teacher in the language classroom controls all of the discourse. The teacher 

decides who will open a conversation, who asks the questions, who answers them, who 

interrupts, who closes the conversation, etc. (McCarthy, 1991). The IRF pattern is demonstrated 

in a hypothetical example below.   
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Example 1 

1 Teacher okay uh I want everyone to look at uh the top left side of the screen 
right here (1) what do you see? uh Ju-hee what do you see? (1) what is 
this? can anyone tell me? (1) 

2 Min-sung Camel 

3 Teacher very good that’s right a camel (1) people ride the camels to get to um a 
village but there are three animals here uh what are the other two? can 
anyone tell me? 

 

In this example, there are four moves. In the first, the teacher initiates by asking the class what 

they see, a question which is then specifically directed at Ju-hee. This move is 32 words. 

Eventually, in the second move, one learner, Min-sung, responds with a one-word answer. In the 

third move, the teacher evaluates Min-sung’s answer with fourteen words of feedback, and then 

when stating “but there are . . .” initiates another exchange in a fourth move, asking about two 

animals, and from there, the IRF pattern repeats itself. By the time the next learner speaks, 

assuming one does speak, the teacher has already spoken 62 words while the learners until that 

point, in their entirety, have only spoken one word. This typifies what happens when the IRF 

discourse pattern is in play. The teacher dominates the interaction (McCarthy, 1991), usually 

doing about two-thirds of the speaking (Chaudron, 1988; Cazden, 2001). It is the teacher who 

selects the content of the discussion and evaluates the responses (Walsh, 2006), while the 

learners play a very passive-subordinate role (Cazden, 2001) mainly listening to the teacher.  

 

In Example 1, the teacher talk time (TTT) is more than 98 percent, while learner talk time (LTT) 

is less than two percent. The TTT:LTT ratio is 62:1. Teacher dominated discourse like this 

frequently happens in EFL classrooms throughout Asia. Examples include EFL nations such as 

Japan (Tsukamoto et al., 2009), South Korea (Li, 1998; Choi, 1999; Lee, 2003; Farrell, 2010), 

China (Lee, 2016), and Iran (Azadi and Gholami, 2013). The English teachers in nations 

typically do most of the speaking, often focusing on teaching grammar (Lee, 2016) something 

usually tested on standardized exams. Such assessments have no speaking component, therefore 

disincentivizing teachers from facilitating opportunities for learners to practice speaking in the 

target language (Jung, 2008; Whitehead, 2017). In South Korea, for both public and private 

schools, conversation skills are usually what receive the lowest priority (Vinish, 2014).   

 

The fact that the teacher does most of the speaking (McCarthy, 1991; Walsh, 2006) is not the 

only concern.  A repeating IRF cycle also means the teacher asks most of the questions; and the 

learners merely answer them (Kasper, 2001). Learners rarely get opportunities to ask questions 
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themselves, to initiate exchanges or to conduct follow-up moves (McCarthy, 1991). 

Additionally, communication in these instances tends to be very artificial (Nunan, 1987). For 

example, the teacher asks too many “display” questions (E.G. the teacher in the above example 

asks: “what is this? can anyone tell me?”), those in which the questioner already knows the 

answers (Walsh, 2006; Clifton, 2006). Although display questions help teachers to check for 

learners’ knowledge or understanding, they usually elicit mere one-word or one-phrase 

responses, even for higher-level learners (See for example: Donato and Brooks, 2004). Secondly, 

the teacher employs numerous drills and places a heavy focus on grammar (Nunan, 1987). 

Display questions, drills, and focusing on grammar do not require any real or meaningful 

communication which as I will show later in this Chapter, is an important ingredient for learning 

to speak second or foreign languages. To encourage more speaking, Nunan (1987) recommends 

the employment of “referential” questions, the ones in which the answers are not already known; 

and which generate both more authentic communication and encourage learners to do more 

speaking (Clifton, 2006).  

 

Even when teachers have the best intentions, we can see how overusing the IRF pattern may at 

times deter learners from speaking. Butler (2017) comments that traditional language teaching 

methods such as grammar-translation and the audio-lingual method have been criticized for 

failing to successfully develop speaking skills.  In EFL countries such as South Korea, where 

most of the learners in the Skype-based, private law lessons are from and where studying English 

has become a national obsession (Kim and Lee, 2001; Park and Abelmann, 2004; Shin, 2012) 

and a multibillion-dollar industry (Kwaak, 2014), a bigger concern is the tendency for Korean 

teachers to speak Korean, the L1, in the EFL classroom. In other words, in Korea, Korean (the 

L1), tends to be the medium of instruction (Shin, 2012) which unfortunately, reduces learners’ 

opportunity to practice listening to English, the target language. Thus, learners in EFL 

classrooms throughout South Korea today get little opportunity to practice both speaking and 

listening. This has led to a general dissatisfaction among Koreans about their English-speaking 

ability (Choi, 2008; Kang, 2009) and quality of Korea’s overall EFL education system (Choi, 

2008).  

 

According to Talandis and Stout (2015), what happens in EFL classrooms in Japan is similar to 

what occurs in South Korea. They state: “in Japan, prevalent teacher-centered methodologies, 

such a grammar-translation, mean that many students have not had much, if any speaking 

practice” (Talandis and Stout, 2015, p11). They comment further that “Many students entering 
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university have had little training in how to conduct a conversation despite six years of English 

training during secondary school” (Talandis and Stout, 2015, p11). Talandis and Stout (2015) 

argue that as a result of traditional teaching practices, EFL learners in Japanese universities 

frequently have extremely low speaking proficiency, and are only capable of giving very short 

answers to rigid question-and-answer patterns. These learners cannot “carryout even the simplest 

of conversations” (Talandis and Stout, 2015, p12).            

 

Given the limited amount of classroom time that might be devoted to listening and speaking 

practice in the target language and the potential drawbacks associated with this, some teachers 

may want to rethink what they do in their classrooms.  A possible option is to consider 

employing, at least in part, alternative teaching methods, those which potentially facilitate more 

opportunity for learners to engage with and interact with one another, using the target language.  

Thus, in the next section, I will introduce a more modern approach to teaching languages, one 

that was originally designed to offset some of the shortcomings that are often associated with 

traditional methods (Butler, 2011).     

 

  

2.3 The Modern Approach 

 

In contrast to traditional language teaching, I use the term “modern approach,” to refer to 

methods of teaching foreign or second languages that did not gain popularity until the late 1970’s 

and early 1980’s (Richards and Rogers, 2001) Here the focus shifts from the teacher to the 

learners who instead of devoting much of their time to learning the rules of the target language, 

get to spend more of it communicating with each other in that same language.  Communication 

in this context is generally more meaningful than in the traditional language classroom.   

 

Most SLA experts today would agree that developing the ability to use languages requires that 

learners receive extensive input in the target language; in other words, from reading and listening 

to the foreign or second language (Krashen and Terrel, 1983; Krashen, 1991). Few SLA experts 

would disagree that getting plenty of exposure to the target language is very important (See for 

example: Nunan, 2004; Bailey, 2005; Thornbury, 2005; Richards, 2006; Renandya and Farrell, 

2011; Chang, 2011; Long, 2015; Ellis, 2017a; Lee, 2018; Saputra, 2018; and Ivone and 

Renandya, 2019).  Willis (1981) claims that it is essential that English classes be conducted in 

English to allow learners greater opportunity to practice listening to the L2.  
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2.3.1 The Need for Meaningful and Comprehensible Input 

 

According to Krashen (1982), languages are not actually learned or taught, but instead are 

“acquired.” Krashen adds that the input learners need to be exposed to has some requirements. 

First, it must be comprehensible to the learner. The comprehensibility of the input, regardless of 

whether it is from reading or writing, must be at a level that is just slightly above the learner’s 

level of comprehension (Lee, 2018).  Secondly, the input must be meaningful or interesting for 

the learner, or be required for communication. As a language learner pays attention to the 

meaningful input, the new language is indirectly, or incidentally acquired. The learner is 

probably unaware that acquisition is taking place or as Krashen (1982) maintains: it is a 

development that occurs unconsciously. If these two conditions are met (comprehensibility and 

meaningfulness), and the learner receives extensive input in the target language, he or she will 

gradually become competent in that language and then eventually be able to speak it fluently. In 

short, Krashen claims that a new language is acquired incidentally, when learners receive 

sufficient exposure to meaningful, comprehensible input in that L2.  

 

Ellis (2017a) claims that this type of input is particularly helpful for L2 beginners, who are not 

yet capable of much speaking. Brown et al. (2008) and Leow and Zamora (2017) define 

incidental learning as learning something without intending to learn it. In the EFL or ESL 

context, it is acquiring language skills without actually paying attention to the language, or in 

Ellis’ words (2019, p11) “without conscious effort.” In addition to Brown et al., a number of 

recent articles and or studies have shown how grammar and vocabulary can be acquired 

incidentally from various written and oral input (See for example: Brown et al. 2008;  Nation 

and Waring, 2013; Chan and Leung, 2014; Shintani, 2015; Kerz et al., 2017; Orsdemir, 2017; 

Lin et al., 2018; Godfroid et al., 2018; Saputra, 2018; Aka, 2019; Kukuh et al., 2019, Ng et al., 

2019, Boutorwick et al., 2019).           

 

 

 2.3.2 The Need for Output 

 

Swain (1995) agrees that learners need rich input in the L2, but argues that input, alone, is not 

enough. Learners must also receive sufficient opportunity to produce the target language. 
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According to Swain and Lapkin (1995), when a learner produces the target language, for 

instance, while speaking, that individual will typically notice a gap between what he or she is 

saying and what is intended to be said. Detecting such a linguistic weak point in one’s speech, 

sets-off a cognitive process which Swain and Lapkin (1995) claim triggers new linguistic 

knowledge or at the very least, reinforces prior existing linguistic knowledge.  

 

An example of this process occurs when there is a communication breakdown during a 

conversation. After the learner speaks, his or her interlocutor (the person the learner is speaking 

with) will occasionally signal to the learner that the message has not been understood (Swain, 

1985; Swain, 1995). At this point in time, the learner can restate or “modify” the output which 

previously caused the misunderstanding, and try to make it easier to comprehend (Pica et al., 

1989). These episodes of miscommunication followed by modified output are referred to as 

“negotiation of meaning” (Varonis and Gass, 1985; Musumeci, 1996). During negotiation of 

meaning, the learner notices a gap between what was said and what was intended to be said and 

this triggers the above-mentioned cognitive process and new knowledge.         

 

Two major events occur during negotiation of meaning: 1) modified input; and 2) modified 

output. In the case of modified input, if the learner is the listener and having difficulty with 

comprehension, that individual can signal that there is difficulty understanding, which is 

followed by the interlocutor’s modification of the statement which previously triggered the 

misunderstanding. This modified statement clarifies the original statement, making it more easily 

understood. In this case, one learner receives modified input, making the L2 more 

comprehensible (Gass and Varonis, 1985) and according to Krashen’s (1982) theory, results in 

language acquisition. In some cases, the learner as the speaker is the one who makes the error (is 

the source of the error) and then modifies his or her output to make the message more 

comprehensible for the interlocutor (Swain, 1985; Swain, 1995; Nation and Newton, 2009). For 

Swain, this is as important as noticing a gap, but for maximal impact, the learner should be 

pushed to communicate the message precisely, coherently, and appropriately (Swain, 2005). 

Walsh (2006) adds that when the speaker rewords his or her previous output, the modified 

version tends to be longer and more sophisticated than the original statement, which also 

enhances language acquisition. Additionally, Musumeci (1996) states that open-ended questions 

result in more sophisticated responses than close-ended prompts. Finally, Wintergest (1993) 

claims that “Why?” is the most effective question because it prompts learners to give extended 

responses.  
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2.3.3 The Need for Speaking Practice 

 

Like Swain (1985) and Pica et al. (1989) numerous other experts in the SLA field believe that in 

order to become proficient speakers, learners need plenty of opportunity to speak the target 

language.  According to Hatch (1979) (cited in Nunan, 2004, p79), the focus should not be on 

learning grammar because knowledge of grammar will develop gradually as learners practice 

speaking. Thornbury (2005) concurs, claiming that both grammar and vocabulary can be 

acquired through talking. Thornbury (2005, p124) also warns about over-emphasizing grammar:  

 
Making room for conversation in the classroom, and giving learners more say in the classroom 
culture, is often compromised by the belief that learners need grammar first and foremost. This 
can result in situations where learners are sometimes actually discouraged from speaking. 
 

Thornbury (2005, p131) further states:  
 
The point has been made, but is worth repeating by way of a conclusion, that the teaching of 
speaking depends on there being a classroom culture of speaking. Learners cannot learn to speak 
simply through doing reading and writing activities, or exercises on vocabulary and grammar. 

 

In the context of speaking, Nolasco and Arthur (1987, p13) are more succinct. They state that 

learners “learn by doing.” Derwing (2017) not only advocates learning-by-doing, but also 

suggests that it is helpful for learners to practice the same speaking activity, again and again. A 

modern, learner-centered approach to enhancing foreign or second language speaking 

proficiency, one that emphasizes speaking practice instead of focusing on grammar, is 

communicative language teaching (CLT) which is described next.   

 

 

2.3.4 Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 

 

CLT is a student-centered approach to teaching languages which focuses on using the target 

language as the primary means of both teaching and learning that language (Richards and 

Rogers, 2001; Ellis, 2003; Larsen-Freeman and Anderson; 2011). The student-centered approach 

in educational circles generally refers to learning situations in which learners are very active. 

This is in direct contrast to teacher-centered education where the teacher throughout most of the 

lesson, as provider of content knowledge, typically stands at the front of the classroom (Fleming 
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and Garner, 2009), doing most of speaking, while the learners play a passive role, mainly 

listening to the teacher. In the learner-centered classroom, the teacher walks throughout the 

classroom, checking the learners work (Plunket, 2014) and provides extra attention to those 

learners who need it. In some cases, the learners can learn from one another, assist each other 

(Plunket, 2014), and even assess one another (Black et al., 2003). In the EFL or ESL classroom, 

it usually means learners work together in pairs or in groups, speaking to one another (Ellis, 

2003; Bailey, 2005; Kim, 2017; Derwing 2017; Ellis, 2017b).  

 

Nunan (2004, p10) defines CLT as “a broad, philosophical approach to the language 

curriculum,” influenced by research in a number of areas including anthropology, linguistics, 

sociology and psychology. In CLT, learners are usually given extensive exposure to the target 

language and opportunity to practice using it in a meaningful way (Littlewood, 1981; Harmer, 

1998; Bailey, 2005; Richards and Rogers, 2001; Larsen-Freeman and Anderson, 2011; East 

2017; Ellis, 2017b). According to Richards (2006), some of the principles of CLT include: 

 
• Learner-centeredness; 

 
• Emphasis on fluency; 

 
• Teacher as facilitator;   

 
• Meaningful communication between learners; 

 
• Opportunities for learners to negotiate meaning;  

 
• Inductive learning (discovery learning) of the rules of the language; 

 
• Trial and error learning (experimenting with the language); and 

 
• Collaborative learning.  

 

 

Littlewood (1981) adds: 

 

• Learners are free to express their individuality;  
 

• The teacher communicates as an equal with the learners; and  
 

• Learners are not constantly corrected 
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At its very essence, CLT is about facilitating opportunities for learners to practice 

communicating with one another, using the foreign or second language, in a meaningful way 

(Richards and Rogers, 2001). It, at the same time, de-emphasizes the importance of explicit 

language instruction, especially the focus on linguistic form (Richards and Rogers, 2001; Larsen-

Freeman and Anderson, 2011). Traditional language teaching methods, as I have shown, often 

focus heavily on grammar.      

 

One of the major goals of CLT is to enhance learners’ fluency (Richards, 2006, Ellis, 2017b; 

Leyster, 2017; Ellis, 2019), characterized mainly by the ability to speak fast like a native speaker 

and without frequent or ill-timed pauses (Thornbury, 2005). Fluency is enhanced when learners 

participate in meaningful communication with one another, negotiate meaning, try to avoid 

communication breakdowns and correct any misunderstandings (Richards, 2006). Thornbury 

(2005) states that for fluency development, learners require plenty of opportunity to participate in 

communicative tasks, with attention focused on achieving an objective or outcome instead of 

dwelling on grammar or other components of the language.  Ellis (2019) concurs, claiming that 

fluency is more important than grammar and that the only way to promote fluency is to engage 

learners in tasks. I will elaborate on such tasks later in this this chapter.  

 

Clifton (2006) comments on the teachers’ role as facilitators, and recommends that they allow 

learners to have more participation rights and responsibility in the classroom. In other words, the 

EFL or ESL teacher, in a facilitation role, should take a step back, and rather than dominating the 

classroom and its discourse, should be an observer and listener, ready to provide the learners 

with feedback when necessary, and to encourage them to keep speaking, even after they have 

spoken extensively. Instead of the teacher having all of the control over what happens in the 

classroom, doing most of the speaking and deciding who speaks and when, the learners should 

be treated as equals to the teacher and have more influence on the classroom, deciding which 

person gets to speak and when that person should speak.  

 

To make learning and communication between learners more meaningful, classes that are 

modelled on the CLT approach often focus on content and topics that learners are interested in 

(Richards, 2006). Even in Korea where the traditional approach to teaching foreign languages is 

widespread, and where English lessons are often taught in the Korean language, a number of 

teachers use CLT, especially foreign instructors. DeWaelsche (2015) found that when Korean 

university students with at least intermediate-level speaking proficiency had an opportunity to 
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participate in interesting and meaningful group discussions, they were generally extremely 

motivated and fully embraced the student-centered speaking activities. In DeWaelsche’s words 

(2015, p141) the learners “flourished” under the circumstances.  Although many EFL teachers in 

places like Korea teach English in the L1, there are also some cases where, an entire subject is 

taught in the target language. Such content-based language instruction will be described next.       

 

 

  2.3.4.1 Content-based Language Teaching (CBLT) 

 

“Content-based Instruction” (CBI), “Content-based Language Teaching (CBLT), “Content and 

Language Integrated Learning” (CLIL) and even “English-medium Instruction” (EMI) all refer 

to using content as a means for enhancing L2 development. Many researchers in SLA today 

contend that these methods or approaches are essentially one and the same thing (See for 

example: Leyster, 2017). To avoid confusion, in this dissertation I will use “CBLT” (with a few 

exceptions) to refer to all four of these concepts. It differs considerably from traditional second 

and foreign language teaching because of its focus on content and the fact that it makes 

communication in the target language very meaningful (Corrales and Maloof, 2011). In 

Krahnke’s (1987, p65) words, it is “the teaching of content or information in the language being 

learned with little or no direct or explicit effort to teaching the language itself separately from the 

content being taught.” An entire course may focus on content, but in some cases, content is just 

one component of an EFL or ESL course (Coyle et al., 2010). When it involves an entire course, 

it could include almost any subject including history, geography (Musumeci, 1996), psychology, 

biology, medicine (See for example: Corrales and Maloof, 2011) and even law, each taught 

entirely in the target language. In these situations, learners only use the L2 as a means  acquire 

content knowledge instead of focusing on learning grammar, vocabulary and other components 

of the language.  

 

Given that CBLT focuses more on content than language instruction, then in theory, what 

happens during CBLT instruction, should be very similar to what occurs during content 

instruction in the L1. For this reason, before discussing CBLT in greater detail, I will briefly 

draw attention to one of the most important issues in L1 content instruction: classroom learning 

activities. In this context, teachers have at their disposal, a number of teaching methods which 

they can use and a vast array of  activities they can employ. One way to possibly analyze, 

critique or reflect on what transpires during such activities is to classify them according to 
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Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive thinking (Bloom, et al.,1956) or Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy 

(Krathwohl, 2002) (BRT). I will discuss this in more detail in the next section.     

 

 

2.3.4.1.1 Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (BRT) 

 

When designing instruction for the classroom, it is important for teachers to choose appropriate 

learning activities. If possible, they should choose those that will potentially result in the most 

learning. This in turn gives rise to the question: which are the most suitable exercises? Or, how is 

it possible to know which activities are likely to result in the most learning? An answer comes 

from The BRT (Krathwohl, 2002). This is illustrated in Figure 2.1 below. The diagram depicts 

various categories of cognitive thinking, ordered in a cumulative hierarchy or “stairway” 

involving six levels: from least to most complex and from the most concrete to the most abstract 

(Krathwohl, 2002; Forehand, 2010). Mastery of each step is generally required to master any of 

the higher-levels above it (Krathwohl, 2003).  

 

Ideally, when designing effective lessons, teachers will include a variety of teaching methods (or 

activities), including those that require the thinking skills from the higher end of the taxonomy. 

There are a number of reasons for this. One is that by using high level thinking skills, those 

typically necessary when learners collaborate with one another as opposed to those that merely 

require rote-memory, learners are more likely to develop a greater mastery over the subject 

matter, deeper understanding of it (Biggs, 1987, cited in Kek and Huijser, 2011, p331; Crooks, 

1988), greater expertise (Cornbleth, 1985), and longer retention (Darland and Carmichael, 2012). 

Using higher-level thinking skills has also been shown to facilitate mastery learning (Mavarech, 

1989, cited in Arredondo and Block, 1990, p7).  Secondly, using these skills enables learners to 

assess and evaluate the rapidly growing information and knowledge that exists in today’s 

complex world (Geersten, 2003; Kek and Huijser, 2011). Finally, it helps prepare them for life in 

general and more specifically, for their careers (Athanassiou et al., 2003). One of the main 

advantages (Amer, 2006) of the BRT is that if educators plot both the learning activities and 

assessment tools of any given unit of instruction or syllabus onto the taxonomy, it becomes easy 

for them to visualize which thinking skills have been included and which of those have been 

omitted. In this regard, the BRT can be used like a checklist which helps paint a clear picture in 

educators’ minds where curricular revisions ought to be made. The BRT also helps ensure that 
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instruction, learning materials, objectives, standards and assessment are all aligned with each 

other (Amer, 2006) which should also enhance the quality of instruction.     

 

 

 

 
 

 
Generate, Plan, Produce, Compose, Construct 
 
Check, Critique, Choose, Assess, Argue, Judge 
 
 
Differentiate, Organize, Attribute, Contrast 
 
 
Execute, Implement, Illustrate, Sketch, Solve 
 
 
Interpret, Classify, Compare, Predict, Translate 
 
 
Recognize, Recall, Identify, Label, List, Locate 

Figure 2.1 Revised Version of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Thinking (BRT) (Krathwohl, 2002) 
including verbs which help explain the thinking that occurs at each stage (Stanny, 2016).  

                              

In the U.S., these levels of cognitive thinking are frequently used to design law courses, 

especially in establishing learning objectives and teaching methodologies (Crossley, 2016; 

Liemer, 2017) The BRT, illustrated in Figure 2.1, specifically describes the different levels of 

cognitive thinking. The lowest, most simple and least abstract step is “Remembering,” which 

relates to retrieving, recalling and recognizing basic facts. An example in the context of legal 

education would be to match legal words on one side of a page such as assault, battery, fraud, 

and conversion, with their appropriate meanings on the other side. At the second stage of 

cognitive thinking, “Understanding,” one is required to do more than identify or state the correct 

answer. Here genuine understanding is involved and can be demonstrated by classifying, 

comparing and translating items. In a law class, learners might be asked to compare offer, with 

counter-offer, or assault with battery. The third stage “Applying” necessitates the application of 

knowledge and its understanding by using it in a new situation. An example would be to show 

learners a brief video clip of a man lifting another person’s wallet and then asking which if any 

law has been violated and to explain their answer.  

 

The fourth level of thinking, “Analyzing,” would require the thinking skills from the lowest three 

levels. In a law class, learners might read a real story or hypothetical fact situation and then be 

Create

Evaluate

Analyze

Apply

Understand

Remember
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asked to differentiate how they would have reacted if they were involved in the same story. The 

second highest stage is “Evaluation.” Here, learners must critique a particular work, make a 

decision(s), request a course of action (Granello, 2000) or defend a position.  In the above 

exercise, this can be accomplished whenever a learner is requested to judge which party ought to 

win at trial and be prepared to defend that decision. 

  

The highest level of critical thinking is “Creating,” the most complex and abstract of the six 

levels.  At this stage of thinking, learners must generate, produce or compose something new by 

combining various independent elements into one unified, coherent whole (Forehand, 2010). In 

the above legal scenario, it can be accomplished when a learner, combines background facts, 

evidence, law, legal reasoning, organizational skills, persuasive techniques and writing or 

speaking skills into a well-crafted speech, essay, legal memorandum, settlement proposal or 

contract.     

 

 

   2.3.4.1.2 Alternatives to and Criticisms of the BRT  

 

It should be noted that some educators prefer to use taxonomies other than the BRT. In a few 

countries, particularly in Africa, the Biggs’ Structure of the Observed Learning Outcome 

(SOLO) taxonomy is better known (Ari, 2011). Like the BRT, it consists of a hierarchy of 

thinking: Pre-structural, Uni-structural, Multi-structural, Relational, and Extended Abstract 

(Biggs, 2019). Finks Taxonomy, consists of six non-hierarchical domains (Fink, 2003a; Fink 

2003b). Another taxonomy, TPCK (Mishra and Koehler, 2006) is particularly helpful for both 

teachers who teach inside and outside the F2F classroom. It guides them so that they can 

successfully integrate content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge and technical knowledge, 

rather than think about each of these independently or in isolation from one another (See Figure 

2.2.).  Both the BRT and TPCK taxonomies should be in every online teachers’ toolkit. Given 

how technology continues to play a growing role in learning, TPCK is especially important in the 

design of educational programs that are suitable for the 21st century. Educators are best advised 

to not only think about content, pedagogy and technology in isolation from one another, but 

should also consider the impact each of these has on the other. The TPCK model was very 

applicable to my teaching (so much of which is technology based) and was used when I designed 

my online law lessons. Although the SOLO is recognized as a useful assessment tool (Rembach 

and Dison, 2016; iLHAN and Gezer; 2017); Fink’s taxonomy is helpful for analyzing learning; 
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and TPCK encourages teachers to consider the interplay between content, pedagogy and 

technology and was used in the design of the law tasks, I used the BRT to analyze the 

participants’ thinking that occurred during the eight speaking tasks. I will explain my reasons for 

this in Chapter 4, the methodology. 

 

 
Figure 2.2 TPCK model (Source:  Kurt, 2019) 

 

It is also important to bear in mind that even among the educators who embrace the BRT, some 

suggest that it should, at least, be revised. Darwazeh and Branch (2015) argue that it ought to be 

both refined and made more comprehensive. For example, they claim that “applying” is more 

difficult than “analyzing” because learners need to analyze information before being able to 

apply their knowledge. Thus, they suggest that the current Level 3 (“Applying”) and the current 

Level 4 (“Analyzing”) should be switched with one another. They also suggest that a new step, 

“Organizing” be created and inserted between “Analyzing” and “Applying.”  They argue that 

there are two types of remembering: one for specific facts and one for general facts, and this also 

should be reflected in the taxonomy by dividing Level 1 into two domains with “Remembering 

Specific Facts” as the bottom tier. Finally, they recommend that a new level should be added to 

the top of the hierarchy, a thinking process called “meta-cognition,” which is monitoring and 

analyzing one’s actions, learning and thinking (Bondy, 1984).  In all, they suggest that the 

revised taxonomy, itself, should be increased to nine steps, and more recently, Darwazeh (2017) 

has suggested that yet an additional tenth step be added for “Synthesizing,” bringing the total to 

ten steps. Soozandehfar and Adeli (2016) comment that some of the domains on the hierarchy 
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such as Level 4, “Analysis,” and Level 5 “Evaluating” are too vague and therefore too difficult 

for mapping out many useful activities onto the taxonomy. They further contend that it might be 

inappropriate for the six domains to be characterized in a successive hierarchy because many 

thinking skills actually occur simultaneously in an integrated manner.  Numerous other 

suggestions have been made for the enhancement and refinement of the BRT, but for the 

purposes of this dissertation, I feel that using the BRT as it exists now, is more than sufficient. 

This, too, will be explained in more detail in next chapter.  

 

In the CBLT context, facilitating collaborative activities that allow EFL/ESL learners to use 

higher-level thinking skills potentially has two major outcomes.  First, as I have mentioned 

above, the subject matter is probably learned on a deeper level and with greater long-term 

retention. Secondly, the learners get to practice their speaking skills. Thus, under the right 

conditions, language learners can effectively learn both the target language and content 

simultaneously. It should be noted, however, that there are different types of CBLT. 

 

 

2.3.4.2 Different Versions of CBLT 

 

CBLT comes in various shapes and sizes (Leyster, 2017), ranging from programs that are heavily 

language-driven (E.G. those without any assessment of learners’ content knowledge), to 

programs that are heavily content-driven (E.G. those which include high-stakes assessment of 

learners’ content knowledge). It can be implemented in several ways, depending on available 

teaching resources, the learning context, the background of the learners, their L2 proficiency, and 

their age. At the content-driven end of the continuum, we can find immersion education (in 

North America) CLIL (in Europe), post-secondary EMI classes (in non-English speaking 

countries) and “submersion” classes (Leyster, 2017) in which immigrant children study with 

native L1 speakers in regular mainstream classrooms without any second language assistance. 

Typically, the teachers in these kinds of classes are content teachers rather than EFL or ESL 

specialists, and assessment usually focuses entirely on content rather than language knowledge 

(Llinares and Dalton-Puffer, 2015; Graves and Garton, 2017). In the case of immersion 

education, the full curriculum, including science, social studies, history, math, physical 

education, environmental studies etc., is taught in the target language. Immersion education 

originated in the 1960s in Canada and is still popular there in schools where native English-

speaking children receive instruction for all of their subjects in French for the purpose of 
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learning French as a second language (Nunan, 2004; Brinton et al., 2006; Richards, 2006; Coyle 

et al., 2010). According to Leyster (2017), learners in French immersion programs develop 

greater French language proficiency than those who only participate in regular non-immersion 

L2 French classes.  

 

Moving toward the middle of the language-driven end of the spectrum, we have “Adjunct 

Language Education” In this type of CBLT, L2-learners study in the same classroom as the 

native speakers, but they also take a concurrent language course that is designed to help them 

understand the content from the CBLT course (Brinton, et al., 2006). In some CBLT courses, 

when all of the learners are L2 speakers, there might be a combination of both content instruction 

using the L2, and language instruction to supplement that content instruction (Corrales and 

Maloof, 2011). Another type of CBLT is “Sheltered” CBLT, where for example, English 

language learners, in the absence of native speakers, study a content class through the target 

language, but the content of the course is simplified so that the listening and reading input is 

easier to understand (Musumeci, 1996; Brinton et al., 2006). Finally, at the language-driven end 

of the spectrum, there are L2 classes which incorporate theme-based content, but with little or no 

content assessment (Leyster, 2017). These are usually taught by L2 specialists.  

 

Drawing from much of the research in this area, I have designed a chart that depicts how I 

perceive the continuum of CBLT, including the location of the different types of content 

instruction. (Brinton, et al., 2006; Coyle et al., 2010; Llinares and Dalton-Puffer, 2015; Graves 

and Garton, 2017; Leyster, 2017). This is illustrated in Figure 2.3. It should be noted that when 

discussing different types of CBLT, there is no exact agreement as to the meaning of terms such 

as “immersion,” submersion,” and “EMI.”  For example, when discussing the types of CBLT or 

English-mediated instruction, many language researchers do not include immersion and 

submersion. Perhaps, this is because both occur in ESL contexts where learners receive all of 

their instruction across an entire curriculum in the target language rather than merely in a few 

courses, the usual case for other types of CBLT, especially in Asian countries such as South 

Korea (Byun et al., 2011; Cho, 2012; Kang and Park, 2005, cited in Macaro et al., 2017, p53; 

Nguyen and Hai, 2018).  Nevertheless, in an effort to paint as broad a picture as possible of the 

different types of content instruction that occur in the L2, I have included both immersion and 

submersion in Figure 2.3.  The important thing to bear in mind here is that regardless of the exact 

model of instruction involved, the overriding purpose is usually for learners to acquire the target 

language indirectly while focusing on meaning (Ellis, 2019).  
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Figure 2.3 Continuum of Content Based Language Instruction (CBLT)  

 

 

2.3.4.3 CBLT in Context 

 

Based on what we have already seen, it is clear that for learners to improve their foreign or 

second language speaking proficiency it is very helpful if they: receive plenty of input in the L2 

(Krashen, 1982; Nation, 2008; Ellis, 2017a); and have teachers who are willing to facilitate 

sufficient opportunity for them to communicate in the L2 (Littlewood, 1981; Nunan, 1987; 

Thornbury, 2005; Clifton, 2006; Long, 2015; Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 2017; 

Leyster, 2017; Marije, 2017; Derwing, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 2017b; Kennedy and 

Trofimovich, 2017; Abbot, 2019). In CBLT, with the teacher using the target language learners 

will almost certainly receive plenty of input in that language.  According to Krashen’s theory 

(1982), this input should not only be meaningful, but also comprehensible. For this reason, in a 

CBLT class at a university, a lecturer’s speech rate might be slower than in classes that consist 

mainly of native speakers (Brinton et al., 2006). To enhance comprehensibility, a teacher or 

lecturer might also use extra body language, communicate with gestures, employ numerous 

images, frequently review and repeat important information, pause more often and longer, use 

simple vocabulary, and carefully enunciate important words (Musumeci, 1996; Brinton et al., 

2006). To enhance speaking skills and remain consistent with the principles of CLT, it would 

also be crucial in CBLT classes to provide numerous opportunities for the learners to 

communicate with one another.   

 

However, if the teacher is willing to orchestrate these opportunities, this still does not guarantee 

that the learners will actually speak. If the objective is to improve learners’ speaking skills, then 

as I mentioned earlier, exposing them to meaningful and comprehensible input whether it be 
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from their teachers or the course materials still might not be enough (Swain, 1995). Additionally, 

speaking activities or output also needs to be both 1) interesting; and 2) meaningful. If not, then 

despite the good intentions of the teacher, learners might not speak very much (Ur, 1981).  An 

example of good intentions would include a teacher who focuses only on providing learners with 

interesting speaking topics. Unfortunately, relying mainly on topics, regardless of how 

interesting they are, might not be enough to encourage speaking. For instance, Coburn (2010) 

commented that one of the challenges of teaching English through Skype was the limited number 

of speaking topics.  

 

According to Ur (1981), how much learners speak does not depend on topics. Instead, it is 

necessary for them to have a “reason” to speak, and this is accomplished by giving learners a 

task to perform, one with an objective to achieve. For Ur, the reason for speaking is much more 

significant than the actual topic. It makes speaking more meaningful. Ur also cautions that 

without a reason or objective to aim for, the traditional IRF pattern is likely to emerge, meaning 

the teacher is likely to dominate the discourse, usually by asking numerous questions. In short, 

Ur argues that merely providing learners with interesting topics is not the best way to elicit 

speaking. Ur claims it is more important that the speaking activities be meaningful and consist of 

some type of objective. At the time of Ur’s comments in 1981, a new type of CLT instruction 

was emerging, one that involved tasks. It is sometimes referred to as task-based instruction (TBI) 

or task-based language teaching (TBLT) which I will use to refer to it in this dissertation. In the 

next section, I elaborate on the nature of TBLT.         

 

 

 

2.3.4.4 Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT)      

 

As with CBLT, TBLT is yet another CLT methodology. Like CBLT, it does not focus directly 

on teaching the target language. Instead, it places an emphasis on designing and employing tasks 

that require learners to use their foreign or second language (Richards, 2006; Linares and Dalton-

Puffer; 2015; Long, 2015; Ellis, 2016; Marije, 2017; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017; Kim, 

2017; Ellis 2017a; Ellis, 2017b; East, 2017). The overriding purpose is for learners to acquire the 

target language, but to do it indirectly. Richards, (2006) describes two kinds of tasks: 

pedagogical tasks and real-world tasks. Pedagogical tasks are those which usually do not occur 

in the real world, but are designed mainly to enhance language learning. Ellis (2017a) refers to 
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this as the “soft” version of TBLT or TSLT (Task-supported Language Teaching), while Long 

(2015) refers to it as the “synthetic” version of TBLT. Real-world tasks are rehearsals for real-

life activities (Richards, 2006, Long, 2015).  

 

 

2.3.4.5 Pedagogical Tasks (The TBLT Soft Version) 

 

Nunan defines a pedagogical task as a “piece of classroom work” (2004, p10) that requires 

learners to interact in the L2 while typically focusing on meaning and on an outcome, rather than 

grammatical form. For Nunan, learning-by-doing is an essential part of TBLT, unlike approaches 

in which learners passively learn from the teacher, without much hands-on participation.  

Nunan’s version of what constitutes a pedagogical task does not require that a classroom task 

actually resemble the tasks learners will eventually perform in the real world (Nunan, 2004). 

According to Nunan, although TBLT tends to emphasize a focus on meaning (this is meaning of 

a message that is trying to be conveyed), tasks that place some focus on lexis, phonology, 

grammar, vocabulary and other language features, and which bear no resemblance to real-life 

activities, can still be helpful, especially for beginner L2 learners. Such tasks enable learners to 

develop the prerequisite skills required to eventually participate in more authentic 

communication (Nunan, 1989; Nunan, 2004). In fact, even some of the most challenging or 

authentic classroom activities such as simulations, role-playing, and problem-solving tasks which 

provide learners with the opportunity to creatively practice using the target language, do not 

always reflect what happens in the real world (Nunan, 2004).  

 

Nunan (1989) further comments that in reality, most tasks are modified or adapted for classroom 

use. Nunan (2004) adds that prior to attempting any pedagogical task, learners can participate in 

a sequence of exercises, each building on the previous one which focus only on language, rather 

than meaning, before attempting the final more meaningful pedagogical task in the sequence. 

Nunan also describes within task sequencing. These are the procedural sequences within a task. 

These sequences can be divided into three phases: the pre-task phase, the actual task phase and 

the follow-up phase. According to Nunan (2004, p128):  

The pre-task phase fulfils a similar function as schema-building task in larger instruction 
sequences. It orients the learners to the task, generates interest and rehearses essential 
language that will be required to complete the task. In the task-proper phase, learners complete 
the task. In the follow-up phase, they get a debriefing from the teacher, report the results of the 
task back to the class as a whole, and may receive corrective feedback from the teacher. This 
phase may also act as a segue into the pre-task phase of the next task cycle.   
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Other writers in the SLA field suggest alternatives to Nunan’s within-task sequencing (See for 

example: Ellis, 2003 and Willis and Willis, 2007). In fact, there are a number of debates about 

how best to design and implement TBLT. These include not only the appropriate sequencing of 

tasks, but also assessing task complexity; the role of explicit instruction in TBLT; the type and 

timing of corrective feedback; and the nature and design of relevant teacher-training programs 

(Ellis, 2017a; East, 2017). Perhaps, most notably many experts disagree as to what exactly 

constitutes a task. For Long (2015), pedagogical tasks, which he refers to as synthetic tasks, are 

ineffective because they promote classroom tasks that bear little or no resemblance to those 

which learners encounter beyond the classroom. The problem with these pedagogic tasks as 

Long (2015) describes them is that they are designed to provide learners with the opportunity to 

practice various language features such as grammar, vocabulary, collocations, sentence patterns, 

etc. only because they are included in the textbook and syllabus. In Long’s words (2015, p109), 

these textbooks and syllabi are “developed without reference to analysis of learner needs beyond 

the classroom,” which results in learners practicing many skills they do not need to learn.      

 

 

2.3.4.6 Real-World Tasks (Long’s Strong Version of TBLT) 

 

Long’s (2015) concept of a task is much narrower than the pedagogical one proposed by Nunan. 

For optimal language learning, Long emphasizes that classroom tasks must be the same or at 

least very similar to the real-world activities the learners will eventually perform outside the 

classroom, the ones they ordinarily do at home, work, play or business. This is sometimes 

referred to as the “strong version” of CLT and of TBLT (Ellis, 2017a, East, 2017). There are an 

infinite number of real-world activities: reading a newspaper, using a computer, corresponding 

through email, renting an apartment, attending a lecture, making a sales call, buying a pair of 

shoes, delivering a speech, coaching a sports team etc. (Long, 2015). Each of these target tasks 

require different English skills and varying degrees of English usage and proficiency. Long is 

also adamant about the importance of carefully conducting a needs-analysis before designing an 

EFL or ESL curriculum, choosing appropriate classroom tasks, or developing any task-based 

materials. Needs-analysis helps identify which tasks learners will encounter in the real-world, 

and according to Long, these should closely resemble the tasks learners will practice in the 

language classroom. Following Long’s suggestion, each group of learners should practice 

different tasks, depending on their specific needs. Thus, we can expect that the tasks that medical 
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students will practice would differ considerably from those which flight attendants, diplomats, 

and lawyers need to practice. Long also claims that learners are more motivated when they do 

the kind of real-world tasks they will need to do outside the classroom (Long, 2015). Abbott 

(2019) concurs, claiming that the needs-based tasks advocated by Long are especially useful for 

new immigrants living in Canada who have an immediate need to use their ESL skills outside the 

classroom, in the real-world.      

 

 

  2.3.4.7 Teacher’s Role in TBLT 

 

Regardless of the type of speaking task, it is also important to consider the role of the teacher 

during a task. For maximal benefit, it is essential that the teacher exercise constraint. This is 

especially true when observing errors. Teachers should not correct every mistake their learners 

make. Thornbury (2005, p91) cautions that interrupting learners “in full flight” to correct their 

errors interrupts their flow of speech and runs counter to their need to experience autonomy. Too 

much intervention with the flow of the conversation will inhibit fluency and cause learners to 

focus too much on accuracy (Thornbury, 2005). If the teacher feels the necessity to make 

corrections, it’s better to make brief one-word on-the-spot hints during the speaking task or make 

the corrections after the task (Thornbury, 2005). Kim (2017) agrees that corrective feedback 

should not interrupt with the flow of the learners’ speaking. On a similar note, to keep learners 

speaking, Kramsch (a secondary source found in Thornbury, 2005, p 123) suggests that while 

learners are speaking, it is essential that teachers tolerate silences, refrain from speaking during 

long pauses, encourage learners to speak longer than one or two sentences, and pay attention to 

the learner’s message rather than to the form.  

 

Sato (2017) suggests that given the limited amount of instructional time that language teachers 

usually have at their disposal and to maximize the benefits of TBLT, it is important that they 

foster environments where learners are comfortable collaborating with their peers and see each 

other as valuable learning sources. Sato (2017) found that learners who participated in 

collaboration-friendly environments, those where collaboration was highly encouraged, made 

more language gains than those in less positive environments. Kim (2017) comments that 

collaboration between learners is more beneficial when teachers demonstrate how to do the tasks.  

Teachers should also be mindful of which tasks are helpful. One strategy that can help teachers 

determine whether a speaking task is a successful facilitator of speaking practice is to analyze the 
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extent to which the learners are engaged, including the quantity, quality and types of engagement 

that occur.  I will discuss the concept of engagement in more detail in Section 2.3.4.9, below.    

 

Meanwhile, whether it is CBLT or TBLT, it is important to remember that the essence of CLT, 

particularly when developing speaking skills, is to encourage learner participation and the kind 

of oral communication that focuses learners’ attention on meaning rather than the target language 

itself.  In this regard, CBLT and TBLT share a lot in common, and ought to co-exist, working 

together, hand in hand. I address this next.  

 

 

2.3.4.8 Combining CBLT and TBLT 

 

Given that one of the major goals of both CBLT and TBLT is to enhance foreign or second 

language speaking proficiency, and the fact that both focus on meaning instead of the L2 

(Llinares and Dalton-Puffer, 2015), it would appear logical to combine both methods. Though, at 

first glance, this might seem obvious, not all CBLT programs incorporate TBLT. Even in the 

case of immersion programs situated at the content-driven end of the CBLT spectrum, CBLT and 

TBLT are not always integrated. Swain (1988), for example, states that there are some English 

immersion programs which fail to improve learners’ speaking proficiency in large part because 

the teachers do most of the speaking and the learners do very little speaking. Swain is adamant 

that immersion programs should incorporate opportunities for learners to orally collaborate and 

work on tasks together. Similarly, Leyster (2017) cautions against teacher-centered content 

instruction, that which feature plenty of lecturing and little learner-learner interaction.  Leyster 

urges that CBLT should not only provide learners with content, but should also include plenty of 

opportunity to use the target language via role-plays, simulations, debates, presentations etc. 

 

This opportunity does not appear to be occurring in a lot of EMI (English-mediated Instruction) 

classes. We have already seen that in Korea, the Korean language is often used to teach English. 

In a recent study at a Korean university, Lee and Prinsloo (2018) observed EMI classes taught by 

fifteen different professors and found that, on average, the professors devoted about ninety 

percent of their classroom instruction to formal lecturing. There was no group work, so the 

classes failed to provide the learners with the potential benefits we can expect from combining 

both content and tasks. Alcaraz-Marmol (2018) surveyed 60 elementary-school CLIL teachers 

and found that they employed four times as many multiple-choice, matching and gap-filling 
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exercises than oral presentations tasks. The studies described below illustrate the potential 

advantages that might arise when combining CBLT and TBLT.   

 

Llinares and Dalton-Puffer (2015) found that learners in CBLT classes who participated in role-

plays, one-to-one interviews, and presentations produced far more evaluative language than 

those who participated in CBLT classes which featured mainly teacher-fronted, whole-class 

discussions. Role-plays were the task that generated the highest usage of evaluative language. 

This is the kind of language speakers need when they adopt a stance or position during 

discussions relating to content and which as I stated earlier in this chapter is associated with 

higher-level thinking skills (Krathwohl, 2002). Llinares and Dalton-Puffer’s study is also a 

reminder of what can happen during whole-class discussions when the IRF discourse pattern 

prevails: when teachers relied heavily on display questions, the learners did little speaking.    

 

An example of successfully integrating CBLT and TBLT is a Medical English course examined 

by Corrales and Maloof (2011). They studied a “sheltered” CBI course offered at a university in 

Columbia. In this case, the instruction and learning material were entirely in English. The 

learning materials which included textbook units, journal articles, podcasts, and documentaries 

were the same as those used by American learners.  The course focused primarily on 

communicating ideas rather than on teaching language. Class activities emphasized speaking 

tasks such as small and whole group discussions, debates, oral presentations, read-and-report, 

and panel discussions. The researchers found that despite the de-emphasis on language 

instruction, this CBLT course did in fact support language development. Some of the reasons 

were:  

 

1. The content was more meaningful and interesting to the learners because it related 

to what they were studying (medicine) and to their future careers as medical 

doctors and medical researchers;  

 

2. It helped them with the other classes they were taking, those which required them 

to read books and articles in English; and 

 

3. The classroom activities which focused on content made the learners feel much 

more confident about speaking in English, especially with the de-emphasis of 

grammar.  
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Corrales and Maloof (2011, p49) conclude that language gains were facilitated mainly by an 

abundance of content material and oral activities.  In their words: “This abundance of content . . . 

provided the participants with multiple opportunities for interaction in authentic, meaningful 

language situations, topics, and tasks. To put it simply, students spoke a lot because they had a 

lot of content to talk about.”  Despite success stories like this, it is also possible in some 

instances for tasks to be potentially futile.  

 

 

2.3.4.9 Engagement in CBLT and TBLT 

 

As we have seen, the greatest strength of employing tasks is that they facilitate plenty of 

opportunity for learners to not only practice their L2 speaking skills, but to also review newly 

learned knowledge and to use higher-order thinking skills. This, however, does not mean every 

task is a good facilitator of speaking practice. In some instances, especially when learners are 

merely going through the motions, tasks might actually be quite useless.  Dornyei and Kormos 

(2000, p281) state “if students are not actively involved in the instructional tasks and do not 

produce a certain amount of language output, the tasks are unlikely to be effective in developing 

communicative skills.” For this reason, EFL and ESL tutors and teachers should make every 

effort possible to ensure that their learners are highly engaged while participating in task-based 

speaking activities. For example, if the learners in the private English-mediated law lessons are 

asked to read and analyze a hypothetical fact situation and then make judgements regarding the 

different hypothetical parties involved, it would be insufficient for them to quickly skim the 

story, briefly toss a few opinions around without explanations, rapidly render their judgments, 

and then declare that they have completed their task. The lack of concentration and emotional 

commitment exhibited here is less likely to generate the quantity of output that Dornyei and 

Kormos (2000) feel is one of the ingredients necessary for optimal speaking practice. 

 

There is no consensus as to what exactly constitutes engagement (Han and Hyland, 2015). 

However, many researchers (Ellis, 2010; Han and Hyland, 2015; Han 2017; Tian and Zhou, 

2020) agree that it is a multidimensional concept, one that encompasses behavioral, cognitive 

and affective components, all of which are interconnected (Tian and Zhou, 2020). Each of these 

can be influenced by individual learner characteristics (Ellis, 2010), pre-existing learner beliefs 

(Han, 2017) and by contextual factors (Ellis, 2010) including the learning environment and 
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nature of the learning activity at hand.  Most task-based language researchers regard engagement 

as being a vital ingredient in order for TBLT to be successful (Philp and Duchesne, 2016). 

Dornyei and Kormos (2000) claim that it is a prerequisite for any language processing to occur. 

Among the many definitions, Skinner et al. (2009) define engagement as learner interaction with 

activities and materials that facilitate learning. Philp and Duchesne (2016, p50) describe it as 

learners “interest and participation in an activity,” while Helme and Clarke (2001, p133) in the 

context of mathematics instruction, define it as the degree to which learners are “actively 

involved with the content of a learning activity.”  

 

Philp and Duchesne (2016) claim that engagement is a multidimensional construct, that not only 

consists of behavioral, cognitive, and emotional dimensions, but also a social one as well. They 

comment that it features characteristics such as “interest, effort, concentration, active 

participation, and emotional responsiveness. That is, engaged students are not just going through 

the motions; they expend focused energy and attention, and they are emotionally involved” 

(Philp and Duchesne, 2016, p52). This is another reason why content teachers should ensure that 

their learners participate in a variety of tasks, including those that necessitate higher-level 

thinking skills from the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002).  For example, if the learners in the private law 

lessons are only encouraged to use Level 1 thinking (“Remembering”) which merely requires 

them to recognize, recall, and identify (Stanny, 2016) various legal definitions it is conceivable 

that they might only go through the motions.  If, on the other hand, they are challenged to use 

higher-order thinking (E.G. Level 5, “Evaluating” and Level 6, “Creating”) they would be more 

likely to demonstrate the effort, concentration and focused energy described by Philp and 

Duchesne (2016). Here they have to step it up a notch (or two) in order to critique, asses, 

generate, produce, and construct information, the kind of thinking associated with the higher 

levels (Stanny, 2016). In this regard, one can see a possible correlation between engagement and 

the type of thinking learners use.   Some of the hallmarks of learner engagement are listed in 

Table 2.1 below.  
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Table 2.1: Some Hallmarks of Learner Engagement (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000; Helme and 
Clarke, 2001; Skinner et al. (2009); Philp and Duchesne (2016); Lambert et al. (2017); Stroud, 
2017)  

TYPE OF 
ENGAGEMENT 

 

EXAMPLES 
 

Cognitive 
paying attention, concentration, deep thinking, pausing, on-task behavior, 
concerted effort, giving explanations, justifying arguments, making 
evaluative comments, suggestions, contributing ideas, disagreeing, and 
cognitive phrases such as “I think” and “because” 

 
Behavioral 

number of words spoken, number of turns, and on-task behavior, 
including:  reading, working on a problem, solving puzzles, working until 
task is completed, persistence without need for encouragement/direction 

 
Social 

cooperation, giving opinions, building on each others’ turns, and 
backchannelling 

 
Emotional 

enthusiasm, excitement, enjoyment, emotional comments, expressing 
pleasure, and laughter 

 

Even when teachers are willing to take extra precautions to maximize the utility of a task, there is 

no guarantee it will be effective. In some instances, the modern approach to teaching languages 

might be inappropriate. In such instances, teachers might have to consider using another 

approach. I discuss this in more detail in the next section.            

 

 

2.3.5. Modern Methods and Their Drawbacks 

 

Sheen (1994) states that after thousands of hours of English instruction in English immersion 

programs where learners receive plenty of comprehensible input, many have not yet mastered the 

language, especially in the accuracy of their speaking. Sheen does not specify whether such 

immersion programs involve TBLT. However, East (2017) claims that immersion students, 

including those who receive a strong version of CLT, do not always develop sophisticated 

grammar competence.   

 

In some contexts, TBLT, especially the strong version, is difficult to implement (Butler, 2011; Al 

Amin and Greenwood, 2018). Often, TBLT in the classroom looks different from the TBLT that 

is described in the research literature (Carless, 2004; Butler, 2011; East, 2017). Many teachers 

fail to understand what exactly a task is (Carless, 2004; East 2017), and some are incapable of 

designing anything that actually resembles a task (Erlam, 2016). An additional challenge in 

implementing TBLT is that many commercially produced EFL/ESL textbooks including Legal-

English textbooks (See for example: Brown and Rice; 2007; Frost, 2009; Krois-Lindner et al., 
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2008; and Evans et al., 2011) contain few if any tasks that generate affective and cognitive 

engagement; or require authentic language use (Tomlinson and Masuhara, 2018).  Instead, they 

emphasize vocabulary or grammar instruction which is usually followed by a lot of fill-in-the-

blank exercises (Tomlinson and Masuhara, 2018; Sato and Oyanedel, 2019). In some cases, the 

textbooks contain tasks, but these do not meet the real-world needs of the learners (Abbott, 

2019). Other reasons why CLT and TBLT might be difficult to implement (Carless, 2004; 

Butler, 2011; Sato and Oyanedel, 2019) include:  

 

• Large classroom size; 

• Reluctance by some learners to stay on task; 

• Potential classroom management challenges;  

• Learners who expect teachers to teach grammar; 

• Some learners’ preference for teacher-fronted methods; 

• Young learners’ and beginners’ frequent usage of the L1; 

• A perception that tasks are just games that do not help learning; 

• Impact of high-stakes grammar-translation oriented examinations; and 

• Potential intolerance of high noise-level during learner interaction.   

 

I mentioned earlier that Long (2015) insists that that classroom tasks reflect exactly what learners 

will need to do in the real world, and that tasks would likely vary from discipline to discipline. 

However, Ellis (2017a) contends that precise reflection of learner needs is not always possible. 

Because learners might not need to use the target language in the real world until several years in 

the future, teachers can only speculate what their possible future real-world L2 uses will be. 

Other groups of learners might be too diverse for conducting a needs-assessment. In these 

situations, the strong or “pure” version of TBLT (Ellis, 2017a) is not an option. 

 

I also stated earlier that Ellis (2017a) claims that there are some linguistic features that cannot be 

acquired naturally, merely from performing tasks. For these reasons, Ellis (2017a) advocates a 

softer version of TBLT, instead of Long’s (2016) strong version and refers to this modified 

version as task-supported language teaching (TSLT), one that makes room for the pedagogic 

tasks endorsed by Nunan (2004). For Ellis, it is okay if tasks only have interactional authenticity 

instead of both interactional authenticity and situational authenticity which are sought by Long. 

TSLT is also more flexible than the strong version of TBLT because it allows some wiggle-room 

for explicit instruction, where perhaps a teacher might occasionally, before getting the learners to 
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embark on a task,  stand in front of a classroom and briefly deliver some grammar or other 

linguistic instruction. In fact, this instruction might be the main distinguishing factor between 

TBLT and TSLT (Ellis, 2017a). In TBLT, the only time learners pay attention to linguistic 

features is when they perform tasks, but they never actually receive any explicit instruction for 

those features. By contrast, in TSLT, linguistic features are taught explicitly and then practiced 

during a subsequent task, one that involves interactional authenticity, but not necessarily 

situational authenticity.       

 

Butler (2011) also advocates a more flexible approach to adopting CLT and TBLT, particularly 

in Eastern Asian cultures where the strong version of TBLT is difficult to digest. Butler agrees 

that some teacher-fronted instruction is appropriate, especially in large classrooms. Bax (2003) 

argues that context (including available textbooks; national, local and classroom culture; learner 

variables, learner needs, learning styles etc.) is the most important consideration when 

determining which methodological approach is appropriate.  

 
We have already seen that a number of writers argue that TBLT, especially the strong version, is 

inappropriate for beginners who do not yet have sufficient linguistic knowledge to perform 

various speaking tasks. Ellis (2019) claims that a lot of the problems that teachers experience 

with TBLT arise because they rush beginners into group-based speaking too soon. Carless (2004) 

and Swan (2018) suggest that for these learners, a softer version of TBLT in which learners are 

pre-taught some of the language necessary for performing tasks, might be more appropriate. 

Swan (2018), as I mentioned earlier, recommends that if necessary, some learners will have to be 

taught using more traditional methods such as grammar translation. The classroom scenarios 

discussed so far in this chapter have all related to the conventional, brick-and-mortar classroom 

where learners are taught face-to-face (F2F). What follows is a brief discussion about less 

traditional classes: one-to-one sessions and small group lessons, which I shall refer to as “private 

tutoring.”        

 

2.4 Private Tutoring 

 

Recently, much has been written about a growing trend around the world (Mischo and Hagg, 

2002; Aurini, 2008; Silova, 2009; Ventura and Jang, 2010; Hamid et al., 2018) for learners, 

especially those in Asia, to use private tutors to assist them with their studies (See for example: 

Kim and Chang, 2010; de Castro and de Guzman, 2010; Heyneman, 2011; Barrow and Lochan, 
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2012; Cook, 2013; Coniam, 2014; Bray 2014; Tse, 2014; Zhang and Bray, 2015; and Tan, 2017). 

According to Bray (2010) this trend will likely expand into almost every part of the world. 

Private tutors are used for a variety of subjects including foreign languages. The two nations with 

the largest private tutoring markets are South Korea and Japan (Dawson, 2010) and according to 

Dawson (2010, p15), “Relative to the size of the formal education system, the Korean private 

tutoring system is by far the largest in the world.” In other words, Koreans employ private tutors 

more than any other nation in the world (Ha and Park, 2017). A number of studies show the 

benefits of private tutoring.  

 

Ha and Park (2017) found that private tutoring leads to improved academic achievement for both 

Korean middle and high school students, but more so for the middle schoolers. In another study, 

(Choi et al., 2012) tutoring improved the academic performance of Korean high school learners 

in mathematics and Korean language lessons, but not in science. Identical results were found in 

the academic performance for Turkish learners in mathematics, Turkish language and science 

(Berberoglu and Tansel, 2014). Mischo and Hagg (2002) found that four private lessons per 

week helped improve math scores for students in various German schools. Learners in an 

American community college (Vick et al., 2015) who received private tutoring for 

developmental English courses, received more A’s and B’s than learners in a control group. In 

another study, (Rheinheimer et al., 2010) at an American university, a group of at-risk learners 

were tutored in any courses which they were weak in. This significantly enhanced their academic 

performance: they attained higher GPA’s and were thirteen times more likely to graduate than 

other learners. Hamid et al. (2009) state that English classes play a large role in the national 

curriculum of numerous countries, and therefore, is one of the most commonly studied subjects 

in private tutoring. They found that students’ participation in private English classes in rural 

Bangladesh was associated with higher academic achievement in English and that the desire for 

high grades was a major motivator for using private English tutors.   

 

Tutoring is not only a phenomenon that occurs locally, but it also crosses borders. An example of 

long-distance tutoring would include senior medical students in the UK using web conferencing 

tools to tutor junior medical students in Malaysia (O’Donnovan and Maruthappu, 2015).  

Another example in the EFL context is the Syrian Kids Foundation in Turkey, established in 

2012 to educate refugee children from Syria (Carr, 2017). As part of its initiative, the foundation 

enlisted students at McGill University in Canada to tutor refugee children located in Turkey.  
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The tutoring sessions were conducted via Skype as the tutors helped prepare learners for the 

TOEFL and IELTS exams.    

 

The eight speaking tasks which are the focus of this dissertation were all designed for face-to-

face instruction, whether it be for the conventional classroom or for small-group lessons 

consisting of just a few learners. As I mentioned earlier, during the private law lessons examined 

in this dissertation, I attempted to employ these tasks in a novel environment: the virtual 

classroom, using the videoconferencing tools available on Skype, an application which did not 

exist until twelve years ago (Aamoth, 2011; Whent, 2012) long after the eight tasks were 

designed. Each of the eight tasks are very learner-centered, representing the more modern 

approach to teaching languages in which learners speak about topics that are interesting and 

meaningful to them. I will briefly discuss all eight of these tasks in Chapter 3, but for a more 

comprehensive description for each, I refer readers to Appendices 1 and 2. What follows now is 

a discussion about CMC, including the platform that was used for the private law lessons.   

 

 

2.5 Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) 

 

Since the mid 1990’s, with the development of the internet, people around the world have begun 

to communicate with one another through computers (Newman et al., 2002). CMC has allowed 

learning to expand from the conventional F2F brick-and-mortar classroom to the virtual 

classroom (Newman et al., 2002) and CMC-based classes are constantly improving. 

Communication between interlocutors is becoming faster and more convenient. The 1990's was 

the era of asynchronous computer-mediated communication (ACMC) when it was impossible for 

interlocutors to communicate with one another simultaneously.  

 

In the early 2000’s, it became possible for users to communicate with each other in real-time by 

typing messages in a textbox (See for example: Jurkowitz, 2008; Stickler and Shi, 2015; and 

Giguer and Park, 2018). This instant communication, in real-time, as I stated in Chapter 1, is 

known as synchronous computer-mediated communication (SCMC). Soon, However, as recently 

as 2002, Skype-like videoconferencig still had not fully arrived. By 2007 however, 

videoconferencing had fully arrived, enabling users to communicate with one another using not 

only text and audio, but also bilateral video transmission, all at the same time (Lamy and 

Hampel, 2007). Today, it is possible for users to videoconference with one another, one-to-one, 
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or in small groups. The tools that facilitate SCMC are now readily available on almost every up-

to-date computer and mobile device. An example of an SCMC platform that currently allows 

users to videoconference with one another is the Skype platform with approximately 300 million 

active monthly users across the world (DMR, 2017; Skype, 2018). Other similar services include 

Oovoo (Hashemi and Azizinezhad, 2011; Satar, 2016), Wiziq, NetMeeting (Wang, 2006) Google 

Hangouts (Google Hangouts, 2018), and Zoom (Zoom, 2020a). This dissertation focuses only on 

Skype.        
 

Through Skype-like applications, users can use their keyboards to send text messages to one 

another. They can listen to each other as they speak into their computer microphones, and they 

can also see one another using their webcams. Because these can all occur simultaneously, 

SCMC-based platforms such as Skype can be used as classrooms, making it possible for people 

from all over the world to learn English and other foreign languages (Kozar, 2012) in virtual 

classrooms.  One English teacher who described her experience of teaching on Skype (Loras, 

2012, p18) stated: “We felt like we were in the same room together.” Skype also allows users to 

send files to one another and to “screen-share,” so that they can see each other’s computer 

screens. Additionally, it has a picture-in-picture feature which allows users to see a video of 

themselves while simultaneously viewing the other participants’ videos as well. Above all, for 

group sessions, all of the users can participate from separate computers in different locations 

(See for example: Stickler and Shi, 2013 and Terhune, 2016) which means Skype and Skype-like 

platforms have no borders: learners located around the world can participate in the same lesson 

(See for example: Sadler, 2007; Seferoglu, 2007; Kozar, 2010; Wu et al., 2011; Bilbatua and 

Saito, 2012; Budiman, 2013; Terhune, 2016; Renner, 2017; Cunningham, 2017, Austin et al., 

2017; and Yeh et al., 2019).  

 

Now that it is possible for learners from different locations to attend the same lesson, Skype-like 

platforms are used to teach L2s (Jager et al., 2012; Develotte et al., 2010; Terhune, 2016). It is 

possible for learners in remote areas of the world where there is a shortage of English language 

teachers to learn English from English speakers in foreign countries (Sadler, 2007). Despite its 

widespread use, there is no single model that represents or embodies what every SCMC-based or 

Skype-like lesson is like. However, most of these classes are usually one-to-one encounters (See 

for example: Wang, 2006; Seferoglu, 2007; Tsukamoto et al., 2009; Bilbatua et al., 2012 

Terhune, 2016; Cohen and Wigham, 2019; and Yeh and Lai, 2019).  
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2.5.1 Alternative EFL and ESL E-learning Opportunities  

 

In blended learning, traditional F2F instruction is combined with e-learning. This can involve 

various types of e-learning such as ACMC, SCMC, and those that feature mainly one-way 

communication, for example, when learners merely interact with a website. Many of these 

alternatives, even today, are asynchronous which include situations where language learners: 

• communicate with each other in the L2 through written email (Cziko, 2004);  

• send audio recordings to each other through email (Cziko, 2004);  

• post essays on discussion boards and then receive feedback via email from L1 

teacher-trainees (Zhao and Angelova, 2016);  

• communicate with each other via discussion forums (Sole and Hopkins, 2007);   

• post essays and other written work on Facebook (or similar platforms) and then 
receive feedback via the same platform from their classmates (Chisega-Negrila, 
and Kraft, 2014; Peeters, 2018); and 
  

• post video blogs on blog sites such as Wimba Voice Board and then get audio 
feedback from their classmates (Gleason and Suvorov, 2012; Yeh et al., 2019).     

 

There are also hybrid e-learning opportunities that combine Skype or other SCMC with various 

ACMC such as Facebook (Yen et al., 2015). Like ACMC alternatives, SCMC exists in various 

shapes and sizes. Though most of these interactions are one-to-one encounters, there can also be 

two groups of learners communicating with each other (group-to-group) from two different 

locations (Austin et al., 2017). Sometimes SCMC does not involve any speaking. Instead, 

participants might communicate exclusively through texting (Peterson, 2009; Stickler, 2015). In 

other instances, they might communicate orally, with no texting or video (Bueno Alastuey, 2011; 

Ko, 2012). Other alternatives combine both texting and voice (Sauro, 2009; Kenning, 2010).  

With the growth in technology, I anticipate that in the near future there will be a significant 

increase in the number of language-related e-learning alternatives. A detailed description of the 

existing e-learning opportunities and those of the future is far beyond the scope of this 

dissertation. However, for the benefit of readers who might be interested in learning more about 

some of the current EFL and ESL e-learning alternatives, including some of the more recent 

trends, I have assembled a list of nearly forty such alternatives, mostly from other studies. It is 
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available in Appendix 3. In the following section, I will discuss in more detail how Skype and 

Skype-like SCMC are used to teach languages.    

 

 

2.5.2 Skype and Skype-like Videoconferencing Tools   

 

In some cases, Skype videoconferencing is used in what is called e-Tandem learning where two 

learners, each located in different countries, meet one-to-one via Skype and teach each other 

their L1s (Bilbatua and Saito, 2012). Austin et al. (2017) found that when young children with 

limited speaking skills collaborated via Skype videoconferencing, they used body language and 

material objects to help communicate. In one study (Yeh and Lai, 2019), receiving one-to-one 

instruction via Skype videoconferencing resulted in learners improving their speaking skills. In 

another (Lenkaitis, 2019), learners who received one-to-one instruction through Zoom, a Skype-

like videoconferencing application, reported that Zoom was helpful for their language 

development.  Yen et al. (2015) described a blended and hybrid model where groups of learners 

collaborated on a task that required them to post various content on a Facebook wall and then 

subsequently perform a final task, one-to-one, via Skype-based videoconferencing, with one of 

their classmates. The researchers were pleased with the results of the Skype component because 

it featured plenty of modified output. In yet another study (Ko, 2012), learners communicated 

with one another, one-to-one, using MSN messenger. In the first instance, they communicated 

through audio and texting; and in the second, they used (Skype-like) videoconferencing. The 

researchers found that the learners clearly preferred the second e-learning model because it 

provided facial expressions and other visual cues.  

 

Few studies, however, describe how best to use Skype-like platforms to teach L2 speaking skills. 

In one study, Coburn (2010) found that one of the drawbacks of audioconferencing lessons via 

Skype was the limited variety of learner-centered conversation topics and the lack of speaking 

tasks. Such comments, along with learners’ potential lack of enthusiasm for studying via Skype 

and similar platforms (See for example: Martin, 2005; Gillies, 2008; and Terhune, 2016) which I 

alluded to in Chapter 1, might be interpreted as a caution for anyone planning to use Skype to 

teach speaking in the future. In a recent meta-analysis, Lin (2015) stated that very few SCMC 

studies describe information-gap or decision-making tasks.. We have already seen how 
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potentially useful it is to employ a variety of tasks especially those that encourage thinking from 

the higher-end of the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002).  

 

Having said all of this, one researcher (Wang, 2006) who used NetMeeting 3.01, a 

videoconferencing platform similar to Skype, found that what transpired during one-to-one 

language lessons differed very little from what occurred in the traditional FTF classroom. If this 

finding is accurate, then perhaps, using some creativity and ingenuity, a private-tutor using 

English as a medium of instruction can borrow many of the meaning-focused speaking tasks 

which are commonly used in the conventional F2F classroom including those that necessitate 

higher order thinking, and adapt them to the Skype context.   

 

The remainder of this dissertation will discuss what happened from August 2016 to August 2017, 

the one-year period in which I taught the private Skype-based law lessons. In particular, it will 

focus on 1) the extent to which three pairs of learners (with each learner and myself at three 

different locations) demonstrated engagement during eight different speaking tasks; 2) the 

similarities and differences between the eight speaking tasks; and 3) the learners’ perceptions of 

the Skype-based law lessons and learning via Skype more generally.  
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CHAPTER 3  

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

3.1 Context for the Study 

 

This study was driven by the desire to investigate my own real-world tutoring practices. I wanted 

to have a better understanding of these practices, many of which were (and still are) highly 

learner-centered. They were influenced mainly by my teaching context, the particular learners 

involved and my (nearly) three decades of teaching experience. I also chose a research 

methodology which would complement and support my instruction. 

 

The English-medium private law lessons investigated in this dissertation were taught via the 

videoconferencing tools made available on Skype (Skype, 2018). Skype was chosen as a 

videoconferencing platform because it was free of charge and easily accessible to the learners, 

most of whom were already familiar with it before joining the law lessons. All of the learners 

participated in the lessons from their homes, mostly using desktop or laptop computers. Table 

3.1 below illustrates in more detail what features were and were not available on Skype in 2016. 

Most noteworthy is that it allowed three users (a tutor and two learners) to participate together in 

the same group call. This included a variety of affordances such as voice, video, screen sharing 

and file sharing, all of which made it possible for learners to collaborate in real time on a variety 

of speaking tasks. The most important of these were voice and file sharing because the majority 

of the tasks could have been performed without sharing a screen or looking at video. However, it 

would have been impossible for me to deliver the content (interactive lectures) without using the 

video and screen sharing features. When needed, learners could always send text messages to 

one another, even before and after calls, perhaps to announce that they might be late or to thank 

me for a lesson. Skype did not have any whiteboards in 2016, nor were they necessary because I 

had already prepared MS word and PowerPoint files to deliver the content.   

 

 

 

 



49 
 

 

Table 3.1: Skype Affordances in 2016 

Available  Not Available 
Small Group Video Calls 
   Video 
   Audio 
   Group text messaging (archived) 
   Screen sharing 
   Group file sharing (sending files)  
   Picture-in-picture (like a mirror) 
   Available 24 hours 
   No time-limit on calls 
 

Before/After Calls 
   Instant messaging 
   File sharing (sending files) 

File storage 
Whiteboard 
Breakout rooms (for more than one groups) 
Built-in audio or video recording features 

 

 

Although there were six different groups of learners during the program (from September 2016 

to August, 2017), only three were investigated for this dissertation. Each group met once a week 

and the sessions were approximately one hour in duration. Typically, every session consisted of 

one teacher and two learners. Though many Skype-like EFL lessons involve just one teacher and 

one learner (See for example: Wang, 2006; Wu et al., 2011; Terhune, 2016; and Kozar, 2016), 

during the private law lessons, there were always two learners. The reasons for this are: 1) 

usually speaking activities in TBLT, regardless of the age of the learners, require a minimum of 

at least two learners (See for example: del Pilar Garcia Mayo and Lazaro-Ibarrola, 2015; Dao 

and McDonough, 2015; Oliver et al., 2017; and Stroud, 2017); and because 2) it has always been 

my view that paired-learning can be as effective as one-to-one lessons and therefore, in terms of 

man-power, a more “cost-effective” or “resource-effective” approach to teaching languages.     

 

The lessons investigated in this dissertation were not affiliated with any business, educational 

institution, or any other organization.  This allowed for flexibility in the way the lessons were 

administered and the kinds of learners I could include. For example, some sessions were longer 

than others, perhaps as much as 70 minutes, while others were just 40 minutes. Because I work 

full-time during the day, all of these private lessons were taught during my free time in the 

evenings and on weekends. Although there was no formal syllabus imposed by an outside 

authority for these lessons, nor any formal accountability measures (E.G. homework, exams, 

grades or penalties for being absent), I taught within a curriculum frame that developed 

organically from my own experience having taught introductory law courses in Canada and 

working closely with English language learners. The lesson content will be described in more 
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detail in Section 3.4 below. The lessons adhered to the spirit of CLT (Communicative Language 

Teaching) which I described in Chapter 2, the literature review. A central theme throughout all 

of my teaching was to ensure that every lesson was both meaningful and engaging for my 

learners. It should also be noted that my services were all performed as a volunteer tutor: I did 

not receive any remuneration for the work I did. My main motivation for doing all of this work 

was to improve my instruction.  

 

 

3.2 Participants 

 

One component of South Korea’s private tutoring industry is the role that parents play, especially 

mothers. According to Park et al. (2011) some nonworking mothers are very heavily involved: 

they spend much of their day constantly networking with each other and sharing new information 

about private tutors and tutoring companies.  Being able to gather extensive information about 

tutoring enables them to make the best possible choices for their children’s private education 

(Yim and Kim, 2008) (cited in Park et al., 2011, p18). One such person is a long-time friend of 

mine, JK, (a well-networked professional, a part-time university professor and a mother who 

works just one day a week), who is not only extremely in-tuned with the private tutoring market, 

but at the very center of it.  

 

During my time in Korea, JK is the person who has referred almost all of my private students to 

me. This includes the learners who took private law lessons from me. When it became clear in 

early August, 2016 that I was interested in tutoring law, and perhaps making that the focus of my 

dissertation, JK began to spread the word to anyone who might be interested in joining the law 

lessons. She introduced all of the learners to me, either directly or indirectly, including the six 

learners (summarized in Table 3.2 below) who eventually became participants for this 

dissertation. 
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For example, JK informed a prosecutor, Learner C (who only took a few private law lessons) that 

I was teaching a law class. Learner C introduced me to Learner T, a lawyer, who then referred 

me to his friend, Learner S, also a lawyer, all of whom were located in Korea. Additionally, JK 

introduced me, via Skype, to Learner N in the Philippines, who had previously tutored on a part-

time basis, via Skype, a few of the learners that JK knew in Korea. JK also referred me to a full-

time tutor in the Philippines (via Skype), who in turn introduced me to Learner U in Japan, 

whom she had already been tutoring, also via Skype.  Finally, JK introduced me directly, again 

via Skype, to Learners X and Y, also in Korea. My interactions with these six learners all 

occurred through Skype. The only pair of learners who already knew one another were Learners 

S and T or Pair 2. 

 

During the first few months of the law lessons (September to early November, 2016), I was 

introduced to a total of thirteen learners, all of whom I met via Skype, one-to-one, in pairs, and 

occasionally, in an effort to accommodate everyone’s schedule, in groups of three.  As has 

always been the case with my private, Skype-based EFL lessons, some groups consisted of 

children, while others were comprised of adults. During this time frame, I taught law during the 

lessons, but whenever there was a new learner, the primary aim was to informally determine his 

or her overall level of English proficiency and interest in studying law. It was also an opportunity 

for the learners to decide if they were interested in continuing with the lessons. One learner, a 

lawyer, after about five sessions, stopped attending the lessons because he found them to be 

difficult. A few learners, including Learner C, the prosecutor, eventually discontinued because 

they became too busy.   

                          

As I mentioned above, only six of the thirteen learners (three pairs) became participants for this 

dissertation.  Their involvement in the private lessons started between September and early 

Table 3.2 Details for Each of the Learners as of November, 2016 
Pair Learner Sex Age L2 Proficiency Referred by Location L1 

1 X F 13 Intermediate+ JK (directly) Korea Korean 
Y M 13 High-intermediate + JK (directly) Korea Korean 

2 S M Adult Intermediate JK (indirectly) Korea Korean 
T M Adult Intermediate JK (indirectly) Korea Korean 

3 N F Adult Advanced JK (directly) Philippines Tagalog 
U M Adult Low-intermediate+ JK (indirectly) Japan Japanese 
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November, 2016. The details for these learners, as of mid-November 2016, right before I started 

to record the speaking tasks, are summarized in Table 3.2, above. It should be noted that these 

six learners participated in all eight speaking tasks.  Phase 1 of the data collection period started 

in August of 2016 when I began writing my journal entries relating to the law lessons. Phase 2 of 

the data collection began in the middle of November, 2016 when I started to make the audio 

recordings.  

 

There is plenty of debate in Korea as to how much English proficiency learners need so that 

English-mediated content instruction can be delivered smoothly (Byun et al., 2011; Cho, 2012; 

Kang and Park, 2005, cited in Macaro et al., 2017, p53) When I first met each of the learners, I 

had informally assessed their English proficiency and determined that all six of them were at 

least at the low-intermediate level of English listening, reading and speaking ability. Students at 

this level are able to converse in English for extended periods on both familiar and less familiar 

topics (IELTS Speaking Band Descriptors: public version, 2018) including those that do not deal 

with the here and now. This ability greatly enhances their chances of completing various 

speaking tasks. All six of the learners demonstrated from the first few lessons that they were 

capable of understanding the legal content and able to speak about it. Although the three groups 

(herein referred to as “pairs”) usually met once a week, there were some instances when lessons 

were cancelled because of statutory holidays, vacations, busy schedules, tutor absences etc. 

Sometimes, only one learner attended a lesson. Data from sessions with only one learner were 

excluded for the purposes of this dissertation. Each of the three pairs (or six learners) 

investigated in this dissertation continued to take the private law lessons, even after the data 

collection period ended in August 2017.    

 

As can be seen in Table 3.2, the first pair of learners (Pair 1) consisted of two middle school 

(Grade 7) students from South Korea. Learner X is female, and as of mid-November, 2016, she 

was thirteen years old with an intermediate to high-intermediate level English speaking 

proficiency. Meanwhile, Learner Y, a male, also thirteen years old, was a little higher in English 

speaking proficiency: high intermediate to low-advanced. Prior to the private law lessons, they, 

like millions of other Korean children (KOSTAT, 2019), had already been taking private English 

classes after school, on weekends and during vacations for several years, including lessons via 

Skype (not with me). Both learners in Pair 1 were not only interested in continuing to practice 

their English skills, but were also keen to learn something new: universal legal concepts, 

especially those that are applicable to everyday living, such as criminal, tort, and contract law, 
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something the learners had never studied before. Throughout the entire data collection period, 

both of these learners were located in South Korea.   

 

Pair 2 consisted of two lawyers from South Korea, Learner S and Learner T. In mid-November, 

2016, both of these learners were intermediate level English speakers. In my journal entry, I 

noted that Learner T “is a bankruptcy lawyer. But he also does litigation . . . He has been a 

lawyer for three years . . . says he doesn’t need English for his job very much, but in the future 

might want to work for a big law firm that requires English speaking lawyers”.  I also noted that 

Learner S “works at a hospital. . .  He has been a lawyer for almost three years. . . He does not 

need English for his job. But he is interested in Legal English because his friend Learner T 

recommended it and he might need to use English in his job.” Like the learners from Pair 1, both 

of them were located in South Korea during the research period.  

 

The third group, Pair 3, was composed of one paralegal, Learner U, from Japan and one English 

teacher–business person, Learner N, from the Philippines.  In mid-November, 2016, Learner U 

was a low-intermediate to intermediate level English speaker, and Learner N was an advanced 

speaking Filipino living in the Philippines. Learner U, who works for a large law firm in 

downtown Tokyo, was interested in practicing English because he regularly uses the language in 

his employment to file intellectual property documents in foreign countries and to correspond 

with legal officials across the world. He also loves watching American TV dramas, including 

crime shows. Learner N, who is interested in developing her own business, was interested in 

participating in the law lessons because some of the content, such as contract law and tort law; 

and the legal terminology therein might come in handy for her. She also expressed a desire to 

enhance or practice her “American” accent.  Both learners stayed in their respective countries 

throughout the research period.   

 

Though the variety of learners involved in the private law lessons and the unique context (and 

content) in which the learning occurred might at first glance seem rather unusual, Butler (2017) 

hints that this might actually represent the new norm in the East Asian EFL learning community. 

Butler (2017) contends that learners and learning spaces in this region are undergoing rapid 

transformation, with plenty of learning occurring outside traditional classrooms, especially in 

digital learning spaces. Butler (2017) states that learner characteristics are also becoming 

increasingly diversified: “Young learners and lifelong learners are growing in number. These 

changes in learning spaces and learner characteristics challenge static and categorized 



54 
 

conceptualizations in SLA” (Butler, 2017, p322) For Butler, some of these new 

conceptualizations in language learning in East Asia include content instruction and the virtual 

classroom. In Korea it is not at all unusual for teachers to instruct both children and adults, even 

in the same institution. For example, the British Council in Seoul offers private lessons to 

children, teenagers, adults and corporate people, all in the same facility (British Council Korea, 

2019) and often with the same instructors. Berlitz (2019) does the same.         

 

As a tutor, I strive to maximize how much learners interact with one another. This is 

accomplished, in part, by matching them with individuals whom they are comfortable and 

compatible with.  In Korea, the custom is to match children by their age. I also insist that they 

have a similar level of English competency. For adults, I take into consideration their interests, 

specific learning objectives, and how well they get along with each other. In the private law 

lessons, Learners X and Y studied together because they were the same age, had similar levels of 

English proficiency, and shared the same learning objectives. The two lawyers were a natural fit: 

as friends they had already studied at law school together and shared the same level of English 

proficiency. Despite their differences, Learners N and U were paired together because: both felt 

that learning about the law and improving their English skills might boost their careers; they 

enjoyed speaking to learners from another country; and more importantly, they were able to 

consistently speak at length and successfully collaborate with each other.   

 

The final participant in the private law lessons was myself. As I stated in Chapter 1, I have: 1) 

taught for approximately three decades, twenty years as an EFL teacher; 2) practiced law and 

taught it at several community colleges and universities throughout Canada and South Korea; 

and 3) taught private Skype-based EFL lessons, part-time, for approximately seven years to 

learners of various ages and backgrounds. During the Skype-based law lessons, I conducted all 

of the sessions from a remote town in South Korea. I also mentioned in Chapter 1 that 

throughout the entire research period, I was both the tutor (teacher) and researcher. My role as 

tutor-researcher enabled me to get a first-hand view of everything that happened before, during 

and after each of the Skype lessons. The tensions inherent in this role will be discussed in more 

detail at the end of this chapter.  
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3.3 Sampling 

 
In selecting participants for research studies, qualitative researchers typically use two types of 

nonprobability sampling: purposive and convenience (Friedman, 2012; Lune and Berg, 2017). 

Lodico et al. (2006) state that purposive sampling is what qualitative researchers employ most 

frequently. This means selecting key informants who have specific knowledge relevant to the 

research topic. However, Dornyei and Csizer (2012) state that language researchers usually rely 

on convenience sampling.  Here, researchers choose participants who are easily accessible, 

perhaps because of geographical proximity or  time-availability (Friedman, 2012; Dornyei and 

Csizer, 2012; Lune and Berg, 2017) Lune and Berg (2017) caution that when relying on 

convenience sampling, researchers still need to ensure that they select participants who are 

appropriate for their studies. 

 

Dornyei and Csizer (2012) seem to concur when they claim that convenience sampling is rarely 

100-percent convenience-based and that participant selections are usually influenced, at least in 

part, by some special characteristics the participants possess in relation to the purpose of the 

study. This probably characterizes the sampling techniques used for this dissertation: my 

sampling was both convenience-based and purposive. In the beginning, JK recruited thirteen 

learners who expressed some interest in taking free Skype-based, private law lessons (in English) 

from me. However, as time went on, I only asked six of them to participate in my investigation. 

The first reason for this was because they were the learners whom I had the most contact with. 

The second reason was because they were also the individuals who participated in the most 

speaking tasks. In fact, they eventually became the only ones to partake in all eight of the 

speaking tasks.   

 

In a nutshell, I selected the six learners who were most conveniently available and who were best 

suited to provide feedback about what happened during the tasks and to share their experiences 

about learning via Skype more generally. Unlike the learners who only attended a small number 

of lessons, the six participants chosen for this dissertation were the only ones asked to complete 

the questionnaire or to be interviewed. They were the learners who would have been the most 

capable of providing the kind of rich, helpful input that would have enhanced the overall quality 

of my research findings. They had all of the appropriate knowledge that was needed for this 
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research project. It should also be noted that for the purposes of this dissertation, I only used 

audio recorded transcripts that exclusively involved these same six participants. 

 

 

3.4 Lesson Content  

 

Although the emphasis during the private law lessons was always on content, there was still 

some vocabulary instruction; a steady diet of vocabulary review-quizzes; speaking tasks such as 

the crossword puzzle which would not normally be used in content courses, and learners who 

were motivated to keep speaking because they wanted to improve their speaking skills. 

Therefore, using the same CBLT continuum described in Chapter 1, I would place these lessons 

half way between Adjunct/Sheltered instruction (where learners often receive plenty of 

instruction in the target language and L2 support) and EMI instruction (where there tends to be 

no language instruction nor any L2 support). This placement is demonstrated in Figure 3.1 

below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 The Private Law Lessons Situated on the Continuum of Content Based Language Instruction 
(CBLT)   

 

The subject matter for the private law lessons centered on four topics or “units.” These were tort 

law, criminal law, contract law and business law. These are summarized in Table 3.3. As I 

mentioned in Part 1, I felt these were legal fields that would be interesting, easier to digest and 

more universally applicable to the learners than anti-trust, construction, mining, administrative, 

tax and other areas of the law. Because the data collection period started in August, 2016 (when 

the first journal entries relating to the law program were made) and ended in August, 2017, only 
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the data for the units relating to tort, criminal and contract law were analyzed for this 

dissertation.  The unit on business law did not begin until after the data-collection period. 

 

Table 3.3 Course Content for the Private Law Lessons 
Unit Topic Section Sub-Topic 

1 Tort Law Intentional Torts  
 

1 Assault 
2 Battery 
3 Defamation 
4 Trespass 
5 Conversion 
6 Fraud 

Civil/Tort Procedure 
2 Criminal Law Criminal Procedure 
3 Contract Law Ingredients of a Contract Intention 

Consensus 
Capacity 
Legality 

Offer 
Acceptance 

Consideration 
4 Business Law Types of Business Entities 

Note: This began after the data collection period 
ended in August, 2017. 

Sole Proprietorships 
Partnerships 
Corporations 

 

 

All three pairs of learners were taught the same legal content and did essentially the exact same 

(or very similar) speaking tasks, though not always precisely in the same order. It should be 

noted that each lesson started with three to five minutes of small talk to help ensure the lessons 

were interactive, and for the participants to develop rapport with one another. Cornelius and 

Sutherley (2014) recommend that teachers start Skype-like language lessons with some small 

talk rather than commencing with difficult discussions. They state “Learning a language is like 

going to the gym, we need to stretch first. The learner needs time to warm up and get their brains 

and their tongues switched into a different way of working” (2014, Kindle version, location 913 

of 2613). This also enabled me, as the teacher, to gradually ease our way into discussions about 

the law, typically a review of previously learned content and vocabulary. Because much of this 

vocabulary will appear in the findings, some simplified legal definitions are provided in Table 

3.4.  
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Table 3.4 Legal Definitions 
 Term Definition 
1 Tort Socially unacceptable behavior in which a complainant can sue another in 

civil court. Normal remedy is monetary compensation. 
2 Assault To intentionally cause a person to anticipate unwelcome contact.  
3 Battery To intentionally touch another person without his or her consent.  
4 Consensus When the parties to a contract are agreeing to the same thing. 
5 Conversion To intentionally take or destroy property that belongs to another. 
6 Capacity Person legally permitted to enter a contract. Not a minor, intoxicated or 

insane person. 
7 Consideration The price (money, property, services) one pays to enter a contract.  

 

 

Rosenthal (2000) recommends that in CBLT courses, vocabulary lists be assembled to assist 

learners with difficult assignments. Likewise, Brinton et al. (2006) suggest that in CBLT, 

teaching time be devoted to familiarize learners with the terminology they’ll need to follow their 

lectures. In Byun et al.’s (2011) study, Korean students agreed that it is helpful for them to learn 

vocabulary in advance to better understand their lectures. This technique was also used in the 

current study. The learners were introduced to plenty of new and relevant vocabulary before 

being exposed to unfamiliar legal concepts. Each unit typically started by introducing them to 

various legal terms and non-legal words that are frequently used in legal contexts (ancillary legal 

terminology such as allegation, and withdraw). This was intended to make learning the new legal 

concepts less daunting.  It was also the only direct language instruction the learners received. For 

example, there was no grammar instruction, nor was there any textbook.  

 

One reason there was no textbook is that in my experience as a teacher such books have a 

tendency of becoming the de facto curriculum (E.G. students might expect the teacher to rigidly 

follow the book). I thought that by avoiding a textbook, I could teach with greater flexibility. 

That is: I would be more able to establish my own learning objectives and to create lessons 

designed for both maximal learner engagement and interpersonal L2 interaction, rather than have 

them focus too much on a book. Additionally, most law books, including Legal-English books 

are very limited in the variety of speaking tasks they offer, perhaps just one or two in each (See 

for example: Brown and Rice; 2007; Krois-Lindner et al., 2008; Frost, 2009; and Evans et al., 

2011).  As a result, throughout the research period, I had to constantly develop my own original 

materials, mostly MS Word and PowerPoint files, enough for more than a year of instruction. To 

ensure the comprehensibility of the new terms and legal concepts, these materials had to be very 

carefully designed. Vocabulary lists were normally shared with the learners through MS Word 
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files using Skype’s screen-sharing feature. The learners only had access to these materials during 

class time. Typically, I would introduce the learners to new legal terminology and then in the 

following weeks, frequently review those terms to help reinforce the learning that occurred. 

These reviews were intended to make it easier for the learners to remember new words and 

expressions. Additionally, there were many vocabulary review-quizzes, often on PowerPoint. 

Like the MS Word files, the PowerPoint files could only be seen by the learners during the 

lessons, when I shared my screen with them. In other words, these documents were never 

transferred to the learners, so it was impossible for them to study these files outside of class time.    

 

After introducing new legal vocabulary, I gradually introduced new legal concepts. As we have 

already seen in Chapter 1, in the context of Skype-based or Skype-like EFL and ESL lessons, 

studies have demonstrated how learners often dislike sessions which are teacher dominated 

(Martin, 2005; Gillies, 2008). Learners in other environments, for example, the brick-and-mortar 

classroom, frequently feel the same way (Siflen, 2011, Kindle edition, Loc 168 of 2242).  For 

these reasons, in order to help minimize the possibility that the learners in the private law lessons 

would experience similar feelings, I designed law lectures that were interactive, allowing the 

learners plenty of speaking opportunities. In fact, rather than myself reading the text which 

appeared on each of the PowerPoint slides, this task was delegated to the learners. Essentially, 

the lectures were in large-part given by the learners.  

 

During these interactive law lectures, the learners were also intermittently required to explain the 

newly learned concepts. For instance, the slides contained numerous close-ended and open-

ended quiz questions which generated ongoing discussions and interactivity among the learners, 

helping maintain their interest. On a similar note, to ensure the lessons were very easy to 

understand, I also ensured that the PowerPoint files were embedded with numerous visuals to 

help explain the abstract content.  For example, pictures were used to illustrate torts and crimes 

such as assault, battery, trespass, defamation, conversion, etc.  Other images depicted characters 

negotiating contracts with one another. Text bubbles were superimposed onto these to help 

illustrate the concepts. These types of slides were intended to make the teacher-centered 

components of the lessons, particularly the explanations of abstract ideas, more meaningful and 

comprehensible to the learners. Also, to enhance the comprehensibility of each legal concept, I 

complied to the one-theme-per-slide guideline advocated by numerous public speaking experts 

(See for example: Wiskup, 2005; and Gallo, 2014). As I explained earlier, comprehensible and 

meaningful input facilitates language acquisition (Krashen, 1982).  
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Exhibits 3.1 and 3.2 below and Appendices 4-6 demonstrate more precisely how some of the 

legal concepts were conveyed. For instance, Exhibit 3.1 features a word that would have been 

new to most of the learners, anticipate, and even though the learners had already been introduced 

to this new term, the slide included a brief definition, “think she will receive”, to help ensure its 

comprehensibility. In other instances, an alternative word was added in brackets. I constantly 

updated the PowerPoint slides, filling any gaps, and repairing any errors that were noted in my 

journal entries, no matter how small they were, to ensure the comprehensibility of those slides.  

Additionally, the interactivity of these lectures helped me check for learner understanding and 

maintain learner interest. The measures I took to ensure that the learners understood the legal 

concepts and vocabulary, referred to by Leyster (2017) as “scaffolding,” are not unique to law 

and may be applied regardless of the subject matter. As we saw in Chapter 1, in some Skype-like 

classes, learners feel bored and disinterested when their lessons are too teacher-dominated, 

allowing them little opportunity to interact with each other (Terhune, 2016; Gillies, 2018).  Thus, 

during the law lessons, the learners were constantly provided with plenty of opportunity to speak 

to one another or to the group as a whole.  

 

Exhibit 3.1  

 
(Image Source: South China Morning Post at https://www.scmp.com/news/hong-
kong/community/article/2151306/netflix-style-sexual-harassment-training-no-thanks-abuse ) 

 

 

https://www.scmp.com/news/hong-kong/community/article/2151306/netflix-style-sexual-harassment-training-no-thanks-abuse
https://www.scmp.com/news/hong-kong/community/article/2151306/netflix-style-sexual-harassment-training-no-thanks-abuse
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Exhibit 3.2  

 
Image sources: Car and Bike at https://auto.ndtv.com/jaguar-cars/xj; and   
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/23/US_one_dollar_bill%2C_obverse%2
C_series_2009.jpg ) 
 

 

After a few weeks of learning new legal concepts, the learners would then participate in speaking 

tasks which required them to both understand and demonstrate their understanding of the 

relevant legal vocabulary and legal concepts. These tasks which I discuss next did not commence 

until I was fully satisfied that the learners understood the related terms and concepts.  

 

 

3.5 Tasks 

 

It should be noted that the tasks did not occur in the exact same order for each pair of learners. In 

other words, the sequence of the tasks varied a little from pair to pair. There were a few reasons 

for this. One is that all of the learning material (E.G. the PowerPoint slides depicted in  

Exhibits 3.1 and 3.2) and speaking tasks were designed from scratch. However, developing this 

material was a very complex and comprehensive endeavor, one that consumed a lot of time and 

yet did not begin until shortly before the law lessons began in September of 2016. Thus, 

https://auto.ndtv.com/jaguar-cars/xj
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/23/US_one_dollar_bill%2C_obverse%2C_series_2009.jpg
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/23/US_one_dollar_bill%2C_obverse%2C_series_2009.jpg
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developing the material occurred continually over a nine or ten-month period and did not end 

until shortly before the data collection period ended. It also required plenty of experimentation: 

for example, deciding which materials and tasks to use and when.  In deciding how I would teach 

on any given day I did not have any strict guidelines to comply with or textbook to follow. 

Decisions as to how to teach each session were determined in large part by what I felt was best 

for the particular learning-pair I was teaching that day. Some of these decisions were influenced 

by my exuberance to try out newly developed material (perhaps sooner than I should have) and 

raw intuition (Ellis, 2017b). If some lessons did not go as smoothly as I expected, I might have 

made small changes or “tweaks” before meeting the next pair of learners. Again, there was no 

predetermined syllabus or strict schedule that I was required to adhere to, nor had I intended to 

sequence the task in any special way such as “least” complex to “most” complex (Ellis, 2017a).   

 

It should also be noted that the tasks examined in this dissertation were designed to give the 

learners plenty of opportunity for meaningful interaction and engagement in the target language; 

and to review the new legal vocabulary and legal concepts which they had been recently 

introduced to. Regardless of the exact order in which the tasks were presented, they were also 

lexically connected to one another. That is, one task, by itself, probably would not have provided 

the learners with enough exposure to and opportunity to use the newly learned legal terminology 

which is needed in order for it to be retained over a long period of time. This is because retention 

of new vocabulary requires multiple exposures to the new items (Nation and Newton, 1997; 

Linse, 2006; Gonzalez-Fernandez and Schmitt, 2017). However, the eight tasks featured in the 

private law lessons working in conjunction with one another did provide such repeated exposure 

and opportunity. The details for each of the eight tasks are described in more detail below.  

  

 

3.6 Eight Speaking Tasks 

 

The eight tasks all had their own unique qualities, each involving different degrees of situational 

(real-world) authenticity. The communicative crossword task, for instance, bore no resemblance 

to the real-world and would fail to meet Long’s (2015) “strong version” definition of what 

constitutes a task. One thing the eight tasks had in common was that they were all learner-

centered and each featured interactional authenticity (Ellis, 2017a). They were all: focused on 

meaning rather than linguistic form; designed to motivate learners to keep speaking; and 

specifically aimed at improving speaking fluency. According to Nunan (1989; 2004) even 
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pedagogical tasks which lack real-world authenticity, can still enhance fluency, interactional 

skills, pronunciation and grammar.  Following the advice of numerous experts (Littlewood, 

1981; Thornbury, 2005; Clifton, 2006; Kim, 2017) none of the tasks required much if any direct 

participation from myself as the tutor.  As I mentioned in Chapter 2, all eight tasks, including the 

task and content objectives are explained at length in Appendices 1 and 2.  

 

It should be noted that the first three speaking tasks described in this section are all information-

gap activities, a type of task that is frequently employed in CLT. They all have one thing in 

common: some type of knowledge gap. The participants each have some information (usually on 

a separate paper that the other learner(s) cannot see), but at the same time they are also missing 

some details. Thus, they must communicate with one another to successfully acquire the missing 

information and bridge the gap (Woodson, 1982, cited in Nation, 2008, p45; Littlewood, 1981; 

Bailey, 2005; Thornbury, 2005;) Some of these tasks are specifically designed for vocabulary 

review (Nation and Newton, 2009); all of them involve interactional authenticity (Richards, 

2006); but few of them aim for situational authenticity.  I will begin with the simple-grid 

information-gap task.  

 

 

3.6.1 Simple-grid Information-gap Task 

 

Each pair of learners in this study participated in a simple-grid information-gap task (Appendices 

7 and 8). The content objective here was for both learners to understand the difference between 

criminal and civil litigation.  Before the task, I transferred an MS Word file to Learner A, which 

contained a grid. Learner B could not see Learner A’s grid, but Learner B received a similar grid, 

one that Learner A could not see. Half of the boxes in both grids contained information about 

either civil or criminal litigation, while the other half were left blank.  The boxes that contained 

information in Learner A’s grid, appeared as blanks in Learner B’s grid and vice versa. The task 

objective was for both learners to collect all of the missing information, and then type it into the 

empty boxes, to complete their grids. The only way to do this would be for both learners to speak 

to one another in English, the target language. Another information-gap task, the communicative 

crossword puzzle is described next.   
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3.6.2 The Communicative Crossword Puzzle 

 

In this task (Appendices 9 to 14), not unlike the simple-grid information-gap task described 

above, the pair of learners here received separate MS Word files, this time, each containing a 

crossword puzzle. As with the simple-grid information-gap exercise, the objective was for the 

learners to communicate with one another so that they could fill-in all of the information (words) 

that was missing from their respective task sheets. It also facilitated an opportunity to review 

new legal words and ancillary legal words such as malicious, liability, anticipate, and unilateral. 

Both puzzles looked the same. In Learner A’s puzzle, half of the words were already filled-in so 

that Learner A was only missing half of the information. Likewise, half of Learner B’s puzzle 

was also filled-in, but only with the words that were missing from Learner A’s puzzle. In other 

words, the two participants each saw a different set of words. After discovering the missing 

words, the learners could then fill-in all of the empty boxes on their respective puzzles. Again, as 

in the simple-grid information-gap task, the learners could only accomplish this by speaking to 

one another in English. In this case, however, the learners could not spell or say which words 

appeared in their puzzles. Instead, they had to explain or paraphrase the meanings of these 

words. It should be noted that there were actually three different versions of the communicative 

crossword tasks (See Appendices 9 to 14) and for each learning pair, data was collected from a 

different version of that activity.  The third Information-gap task in this study is described below.  

 

 

3.6.3 The Split-information-gap Task 

 

The purposes of this task (Appendices 15 to 18) were to provide learners with speaking practice 

and to reinforce their knowledge of legal terms and concepts including assault, conversion, 

defamation, defendant and plaintiff.  MS Word files were again sent to the two learners. Both 

documents were different from one another and each consisted of a list of twelve one-sentence 

statements, all of which were embedded with newly learned legal concepts and legal vocabulary. 

However, the sentences on the two documents appeared in a different order and half of every 

statement was missing. In each instance, the pair of learners had to communicate with one 

another in English in order to find the missing information. Another task that provides learners 

with plenty of speaking practice is the unscripted role-play or simulation, described next.  
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3.6.4 Unscripted Role-play and Simulations  

 

During this task (Appendix 19), the learners had to: act as partners of a hypothetical law firm; 

think and speak about contract law; and eventually make decisions similar to the ones that 

lawyers sometimes make. More specifically, many hypothetical clients sought representation 

from the “partners” law firm, but there were too many of these clients. Thus, the partners (or 

learners) had to discuss the appropriate law for each scenario; choose three clients to represent; 

and then report, explain and justify their recommendations to the senior partner of the law firm, 

played by myself. The task described next also involved problem-solving, but without a role-

play.      

 

 

3.6.5 Problem-solving  

 

The problem-solving task required the learners to use a number of different skills. For example, 

the pair of learners had to collaborate with one another in analyzing a hypothetical fact situation, 

and then ultimately make judgments as a judge would do. In each instance, both learners saw the 

same document (Appendices 20 to 22), which contained a one-page hypothetical story involving 

a number of legal issues. The pedagogical objectives here were to generate: plenty of discussion, 

creative use of the target language, vocabulary practice (Klippel, 1984) and deeper understanding 

of the law.  Another speaking task that enhances vocabulary development is the oral guessing 

game.  

 

 

3.6.6 The Oral Guessing Game  

 

Here (Appendices 23 to 25), a separate MS Word file consisting a list of nineteen legal terms 

was transferred to each learner. The words on each list were different. The objective of the game 

was to paraphrase or explain the meaning of as many words as possible.  The game requires a 

minimum of three players, so I participated in the game as well and had my own list of nineteen 

legal terms. Each participant was given five minutes to be the “speaker” and verbally describe as 

many of the words on his or her list as possible before time expired. Sometimes, I generously 

extended the time-limit to allow the learners or speakers more time.  To keep the game close and 
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to encourage the speaker to continue talking, I intentionally restrained myself from dominating 

the game.  Pedagogically, the objectives of this game were mainly to motivate the learners to 

keep speaking, to enhance their fluency (Ur, 1981; Nation 2008) and to practice using newly 

acquired vocabulary (Nation, 2008).          

 

 

3.6.7 Presentations and Talks  

 

The objective of the speech in this study was to speak for an extended time while describing the 

different aspects of tort law. Each learner was given a one-page outline, in point form (Appendix 

26), covering all of the main concepts that were discussed during the unit on tort law. The 

learners could use this outline during the speech and were given approximately ten minutes to 

think about what they would say before the speech started. No time limit was imposed and 

therefore, the speeches varied in duration. These were followed by a Q&A session in which the 

other learner and I would ask questions. The Q&A was used to probe and assess the extent of the 

speaker’s understanding of the legal concepts. The consensus task described next also requires 

learners to both understand legal concepts and practice their speaking.   

 

 

3.6.8 Consensus Task 

 

This task (Appendices 27 to 28) provided the learners with an opportunity to 1) review some 

newly learned vocabulary; and 2) reinforce their knowledge about both the requirements of a 

legally binding contract and the essential elements of some of the intentional torts they learned 

about. Here, each learner saw the same document, one that contained twelve statements relating 

to the law. The pair of learners, working together, had to discuss and reach a consensus as to 

whether they believed each statement was accurate. They could also add, delete or change up to 

one word if that helped them reach a consensus.  

 

 

3.7 Specific Research Methods 

 

This research mixed-methods study uses mainly qualitative data and is supported to a lesser 

extent by quantitative data. To address the first two research questions, this study employs both 
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quantitative and qualitative research methods. The third research question relies mainly on 

qualitative sources.  Quantitative methods are more objective and allow researchers to use 

statistics which enable them to summarize and interpret their findings (Lankshear and Knobel, 

2004).  Data derived from numbers are regarded as more objective and trustworthy. However, 

numerical results provide little insight as to how people truly understand and experience the 

world (Tewksbury, 2009). For example, they tend to use close-ended survey questions that limit 

the depth and detail of the answers’ respondents provide (Tewksbury, 2009); they do not include 

follow-up questions, and the researcher is usually not present to clarify any misunderstandings 

(Denscombe, 2010). According to Dornyei (2007), quantitative data does little to explain why 

certain phenomena occur, and it lacks exploratory capacity. 

 

Conversely, qualitative research not only helps explain why things happen, it enables researchers 

to develop a deeper understanding of more complex issues and social processes (Babbie, 2007) 

including new territory which has never been studied (Dornyei, 2007; Marshal and Rossman, 

2011). This dissertation strives to do exactly that. It examines how one private EFL tutor, via 

Skype, teaches law and simultaneously attempts to facilitate plenty of speaking practice, 

something that has never been researched before. As stated in Chapter 2, it attempts to fill a void 

in the literature by exploring what happens, at least pedagogically, during such lessons. In order 

to provide a detailed description of this complex, under-researched phenomenon and to help 

researchers develop a rich and complex understanding of what happens during the lessons and 

why things happen, qualitative research methods are employed.  Qualitative research methods 

such as interviewing are more flexible and iterative than quantitative methods (Rubin and Rubin, 

1995, cited in Babbie, 2007, p138). Unfortunately, because qualitative studies usually involve a 

small number of participants, it is difficult to generalize the findings to larger populations or 

other settings (Dornyei, 2007; Tewksbury, 2009). Additionally, the subjective nature of 

qualitative data leaves it susceptible to the personal bias of the researcher and in some cases, the 

respondents which can diminish the internal validity of the research findings (Dornyei, 2007). As 

can be seen, there are a number of advantages and disadvantages to employing both quantitative 

and qualitative research methods.   

 

Ercikan and Roth (2006) state that both methods can actually exist on a continuum, and that each 

possesses some of the characteristics of the other. Rather than choosing either a quantitative or 

qualitative approach, the current study combined both methods. A number of researchers regard 

such a “mixed-methods” approach as the most practical methodology (Brannen, 2005), 



68 
 

particularly when the research question(s) demands such an approach (Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Brannen, 2005). Gonzalez-Lloret and Nielson (2015) used a mixed-

methods approach to assess learners speaking skills in a TBLT program in the U.S.  Such a 

methodology provides the researcher with greater flexibility in how the research is conducted; 

for example, making it possible to replace the original research question(s) with newer ones 

(Brannen, 2005). Data gathered from one method can also enhance an understanding of what is 

acquired from the other (Brannen, 2005) such that the two methods complement each other 

(Tewksbury, 2009).  Additionally, mixed-methods results in more complete knowledge and 

greater generalizability (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). For instance, in the present 

investigation, by combining both methods, I am better able to describe in depth and with breadth 

the understudied private, Skype-mediated tutoring context. 

 

The most common type of mixed-methods design, one that facilitates a very deep and 

comprehensive understanding of the data, is triangulation design (Lodico et al. 2006; Ivankova 

and Creswell, 2009). In educational research it refers to the observation of the exact same 

educational issue or phenomena from various perspectives or in Lune and Berg’s (2017, p14) 

words, from “multiple lines of sight”.  Relying on only one research method leaves researchers 

vulnerable to making errors, but when triangulating, different kinds of data can: validate one 

another (Patton, 2002, cited in Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p145); provide a wider 

understanding of the phenomena being investigated (Paltridge, 2020); increase the accuracy of 

any findings; and strengthen the validity of any conclusions or claims that are made (Bechhofer 

and Peterson, 2000; Lodico et al., 2006; Rallis and Rossman, 2009). Triangulation also enhances 

reliability: accurately recorded data from varying sources including direct quotes from learners 

help depict the phenomena being studied (Lodico et al., 2006) and enable researchers to describe 

in thick and rich detail their learning context.  This, in turn, assists readers in judging whether a 

particular study “rings-true,” “makes-sense” and resonates with their own specific learning 

contexts (Rallis and Rossman, 2009, p265).  Bechhofer and Paterson (2000) describe two 

versions of triangulation. The weaker version only involves multiple sources, using the same 

research method, and the stronger version employs both multiple data sources and multiple 

research methods.   

 

Lodico et al. (2006, p286) elaborate that the stronger version of triangulation is the comparison 

of data from the two methods “to see if they produce similar findings. . . the design provides both 

a more complete picture of the topic studied and enhanced credibility because of the use of 
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multiple methods.”  The findings from both quantitative and qualitative methods can also 

complement one another.  Merriam (1995) claims that triangulation is particularly helpful for 

qualitative researchers. Though they do not seek replicability, they strive for dependability and 

consistency which can be established when data collected from multiple sources are consistent 

with one another (Guba, 1985, cited in Merriam, p288).  The next section will discuss how the 

data in this study was collected.       

 

3.8 Data Collection 

 

Throughout the data collection period, I collected several types of data. As shown in Table 3.5 

below, the qualitative data sources for this dissertation include 265 pages of recorded audio 

transcripts from the speaking tasks, a semi-structured questionnaire, one-to-one interviews with 

each of the learners and more than 60 pages of journal entries I kept throughout the delivery of 

instruction. All of these types of data were designed to address the first two research questions, 

both of which are summarized in Table 3.5. The transcripts were particularly helpful in 

illustrating what exactly the learners said, the type of learner engagement that occurred and using 

the BRT, the kind of cognitive thinking that was used. The questionnaires and interviews helped 

answer the third research question, enabling us to ascertain from the learners’ perspectives, what 

happened during the eight speaking tasks and capture their overall experience of learning both 

law and English via Skype, including its overall effectiveness. The journal entries reveal my 

thinking before, during and after some of the private lessons, including my thoughts about some 

of the technological and pedagogical issues that arose. 
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Table 3.5 Summary of Research Methods 
 RQ Summarized Source Method 
RQ1 When a pair of learners and their 

tutor are connected virtually, located 
in three different locations, to what 
extent do they demonstrate 
engagement during private Skype-
based law lessons, particularly in 
regard to L2 speaking? 

Mainly 
Transcripts (265 pages) 

Quantitative 
Qualitative 

Semi-structured 
questionnaires 

Quantitative 

Qualitative 
Semi-structured 
interviews  

Qualitative 

Journal (60+ pages) Qualitative 

RQ2 What are the similarities and 
differences among the eight 
speaking tasks employed during the 
Skype sessions (E.G. amount of 
speaking, rate of speech, complexity 
of speech, content of speech, type of 
thinking, use of vocabulary, type of 
learner engagement etc.) as 
facilitators of speaking practice?   

Mainly 
Transcripts 

Quantitative 
Qualitative 

Semi-structured 
questionnaires 

Quantitative 
Qualitative 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

Qualitative 

Journal Qualitative 

RQ3 What are the learners’ perceptions 
about the private Skype-based law 
lessons and learning via Skype more 
generally?  

Semi-structured 
questionnaires 

Mainly 
qualitative 
Quantitative 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

Mainly 
qualitative 

 

 

The quantitative data for this study came mainly from the transcribed audio recordings made 

during the speaking tasks. This data helps to answer the first two research questions shown in 

Table 3.5. They are particularly helpful in demonstrating what exactly occurred during the 

speaking tasks: the extent of learner engagement (including how much the learners spoke); the 

learners’ rate of speech; the complexity and accuracy of their speaking; how much low frequency 

vocabulary was used etc. They also establish how the speaking during the eight tasks differed 

from one another and clarify the strengths and weaknesses of each task. Some of the quantitative 

data also came from the semi-structured questionnaire where the learners had an opportunity to 

rank the speaking tasks according to enjoyment, usefulness and difficulty.  In Section 3.8.1 

below, the questionnaire is described first.  
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3.8.1 Questionnaire 

 

Among the several different sources of data collected for this dissertation, one was a semi-

structured questionnaire containing predominantly open-ended-response items (Appendix 29).  

Such questionnaires are commonly utilized in qualitative research, especially to explore novel 

areas (Brown, 2009) The private law lessons investigated in this dissertation were certainly 

something new. As I stated in Chapter 1, there is a gap in the literature because very few studies 

show what happens during private EFL and ESL sessions, especially private law lessons taught 

via Skype.  Gonzalez-Lloret and Nielson (2015) employed open-ended inquiries as part of a 

semi-structured questionnaire to understand learners’ experiences in a TBLT program. Similarly, 

Gleason and Suvorov (2012) used open-ended survey questions to seek learners’ views about a 

CMC L2 program they had participated in.  The advantage of asking open-ended questions is 

that respondents can fully elaborate in their own words what their views are and provide detailed 

explanations (Brown, 2009). For example, by identifying which tasks the learners perceived as 

being most helpful, the most enjoyable and the most difficult, and the reasons for these 

perceptions, the open-ended questions in this dissertation help answer the second and third 

research questions.  

 

 

Another advantage of questionnaires is that they can be completed at a time and place which is 

both comfortable and convenient for the respondents (Cohen et al., 2007). They also allow 

plenty of time for these people to think about their responses (Cohen et al., 2007). In the private 

law lessons, the learners were not exposed to any writing activities, so the questionnaire ensured 

that they would get at least one opportunity to practice their written communication skills, which 

in this instance was a real-world writing task. The questionnaire was administered after the 

learners had taken part in the eight speaking tasks. All six learners voluntarily agreed to complete 

the questionnaire, contained in an MS Word file. The document was transferred to them, via 

Skype. The file, in easy-to-understand English, was easily understood by all of the learners, none 

of whom requested translation, though this service was offered in both of the information letters 

(Appendix 31). In case they had any questions, the learners also had the option of completing the 

questionnaires during the lesson or in their own free time. Learners S, T, U and V all completed 

their questionnaires after class and sent them to me via email a week or two later. The two 
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middle school students, Learners X and Y, chose to complete their questionnaires during class 

time. 

 3.8.2 Interviews  

 

Interviewing enables great flexibility in the types of questions researchers can ask (Denscombe, 

2010). For this dissertation, I conducted semi-structured interviews designed to follow-up the 

questionnaire (Appendix 30). The advantage of semi-structured interviews is their flexibility 

(Richards, 2009), particularly those with little structure which make it possible for researchers to 

probe for details, ask follow-up questions (Denscombe, 2010), seek elaboration (Tewksbury, 

2009) and if necessary, go off-script (Bogdan and Biklen, 2007).    

 

The interviews for this dissertation were conducted through Skype in the same way that the 

lessons were taught. Each of the six participants voluntarily agreed to participate in one-to-one 

interviews which were 20 to 40 minutes in duration. Each participant was interviewed once. 

During these interactions, the participant was alone in a room with no other people. For the child 

participants, adults were nearby, in other rooms.  Semi-structured interviews have recently been 

used in similar studies to capture learners’ views about TBLT programs and various EFL and 

ESL CMC lessons (See for example: Gleason and Suvorov, 2012; Freed et al., 2014; and 

Gonzalez-Lloret and Nielson, 2015). Semi-structured interviews have also been used in CBLT 

studies (Corrales and Maloof, 2011).  

 

Because I was geographically located far from all of the learners, in a different city or different 

country, all of the interviews were conducted via Skype. In other words, the interviewing 

occurred in the same mode as the private law lessons. Interviewing via Skype videoconferencing 

can be perceived as essentially the same as in-person interviews: it allows for both 

communication in real-time and most of the same visual cues (Denscombe, 2010). Furthermore, 

Connolly (2003) recommends that research be conducted in surroundings that participants are 

comfortable with. This was the case with the learners who were interviewed for this dissertation, 

all of whom were already familiar and comfortable with using Skype, especially when doing so 

from their homes. Skype has also been used effectively to interview learners in similar studies, 

including a study conducted by O’Donnovan and Maruthappu (2015) in which all of the 

instruction occurred via Skype.  

 



73 
 

The interview questions in this dissertation were predetermined before commencing the 

interviews. However, during the interviews, I had the flexibility to explore any issues that needed 

to be discussed in more detail. Moreover, most of the questions were open-ended, which 

facilitated a deeper and more thorough understanding of the feelings and experiences of those 

who participated in the private law lessons (Burgess, 1984; Denscombe, 2010). Wang (2006) 

used such questions to get a better understanding of how Chinese language learners who received 

videoconferencing-delivered instruction viewed their learning experiences. Likewise, Corrales 

and Maloof (2011) used semi-structured interviews to ask general questions and make follow-up 

inquiries to help capture the views of learners who had completed a Medical English course. 

 

3.8.3 Audio Recordings  

 

All of the speaking tasks analyzed for this dissertation were audio recorded (there were no video 

recordings) on two separate devices, using an application which is available in the Apple App 

store, called the “Voice Recorder & Audio Editor,” made available by Tap Media Ltd. The audio 

recordings were made with the permission of each of the six participants. The two devices 

included an iPad and an iPhone. Each served as a back-up for the other. Audio recordings have 

been used in a number of similar studies to capture what happens during speaking interactions 

(See for example: O’Brien et al., 2007; Taguchi, 2008; and Delaney, 2012). In the context of 

videoconferencing, Kozar (2016) used audio recordings to capture what happened during 

teacher-learner interactions, while Satar (2016) used them to investigate what occurred during 

student-student speaking tasks. As in the Kozar (2016) and Satar (2016) studies (See also, 

Taguchi, 2008; and Guo and Mollering, 2016) all of the recordings were subsequently 

transcribed by myself, the only person who had access to the data. Twenty-seven sessions were 

recorded for a total of 522.23 minutes, all of which was transcribed into 265 pages of data, a 

corpus comprising of approximately 61,000 words.   

 

3.8.4 Teacher Journal Entries  

 

Journal writing is one of the most popular forms of reflective practice for EFL and ESL experts 

and practitioners (Moradkhani, 2018). They help teachers record events and behavior that take 

place in their classrooms (Burton, 2005) and can be individual or collaborative undertakings 

(Moradkhani, 2018). Holly (cited in Cirocki and Farrell, 2017, p9) suggests that they can be a 
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combination of logs and diaries. Logs are used to collect objective data and diaries tend to be 

used for description and interpretation of teachers’ experiences in the classroom.  

 

For teachers, there are a number of benefits associated with journal writing.  Boud (2001) 

comments that whenever teachers write, they learn. Lee (2007) found that many teachers never 

actually think about their teaching or how to improve it until they start writing. More 

specifically, journal writing helps teachers identify some of the problems they have in their 

classrooms and to develop logical solutions for those concerns (Burton, 2005; Mack, 2012; 

Moradkhani, 2018). According to Farrell (2007), they: 1) allow teachers to take a step back and 

reflect on their work; 2) help teachers clarify their thinking; 3) create a record of their teaching; 

and 4) provide an outlet for venting frustrations. Cirocki and Farrell (2017) state that journal 

writing enables teachers to reflect on what they have written, and eventually formulate their own 

theories about language teaching. Teachers can also use journal writing to sustain their 

professional development (Cirocki and Farrell, 2017), and according to Mack (2012), journals 

are excellent data collection tools because they are rich in input.   

 

These are some of the reasons why before, during, and after the law lessons, I also kept a journal. 

I used it as both a diary and a log. Journal writing enabled me to reflect on my teaching, lesson 

planning, and materials development; and on my experiences both inside and outside of the 

“classroom”. The entries were written immediately after every session (Hartman, 1994; Talandis 

and Stout, 2015) and sometimes on days that I did not teach. By using my journal as a log, I was 

able to keep track of some of the more objective details; for example: to describe any 

technological glitches that might have occurred; to note which quizzes or PowerPoint slides had 

been completed on a given day; to describe what happened before each of the speaking tasks; 

and to capture any details that might not be apparent to anyone who read the transcripts, 

including any relevant comment made by the learners.  I also intended to use the journal as a 

guide if I ever taught Skype-based law lessons to EFL learners again in the future. Finally, 

throughout the law lessons, I also used the journal entries to tweak my teaching, so that, as a 

teacher, I was less likely to repeat the same errors from one lesson to the next. The journal 

entries were all recorded in an MS Word file.      
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3.9 Data Analysis and Techniques 

 

While using the four above-mentioned data collection techniques, various types of data were 

collected and then subsequently analyzed. The first of these relates to the extent to which the 

learners appeared engaged, especially in regard to the number of words they spoke during each 

of the tasks. The quantity of oral production, usually measured temporally, in words or syllables 

per minute, is often used as a tool to help assess L2 speaking proficiency, especially fluency (See 

for example: Freed et al., 2004; O’Brian et al., 2007; Delaney, 2012; Gonzalez-Lloret and 

Nelson, 2015; and Ginther et al., 2010).  This dissertation also uses the number of words the 

learners spoke per minute (WPM), not as a measure of oral proficiency but as a hallmark or 

indicator of L2 learner-engagement (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000). This was arrived at by 

combining the total number of words spoken by each pair of learners during each of the tasks 

and then dividing that total by the number of minutes which represented the duration of the task. 

Thus, in this study, WPM represents the combined total number of words spoken by the two 

learners together, rather than just one of them. It should be noted that not every word uttered by 

the learners was automatically included in the total word count.  For both myself and the 

learners, many spoken words were excluded from the word count.  Words were excluded from 

the word count for the following reasons:   

 

1. All words uttered while a participant was reading a statement directly from a task sheet 

were excluded;  

 

2. Repeated words or group of words. Whenever a learner repeated a word consecutively, 

this only counted as one word. For example, if an individual stated “she she she . . .” this 

was recoded as one word, and “he hit he hit” would count as two words;  

 

3. False starts. If anyone began to utter a word but did not completely finish saying the 

entire word, such a word was not included in the word count; and    

 

4. Non-verbal sounds or “fillers” such as “um-hmm,” and “ah” were also excluded from the 

total word count.   

 

Another variable featured in this study is the amount of low frequency words the learners spoke, 

expressed as low frequency words per minute (LFW/Min).  While analyzing the written 
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transcripts, I identified any low frequency words that appeared in those documents. LFWs would 

include words such as rehabilitate, deter, and anticipate, those from my experience as an EFL 

teacher, I would normally expect to hear from only more advanced speakers and native speakers. 

In this study, I felt it was important to count the LFWs because these were usually the same 

words the learners recently acquired during the private law lessons.  It would also illustrate 

instances of when new words were being used receptively and also when they were used 

productively. Receptive vocabulary words are those in which the learners know the meaning, but 

usually do not produce (Thornbury, 2002). More specifically, it is important during speaking 

tasks for learners to get multiple exposures to new words (Linse, 2006; Gonzalez-Fernandez and 

Schmitt, 2017) and lots of opportunity to practice using these new words so that they become 

part of their productive vocabulary, and increasingly accessible in future speaking (Hall, 1992, 

cited in Nation and Newton, 1997, p244; Nation, 2008). Again, in this dissertation, any words 

that were included in statements read directly from the task sheets were excluded from the total 

number of LFWs. The same is true for words that were repeated more than once. If the learner 

stated “I think this is ah ah ah conversion ah conversion,” the LFW “conversion,” was only 

counted one time. The final step in establishing LFW/Min was to divide the total LFWs by the 

total number of minutes that it took to complete the task. The percentage of low frequency words 

(%LFW) was arrived at by dividing the LFWs by the total number of words and then multiplying 

this total by 100.   

 

Another variable analyzed in this study was the total number of unprompted low frequency 

words (ULFW/Min) the learners spoke per minute. This total was arrived at in the same way as 

LFW/Min, but it excluded any LFW’s that appeared on the task sheets. As with LFW/Min and 

ULFW/Min, the variety of low frequency words per minute (VLFW/Min) was arrived at by 

adding the LFWs and then dividing the cumulative number by the total minutes. However, in this 

case, an LFW was only counted the first time it was spoken. Thus, if a learner mentioned the 

word “plaintiff” ten times during a task, the total VLFW for those ten mentions would only be 

one. The variety of unprompted low frequency words per minute (VULFW/Min) was arrived at 

in the same manner as the above variables. In other words, to determine VULFW/Min, each 

LFW was only counted one time, and only if it did not appear on the task sheet.     

 

Lexical density (LD) “is the percentage of content words in spoken language as opposed to 

function words” (Thornbury, 2005, p53). In this study, it was determined by dividing the total 

number of high content words, referred to as lexical words, by the total number of words and 
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then multiplying it by 100 (Yamada, 2005). Lexical words are those which carry meaning such 

as nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs. Function words are those that have no meaning such as 

articles and prepositions.  Another variable in the current study is spoken accuracy, the ratio of 

error free clauses to total number of clauses (Delaney, 2012). For the purposes of this 

dissertation, the minimal constituents of a clause include a subject and a verb (Bailey, 2005; 

Writing Explained, 2018; CCC Foundation, 2018;). Again, hesitation phenomena such as fillers, 

false starts, repetitions, partial repetitions and reformulations (Freed et al., 2004; Segalowitz and 

Freed; 2004; O’Brien et al., 2007) were ignored when assessing the accuracy of the clauses. 

Complexity of speech in this study is the number of clauses per AS unit. According to Foster et 

al., (2000, p365) “An AS unit is a single speaker’s utterance consisting of an independent clause 

or sub-clausal unit, together with any subordinate clause(s) associated with either.” Essentially, 

an AS unit is a sentence, regardless of how many clauses it might have. As the average number 

of clauses per sentence increases, so does the complexity of speech. The final tool in analyzing 

the data for this dissertation is described next.  

 

 3.9.1 The Role of the BRT (Boom’s Revised Taxonomy) in the Data Analysis 

 

I stated earlier, in Chapter 2, that not all educators use the BRT to analyze learning (Fink, 2003a; 

Fink 2003b; Ari, 2011; Biggs, 2019). For example, many use the SOLO, widely regarded as a 

strong assessment tool (Rembach and Dison, 2016; iLHAN and Gezer; 2017). However, it only 

has five dimensions and seems to focus too much on assessment rather than on making detailed 

comparisons of the different types of thinking that learners do or providing a structure for 

detailed comparisons of the learning activities. The private law lessons examined in this 

dissertation do not involve any assessment. Instead, they require a useful framework for 

comparing the thinking which occurred during the eight speaking tasks. Some of the dimensions 

used in Fink’s Taxonomy also seem inappropriate for examining the eight speaking tasks.  One 

of them focuses on “caring,” while another emphasizes learning about “oneself” and 

understanding “others” (Fink, 2003a; Fink 2003b). Focusing on these traits or dimensions is 

beyond the scope of this dissertation.  

 

TPCK (Mishra and Koehler, 2006), meanwhile, is an excellent guide for both FTF classrooms 

and virtual learning environments. Like the BRT, it ought to be in every teachers’ toolkit: 

technology is continuing to play a role in most learning contexts which means it is likely to 

become increasingly helpful in the design of most educational programs that are to be suitable 
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for the 21st century. Educators should not only think about content, pedagogy and technology in 

isolation from one another, but should also consider the impact each of these has on the other. 

Regardless of context, educators will increasingly need to think about the interplay between 

content, pedagogy and technology before making decisions relating to either content or 

pedagogy. This would include the eight speaking tasks described in this dissertation.       

 

Though numerous writers argue that the BRT should be refined or expanded to include more 

levels (Darwazeh and Branch; 2015, Darwazeh; 2017), I feel that using the revised taxonomy as 

it exists now, is more than sufficiently adequate for analyzing what transpired during the eight 

speaking tasks. It clearly establishes criteria (type of thinking) which can be used to help assess 

the extent to which the learners where engaged during the speaking tasks and the potential 

learning that occurred during those activities. The following section describes some of the ethical 

issues that might occur when doing the kind of research described in this dissertation.       

   

3.10 Ethical Issues 

 

During research projects, where human subjects are involved, a number of ethical issues arise. In 

the current study, one of these involves the role of the child participants. Alderson (2004) 

comments that during studies, children should receive the highest degree of respect, and not to be 

treated as “static, unthinking objects” (Alderson, 2004, p108) who are incapable of speaking on 

their own behalf. Alderson also recommends that when seeking the views of child participants, it 

is usually better to first speak with them directly rather than resort to speaking with their parents 

or adult guardians. Alderson’s advice was followed in the current study. Moreover, the child-

participants, both of whom were highly proficient in English, received the same questionnaire 

and were asked essentially the same interview questions as the adult participants. The ethical 

issues relating to the child participants are described in more detail below.   

 

Another ethics related issue that typically arises when researching people is consent. Research 

participants should not be coerced or pressured into participating in research studies. Instead, 

researchers ought to obtain their voluntary consent before they start their participation (Connolly, 

2003; Alderson, 2004; Babbie, 2007). If the participants are children, then permission should 

also be sought from their parents (Lindsay, 2000) which in turn will increase the trust the 

children have in the adults who research them (O’Kane, 2000).  
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Additionally, consent should also be “informed” so that prior to agreeing to participate in a 

study, the participants, particularly children, fully understand the true nature of the study. All 

participants need to fully appreciate what they are expected to do and how much time might be 

involved. (Connolly, 2003; Singleton and Straights, 2010; BERA, 2011). The six participants in 

this dissertation were informed that their participation would involve: taking part in the hour-

long law lessons; filling-out a questionnaire, participating in a Skype-based interview, and 

permitting myself to use the accumulated data for research purposes (Appendices 31 and 32). All 

of the participants consented to these conditions (Appendices 33 and 34). It should also be noted 

that participants ought to be made aware of the aims, purposes, consequences, (Lindsay, 2000; 

BERA, 2011) and benefits of the study (KPA, 2003). For the purposes of this dissertation, this 

was accomplished using the documents described below.  

 

Informed consent can be achieved by providing child-participants, before their participation 

commences, with written information leaflets that describe the research project, emphasize that 

participation is voluntary, and indicate that they are free to withdraw their participation at any 

time (Alderson, 2004). For this dissertation, the child-participants received an age-appropriate, 

easy-to-understand information letter (Appendix 31) via Skype and through email, along with a 

consent form to be signed by both the children and one of their parents (Appendix 34). The 

information letter declared the aims, purposes, benefits and consequences of the research, and 

explained what the participants would be expected to do: attend the Skype-based law lessons; 

fill-in a questionnaire; participate in a Skype-based interview; and permit me to use the data for 

research purposes.  It described the time commitment involved for each of these.  It also 

mentioned that the lessons would be audio recorded, and more importantly, it clearly stated that 

participation was not mandatory. The adults received a similar letter, essentially containing the 

same content (Appendix 33). The information letters containing the consent forms were sent to 

the participants and the parents of the child participants electronically.  All of the signed consent 

forms from the participants and where applicable from the parents of the participants were 

scanned, and then emailed back to me.       

 

Ethics needs to be considered at every stage of the research process, particularly the well-being 

of the participants (Christensen and Prout, 2002; Alderson, 2004).  To ensure their participation 

is voluntary and to help make them feel at ease throughout this entire period, it is important to 

advise them that they are free to withdraw their participation at any time during the study 

(Connolly, 2003; NZARE, 2010; BERA, 2010). This is especially true when children are 
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involved.  For this dissertation, both of the information letters clearly stated that the participants 

were free to withdraw from the research project at any time, for any reason, even if there was no 

reason. Throughout the research period, there was no undue influence of any kind. In the event 

that the participants were absent for lessons or they dropped out of the project entirely, regardless 

of the reason, they were not subject to any kind of penalty. I was not in any position of authority 

over them. I was not their “real” school teacher, not their university professor, not their employer 

etc. I could not fail these participants, fire them, demote them, nor deprive them of anything they 

wanted or needed whether that be a certificate, a diploma or any other kind of reward.   

 

In research involving human beings, it is also important to keep all of the data referring to those 

people confidential and anonymous (Connolly, 2003; KPA, 2003; Lodico et al., 2006; BERA, 

2011). These two concepts are based largely on the principle that participants have a right to 

privacy (Brown, 2019) and in the case of confidentiality, to decide “who knows what about 

them” (Israel, 2006). Lodico et al. (2018) state that confidentiality is making sure that anything a 

participant says or reports will not be shared with others in such a way that the participants will 

be identified. Lune and Berg (2017, p48) describe it is an “active attempt” by the researcher to 

remove from all of the research records anything that might disclose the participants identities. 

Confidentiality is easier to ensure when identifying records or documents are only held as long 

as necessary (Lune and Berg, 2017). One of its advantages is that when participants know they 

cannot be identified, they are likely to be more cooperative during the research (Lune and Berg, 

2017). 

 

Anonymity on the other hand, means the participants do not have to provide their names or other 

identifiable features (Lodico et al., 2006), for example, when completing a questionnaire. If 

participants are assured that their names are to remain anonymous, they are more likely to 

provide honest and accurate responses (Babbie, 2007). Scott (2000) claims that this is also true 

for children who under such circumstances will speak more openly and honestly. However, 

according to Lune and Berg (2006), in most qualitative research, anonymity is virtually non-

existent because the investigators are usually familiar with the participants.  Such is the case in 

the investigation discussed in this dissertation. Even though the participants did not write their 

names on the questionnaires, they sent their responses to me directly, via the Skype chat-box or 

email. With so few respondents, I was able to identify who completed each document. Hence, 

the questionnaires were not anonymous. Nevertheless, in this dissertation, the actual document 

you are reading now, or in any related research articles or presentations, the participants’ real 
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names have been changed to pseudonyms. Any other information that might possibly identify 

them has also been replaced or deleted all together (Masson, 2000). Thus, in this dissertation, or 

any other document to be used for dissemination, confidentiality is ensured and the participants’ 

identities are anonymous.   

 

In preparing to write this dissertation, a proposal for the study, outlining the nature of the study, 

its purposes, the research methods involved and a description of the participants was submitted 

to an ethics committee at Queens University Belfast. In addition to reviewing the proposal, the 

committee also reviewed the above-mentioned information leaflets and consent forms. It made 

suggestions to ensure that the study addressed any foreseeable ethical issues and then 

subsequently approved the project. Figure 3.1, an outline of the research design, illustrates the 

steps involved before writing this dissertation. My role as a tutor or tutor-researcher is described 

next.  

 

 

First journal entries 

↓ 

Development of course material 

↓ 

Ethics approval 

↓ 

Lessons: legal terminology and concepts 

↓ 

Audio recording of speaking tasks 

↓ 

Questionnaires 

↓ 

Interviews 

↓ 

Transcription of speaking tasks 

↓ 

Compilation of data 

 
 Figure 3.2 Outline of Research Design 



82 
 

 

 

 

3.11 Tutor-researcher 

 

McKinley (2019, p880) states that in “good TESOL research,” it is essential that there be a high 

degree of convergence between the roles of both the teacher and the researcher.  According to 

McKinley, researchers, most of whom are academics, are usually too far removed from real-

world classrooms, and their research is “at risk of being out of touch with the real-world” (p880) 

Such abstract, decontextualized research also devalues teaching, itself. McKinley claims that it is 

vital that the TESOL teacher (rather than just the TESOL researcher) play a role in theory 

generation so that TESOL research questions are driven by real-life classrooms problems. 

McKinley suggests that there needs to be a 1) balance between the two roles, one which he 

argues cannot be achieved when one individual is more heavily focused on teaching rather than 

on research (or vice versa). For McKinley, one way to successfully integrate the two roles is for 

2) both teachers and researchers to collaborate with one another, and to do so without dividing 

the two roles as would be the case if, for example, the teacher only taught and provided data, 

while the researcher did the publishing. 

   

For this dissertation, I have not only embraced McKinley’s suggestion, I have also taken it one 

step further by assuming the dual role of both teacher and researcher.  The term teacher-

researcher, as it is called in the literature, refers to one who simultaneously functions as both 

teacher and researcher (Johansson and Thorsten, 2017) and who intentionally and systematically 

studies his or her own teaching practice (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1993) (cited in Schwartz and 

Brandi, 2018, p52). Ilisko et al. (2010, p53) define a tutor-researcher as “a professional who is 

reflective and motivated to identify and address problems in his/her praxis.” Like McKinley 

(2019), Farrell (2007) claims that teacher-research is more practical for the classroom than 

research which is typically conducted by outside-academics. Martell (2015, p89) argues that 

tutor-researchers can “offer important insider knowledge that is often missing from other types 

of educational research” and adds that tutor-researchers can see teaching from a perspective that 

the outside-academics are incapable of experiencing. Martell adds that teacher-research reduces 

the need to rely on outside academics to produce knowledge. 
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More specifically, it should be noted that my role as a volunteer tutor-researcher is a balanced 

one, not unlike that which is advocated by McKinley (2019).  I have no single dominant pressure 

to either teach or do research, nor to focus more on one rather than the other.  I was not paid to 

teach, and I was not paid to do research.  Additionally, my research questions are generated by 

what happens during my real-world Skype-like private law lessons and not from a far-away, 

decontextualized researcher. The role of insider tutor-researcher also potentially enhances the 

quality of my research and ultimately, the validity of the eventual findings. As an insider, 

compared to an outside-researcher, it is easier for me to collect data, and experience much of 

what happens, first hand. For example, I was present during every Skype session, I listened to the 

audio recordings, and I am the one who transcribed them. This was intended to reduce the 

possibility of misinterpreting the data contained therein. I am not only fully acquainted with what 

transpired during each of the eight speaking tasks, but I also know what happened before and 

after each task. It is easier for me to see the full picture. According to Martell (2015) and 

Schwartz and Brandi (2018), one of the greatest advantages of doing teacher-research is that it 

captures the voices of real learners, certainly one of the major strengths of the data collected for 

this dissertation.  During the period of the law lessons, I had easy access to the learners and was 

more likely to gain their cooperation (for example, compared to an outside researcher) when 

conducting the questionnaire and interviews. Over the course of nearly nine months and several 

Skype sessions, I was able to build a high degree of rapport with the learners. They were 

probably very comfortable with me, likely to trust me and provide sincere responses. Being able 

to conduct the interviews, personally, likely reduced the possibility of misinterpreting any of 

their responses. The list below illustrates some other potential advantages I might have 

potentially benefited from as a result of being a tutor-researcher:  

• It enabled me to develop a better understanding of what was happening in my 

“classroom” (Hartman, 1994; Ilisko et al., 2010), particularly given its unique 

Skype-based environment;  

• It helped me to adjust my teaching (Ilisko et al., 2010);  

• It improved the quality of my teaching (Ilisko et al., 2010; Martell, 2015); and  

• It increased my confidence as a private, Skype-based law (or EFL) tutor (Ilisko et 

al., 2010).  

Before moving on, it is important note one potential disadvantage associated with tutor-research. 

When working very closely with participants, researchers might fail to interpret their data 

objectively. Outside researchers can help overcome researcher-bias because they might see 
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things more clearly from a distance. Being very aware of the potential for bias, I carefully took 

measures to guard against it. For example, I triangulated my data using four different sources. 

This included both quantitative and qualitative sources which Lune and Berg (2017) refer to as 

being the strong form of triangulation and according to Lodico et al. (2006) enhances the 

credibility of the overall research findings.  

 

In the next section of this dissertation, Chapter 4, I will illustrate in detail what exactly happened 

as the participants partook in the eight speaking tasks. It will demonstrate the quantity and 

quality of learner engagement that occurred, including how much the learners spoke; analyze the 

type of vocabulary the learners used; and assess their spoken accuracy (appropriate grammar) 

and spoken sentence complexity. Using the BRT, it will also demonstrate the type of thinking the 

learners used. The tasks will also be compared with one another to determine their various 

strengths and weaknesses.  Excerpts from the Skype sessions will provide readers with an up-

close view of what exactly occurred during the eight tasks. Using data from the above-mentioned 

questionnaires and interviews, Chapter 4 will also describe the law lessons from another angle: 

the learners’ perspective.   
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CHAPTER 4 

 

FINDINGS 

 

 

This chapter illustrates what happened during the private Skype-based law lessons. Using both 

quantitative and qualitative data gathered between August 2016 and August 2017, it specifically 

examines what transpired during the eight speaking tasks investigated in this dissertation. Data 

was obtained from fifty pages of journal entries, 265 pages of transcribed audio recordings from 

27 different Skype sessions, questionnaires in which the learners provided feedback about their 

learning experiences in the program, and one-to-one interviews with each of the six learners. 

 

To help answer the first research question, this chapter, relying on both qualitative and 

quantitative sources, shows the extent to which the learners were engaged throughout the eight 

speaking tasks, including the amount of speaking and types of engagement that occurred.  It 

demonstrates what the six learners said during each of the eight speaking tasks, how much they 

spoke, the rate of their speech, what kind of vocabulary they used, and both the complexity and 

accuracy of their speech. To address the second research question, the tasks are compared with 

one another using these same these variables. Using the BRT (Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy), it 

also compares the complexity of thinking that occurred across the eight tasks. Finally, in regard 

to the third research question, relying mainly on qualitative data (journal entries, questionnaires 

and interviews), it captures from the points of view of the learners how they perceived the 

private Skype-based law lessons and learning via Skype more generally.  The simple-grid 

information-gap task is discussed first.  

 

 

4.1 Simple-grid Information-gap Task 

 

During the simple-grid Information-gap task (Appendices 7 and 8), the only participants were the 

pair of learners. Each pair performed the task one time each, with the tasks ranging from 19.10 to 

25.58 minutes each, a total of 66.22 minutes, and a mean of 22.07 minutes per learning-pair. All 

three sessions were audio recorded and then transcribed. I noted in my journal that the task was a 

little more difficult than anticipated because the task sheets contained a few words that some of 
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the learners were still unfamiliar with.  These included: dispute, withdraw, and allege. The latter 

word does not even appear in Baron’s Law Dictionary (Gifis, 2005). In hindsight, I noted that 

these words should have been taught beforehand.  

 

Additionally, the transcripts show that Learner U had some difficulty with his task sheet. Instead 

of using his notebook computer which was not working well, he did this task using a smart 

phone which is where he opened the file. According to my journal entries, he, at one point during 

this task, might have been using both his computer and his cell phone. In any event, I did not 

realize he was relying heavily on his smart phone until the end of the task. The problem with 

using the phone was that it distorted the appearance of the file, in MS Word format, and this 

made the task more difficult and longer to do than was intended.  Also, during this task, Learner 

N’s internet connection seemed a little weak, so she had turned her video camera off, hoping to 

strengthen the signal. Learner U had followed suit. This might help explain why I did not realize 

that U was using his smart phone instead of a computer. Had I known about this anomaly the 

task could have easily been postponed to the following week.  As with U, Learner S also had a 

problem with his computer. I noted in my journal that MS Word was not working on his 

computer, so he was unable to type the missing information into the missing spaces on his grid. 

Instead, he wrote his answers on a sheet of paper, which would have increased the amount of 

time it took to do the task.         

 

Nevertheless, during the sessions, the learners were still able to communicate with one another, 

managed to accomplish the built-in objectives of the task, spoke at great length, and combined 

for 2,643 words while I only spoke 185 words. The mean total words per minute spoken by the 

learners was 19.95 each, while I spoke 2.70 words per minute. Table 4.1 illustrates that the mean, 

combined total number of words for the pairs of learners was 39.91 words per minute, less than 

the 42.34-word mean for the eight activities in general. The LTT-TTT (Learner Talking Time – 

Tutor Talking Time) ratio was 14.29:1. Despite these numbers being lower than the overall 

mean, they still demonstrate a high degree of learner engagement. As we can see in Excerpt 4.1, 

there was also a lot of turn-taking which I stated in Chapter 2 is another sign of high learner 

engagement (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000; Skinner et al., 2009; Lambert et al., 2017). In Excerpt 

4.2, there is less turn-taking, but the learners are constantly engaged as U back-channels five 

times (Philp and Duchesne, 2016; Lambert et al., 2017) while N asks six questions, yet another 

sign of learner engagement (Helme and Clarke, 2001).    
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In addition to the high LTT:TTT ratio, Table 4.1 below, illustrates that the learners spoke 4.32 

low frequency words per minute during the task, the second highest among the eight tasks. The 

overall mean for the eight tasks was 3.59 words per minute. Additionally, they used a greater 

variety of low frequency words than they did during most of the other tasks. The lexical variety 

of low frequency words for this task was 1.98 words per minute, while the mean for the eight 

tasks was 1.51 words per minute. These numbers suggest that one of the strengths of this task 

was not only that it provided the learners with extra exposure to newly acquired legal terms, but 

it also facilitated plenty of opportunity for them to practice using these words.  Such items 

included terms such as accused and verdict and ancillary legal terms, those which are not strictly 

legal items but which are often used in legal contexts such as rehabilitate, and deter.  

 

Table 4.1 Words per Minute (WPM); Low Frequency Words per Minute (LFW/Min); and 
Variety of Low Frequency Words per Minute (VLFW/Min) 

Task WPM Task LFW/Min Task VLFW/Min 
Problem-solving 61.70 Speech 7.96 Speech 2.22 
Speech  58.59 Info Gap 4.32 Info Gap 1.98 
Consensus  45.42 Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.94 
Role-play 41.51 Consensus 3.44 Consensus 1.70 
Info Gap 39.91 Prob-solving 3.10 Role-play 1.27 
Crossword 35.37 Role-play 3.06 Problem-solving 1.12 
Split Info 30.76 Crossword 1.78 Crossword 1.04 
Guessing 27.59 Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.78 

Mean 42.34 Mean 3.59 Mean 1.52 
 

On the flip side, there were three variables in which this task ranked second lowest. These are 

depicted in Table 4.2 below. The first of these variables is lexical density which was 70.83 while 

the overall mean for the eight tasks was 75.40.  Lexical density is the percentage of words that 

are content words (Thornbury, 2003), those that carry a lot of meaning such as nouns and 

adjectives. By contrast, non-content words are normally grammatical items that have little or no 

meaning, including articles, prepositions, auxiliary verbs (Ur, 2012) and modal verbs. It is 

difficult to explain why the lexical density in this task was lower than for the other tasks.  Had 

the learners frequently spoken in complete sentences, using more non-content words such as 

articles and prepositions, lower lexical density might have been expected. However, as we see in 

Excerpts 4.1 and 4.2 below, they often did not speak in complete sentences. On the other hand, 

had the learners used more non-content words, we might have expected greater accuracy, and 

yet, the accuracy for this task was only 63.80 percent, lower than the 69.31 percent overall mean 

for the eight tasks. Excerpt 4.1 illustrates how the learners often only gave short responses. It 
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should be noted that the words in italics read directly from the task sheets and were excluded 

from the total word count.        

 

Excerpt 4.1 

1 S next line (1) in red box is (1) counsel 
2 T counsel? 
3 S counsel 
4 T what? 
5 S counsel C O U N S E L 
6 T C O U N 
7 S C O U N S E L 
8 T S E L [C O U N] C O U N 
9 S [counsel] yes 
10 T counsel okay and civil litigation plaintiff must hire his or her own 

lawyer 
11 S yes counsel lawyer attorney is red box (1) 
12 T hmm? 
13 S counsel and lawyer and attorney is red box 
14 T counsel 
15 S and lawyer 
16 T lawyer 
17 S and attorney 
18 T and attorney 
19 S ya and what is in civil litigation? 
20 T plaintiff must hire his or her own lawyer 
21 S must hire (1) his or her lawyer 

 

Table 4.2: Lexical Density (LD), Accuracy (A%) Based on the Percentage of Correct Clauses, 
and Complexity (CX) Based on Clauses per AS Unit.  

Task LD Task A% Task CX 
Guessing 86.70 Crossword 81.24 Speech 1.58 
Crossword 79.34 Role-play 80.13 Consensus 1.48 
Split Info 76.28 Split Info 71.50 Guessing 1.47 
Speech 76.14 Consensus 69.70 Role-play 1.43 
Role-play 76.02 Guessing 67.03 Problem-solving 1.36 
Consensus 75.75 Problem-solving 65.48 Crossword 1.19 
Info Gap 70.83 Info Gap 63.80 Info Gap 1.17 
Problem-solving 67.27 Speech 61.03 Split Info 1.10 

Mean 75.40 Mean 69.31 Mean 1.38 
 

A possible explanation for the low accuracy in this task is that the learners often had difficulty 

communicating with one another, and the communication was not always meaningful. Rather 

than speaking in long sentences, explaining the law and applying their legal knowledge, they 

often spoke in very short turns. Sometimes, they even resorted to spelling individual words to 
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communicate their messages.  This is demonstrated in Excerpt 4.1 where Learner S, bogged 

down in communicating the word counsel, subsequently spoke in very short turns.  

 

As was mentioned earlier in this dissertation, communication breakdowns between two 

interlocutors in the field of language acquisition is a positive event because it can push a speaker 

to modify his or her output in order to be better understood. This is referred to as negotiation of 

meaning, and it facilitates language development (Swain, 1985; Varonis and Gass, 1985; 

Musumeci, 1996). However, in Excerpt 4.1, during a communication breakdown, S made no 

effort to modify his language, but instead, simply spelled the difficult word. This is illustrated in 

Turns 5 and 7.     

 

Very little legal talk occurred during this task. For example, in Excerpt 4.2, Learner U did almost 

no speaking, while, Learner N spoke a lot. However, for N, this speaking was not overly 

challenging. N is an advanced English speaker, and in this instance, N relied mostly on basic 

vocabulary or used legal words which already appeared on the task sheets. In Excerpt 4.2, these 

words are again italicized. What is also very apparent from both Excerpts 4.1 and 4.2, is that the 

task only required simple cognitive skills, no higher than Level 1 of the BRT. The learners for 

the most part only had to verbally repeat or list what already appeared in their task sheets and 

listen to the other learner.      

 

Excerpt 4.2 

1 N what what is in there? (2) because if you do have um:: then (2) i 
would be confused because what we should do is what you have there 
is not on my list and what i have here is not on your list so therefore 
what i have here should be dictated to you 

2 U um-hmm 
3 N but what you have there will be dictated to me 
4 U um-hmm 
5 N right so (2) under the column of blank the next word is objective 

inside the red box (1) objective 
6 U um-hmm 
7 N so the next word on that row (1) what is the objective of civil 

litigation? if the (1) if the objective of criminal litigation is to punish 
or rehabilitate 

8 U um-hmm 
9 N then what what is the objective of civil litigation? what word do you 

have there? isn’t it it compensate? 
10 U ah ya compensate plaintiff 
11 N sorry say it again? 
12 U compensate plaintiff 
13 N okay that’s it compensate the plaintiff right? 
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14 U uh-huh 
 

This simplicity did not go unnoticed by the learners. For example, Learner Y wrote that this task 

was both the least enjoyable and the least helpful activity because it was too simple. 

Interestingly, he also ranked it as the most difficult task. Y’s comment reinforces the view that 

although the task was difficult to complete, the mere relaying of information back and forth and 

repetitively filling out boxes for no apparent reason did not require the learners to use much of 

their legal knowledge or higher-order thinking. Learner T shared a similar sentiment. I noted in 

my journal that mid-way through the task, he asked what they were supposed to be doing, and 

was surprised when I told him they were only required to fill-in the boxes.   

 

Table 4.3: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Rated on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Problem-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Prob-solving 36 Problem-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Cross 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info Gap 15 

 

In the questionnaires, the learners were asked to rank how helpful each of the activities were 

(from most helpful to least helpful) and which ones were the most enjoyable (from most 

enjoyable to least enjoyable).  Not only Learner Y, but none of the other learners ranked the 

simple-grid information-gap task as being either among their top three most enjoyable tasks or 

their top three most helpful tasks. Furthermore, two learners ranked it as the least enjoyable task 

and two of them ranked it as the least helpful one. It should be noted that the tasks that were 

ranked highest received a score of eight points, the ones ranked second highest received a score 

of seven points etc. while the lowest ranked tasks received a score of just one point. The results 

for these rankings are shown in Table 4.3 above.  A task that resulted in a lower LTT:TTT ratio 

than the simple-grid information-gap activity, the guessing game, is discussed next.   
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4.2 The Guessing Game:  

 

As was discussed earlier, the guessing game task was designed mainly to provide learners with 

speaking practice and an opportunity to use newly learned vocabulary. Because it required a 

minimum of three “players,” I had to participate as one of the competitors. The task required the 

learners to paraphrase or describe a number of words that were listed on the task sheet. Each 

learner had a different task sheet (See Appendices 23 to 25).  The amount of time spent on the 

task varied from pair to pair. The shortest time was 12.20 minutes and the longest was 23.85 

minutes. The task was audio recorded with the total recording time being 59.11 minutes, all of 

which was transcribed. The only technological glitch, as in the simple-grid information-gap task 

discussed above, was a weak audio signal between Learner N and Learner U. Therefore, shortly 

before the task began, the two learners, on their own initiative, agreed to turn off their video 

cameras, hoping it would strengthen their audio reception. This did not have any impact on their 

ability to perform the task because it was an exercise that could be completed without the 

participants actually seeing each other.    

 

We have already seen that the purpose of CLT in the speaking context (Littlewood, 1981; 

Richards and Rogers, 2001; Richards, 2006) is to enhance learners’ fluency by providing them 

with plenty of opportunity to practice speaking at length and to do it in a meaningful way. The 

transcripts in the current study reveal that that during the guessing game task, the learners spoke 

a total of 1,631 words. However, I spoke 1,238 words. During the three occasions this task was 

performed, the overall mean for the number of words the learners spoke was 271.83 words each, 

while I spoke 412.67 words. In other words, I did 43.15 percent of the speaking. Combined, the 

pair of learners spoke 27.59 (13.79 each) words per minute and I spoke 20.95 words per minute.  

Tables 4.4 and 4.5 below also demonstrate that among the eight tasks, the guessing game was the 

one which resulted in the most “tutor talk,” and the least “learner talk”.  The LTT-TTT ratio, was 

1.32:1. It should also be noted that during this task, I consciously tried to restrain myself from 

dominating the speaking, and yet, I still spoke more on average than did each of the learners. 

This minimized the learners’ speaking opportunities.   
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Table 4.4: Words per Minute (WPM) Spoken by the Learners and Words per Minute by the 
Teacher (WPMT) 

Task WPM TASK WPMT 
Problem-solving 61.70 Guessing 20.94 
Speech  58.59 Role-play 3.20 
Consensus  45.42 Info Gap 2.80 
Role-play 41.51 Crossword 2.53 
Info Gap 39.91 Problem-solving 1.53 
Crossword 35.37 Split-information 1.04 
Split-information 30.76 Consensus .45 
Guessing 27.59 Speech .05 

Mean 42.34 Mean 3.82 
 

 

Table 4.5: Lexical Density (LD) as a Percentage of Content Words; Low Frequency Words 
per Minute (LFW/Min); and Unprompted Low Frequency Words per Minute (ULFW/Min) 

Task LD Task LFW/Min Task ULFW/Min 
Guessing 86.70 Speech 7.96 Speech 2.84 
Crossword 79.34 Info Gap 4.32 Problem-solving 2.82 
Split Info 76.28 Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.94 
Speech 76.14 Consensus 3.44 Info Gap 1.80 
Role-play 76.02 Problem-solving 3.10 Crossword 1.40 
Consensus 75.75 Role-play 3.06 Consensus 1.34 
Info Gap 70.83 Crossword 1.78 Role-play 0.87 
Problem-solving 67.27 Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.64 

Mean 75.40 Mean 3.59 Mean 1.67 
 

Though the particular guessing game task employed in this study resulted in less speaking than 

the other activities, it was the task in which the learners used the greatest degree of lexical 

density. In other words, the speaking in this task was richer in content words than during the 

other seven tasks. The lexical density as illustrated in Table 4.5 above was 86.70 percent, while 

the overall mean for the eight activities was 75.40 percent. One possible reason for the high 

lexical density is that while trying to be the first player to correctly guess the secret word, the 

learners usually just shouted out one-word responses rather than utter complete sentences which 

would have included articles, prepositions, and other non-content words that have no lexical 

meaning. Lines 6, 8, 11, 13, 17, and 19 in Except 4.3 below clearly illustrate specific instances 

where Learner Y’s short one and two-word utterances resulted in a lexical density of 100 

percent.  
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Excerpt 4.3 

1 X um the people who complains to the courts 
2 Y the plaintiff 
3 X yes (4) 
4 G keep going 
5 X uh to go through a other person’s land without permission 
6 Y trespass 
7 X yes (3) um um the:: the opposite of the plaintiff  
8 Y defendant 
9 X yes (4) hmm (1) to believe plaintiff make plaintiff believe that he or 

she will have unpleasant contact 
10 G battery? 
11 Y assault 
12 X yes (3) hmm (3) to touch someone’s body without his or her consent 
13 Y battery 
14 X yes (1) hmm the opposite of true 
15 G false (1) 
16 X hmm (2) to make someone buy or have loss with thee a false 

statements 
17 Y fraud? 
18 X yes the damages for pain and suffering 
19 Y uhm general damages 

      

 

Rather than merely going through the motions, the task also required the learners to pay very 

close attention to another. In this short excerpt, Learner Y, very much in-tuned to what Learner 

X was saying, was able to rapidly get six correct answers. Such listening or paying attention is a 

sign of cognitive engagement (Skinner et al., 2009; Philp and Duchesne, 2016). 

 

Additionally, the participants in the guessing game task, tended to use more low frequency words 

and unprompted low frequency words than they did in the other tasks. Such words from Excerpt 

4.3 included plaintiff, permission, trespass, defendant, unpleasant, assault, consent, fraud, 

damages and suffering. The learners used 3.79 low frequency words per minute, while the 

overall mean for the eight activities was 3.59. They spoke 1.94 unprompted low frequency words 

per minute, while the mean for the eight tasks was 1.67. Most of the low frequency words were 

new legal words which they had recently learned, including plaintiff, defendant, assault, battery, 

trespass, fraud, unintentional, self-defence, provocation, consent, etc. Therefore, these findings 

demonstrate that despite the low word count, the learners were both exposed to and able to 

practice using newly learned vocabulary, which in turn expands their vocabulary knowledge 

(Nation and Newton, 1997; Linse, 2006). 
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Excerpt 4.3 also demonstrates that the learners, especially, Learner X used thinking skills that 

were no higher than Level 2 of the BRT, “Understanding.”  For example, no application, 

analysis, evaluation or creation occurred.  To illustrate, Learner X, for the most part, only needed 

to remember the meaning of each of the secret words and then explain or paraphrase their 

meanings. The transcripts for all three sessions of the guessing game reveal Level 2 thinking is 

what occurred for each of the six learners.              

 

As mentioned earlier, the learners were asked to rank the eight tasks from most enjoyable to least 

enjoyable. Even though this was a game, none of the learners ranked it among their top three 

most enjoyable tasks. By the same token, two respondents ranked it as the second least enjoyable 

task, and one of them ranked it as the least enjoyable task. On a similar note, no respondents 

ranked this as being among the three most helpful tasks. Three of them however, ranked it as the 

third least helpful task. Another task, the communicative crossword task, one with a similar 

purpose and game-like theme as the guessing game is discussed in the following section.      

 

 

4.3 Communicative Crossword Task 

 

Like the guessing game, the communicative crossword task was another opportunity for the 

learners to both review their newly learned vocabulary and practice speaking. There were 

actually three separate communicative crossword tasks. Two of them focused on tort law 

vocabulary while the third one focused on contract law vocabulary.  Some of the pairs 

participated in more than one of these tasks, but were only recorded and subsequently transcribed 

on one occasion each. The data for Pair 1 (Learners X and Y) is from a communicative 

crossword puzzle focused on tort law terminology (Appendices 9 and 10); the data for Pair 2 

(Learners S and Y) is from another tort-focused communicative crossword puzzle (Appendices 

11 and 12); and the one that Pair 3 (Learners N and U) worked on was focused exclusively on 

vocabulary relating to contract law (Appendices 13 and 14). In each instance, unlike the guessing 

game discussed above, the only two participants were the two learners. The duration of these 

tasks was 16.47 (S and T), 17.35 (X and Y), and 31.72 (N and U) minutes. A likely explanation 

for why Learners N and U were much slower to complete this exercise is because the other two 

pairs, immediately before starting the task, had more opportunity to review the relevant 



95 
 

vocabulary than did Learners N and U. The total recording time was 65.54 minutes, all of which 

was transcribed.   

 

As shown in Table 4.6 below, the mean for the combined total number of words spoken by the 

pairs of learners was 35.37 per minute, well below the 42.34 mean for the eight tasks, overall. I 

noted in my journal that the speaking was a little slow because sometimes the learners paused to 

think for a while before being able to describe or paraphrase a word, especially the LFWs. 

However, during this task, I spoke just 2.53 words per minute, which resulted in a high LTT-

TTT ratio of 14:1, much higher than for the guessing game and almost identical to the simple-

grid information-gap task.  

 

Table 4.6: Words per Minute (WPM) Spoken by the Learners; Low Frequency Words per 
Minute (LFW/Min); and Unprompted Low Frequency Words per Minute (ULFW/Min) 

Task WPM Task LFW/Min Task ULFW/Min 
Problem-solving 61.7 Speech 7.96 Speech 2.84 
Speech  58.6 Info Gap 4.32 Problem-solving 2.82 
Consensus  45.4 Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.94 
Role-play 41.5 Consensus 3.44 Info Gap 1.80 
Info Gap 39.9 Problem-solving 3.10 Crossword 1.40 
Crossword 35.4 Role-play 3.06 Consensus 1.34 
Split Info 30.8 Crossword 1.78 Role-play 0.87 
Guessing 27.59 Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.64 

Mean 42.34 Mean 3.59 Mean 1.67 
 

Table 4.6 also shows that the learners only spoke 1.78 low frequency words per minute, well 

under the 3.59 overall mean for the eight tasks. Excerpt’s 4.4 and 4.5 below demonstrate 

instances where the task featured limited speech, shorter turns, less usage of low frequency 

terminology, including legal vocabulary, and as mentioned above, it even involved lots of 

pausing.   

 

Excerpt 4.4 

1 S number:: three (3) do do do something (3) 
2 T do something? 
3 S maybe:: behavior? (1) 
4 T behavior do something? 
5 S yes (2) 
6 T ah running? (2) 
7 S action  
8 T action? do something (3) action (2) 
9 S ((1)) (5) 
10 T ah:: (1) ((1)) 
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11 S well (4) 
12 T a long ((1)) this ((1)) 
13 S long? (7) do something and (8) do:: (2) play something do something 

(1) 
14 T to play something wrong or good? 
15 S ah just just just just just action just just do it 
16 T okay 
17 S kay it is noun pronoun ah no no pronoun it is verb 
18 T verb? 
19 S yes verb (1) same meaning (2) 
20 T do something (1) 
21 S just do just just do or (1) 
22 T you=i=you can’t ((2)) number three? 
23 S yes number three 
24 T i don’t know the answer 
25 G okay just move on to the next one 
26 S yes next one and T turn (1) 

 

Excerpt 4.5 

1 T ah:: (1) the amount of money the court ((1)) the defendant (1) 
2 S ah ah yes yes yes=yes and? 
3 T and? 
4 S any more (1) explain? 
5 T ah= 
6 S =just no? 
7 T that’s it that’s it 
8 S ah:: yes yes i see (1) ah i understand 
9 T okay 
10 S and (2) number:: number:: five? 
11 T five 
12 S opposite of defendant 
13 T opposite of defendant? 
14 S yes 
15 T kay 
16 S ((1)) (4) 
17 T um:: ah:: (1) number thirteen 
18 S number thirteen yes (3) 
19 T opposite of nineteen 

 

Excerpts 4.4 and 4.5 reveal a combined total of 45 turns, yet only five clauses exhibit both a 

subject and a verb, the two minimal constituents for a simple sentence (see the bold font). The 

short clauses in Excerpt 4.5 are just two words each. Examples include “i see” and “i 

understand.” Four of these brief sentences have perfect grammar and might explain why the 

accuracy for this task was the highest among the eight tasks at 81.24 percent. This is illustrated 

in Table 4.7 below. The mean for the eight tasks was just 69.31 percent.  
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As with the guessing game and information-gap tasks discussed above, the communicative 

crossword task also featured plenty of learner engagement. As I mentioned, there was a high 

LTT-TTT ratio; rapid turn-taking; and a number of lengthy pauses (a sign of concentration), all 

of which are hallmarks of engagement. For example, in Excerpt 4.4, when Learner T had 

difficulty identifying the answer (Turns 8-11), he paused for three, five and then four seconds to 

think, and in Turn 13, Learner S helped him by pausing for seven and eight seconds which 

allowed Learner T additional time to think. Despite the occasional difficulty identifying the 

answers, the learners remained engaged with the task and never gave up until I prompted them to 

move forward. Cooperation and persistence are additional signs of engagement (Helme and 

Clarke, 2001; Skinner et al., 2009; Philp and Duchesne, 2016). In Excerpt 4.5, Learner T 

identified the answers more quickly which probably explains why there was less pausing.  

 

The lexical density for the communicative crossword task was also high, at 79.34 percent, 

second highest among the eight tasks, and second only to the guessing game task. Perhaps, this 

should be no surprise because the two tasks are very similar, both requiring plenty of 

paraphrasing and guessing. In the guessing game task, the learners shouted-out their answers, but 

in the communicative crossword task, they were prohibited from verbalizing the correct answer, 

which might help explain why the lexical density during the communicative crossword task was 

less than during the guessing game.  

 

Table 4.7: Lexical Density (LD); Accuracy (A%) Based on the Percentage of Correct Clauses; 
and Complexity (CX) Based on Clauses per AS Unit.  

Task LD Task A% Task CX 
Guessing 86.70 Crossword 81.24 Speech 1.58 
Crossword 79.34 Role-play 80.13 Consensus 1.48 
Split Info 76.28 Split Info 71.50 Guessing 1.47 
Speech 76.14 Consensus 69.70 Role-play 1.43 
Role-play 76.02 Guessing 67.03 Problem-solving 1.36 
Consensus 75.75 Problem-solving 65.48 Crossword 1.19 
Info Gap 70.83 Info Gap 63.80 Info Gap 1.17 
Problem-solving 67.27 Speech 61.03 Split Info 1.1 

Mean 75.40 Mean  69.31 Mean 1.38 
 

Table 4.7 illustrates that the communicative crossword task was low in sentence complexity with 

1.19 clauses per sentence, less than the overall mean for the eight tasks which was 1.38. This was 

apparent when we observed the brief, one-clause, simple sentences depicted in Excerpts 4.4 and 
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4.5, and as we can see in Excerpts 4.6 and 4.7 below.  Excerpt 4.6 also shows how sometimes the 

participants in the communicative crossword task were bogged-down by non-legal issues.  

 

Excerpt 4.6 

1 N okay (2) all:: right so number (1) five? 
2 U okay ah (1) number five number five ah (1) 
3 N isn’t it my turn? (1) 
4 U um-hmm 
5 N number five? 
6 U number five number five ah I’ll give you some hint (1) [clue] 
7 N [oh] 
8 U ah [number five] 
9 N [ah sorry] excuse me but I have that I have the word here also for 

number five 
10 U oh really? 

 

Excerpt 4.7 however, demonstrates how in other instances, this task successfully pushed the 

learners to keep speaking, trying to communicate the hidden legal term without actually saying 

it. In the first instance, from turns 1 to 9, it took a while for Learner U to figure out the missing 

word, which challenged Learner N to continue paraphrasing and speaking. In the second 

instance, the answer came more quickly, but not until after U provided an extended 26-word 

explanation during Turn 16.  

 

Excerpt 4.7 

1 N kay:: so number seven 
2 U um-hmm 
3 N hmm:: it=this is called=ah this is (2) what we call for:: the this is what 

we call for payment 
4 U payment? 
5 N what we have (1) don’t i mean what (1) i mean it’s like to (1) COMP-

PEN-SATE and that’s what we call and that’s what we call for that 
payment 

6 U um-hmm 
7 N for example what do you call that thing when um (1) the:: kay for 

example you did something bad to other person and he’s asking you 
for something what do you call that thing? (1) what do you call that 
something? (2) he’s asking you to pay 

8 U um-hmm 
9 N what has been done what has been broken or something so what do 

you call that payment? (3) and thi=they are they have three types 
10 U aw 
11 N haha 
12 U okay 
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13 N got it? 
14 U got it 
15 N all right (2) so number:: eight:: 
16 U okay:: number:: ah eight ah okay number eight ah number eight 

refers to (1) action (2) for:: (2) for example walking through 
somebody else’s real (1) real estate without any permission (1) or:: 
an ah another example is ah 

17 N okay I got it I got it haha 
 

 

Because of its similarity with the guessing game, one should again not be surprised that the 

communicative crossword involved similar thinking skills as the guessing game. These were 

generally the lower level thinking skills from the BRT, rarely, if ever, higher than Level 2, 

“Understanding”. For the most part, as demonstrated in Excerpts 4.4 to 4.7 the participants 

needed to remember the meaning of each of the secret words and explain their meanings. 

 

Table 4.8: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Rated on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 Pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Prob-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Problem-solving 36 Problem-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Crossword 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info Gap 15 

 

One positive feature of the communicative crossword task, from the learners’ perspective, is that 

it was more enjoyable than most of the other tasks (See Table 4.8 above). We see hints of this in 

Excerpt 4.7 (Turns 11 and 17): Learner N laughs after she and Learner U successfully identify a 

few correct words. Both Learners X and Y wrote that the communicative crossword task was 

their second favorite activity because they enjoy crossword puzzles. I noted immediately after 

the task that Learner S commented that explaining legal words was fun. He and Learner T 

seemed pleased that they were able to identify all of the missing words. However, only one 

learner ranked it among their top three most helpful tasks. By contrast, one learner regarded this 

as the least helpful task and two of them ranked it as the second least helpful one.  Nevertheless, 

it was perceived as being more helpful than the split-information-gap task, discussed next.  
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4.4 Split-information-gap Task 

 

All three pairs of learners participated in the split-information-gap task, and like the simple-grid 

information-gap and communicative crossword exercises described above, the only participants 

were the pair of learners. There were actually two different versions of the split-information task. 

Pairs A (X and Y) and B (S and T) did the split-information task shown in Appendices 15 and 

16, but for some reason, the file they received contained some errors, making the task a little 

difficult to do. All of the files were designed by myself, from scratch, and occasionally these 

home-made materials contained a few errors. Also, while Pair 1 did this version of the task, there 

were a lot of high-pitched background noises coming from Skype. Learners X, Y, S, and T did, 

however, all stay focused on the task and successfully completed it. Nevertheless, the data used 

in this dissertation all come from the second version of the task, the one exhibited in Appendices 

17 and 18. This version of the task ranged from 12.13 minutes to 35.58 minutes in duration, a 

total of 68.11 minutes, all of which was transcribed. As with the tasks described above, the data 

from this task revealed a significant amount of learner engagement. The pair of learners spoke a 

combined total of 30.8 words per minute compared to my 1.04 words, yielding an LTT-TTT 

ratio of 29.61:1. The task featured plenty of turn-taking, and as illustrated in Excerpt 4.9 (Turn 

9), some laughter, a hallmark of emotional engagement (Lambert et al., 2017). The lexical 

density here was 76.28 percent, third highest among the eight activities with the overall mean 

being 75.40 percent.  

 

However, the 30.8 words per minute spoken by the learners, as depicted in Table 4.9 below, was 

the second fewest among the eight tasks, with the overall mean for the eight tasks being 42.34 

words per minute. Furthermore, as illustrated in Table 4.9, the learners only spoke 1.66 low 

frequency words per minute and 0.64 unprompted low frequency words per minute, both being 

lowest among the eight activities. The overall mean for low frequency words across the eight 

tasks was 3.59 per minute and the overall mean for the unprompted low frequency words was 

1.67. These numbers suggest that this task provided learners with less opportunity to practice 

using newly learned vocabulary than did the other seven tasks. 

 

 

 

 



101 
 

   

Table 4.9: Words per Minute (WPM) by the Learners; Low Frequency Words per Minute 
(LFW/Min); and Unprompted Low Frequency Words per Minute (ULFW/Min) 

Task WPM Task LFW/Min Task ULFW/Min 
Prob-solving 61.7 Speech 7.96 Speech 2.84 
Speech  58.6 Info Gap 4.32 Prob-solving 2.82 
Consensus  45.4 Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.94 
Role-play 41.5 Consensus 3.44 Info Gap 1.80 
Info Gap 39.9 Prob-solving 3.10 Crossword 1.40 
Crossword 35.4 Role-play 3.06 Consensus 1.34 
Split Info 30.8 Crossword 1.78 Role-play 0.87 
Guessing 27.59 Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.64 

Mean 42.34 Mean 3.59 Mean 1.67 
 

Table 4.10 below shows results similar to those in Table 4.9. For instance, the split-information-

gap task also ranked very low in the percentage of words that were low frequency, percentage of 

unprompted low frequency words, and the variety of low frequency words.  

 

The word counts for this dissertation, as mentioned previously in Chapter 3, do not include 

words which were read directly from the task sheets. However, the sheets for the split-

information task were rich in legal terminology. Though merely reading or hearing new 

vocabulary is less challenging than producing it, Linse (2006) reminds us that learners need to 

see new words very frequently.  In her words “a new word should reappear many times and in 

different situations for the next several weeks of instruction" (2006, p126) before it becomes part 

of the learners’ productive vocabulary. Ur (2012) suggests vocabulary review is more interesting 

if it is used in a meaningful task, one with an outcome, and Nation and Newton (2009), as 

mentioned in Chapter 2, specifically recommend the split-information task because it allows 

learners to both review new vocabulary and to do it while communicating in a meaningful way.      

 

Table 4.10: Percentage of Low Frequency Words (%LFW); Percentage of Unprompted Low 
Frequency Words (%ULFW); and Variety of Low Frequency Words per Minute (VLFW/Min) 

Task %LFW Task %ULFW Task VLFW/Min 
Guessing 13.76 Guessing 6.99 Speech 2.22 
Speech 12.04 Speech 4.85 Info Gap 1.98 
Info Gap 10.82 Prob-solving 4.57 Guessing 1.94 
Consensus 7.57 Info Gap 4.50 Consensus 1.67 
Role-play 7.38 Crossword 3.97 Role-play 1.27 
Split Info 5.39 Consensus 2.96 Prob-solving 1.12 
Crossword 5.05 Role-play 2.10 Crossword 1.04 
Prob-solving 5.02 Split Info 2.10 Split Info 0.78 

Mean 8.48 Mean 3.94 Mean 1.51 
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Because of the learners’ tendency throughout the split-information task to read directly from 

their task sheets, they did less independent speaking than during the other tasks. This is clearly 

demonstrated in Excerpt 4.8 below where Y mainly read from his sheet (See number X8 in 

Appendix 15). Words that were directly read from the task sheets are in italics.  

 

Excerpt 4.8 

1 Y usually the reason why the plaintiff sues (3) 
2 X can you say it again? 
3 Y usually the reason why the plaintiff sues (1) 
4 X is to seek (1) monetary compensation (1) 
5 Y [is to] 
6 X [((1))] (1) pardon? 
7 Y usually is the reason why the plaintiff sues (10) 

 

This tendency repeats itself in Excerpt 4.9 featuring Learners N and U. 

 

Excerpt 4.9 

1 N okay (1) the person who starts a LAW suit (1) 
2 U is the plaintiff (2) the person who= 
3 N =who starts who starts a LAW suit 
4 U who starts the law suit is a plaintiff okay (1) um ((1)) (in Japanese) my 

number (1) my number=sentence number eight says usually the 
reason why the plaintiff sues (2) usually the reason why the plaintiff 
sues (1) 

5 N oh:: is to seek monetary compensation haha (1) that’s number eight 
right? 

6 U ah ya usually the usually the reason why the plaintiff sue sues 
7 N why the plaintiff (1) sues is to is to seek monetary compensation  
8 U is to 
9 N seek seek (1) [monetary] 
10 U [seek] 
11 N ya 
12 U monetary (1) compensation 
13 N yes (1) how about seven? 
 
 

  

Additionally, the split-information-gap task did not generate much, if any, higher-level thinking. 

For example, the learners did not have to apply any law, analyze facts, make sophisticated 

judgments nor create anything. To successfully complete the task, for example, matching one 

part of a sentence to its missing counterpart, they merely had to be familiar with some legal 

terms and brief legal concepts (“Remembering”) and demonstrate their understanding of those 

terms and legal concepts (“Understanding”). These represent the two lowest levels in the BRT.      
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According to Learner Y, the split-information-gap task was the second most helpful task because 

it helped him study the basics of law. Other than that, none of the learners ranked this task as 

being among the top three most helpful. Additionally, none of them, including Learner Y, ranked 

it among the top three most enjoyable tasks. In fact, every learner had it ranked among their three 

least enjoyable tasks. One learner, S, ranked it as both the least enjoyable and the least helpful 

task. Two others ranked it among the three least helpful tasks. The consensus task is featured 

next.       

 

 

4.5 The Consensus Task:  

 

Like most of the tasks described above, the consensus task (Appendices 27 and 28) involved just 

two participants: the pair of learners. Two of the pairs were audio recorded doing this task on one 

occasion, and a third pair was recorded twice. It’s the only time during the research period that a 

pair of learners was recorded doing a task on two occasions with both sessions also being 

transcribed. In the first instance, this pair’s task focused on tort law and in the other, contract 

law. The duration of the task, across the four sessions, ranged from 12.38 minutes to 23.97 

minutes. A total of 70.63 minutes was recorded, and like the four tasks described earlier, all of 

this was transcribed. On average, it took the learners 17.66 minutes to complete this task. 

 

At one point, I noted in my journal that sometimes during this exercise, the discussions were less 

lively than I had anticipated. A possible reason for this might be because the idea for this task 

came from Nolasco and Arthur’s (1987) “Family Life,” which featured a number of statements 

about social issues, most of which were opinion based, rather than factual. The statements in the 

consensus tasks used for this dissertation focused on law and were more factual-based than in 

Nolasco and Arthur’s version of the task. This would have left less room for debate and 

discussion, not what I had originally intended. I also noted in my journal that “it takes great 

effort to design these tasks perfectly.”  

 

Regardless of this possible shortcoming, the task still resulted in plenty of speaking and turn-

taking. During the course of the 70.63 minutes, it required little intervention from myself, as I 

spoke just .45 words per minute during the activity, second lowest among the eight tasks. Table 

4.11 below shows that the combined word total for the pair of learners during the consensus task 
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was a mean of 45.42 words per minute, third highest among the eight speaking tasks. Also 

depicted in Table 4.11, the overall mean for the eight tasks was 42.34 words per minute. The 

LTT-TTT ratio for the task was 100.93:1.    

 

Table 4.11: The Amount of Words Spoken per Minute (WPM) and the Sentence Complexity 
(CX) for Each Task.  

TASK WPM Task CX 
Prob-solving 61.70 Speech7 1.58 
Speech  58.59 Consensus 1.48 
Consensus  45.42 Guessing 1.47 
Role-play 41.51 Role-play 1.43 
Info Gap 39.91 Prob-solving 1.36 
Crossword 35.37 Crossword 1.19 
Split Info 30.76 Info Gap 1.17 
Guessing 27.59 Split Info 1.1 

Mean 42.34 Mean 1.38 
 

Additionally, while performing this task, the participants tended to use more complex sentences 

than while doing most of the other tasks. As shown in Table 4.11, they averaged 1.48 clauses per 

AS unit (per sentence), second highest among the eight tasks. The overall mean for these tasks 

was 1.38.  One possible explanation for this occurrence might be that, unlike many of the other 

tasks, especially those discussed above, the learners in the consensus task produced more real-

world like discourse. Speakers in the real world tend to utter a variety of sentence forms rather 

than rely merely on simple sentences. This is one reason why usage of complex structures is one 

of the criteria for measuring learners’ speaking proficiency (For example: see the IELTS 

Speaking Band Descriptors: public version, 2018).    

 

Another strength demonstrated by the consensus task featured in this dissertation is that it 

prompted the learners to apply their legal knowledge. In particular, when assessing the accuracy 

of certain statements about the law, and to reach a consensus to ensure the statements were 

accurate, the learners tended to provide numerous legal explanations to justify their opinions and 

reach a consensus. Explaining the law required some abstract thinking, made the communication 

more meaningful, generated more speaking, and extended the learners speaking-turns.  As 

mentioned earlier, the learners were only allowed to change one word to ensure the accuracy of 

each of the statements. Turn 6 in Excerpt 4.10 below, a conversation between Learner X and 

Learner Y, illustrates how X had to apply the law and speak for an extended turn (44 words) 

while in Turn 5 of Excerpt 4.11, T spoke 31 words.  
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Excerpt 4.10 

1 Y so okay (1) and next (1) there are two types of trespass 
2 X hmm:: (4) no I disagree 
3 Y um:: so why do you think so? 
4 X there’s three types of trespass to go onto other person’s and without 

permission [two] 
5 Y [okay] 
6 X when you’re in another person’s land and you’re asked to leave but 

you don’t that is a trespass and three if you throw trash or ((1)) like 
things into other person’s person’s land then it can be a trespass 

7 Y hmm okay then there are three types of trespass right?  
8 X yes 
9 Y [((1))] 
10 X [((1))] change the two into three 
11 Y yes okay 

 

In Excerpts 4.11 to 4.13 below, Learners S, T, N and U, in shorter turns, demonstrate similar 

applied legal knowledge, legal explanations, and meaningful communication.  

 

Excerpt 4.11 

1 T ah there are two defences to battery (1) disagree (2) ((1)) (3) ah:: 
there are four defences to battery 

2 S yes:: I agree there are FOUR defences to battery 
3 T hmm 
4 S can you explain why? (1) 
5 T no I don’t I’m not going hahahha there are four defences to battery 

ah ah the first one is the lack of intention and second consent and 
third (1) um provocation and last one is self-defence 

6 S ah great your right  
 

Excerpt 4.12 

1 T last one assault and battery always happen together (1) no disagree 
(1) assault and battery can happen together 

2 S wow:: 
3 T hmm 
4 S assault and battery can happen together 
5 T not always 
6 S yes (1) i think so (1) ah:: can you explain why? 
7 T ah (2) ah:: hmm (1) ah:: (2) hmm (1) ah (2) assault (4) ah:: sometimes 

(1) ah assault (1) assault=ah battery requires direct contact [[(1))] 
8 S [yes] 
9 T body (1) but assault does not need does not require direct contact so 

(1) um sometimes ah (1) assault happen but battery not happen 
10 S yes I think I think so (1) for example someone pointing gun (1) 

pointing at pointing gun to you 
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11 T um-hmm [right] 
12 S [and then] he shoot (1) so that case  
13 T um-hmm= 
14 S =assault and battery can happen together 

 

Excerpt 4.13 

1 N okay so number one the best way to get money from a defendant is 
to take him or her to criminal court (1) as we discussed earlier 
crimin=criminal court that that is to:: punish the wrongdoer 

2 U um-hmm 
3 N put the wrongdoer into prison 
4 U um-hmm 
5 N and for and if you want to compensate then just go with the um civil 

court 
6 U hmm ya right right 
7 N so that you will be paid for what damage you have done 
8 U so we should change criminal= 
9 N =to civil=civil court haha 
10 U civil yah 

 

Excerpts 4.11 to 4.13 above also illustrate the type of thinking that occurred during the 

consensus task.  The learners not only had to remember and understand certain legal concepts, 

they also had to implement their legal knowledge and provide their own examples to illustrate 

and explain their understanding. Furthermore, whenever a sentence was inaccurate, they would 

also have to solve a small problem: improve the accuracy of that statement by changing just one 

word. The type of thinking involved corresponds to Level 3, “Applying” in the BRT. Level 4 

thinking, “Analyzing,” was also involved because in reaching a consensus to ensure the 

statements were accurate, the learners had to differentiate and contrast different legal concepts 

from one another. This was illustrated in Excerpts 4.11 and 4.12 when the learners differentiated 

tort, from battery, and civil litigation, from criminal litigation.     

 

Table 4.12: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Ranked on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Prob-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Prob-solving 36 Prob-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Cross 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info Gap 15 
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Though the consensus task was not as lively as I had expected (fewer disagreements than 

anticipated), I wrote in my journal that I was still very satisfied with the way it played out. More 

specifically, I was impressed with the way Learners S and T continuously challenged one 

another. If one made an “error,” the other was not shy to disagree and explain his disagreement. 

What also pleased me was that in some instances, even when there was no disagreement; for 

instance, when they both agreed with a sentence, they still asked each other to justify their 

position. We clearly see Learner S do this in Excerpt 4.11 (Turn 4) and in Excerpt 4.12 (Turn 6). 

We also see Learner Y do the same thing in Excerpt 4.10 (Turn 3). In fact, we see the learners in 

all four of the above excerpts (4.10 to 4.13) exerting themselves to justify their opinions. This 

was not easy to do, and one of the Learners, Y, reported to me, that it was “challenging.”  

 

Despite the hard work, the justifications generated plenty of extended speaking, something that 

most private EFL tutors would be very pleased with. This also demonstrates a high degree of 

learner engagement: arguing, disagreeing, explaining, and justifying (or rationalizing) decisions 

or opinions, all of which constitute major hallmarks of cognitive engagement (Helme and Clarke, 

2001; and Philp and Duchesne, 2016). There was also a lot of social (giving opinions, learners 

building on each other’s turns, backchanneling etc.) and emotional engagement. In Excerpt 4.11 

(Turn 5), Learner T jokes and then laughs. In Excerpt 4.12 (Turn 3), Learner S expresses an 

emotional “wow::;” and in Excerpt 4.13, we see more laughter from Learner N. 

 

As with the tasks discussed above, the learners provided feedback about the consensus task. 

Some of this is once again summarized in Table 4.12 above. Mostly notably, Learner U stated 

during the interview that this was the most helpful task because it confirmed for him whether he 

had understood the previous lesson. However, only one other learner ranked it among the top 

three most helpful tasks, and only one ranked it among the top three most enjoyable tasks. By 

contrast, one learner ranked it as the least enjoyable task and three of them ranked it among the 

three least helpful tasks. The speech task which the learners ranked as being the most helpful is 

described next.      
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4.6 The Speech 

 

Though there were six learners involved in this research project, all of whom gave speeches, 

only five of them performed the particular speech task examined in this dissertation. For this 

reason, the data here comes from just five speeches. The five learners were all asked to role-play 

a professor giving a lecture on tort law. There was essentially no role-playing involved, so for the 

purpose of this dissertation, this task is classified as a speech. Each of the learners were given 

about ten minutes to review tort law (by skimming through the numerous PowerPoint slides that 

were previously used to teach the tort law concepts) and then received a task sheet containing an 

outline of tort law, including a list of the main areas to emphasize during the talk (Appendix 26). 

At that point, they were given a few minutes to think about what they would say. They were 

allowed to look at the sheet during the speech. No time restrictions were imposed, and each 

speech was followed up by a brief Q&A session.  

 

The speeches, excluding the Q&A sessions, ranged from 10.28 minutes to 36.92 minutes in 

duration. The two middle school learners, X and Y gave short speeches. One possible reason for 

this might be that by the time they gave their speech, two months had already expired since they 

had finished the unit on tort law, making it more difficult to access the concepts they had learned 

earlier. To avoid the possibility of the longest speech having a highly disproportionate impact on 

the overall data, only the first 20 minutes of the longest speech was included in the data. In total, 

75.25 minutes were audio recorded and transcribed.      

 

Unlike the other seven tasks, it is the only task that for the most part involved just one speaker. 

The other learner did not speak until the Q&A session. Thus, there was no turn-taking and 

perhaps less overall engagement than the other tasks. I even noted in my journal that during 

Q&A, Learner Y failed to ask any good questions. At the time, I suspected that perhaps he did 

not pay close attention during Learner X’s presentation. Skinner et al., (2009) and Philp and 

Duchesne (2016) would describe this as “disengagement.”   

 

Nevertheless, as shown in Table 4.13 below, among the eight tasks, the speech resulted in the 

second most speaking by the learners. They combined for a total of 58.60 words per minute, 

while I spoke just 0.05 words per minute. The overall mean for the eight tasks was 42.34 words 

per minute for the learners. The high number of words spoken by the learners in conjunction 

with the low teacher total resulted in an extremely high LTT-TTT ratio of 846.8:1. In other 
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words, the learners did 99.88 percent of the speaking.  

 

Table 4.13: Words per Minute (WPM) Spoken by the Learners; Low Frequency Words per 
Minute (LFW/Min); and Unprompted Low Frequency Words per Minute (ULFW/Min) 

Task WPM Task LFW/Min Task ULFW/Min 
Prob-solving 61.70 Speech 7.96 Speech 2.84 
Speech  58.59 Info Gap 4.32 Problem-solving 2.82 
Consensus  45.42 Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.94 
Role-play 41.51 Consensus 3.44 Info Gap 1.80 
Info Gap 39.91 Prob-solving 3.10 Crossword 1.40 
Crossword 35.37 Role-play 3.06 Consensus 1.34 
Split Info 30.76 Crossword 1.78 Role-play 0.87 
Guessing 27.59 Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.64 

Mean 42.34 Mean 3.59 Mean 1.67 
 

Tables 4.13 and 4.14 demonstrate that this task resulted in the greatest usage of low frequency 

words spoken by the learners at 7.96 words per minute, the highest number of unprompted low 

frequency words per minute (2.84), the greatest variety of low frequency words per minute 

(2.22), and the largest variety of unprompted low frequency words per minute (1.53). From these 

numbers, we can conclude that the particular speech task employed in this study provided the 

learners with the most opportunity to practice using the new legal vocabulary they learned, 

including both the words which appeared on their task sheets and those which did not.  

 

The speeches also resulted in the greatest sentence complexity with learners speaking 1.58 

clauses per AS Unit (per sentence) when the overall mean for the eight activities was 1.38. A 

possible reason for this could be that the learners were able to speak for several minutes without 

feeling pressured to relinquish their speaking turns, nor sustaining mid-sentence interruptions 

from other speakers. In other words, fewer turns might have facilitated more opportunity to form 

more complex sentences. However, the spoken accuracy during the speech was 61.03 percent, 

the least accurate among the eight tasks, perhaps the result of more speaking or using a greater 

degree of sentence complexity instead of relying mainly on using easy, short, simple sentences.       
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Table 4.14: Variety of Low Frequency Words per Minute (VLFW/Min); Sentence Complexity 
(CX) Based on Clauses per AS Unit; and Accuracy (A%) Based on the Percentage of Correct 
Clauses.  

VLFW/Min Task Task CX Task A% 
Speech 2.22 Speech 1.58 Crossword 81.24 
Info Gap 1.98 Consensus 1.48 Role-play 80.13 
Guessing 1.94 Guessing 1.47 Split Info 71.50 
Consensus 1.70 Role-play 1.43 Consensus 69.70 
Role-play 1.27 Prob-solving 1.36 Guessing 67.03 
Problem-solving 1.12 Crossword 1.19 Problem-solving 65.48 
Crossword 1.04 Info Gap 1.17 Info Gap 63.80 
Split info 0.78 Split Info 1.10 Speech 61.03 

Mean 1.51 Mean 1.38 Mean  69.31 
 

In the following excerpt from Learner S’s speech, S goes into great detail trying to define the tort 

of “conversion”.    

 

Excerpt 4.14 

. . . and hmm fifth ah tort is:: (1) conversion (1) ah:: its define defi=definition is ah:: (1) 
steal something ah:: in tort law (1) ah there are three type of convers=conversion in tort 
law hmm one number one type is stealing another person’s property or goods and 
number two:: is ah ah you possess something legally but later ah you refuse to return to 
owner and number three is (1) crushing or destroying (1) something hmm example is (1) 
steal stealing or crushing another person’s (1) goods or something 

  

In Excerpt 14.15 below, Learner X explains the tort of assault (“G” is myself). 

 

Excerpt 4.15  

. . . .now I’m going to explain about six different intentional torts (1) um (1) the first one 
is azzault (1) azzault means intentional act action that causes someone to believe that 
he or her will have unpleasant contract (1) ah (2) it requires intention physical 
movement and the plaintiff must think that he or she will have unpleasant contract 
contract (1) for example (1) ah if i say to you that i’m going to kill you just in the words 
that is not that is not an azzault because i didn’t (1) didn’t have any action (1) um (2) um 
and for an example for azzault if G (2) hmm if G throws a ball at you and the ball got 
missed then it can be azzault because you can think that the ball might hit me and G had 
a physical action and it was intentional 

 

Though it might have involved less engagement than the other tasks, engagement still occurred. 

For example, in Excerpt 4.15, Learner X uses the word “because” twice to help explain assault. 
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Explanations with “because” demonstrate engagement (Philp and Duchesne, 2016). Despite 

Learner Y’s failure to ask good questions, a few of the learners did ask thoughtful questions, 

demonstrating that they were paying-attention. The learners also used a variety of thinking skills 

including those from the first four levels of the BRT. This implies that the speech necessitated 

deep-thinking and concentration, two more hallmarks of engagement. This is illustrated in Figure 

4.1 below. To deliver the speech the learners had to recall many facts about the law 

(“Remembering”), compare one type of tort with another (“Understanding), give examples of 

each type of tort (“Applying”), and to a lesser extent organize information to help explain each 

tort (“Analyzing”). This combination would have enhanced the learners’ depth of knowledge and 

their long-term retention. Because they did not have to evaluate or create, they would not have 

used thinking skills from the two highest levels of the taxonomy. For instance, the outline 

eliminated the need for them to combine various independent units of knowledge into one 

unified, coherent whole and then generate something new (Forehand, 2010). It would have also 

reduced the amount of organizational work the learners were required to do; thus, minimizing the 

analysis.    

 
 

 

 
 
N/A 
 
N/A 
 
 
Organize info to improve explanation of each tort 
 
 
Give examples of different torts 
 
 
Compare one type of tort or defence with another 
 
 
Recall and List various facts about tort law 

Figure 4.1: Thinking Skills from the Speech Task, Using the BRT (Adapted from Krathwohl, 2002) 
 

Overall, the learners found the speech to be very challenging.  In the questionnaire, they were 

asked to rank the tasks from most difficult to least difficult. As shown in Table 4.15 below, the 

speech was ranked as the most difficult. All of the learners ranked it among their top three most 

difficult tasks, and two learners ranked it as the single most difficult one. Learner Y commented 

that it was the most difficult task because “there is nothing we can read. We just speak about 

Create

Evaluate

Analyze

Apply

Understand

Remember
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what we remembered . . . it made this activity challenging and difficult, but not too difficult. . . 

the only thing that I could rely was my brain.”   

 

Table 4.15: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Rated on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 Pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Prob-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Prob-solving 36 Problem-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Cross 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info 15 

 

Despite the difficulty, the speech was the task which the learners believed to be the most helpful. 

It should be noted that although just five learners participated in the particular speech task 

investigated in this dissertation, the sixth learner had participated in a different speech and 

therefore, his feedback was included with the others. Five of the learners ranked the speech in 

their top three for helpfulness, including three who ranked it as the single most helpful task. 

Learner Y wrote that it was the most useful task because it provided an opportunity for him to 

practice using new words and to use them in a variety of ways. It also gave him an opportunity 

“to review about the entire tort law again.” 

 

Learner X wrote that the speech was the most helpful task because “you have to think by 

yourself how you can speak and have to organize your memories so you can memorize it 

longer.”  X also remarked that “explaining to someone is very good for studying the topic. 

Speech is good for learning law and learning English.” Learner U also agreed that the speech 

was both the most difficult task and yet still very helpful. During the interview, he declared that 

it was challenging because he spoke for a long time without feedback, which made it impossible 

for him to know for sure whether he was speaking properly.    

 

During her interview, Learner X commented that the speech was also the most enjoyable task. 

This was because it did not involve answering questions, especially the type with only one 

correct answer. While being interviewed, Learner T declared why speeches are important:  

 
speech even if hard is important because speaking is very important. Normally Korean doesn’t 
have chance to speak English. We have education, but it’s just memorizing vocabulary, but for 
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people my generation we usually don’t have speaking class. Speaking is very helpful. It’s most 
important part of learning English. Koreans are good at listening and reading and Koreans 
normally know vocabulary well. We are usually not good at writing and speaking. 
 
  

I stated in Chapter 1 that one of the hallmarks of emotional engagement is enjoyment (Skinner et 

al., 2009; Philp and Duchesne) The degree of enjoyment of the speech varied greatly among the 

eight learners. For example, three learners ranked it among their top three enjoyable tasks 

including one who ranked it as the most enjoyable, while at the same time, three learners ranked 

it among their three least enjoyable tasks, including one who ranked it as the least enjoyable. One 

of the tasks that the learners ranked as being the most enjoyable, problem-solving, is featured 

next.    

 

 

4.7 The Problem-solving Task 

 

In the problem-solving task, there were just two participants: a pair of learners. Some of the pairs 

did more than one of these tasks, but each was only audio recorded once, doing a separate 

version of the task. Therefore, none of the pairs were recorded doing the exact same version of 

the problem-solving task. Pair 1 (Appendix 21) did a task relating to trespass, assault and battery; 

Pair 2’s task related to conversion (Appendix 22); and Pair 3’s task, like Pair 1’s task, featured 

assault and battery (Appendix 20). In total, the learners spoke for 46.45 minutes, an average of 

15.48 minutes each. The duration of the task ranged from 12.12 minutes to 19.92 minutes. All 

three of these sessions were audio recorded and subsequently transcribed. In regard to the 

problem-solving task, I noted in my journal that some of the learners rarely disagreed with one 

another, and I was hoping for more disagreements to generate greater discussion or more intense 

discussions.   

 

However, as we can see in Table 4.16 below, the mean number of words the learners spoke 

across the eight tasks was 42.34 words per minute, and yet during the problem-solving task, this 

number was greatly exceeded: the learners (combined) spoke 61.67 words per minute. I spoke 

just 1.53 words over the same period. This resulted in an LTT-TTT ratio of 40.33 to 1.  More 

importantly, 61.67 words was the most speaking the learners did during any of the eight tasks. 

This is significant because it means that problem-solving facilitated the most speaking practice; 

and as I stated in Chapter 2 because of the high word total, it might have also featured the most 

behavioral engagement (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000).      
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Meanwhile, as demonstrated in Table 4.16, it was the task that resulted in the lowest lexical 

density at 67.27 percent while the mean for all eight activities was 75.40 percent. After carefully 

examining the transcripts for this task, it is difficult to explain why the lexical density was lower 

than it was for the other tasks. One possible explanation might be that the more the learners 

spoke, the more complete their sentences became, which in turn might have resulted in greater 

usage of non-content words such as articles, prepositions, auxiliary verbs etc. which are often 

omitted when learners give short responses.  

 
 

Table 4.16: The Amount of Words per Minute (WPM) Spoken by the Learners for Each Task 
and Lexical Density (LD).  

TASK WPM Task LD 
Problem-solving 61.70 Guessing 86.70 
Speech  58.59 Crossword 79.34 
Consensus  45.42 Split Info 76.28 
Role-play 41.51 Speech 76.14 
Info Gap 39.91 Role-play 76.02 
Crossword 35.37 Consensus 75.75 
Split Info 30.76 Info Gap 70.83 
Guessing 27.59 Problem-solving 67.27 

Mean 42.34 Mean 75.40 
 

The problem-solving task also resulted in the lowest percentage of low frequency words that 

were spoken. Table 4.17 below shows that the overall mean across the eight tasks for the 

percentage of low frequency words was 8.48 percent, but in the case of the problem-solving task, 

it was only 5.02 percent. This suggests that comparatively speaking, the problem-solving task did 

not facilitate as much opportunity for the learners to practice using their newly acquired 

vocabulary as did many of the other tasks. One possible reason is that the task sheets for this 

activity contained much less legal jargon than those employed during the other activities, thus 

reducing the likelihood that the learners would use many low frequency words (Appendices 20 to 

22). Another possible explanation is that although it was the task which featured the most 

speaking, much of the extra speaking might have comprised mainly of non-content words. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



115 
 

 

Table 4.17:  The Percentage of Low Frequency Words (%LFW); Total Number of Low 
Frequency Words per Minute (LFW/Min); the Percentage of Unprompted Low Frequency 
Words per Minute (%ULFW); and the Total Number of Unprompted Low Frequency Words 
per Minute (ULFW/Min).  

Task %LFW LFW/Min Task %ULFW ULFW/Min 
Guessing 13.76 3.79 Guessing 6.99 1.94 
Speech 12.04 7.96 Speech 4.85 2.84 
Info Gap 10.82 4.32 Problem-solving 4.57 2.82 
Consensus 7.57 3.44 Info Gap 4.50 1.79 
Role-play 7.38 3.06 Crossword 3.97 1.40 
Split Info 5.39 1.66 Consensus 2.96 1.34 
Crossword 5.05 1.78 Role-play 2.10 0.87 
Problem-solving 5.02 3.10 Split Info 2.10 0.64 

Mean 8.48 3.59 Mean 3.94 1.67 
 

However, if we only focus on the number of unprompted low frequency words, those which did 

not appear on the task sheets, a different result occurred. Table 4.17 illustrates that the problem-

solving task ranked third among the eight tasks in the percentage of unprompted low frequency 

words that were spoken at 4.57 percent. The overall mean for the eight tasks was 3.94 percent. 

Table 4.17 also demonstrates that the learners spoke 2.82 unprompted low frequency words per 

minute which was the second highest total among the eight tasks while the overall mean was 

1.67 words per minute. These numbers show that that during this task, the learners were using 

more of their productive vocabulary, as people normally do when they speak in the real world.     

 

It was especially gratifying for me as the tutor, to see Learner Y, in just one turn (Excerpt 4.16, 

Turn 1, below) not only produce four legal terms, but also demonstrate that he clearly understood 

them. According to one of the journal entries that I had written a few months before Learner Y 

participated in this task, these were all new words for him. The words (highlighted in bold) were 

assault, plaintiff, intentional, and anticipate  

 

In addition to facilitating a lot of speech, including long speaking turns, some of the other 

strengths of the problem-solving task were as follows:  

 

1) it generated plenty of meaningful communication;   

2) it required the learners to carefully listen to each other; and 

3) it prompted the learners to use higher-level thinking skills  
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These are all depicted in Except 4.16 below, where, Y provides a lengthy legal explanation for 

“assault”, applying the law to a hypothetical fact situation, in an 86-word turn (Turn 1), and then, 

in a shorter turn, X applies the law of battery.   

 

Excerpt 4.16 

1 Y okay (1) so (1) um the (1) so the story this paragraph says Rocco pulls 
out a knife and says give us your wallets or you die and so um this is 
this is assault (1) so assault is um it make so assault is making the 
plaintiff to apprehend or anticipate that he or she will receive A an 
un:: unpleasant contact so and and also it requires a physical motions 
and also physical motions and also it should be intentional and also 
the plaintiff should apprehend that he or she will receive an 
unpleasant physical contact (1) so um I think this has all of those 
requirements so it can be assault 

2 X and then Jacob throws a knife ah Rocco throws a knife at Jacob ah to 
Alex but he missed Alex but hits Jacob so it can be a battery 

3 Y i think so too so um actually Rocco didn’t Rocco’s Rocco tried to 
throw his knife at Alex instead he hit Jacob but actually he had it was 
on purpose so ya it can be battery I think so too 

 

Pairs 2 (S and T) and 3 (U and N) on several occasions during the problem-solving task also 

applied the law, but usually in much shorter turns and with less detail than depicted in Except 

4.16 above. In addition to applying their legal knowledge, the learners also used thinking skills 

from Level 5 (Evaluating), as they did some choosing, deciding and judging to determine the 

strengths of the parties’ claims. This is higher than the thinking that occurred during any of the 

previously discussed tasks. It should be noted that legal problem-solving, sometimes referred to 

as “case studies,” is commonly used in legal and business education so that learners can better 

understand the complexities of the law at a deep level, employing the higher-order thinking skills 

described in the BRT (See for example: Yates et al., 1999; Clarkson, et al, 2001; and Nkhoma et 

al., 2017).  

 

Excerpt 4.16 also illustrates how problem-solving involved plenty of learner engagement. The 

evaluative comment that Learner Y makes in Turn 1 when he states “this is assault” and the 

lengthy justification or explanation that follow it both exemplify cognitive engagement (Helme 

and Clarke, 2001). In Turn 2, Learner X makes an evaluative comment when she says “it can be 

a battery,” and in Turn 3, Y makes another evaluative comment along with a brief justification or 

explanation. I also noted in my journal that I was very pleased that Learners X and Y were 

constantly on task, concentrating so much that I never had to intervene or encourage them to 

continue. Perhaps, most impressively, they applied the law to every single issue which I was very 
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pleased with. In other words, they did not just go through the motions and quickly jump to 

decisions. This was true for all three pairs, but Pair 1 (Learners X and Y) was particularly 

impressive. As I mentioned above, Pair 1 provided longer legal explanations than the other pairs, 

including Pair 2 which had the two lawyers.   

 

Among the eight tasks in this study, problem-solving (along with role-playing) was regarded by 

the learners as being the most enjoyable. This suggests that this task was emotionally engaging 

(Skinner et al., 2009; Philp and Duchesne). Three of the six learners ranked it as the most 

enjoyable task, and all of them ranked it in their top four. It was also ranked as the second most 

helpful task, with two learners ranking it at number one.   

 

In the questionnaire, Learner S wrote that this was the most enjoyable task because he enjoyed 

solving real cases and that it was the most helpful task: “it helps me understand legal information 

clearly.” During the interview, Learner Y also stated that problem-solving was his favorite task 

because it contained realistic legal situations and it helped him understand the law. In the 

questionnaire, he specified that it was helpful because “I learned how to apply the law in real life 

situations which means that sometimes if I have some legal problem then I can apply this law to 

my real-life situation.” Learner U commented that the task was challenging but interesting 

because he enjoyed 1) reading the story which to his understanding was based on a real case; 2) 

identifying the legal issues; and then 3) trying to find a legal solution. The role-play is discussed 

next.  

 

 

4.8 Role-play 

 

All three pairs performed the same role-play task on one occasion each (Appendix 19). This task 

was related to contract law. The duration of the task ranged from 22.18 to 25.25 minutes, a total 

of 70.82 minutes, all of which was transcribed. In the middle of one of Pair 1’s sessions, Learner 

X was temporarily disconnected for 3.75 minutes. Once reconnected, Learners X and Y 

immediately resumed the task without any further incident.  

 

Like the guessing game discussed earlier, this task also involved three participants. The pair of 

learners had to study a list of eight hypothetical-potential clients along with hypothetical facts 

relating to each client, discuss each of their cases, choose three clients that their hypothetical law 
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firm ought to represent, and then report their suggestions to the senior partner. I role-played the 

senior partner and therefore, had very little or no participation until the very end of the task.  

 

I noted in my journal that this task could have been designed better. Most of the eight scenarios 

focused on just one aspect of contract law: consideration.  I felt that had these involved a greater 

variety of issues such as, offer, acceptance, consensus etc., this would have generated a greater 

diversity of language. I also noted that arriving at a solution did not necessarily require using a 

lot of legal terminology. Given my minor role during this task, it is not surprising that the 

learners spoke a combined total of 41.50 words per minute, fourth highest among the eight tasks 

(the overall mean was 42.34), while I only spoke 3.20 words per minute. This resulted in an 

LTT-TTT ratio of 12.97 to 1.     

 

Of the eight activities, the role-play task resulted in the third lowest number of low frequency 

words that were spoken. Table 4.18 shows that the learners combined for 3.06 low frequency 

words per minute, while the mean for the eight tasks was 3.59. Similarly, the number of 

unprompted low frequency words was the second lowest of the eight tasks with just 0.87 spoken 

per minute. The overall mean for the eight tasks was 1.67 words. This is also depicted in Table 

4.18. Additionally, the spoken variety of unprompted low frequency words was only 0.38 words 

per minute, which was tied for the lowest number of words among the eight tasks. All of these 

numbers support the view which I held immediately after the task when I wrote in my journal 

entries that this particular role-play task was not a strong facilitator for practicing newly learned 

vocabulary, whether it be prompted or unprompted.   

 

Table 4.18: Low Frequency Words per Minute (LFW/Min); Unprompted Low Frequency 
Words per Minute (ULFW/Min); and Variety of Unprompted Low Frequency Words per 
Minute (VULFW/Min). 

Task LFW/Min Task ULFW/Min Task VULFW/Min 
Speech 7.96 Speech 2.84 Speech  1.53 
Info Gap 4.32 Prob-solving 2.82 Guessing  1.45 
Guessing 3.79 Guessing 1.92 Prob-solving 0.92 
Consensus 3.44 Info Gap 1.80 Info Gap 0.87 
Prob-solving 3.10 Crossword 1.40 Crossword 0.84 
Role-play 3.06 Consensus 1.34 Consensus 0.57 
Crossword 1.78 Role-play 0.87 Role-play 0.38 
Split Info 1.66 Split Info 0.64 Split Info 0.38 

Mean 3.59 Mean 1.67 Mean 0.86 
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The role-play task, however, resulted in the second highest accuracy, at 81.41% while the mean 

for all eight tasks was 70.01. It is difficult to explain why this task resulted in greater accuracy 

than most of the other tasks. Excerpts 4.17 and 4.18 below demonstrate the kind of speaking that 

occurred during two different segments of this task.  In both excerpts, two pairs of learners (X 

and Y; S and T), using the same task sheets, were addressing three of the eight brief hypothetical 

fact situations embedded in the task. In both instances, the learners spoke in long turns which as 

we have seen earlier, helps facilitate their fluency development. Both pairs of learners also used 

a variety of low frequency vocabulary items. However, there were some differences in how the 

two pairs of learners approached the task. The two middle school students, Learners X and Y, 

seemed to move through the task more methodically, even stopping to re-read the prompts for 

38, 28 and 42 seconds at a time. For each of the three hypothetical fact situations in Excerpts 

4.17 and 4.18, X and Y both discussed: 1) the fact situation; and 2) stated the law that applied to 

that situation. Consequently, these two learners spoke more (345 words) than did Learners S and 

T (191 words), the two lawyers, and they took twice as many turns.  

 

Unlike Learners X and Y, the two lawyers, regardless of the fact situation, did not stop to re-read 

the prompt, and only one of them, Learner S, commented on both the facts and the law. 

Additionally, while discussing each of the individual hypothetical fact situations, Learners S and 

T also made quick, on-the-spot decisions as to how much money each of their hypothetical 

clients were worth to their hypothetical law firm. This was essentially the ultimate goal of the 

task. Learners X and Y, by contrast, delayed these calculations until the end of the task.   

 

Excerpt 4.17 (A 345-word excerpt as the learners discuss three successive hypothetical legal 
scenarios: Timothy Button v. Donald Trump; Brock Real Estate Inc. v. Star Hotel; and City 
Police v. State University) 
 
1 Y ah what do you think of this one author Timothy Bottoms case? 
2 X number what? (13 words) 
3 Y the second one (3 words) 
4 X ah I think Trump has to pay him ten million dollars (1) ah because the 

consideration ah no no no I think that Trump (1) does not have to 
pay Button wrote the book and Donald Trump read it and Trump was 
so pleased that he told Button if he became a president of the U.S. 
he will pay Button ten million dollars (1) ah:: Trump being a president 
is (1) um:: (2) ah Timmith Button already wrote the book so this is 
past consideration (1) past consideration is not a consideration so it’s 
not a contract (84 words) 

5 Y yes I agree with you too=i agree with you so um (1) ya Timothy 
Button wah=he wasn’t meant too (1) he wasn’t meant to pay ten 
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million dollars from Donald Trump (1) so ya actually ya it was past 
consideration so um therefore there’s no contract (1) so ah Trump so 
Donald Trump doesn’t have to pay ten million dollars (38) (during this 
38 second gap, both students are reading the next case summary: for 
Case 3) okay (1) ya so:: (1) ya so in my opinion Brock Real Estate can 
receive they can receive twenty million dollars from Star Hotel so:: 
(1) um:: so Star Hotel says that ah:: they refuses to pay because they 
didn’t receive no con=they didn’t receive anything from Brock they 
say that ah there wasn’t any consideration from Brock but actually as 
you know there are four types of consideration and one of them is 
refrain from doing something so ya I think Brock should=ah I mean 
Star Hotel should pay Brock ten million dollars (121 words) 

6 X i think so too ((2)) from doing something and twenty million dollars 
and it was and consideration was clear and is not past consideration 
or pre-existing duty so I think Star have to pay Brock (34 words) 

7 Y okay:: (28) (during this long pause the two learners are re-reading the 
next case summary) okay did you read it? (6 words) 

8 X ya (1 word) 
9 Y so what do you what do you think of this one? (11 words) 
10 X i think university does not have to pay police twenty million dollars 

because a por (1) cause saving (1) saving a person or saving him from 
(1) a robber or:: (2) ah from a gunman or robber or bad people it’s a 
((1)) pre-existing duty (1) so there is no consideration [university] 
does not have to pay (47 words) 

11 Y [ya] (1 word) 
12 Y ya so saving people is ah the City Police is the pre-exist=pre-existing 

legal duty of City Police so:: ya the university doesn’t have to pay ten 
million dollars (10) okay (42) (again the two students are reading the 
next case summary during this long pause) (24 words) 

 

Excerpt 4.18 (A 191-word excerpt as the learners discuss three successive hypothetical legal 
scenarios: Timothy Button v. Donald Trump; Brock Real Estate Inc. v. Star Hotel; and City 
Police v. State University) 
 
1 S and number two (2) hmm:: (2) I think is not a contract because (5) 

ah:: (1) Trump say if he (1) came present of the US ah he will pay 
Button but (2) but it is (1) it is a past consideration so (1) ah ah ((1)) 
past consideration so ah it is not a valid contract ah Button cannot 
receive any money (40 words) 

2 T hmm I think so (2) can we go to another next three number three? 
ah:: (9) ((2)) consideration from Brock (2) ah:: (6) I think (1) hmm:: (5) 
Brock Real Estate ((1)) can have a twenty-eight million dollars (1) so 
did they (1) so between ((1)) Star Hotel and Brock Real Estate (1) 
there are contract they they they have a contract between them ah:: 
(2) money contract=kind of money money to refraining contract ah 
(2) Brock Real Estate did their duty (1) (55 words) 

3 S yes (1 word) 
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4 T so maybe the law firm may have (1) hmm they have five million 
dollar if they win the case (9) okay? (16 words) 

5 S yes I agree with that (2) number four case (1) hmm:: (1) I think ah it is 
not a contract because ah squat team arrived at the university and 
saved all the hostage but I think ah squat team has a pre-existing 
legal duty because they are police officers so (1) they have a duty 
saving people (1) so it is not a valid contract so the university can 
refuse pay any money so law firm cannot get ah money any money 
(71 words) 

6 T okay I think so (1) hmm:: number five (6 words) 
 

 

Excerpts 4.17 and 4.18 also exhibit some of the higher-level thinking that occurred during the 

role-play. For example, when Learner X states “Timmith Button already wrote the book so this is 

past consideration (1) past consideration is not a consideration so it’s not a contract,” she does 

the following all in one sentence: 

  

1. implements the law (“Applying”);  
 
2. states the law (“Remembering”);  
 
3. differentiates the potential client’s “consideration” from what is legally considered to 

be “consideration” in the eyes of the law (“Analyzing”); and  
 
4. makes a judgment (“Evaluation”) when she states “it’s not a contract.”  
 

In other words, Learner X uses thinking skills from Levels 1 through 5 of the BRT. Learner S 

accomplishes nearly the same when he states “I think ah squat team has a pre-existing legal duty 

because they are police officers so (1) they have a duty saving people (1) so it is not a valid 

contract so the university can refuse pay.”   

 

Figure 8 below summarizes the type of thinking that occurred during the role-play. It is clear that 

it encouraged learners to use the cognitive skills from all levels except for the highest level, 

“Creation.” Because of the higher-level thinking skills involved in this task, the learners were 

more likely to have developed a deep understanding of the law of consideration (Cornbleth, 

1985) and retain that knowledge for a long time (Darland and Carmichael, 2012).   
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N/A 
 
Critique, judge and choose the three most lucrative 
clients 
 

Differentiate each potential client based on the 
strength of his/her case 
 
 

Apply contract law to each of eight facts situations 
 
Classify each case according to the type of 
consideration involved 
 

 
Recall contract law as it relates to “consideration” 

Figure 4.2 Thinking Skills from the Role-play Task, using the BRT. 

 

The higher-level thinking required to do this task might help explain why the role-play featured 

plenty of cognitive engagement.  In Turns 4, 5, 10 and 12 of Excerpt 4.17, just as in Excerpt 4.16 

(problem-solving), Learners X and Y again state a lot of opinions or evaluations (For example 

Learner X states “This is past consideration . . . so it’s not a contract.”) and give lengthy 

explanations and justifications. The same occurs with Learners S and T in Excerpt 4.18, except 

they are more concise and to the point.  Unlike the other seven tasks, the role-play featured 

longer pausing. Despite having five or six minutes to read before starting the task, they 

frequently paused for long periods to re-read the prompts. We see Learners X and Y pause for 

38, 28 and 42 seconds and Learners S and T pause for 9, 6, 4 and 9 seconds. These lengthy 

pauses show great on-task concentration (Helme and Clarke, 2001; Skinner et al., 2009; Lambert 

et al., 2017; Philp and Duchesne, 2016). We also see Learner X build and expand on 

contributions made by Learner Y in Excerpt 4.18, Turn 5. This cooperation is one of the 

hallmarks of social engagement (Philp and Duchesne, 2016).   

 

Along with problem-solving, the role-play was perceived by the learners as the most enjoyable 

task. This is illustrated in Table 4.19 below. Five of the learners rated it among their top three 

most enjoyable tasks, including two who ranked it at number one. Learner X stated that it was 

the most enjoyable task because she thought there was more than just one right answer, and 

Learner Y enjoyed it because “it contained some situations which are able to happen in real life.”  

 

 

Create

Evaluate

Analyze

Apply

Understand

Remember
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Table 4.19: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Ranked on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 Pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Prob-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Prob-solving 36 Problem-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Cross 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info 15 

 

As illustrated in Table 4.19, role-playing was perceived by the learners as the third most helpful 

task. Four of them ranked it among the top three helpful tasks.  Learner S commented that both 

the role-playing and the problem-solving tasks were the most helpful because they helped him 

understand the legal information more clearly. During the interview, Learner Y commented that 

it contained legal situations which helped him understand the law better, and because he could 

learn how to apply the laws he learned. According to X, it helped because “I have to think to find 

the solution to the problem and talking to each other is very helpful.” She also commented that 

“it’s important for checking how much law and English I know.” She added that it was good for 

applying both English knowledge and legal knowledge.  

 

The section below features more comments from the learners, particularly those relating to their 

experiences learning in the Skype context. It begins with a brief discussion about some of the 

challenges including technological hiccups that occurred during the Skype sessions.  

 

   

4.9 Videoconferencing Via Skype  

 

We have already seen that during the private law lessons, slow internet connections prompted a 

few learners to turn off their video cameras a few times and in at least once instance delayed one 

of the speaking tasks. There were also technological difficulties transferring some of the task 

sheets, in MS Word format, to the learners. This was especially true in the early stages: a few of 

the learners had difficulty receiving the MS Word files containing the task sheets (from myself). 

Some of their computers were not compatible for this type of software. In my journal, I noted 



124 
 

that when this happened, the learners improvised: going to their place of employment to print the 

file so that it would be ready by the following week or using a smart phone to view the 

document.  

 

Learner U, who had this technological difficulty attributed it to the fact that he was using an old, 

2010 version of the MacBook Air computer. This problem was soon resolved.  Learner S 

commented during his interview that sometimes while I was sharing my screen, it was difficult to 

see my PowerPoint slides because my small video box (picture-in-picture) was superimposed 

onto the file, covering part of the text. It should be noted that this would normally have been 

more of an issue during the interactive lectures which relied heavily on PowerPoint. However, it 

should have been a non-issue during the actual speaking tasks because the learners only needed 

to look at their task sheets, rather than at the shared PowerPoint slides in order to perform those 

tasks.  

 

Learner N, who resides in the Philippines, might have had the most challenging technical issues. 

She estimated that the internet connection in her country only works about ninety percent of the 

time. Learner U commented it could be difficult conversing with Learner N because sometimes 

the connection caused “significant” noise. As we have already seen, while Learners N and U 

participated in the speed game task, they encountered some audio problems, and chose to close 

their videos to improve the quality of their connections. It should be noted that none of the tasks 

in this study required the participants to actually see one another. Consequently, Learners N and 

U had no difficulty completing this activity. On another occasion, Learner N’s connection was 

weak enough that the communicative crossword task scheduled for that particular day was 

postponed to the following week.  During a subsequent lesson, while participating in the simple-

grid information-gap task, N’s weak connection again prompted her to close her video to 

improve the quality of the connection. Learner U then followed suit. According to Learner Y, it 

was sometimes challenging to hear Learner X and myself.  Likewise, Learner X wrote that 

occasionally her Skype was in a “bad mood” making it difficult to see the screen or hear the 

other participants.  

 

Learner T encountered similar issues, but during his interview, he stated that these problems 

were minuscule, causing no disadvantage, and Learner U, despite his concern about the noise, 

concluded “I believe Skype is wonderful tool to have conversations beyond borders without any 

fees/expenses.” The data in this study, gathered over a nine-month period, from eight different 
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speaking activities, performed by three different pairs of learners scattered across three nations, 

from 27 different sessions, supports Learners T and U’s sentiments. The total duration of the 27 

tasks was 522.13 minutes (8.70 hours), and yet, throughout this entire time-period, there was 

only one brief (3.75 minute) internet disconnection which caused a delay in one of the tasks. Any 

noises that occurred were never sufficient enough to cause severe strain for the learners or make 

it impossible for them to carry out their tasks.  In fact, during the 27 sessions, there was usually 

very little or no negotiation of meaning. It should also be noted that in Korea, in conventional 

brick-and-mortar classrooms, there is often plenty of noise from outside (For example: in the 

next room, in the hallways, outdoors etc.) which means learners in these settings are likely to be 

accustomed to tuning-out such interference and focusing on their tasks.   

 

Overall, all six learners were very satisfied with learning in the Skype context. The main reason 

was convenience. Learner N wrote that Skype allowed her to learn from a comfortable 

environment which helped her to focus on the lessons. N added “it’s free to move without 

stopping your process of study. Wherever you are, you just have to have a laptop, Smartphone or 

tablet and a good internet connection to complete lessons with a teacher.” Y echoed the same 

thoughts: “we can have class anytime and anywhere.” In particular, Learner U was very pleased 

stating that it was “not necessary to go outside to participate in English classes.” Learner X 

concurred, suggesting the main advantage of having class on Skype was she didn’t have to meet 

her teacher in person.   

 

Question 3 in Part III of the questionnaire (Appendix 29), hypothetically asked: “If the class size 

was the same, which would be more helpful: taking the class via Skype or taking it in the 

traditional classroom.” Question 4 was nearly the same but asked which was preferred: classes 

via Skype or those in a traditional classroom. In response to these two questions all six learners 

essentially gave the same response. They all agreed studying via Skype was the same or more 

helpful than studying in a traditional classroom of the same size, and all of them voiced a clear 

preference for taking lessons via Skype.   

 

The main reason the learners preferred Skype was again convenience.  For example, Learner N, 

in response to both of these questions, cited comfort and flexibility as her reasons for preferring 

Skype.  Learner S wrote that he didn’t see any differences between the two types of classes, but 

he preferred to study via Skype because “as a lawyer, too busy, so it is difficult to holding a class 

in the same room.”  Learner T wrote that he preferred the Skype classes because they were more 
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helpful with no “limitation of place,” making it easier to take the classes. Learner Y stated that 

meeting in a classroom requires too much time and effort, whereas Skype enabled him to study 

where he felt comfortable. While interviewed, Learner X commented that “If we study in Skype 

it is more useful because it reduces the time, requires less time. No travel time. We learn the 

same amount in either case”. According to Learner U, “To attend to English classes in person, 

with everyone in the same room, will take more time, more energy, and more money.”   

 

During the interviews, the learners were also asked to comment on class size (1, 2, 4, or 6 

learners). Learner N stated that the class size during the private lessons (with one teacher and 

two learners) was perfect. If, for example, there were more than three people, she would have to 

wait longer for her turn, and the class would probably be to too disorganized. She also opined 

that two learners per class was better than just one because it allowed her to share ideas and 

opinions with another learner which in turn would help the learners reach a more satisfactory 

result. Learner Y agreed that the class size was prefect. During the interview, he commented that 

a one-to-one class would have been less interesting and that a bigger class would have afforded 

him less opportunity to speak.  

 

Like Learners N and Y, Learner U also felt the class-size was perfect. He stated during the 

interview that by studying with a second learner, there would be more motivation to attend class. 

The learners could share their experiences with one another and that would increase their 

motivation to attend class. If one learner was absent, the other would not have a speaking 

partner, and this also increased the motivation to attend class.  He commented that more than two 

learners, would have meant less opportunity to speak. When interviewed, Learner S agreed that 

the class size was perfect but added that a one-to-one class might be just as good. More about the 

research findings for this study are discussed in Chapter 5 below.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

5.1 Study Background 

 

There is a lack of research that describes what happens during private EFL and ESL tutoring 

sessions, especially those that are taught via Skype-like videoconferencing platforms. 

Meanwhile, education is increasingly moving online which means we can no longer rely 

exclusively on F2F models to guide our teaching. Thus, this dissertation attempts to fill a gap in 

the literature.  It specifically examines how three pairs of EFL learners interacted during the 

speaking component of numerous, private Skype-based, English-mediated law lessons which I 

taught (as a tutor-researcher) for nearly one year. The six learners all had low-intermediate to 

advanced-level English speaking proficiency. The focus of the instruction was almost entirely on 

legal content, but because it was through the medium of English, it was also intended to 

simultaneously generate the type and quantity of learner engagement which is deemed optimal 

by SLA experts for practicing foreign language speaking skills (Thornbury, 2005; Long, 2015; 

Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 2017; Marije, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 

2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017).   

 

As stated in Chapter 2, there are both traditional and modern methods for teaching languages. I 

used both approaches during the private law lessons. Traditional methods tend to be quite 

teacher-centered and feature plenty of direct or explicit language instruction (Richards, 2006; 

Larsen-Freeman and Anderson, 2011; Ellis, 2016). During the first four or five private law 

lessons, for each pair of learners, I spent a lot of time explicitly teaching legal content. To 

accomplish this, I provided very simple explanations that helped the learners easily understand 

the legal concepts. As they focused on the lectures (instead of the target language), the learners 

received the kind of meaningful and comprehensible input that results in incidental language 

learning (Brown et al. 2008; Nation and Waring, 2013; Chan and Leung, 2014; Shintani, 2015; 

Kerz et al., 2017; Orsdemir, 2017; Lin et al., 2018; Godfroid et al, 2018; Saputra, 2018; Aka, 

2019; Kukuh et al. 2019; Ng et al., 2019; Boutorwick et al., 2019). During these early Skype 
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sessions, I also provided the learners with some explicit language instruction, almost all of which 

was focused on new vocabulary.  

 

We have seen that explicit language instruction can be very helpful, especially for beginners who 

do not have enough L2 knowledge to meaningfully communicate with one another (Talandis and 

Stout, 2015; Ellis, 2017a; Swan, 2018). However, the learners in my private law lessons were all 

at least at the low-intermediate level of English speaking proficiency and were capable of 

communicating with one another, so I employed very little explicit language instruction. Instead, 

I relied more on a modern, learner-centered approach to teaching English, mainly CLT 

(Littlewood, 1981; Harmer, 1998; Richards and Rogers, 2001; Nunan, 2004; Bailey, 2005; 

Richards, 2006; Larsen-Freeman and Anderson, 2011, East 2017).  Despite the advantages 

associated with traditional language teaching methods (See for example, Xu, 1993; Talandis and 

Stout, 2015; Ellis, 2017a; and Swan, 2018) they have been criticized by some researchers 

(Butler, 2017), in large part, for failing to facilitate sufficient opportunity for learners to interact 

with one another (Talandis and Stout, 2015). Even in Skype-like videoconferencing 

environments, studies show that learners are frequently dissatisfied with the lack of opportunity 

to interact with each other. (Martin, 2005; Gillies, 2008; and Al Ahdal and Al Hattami, 2014).  

 

According to much of the research in SLA, teaching learners to speak foreign and second 

languages is particularly effective when they get plenty of time to engage with one another, using 

the target language in authentic and meaningful communication (Bailey, 2005; Thornbury, 2005; 

Clifton, 2006; Long, 2015; Hsu, 2015, DeWaelsche, 2015; Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; 

Sato, 2017; Marije, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 

2017). This is the essence of CLT which emphasizes learning by interacting in the target 

language, meaningful communication, collaboration and developing L2 fluency (Richards and 

Rogers, 2001; Bailey 2005; Larsen-Freeman and Anderson, 2009; East, 2017). This dissertation 

discusses two major types of CLT: content-based language teaching (CBLT) and task-based 

language teaching (TBLT), both of which were discussed in depth in Chapter 2.  

 

In CBLT, which comes in various shapes and sizes, much of the instruction is focused on 

teaching (or learning) specific subjects such as science, medicine or law.  As discussed in 

Chapter 2, CBLT, as in regular L1 content classes, encourages learners to use higher-level 

cognitive processing such as that featured at the higher-end of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (the 

BRT) (Krathwohl, 2002) which can help them learn at a deeper level (Crooks, 1988) and to 
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retain the new knowledge for longer periods of time (Darland and Carmichael, 2012). At the 

content-driven end of CBLT, there is no focus whatsoever on language, even during assessment, 

which means the target language learned incidentally (Llinares and Dalton-Puffer, 2015; Graves 

and Garton, 2017; Leyster, 2017). This would describe the private law lessons investigated in 

this dissertation, all of which were mainly content-driven, involving very little direct language 

instruction.  

 

In TBLT, learners while interacting with each other, focus on achieving task outcomes. As in 

CBLT, they pay very little attention to language features (Nunan, 1989; Nunan, 2004; Long, 

2015; Ellis, 2017a), though as I stated earlier, there is no complete agreement as to what exactly 

constitutes TBLT (Ellis, 2017a; 2017b). I have suggested, that for best results, both CBLT and 

TBLT should be combined. The research suggests that this is not always the case (Swain, 1988; 

Leyster, 2017; Lee and Prinsloo, 2018; Alcaraz-Marmol, 2018). Llinares and Dalton-Puffer 

(2015) found that in CBLT classes, learners who participated in speaking tasks such as 

presentations and role-plays not only spoke more but also used more evaluative language, that 

which is required for thinking skills at the higher-end of the BRT. This is one reason why I 

integrated the eight speaking tasks discussed in this dissertation into the law lessons.  

 

Although combining exercises that facilitate both plenty of speaking practice and higher-

cognitive thinking is a healthy mix, for ultimate results, it is important to ensure that there is a 

high quantity and quality of learner engagement (Philp and Duchesne, 2016). It is not sufficient 

for learners during tasks to merely go-through-the-motions (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000), 

exerting very little energy, paying minimal attention to each other, and demonstrating limited 

emotional involvement. The following section zeros in on the first research question and 

examines the extent to which the law lessons facilitated the features of learner engagement 

normally deemed essential for practicing EFL and ESL speaking skills.  

 

 

5.2 Research Question 1  

 

When a pair of EFL learners and their tutor are connected virtually, located in three different 

EFL locations, to what extent do they demonstrate engagement during private Skype-based 

law lessons, particularly in regard to speaking the foreign language?  
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Given the fact that the law is a cognitively rigorous and difficult subject to learn (Cabrera, 2001-

2002), even for L1 learners, and the fact that my learners were not physically located in the same 

room as myself, I was very curious as to whether during the private lessons they would be 

sufficiency engaged to adequately practice their English speaking skills.  However, despite the 

focus on legal content and the fact the lessons were taught via Skype, all eight of the tasks 

examined in this dissertation, did, to varying degrees, successfully facilitate the desired type and 

quantity of learner engagement which I sought. For example, there was plenty of cognitive 

engagement. The learners generally paid very close attention to each other and were usually very 

eager to provide extended responses, including justifying both their decisions and opinions.  

Behavioral engagement was present throughout all eight tasks: the LTT:TTT ratio was 

consistently high and there was plenty of turn-taking. There was also social and emotional 

engagement demonstrated by the learners cooperating with one another and their expressions of 

enjoyment.  There was only one instance, due to the internet connection, when a task had to be 

postponed. Although the strength of the connection varied from lesson to lesson and week to 

week, once the tasks were underway, there were no instances where the learners were incapable 

of completing them whether as a result of a weak connection or for any other reason.  

 

 

5.2.1 Continual, Meaningful and Diverse Learner Engagement 

 

With the exception of the guessing game, the LTT:TTT ratio for every task in this study was 

always greater than 12:1. Such ratios demonstrate a high degree of learner engagement which as 

illustrated in the previous chapter included plenty of authentic and meaningful interaction that in 

which SLA experts recommend for developing foreign and second language speaking skills. 

(Bailey, 2005; Thornbury, 2005; Clifton, 2006; Long, 2015; Hsu, 2015; DeWaelsche, 2015; 

Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 2017; Marije, 2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 

2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017). The speaking tasks also featured many other hallmarks 

of learner engagement. In most instances, the learners were focused on their tasks, exhibiting 

plenty of turn-taking, intensive listening, concentration, and on-task behavior, all of which help 

facilitate learning (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000; Philp and Duchesne, 2016). In many of the tasks, 

the learners demonstrated other desirable forms of engagement such as cooperation, emotion and 

enjoyment.  Some tasks had more merits than others, but each had its own unique strengths and 

weaknesses. These are addressed next.  

 



131 
 

 

 

5.3 Research Question 2 

 

What are the similarities and differences among the eight speaking tasks employed during the 

Skype sessions (E.G. amount of speaking, rate of speech, complexity of speech, content of 

speech, type of thinking, use of vocabulary, type of learner engagement etc.) as facilitators of 

foreign language speaking practice?     

   

In order to compare the eight tasks with one another, I have divided this discussion into two 

separate sections. In the first, I address the tasks in which the learners were observed to be using 

thinking skills lower than Level 3 of the BRT. In the second, the focus shifts to those in which 

the learners were observed to be use thinking skills at or above Level 4. I begin with the simple-

grid information-gap and guessing game tasks. 

 

 

5.3.1 Tasks that Featured Only Level 1 or Level 2 Thinking Skills.     

 

Recall that the lowest level on the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002), “Remembering,” merely requires 

learners to retrieve, recall, recognize, identify and label information, while Level 2, 

“Understanding,” is typically associated with learners translating, comparing, and classifying 

information. Most of the tasks in this section required the learners to recall basic legal definitions 

and or legal concepts and three of them (the guessing game, communicative crossword puzzle, 

and the split-information-gap task) featured Level 2 thinking as learners compared different 

types of information.  

 

 

5.3.1.1 The Simple-grid Information-gap Task and Guessing Game Tasks 

 

The simple-grid information-gap exercise, like most of the other tasks had a very high LTT-TTT 

speaking ratio (more than 14:1). The learners here spoke 39.9 words per minute, just under the 

mean of 42.34. It also created opportunity for the learners to practice using the new vocabulary 

they learned. During this task, they spoke 4.32 low frequency words per minute, higher than the 

3.59 mean and second highest among the eight tasks. The variety of low frequency words was 
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also second highest among the eight tasks; the percentage of low frequency words was third 

overall; and the number of unprompted low frequency words was fourth.  

 

The guessing game, like the simple-grid information-gap task, also enabled learners to practice 

new vocabulary. For example, it was the task in which the learners spoke both the third most low 

frequency words and the third most unprompted low frequency words. In fact, 13.76 percent of 

the words the learners spoke during this task were low frequency words, highest among the eight 

tasks. Such results were desired because the task was specifically designed to not only provide 

speaking practice but also to facilitate the learners with an opportunity to utilize newly learned 

vocabulary (Nation, 2008). It was also the occasion when the learners used the highest lexical 

density and third highest level of sentence complexity. Despite having the lowest LTT-TTT 

ratio, the game still featured lots of cognitive engagement. There was plenty of turn-taking, but 

the learners also had to pay very close attention to each other and frequently pause in order to 

concentrate on correctly identifying the secret words.  

 

However, when compared to the other tasks, the simple-grid information-gap task and the 

guessing game were relatively low on a number of variables.  For example, the lexical density, 

accuracy and sentence complexity for the simple-grid information-gap task were quite low. In 

each of these, it was the second lowest (or seventh highest) among the eight tasks. The simple-

grid information-gap task was very straight-forward: the learners merely needed to read and 

verbally convey information to one another. This only required thinking skills from Level 1 of 

the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002).  Skills from this level of thinking would be the least likely to foster 

deep and long-term understanding of the legal content contained within the task (Cornbleth, 

1985; Darland and Carmichael, 2012). Additionally, it was the activity that was the second least 

enjoyable among the eight tasks and along with the guessing game, was perceived to be the least 

helpful task. The guessing game, itself, despite involving plenty of cognitive engagement, only 

required thinking from Level 2 of the BRT, and was ranked by the learners as the third least 

enjoyable task.       
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5.3.1.2 The Communicative Crossword and Split-information-gap Tasks 

 

The communicative crossword and split-information-gap tasks fell below the mean for most of 

the variables. Though both had very high LTT-TTT ratios, they were third and second lowest 

respectively in the total number of words spoken per minute. They had the lowest sentence 

complexity and both involved very little use of low frequency words, falling well below the 

mean for most of the low frequency vocabulary variables. In fact, the communicative crossword 

task produced the second lowest number of low frequency words spoken per minute, and the 

split-information-gap task resulted in the fewest. As we have seen, such words would usually 

include all of the newly learned vocabulary the learners had learned. The percentage of low 

frequency words and the variety of low frequency words were also comparatively very low. It 

should also be noted that both of these tasks required the learners to remember and understand 

new vocabulary and some legal concepts, but neither required them to use thinking skills beyond 

Level 2 (Understanding) of the BRT.  

 

However, like every task investigated in this dissertation, these two, comparatively speaking, still 

had unique strengths. For example, the communicative crossword exercise still exposed the 

learners to new vocabulary, and required them to both think about new words and to explain 

them. Such sustained exposure to new terminology helps develop vocabulary (Nation and 

Newton, 1997; Linse, 2006; Gonzalez-Fernandez and Schmitt, 2017). The crossword activity 

also featured the highest accuracy among all eight tasks, while the split-information-gap was 

third highest. The communicative crossword had the second highest lexical density, while the 

split-information-gap was third highest. The learners also ranked the communicative crossword 

task as the third most enjoyable one, and perceived it along with the split-information-gap task as 

the fifth most helpful. Both featured emotional engagement because they generated laughter, but 

the split-information task was regarded as the least enjoyable task. The activities described in the 

following section were generally perceived as being more enjoyable  

 

 

5.3.2 Tasks that Featured at Least Level 4 Thinking Skills 

 

As stated in Chapter 2, Level 4 (“Analyzing)” requires learners to be able to apply what they 

have learned to novel situations and to differentiate and organize different ideas or concepts 

(Krathwohl, 2002).  This could include reading hypothetical legal scenarios as in the role-playing 
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task and then differentiating the strengths and weaknesses of different clients’ legal claims. It 

would also include the consensus task where the learners had to frequently distinguish different 

legal concepts. At Level 5 (“Evaluation”), learners typically have to make decisions and defend 

those decisions based on what they have recently learned (Krathwohl, 2002).  Decision-making 

was a large part of both the problem-solving and role-playing tasks.  

 

 

   5.3.2.1 The Consensus Task 

 

In comparison to the other tasks, the consensus task seemed to occupy the middle ground. A few 

variables such as the percentage of unprompted low frequency words per minute which the 

learners spoke and the variety of low frequency words were well below the mean and both were 

sixth among the eight tasks. Most of the other variables for the task were close to the mean, 

including: low frequency words per minute, the number of unprompted low frequency words, 

variety of low frequency words, lexical density, and accuracy. This task was ranked fifth in 

enjoyment and perceived by the learners as being the fourth most helpful task.  The sentence 

complexity for the task was 1.48 clauses per AS unit, second highest among all eight tasks, and 

more importantly, it was the task in which the learners spoke the third most words per minute. 

Because the learners had to implement their legal knowledge and solve some problems, the 

speaking that occurred was likely very meaningful: they used thinking skills as high as Level 4 

(“Analyzing”) of the BRT. The findings for this task demonstrated plenty of cognitive 

engagement as the learners went the “extra-mile,” challenging each other to justify their 

opinions, which in turn generated more speaking.     

 

 

5.3.2.2 The Speech 

Of the eight tasks examined in this dissertation, the speech might have yielded the best overall 

results, scoring very high on most of the variables. In fact, the only dimensions in which it fell 

far below the other tasks was in sentence accuracy and perhaps, to a lesser extent, engagement. 

Sentence accuracy was 61.03 percent, while the mean for the eight tasks was 69.31 percent. This 

means the task featured more grammar errors than did the other tasks. However, as I noted 

earlier, focusing on grammar is not necessary for establishing optimal speaking practice 

(Thornbury, 205; Ellis, 2019). Rather, the emphasis should be on fluency: encouraging the 

learners to speak as much as possible and to do so meaningfully (Littlewood, 1981; Nunan, 
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1987; Thornbury, 2005, Clifton, 2006; Long, 2015; Ellis, 2019) and with as few interruptions as 

possible (Kim, 2017). There is some evidence that engagement during the speech was also lower 

than it was for the other tasks. For example, there was no turn-taking and as I pointed out in the 

previous chapter. However, others did pay attention, evidenced by their intelligent follow-up 

questions, and the learners still demonstrated plenty of cognitive engagement when they justified 

some of their legal opinions.    

 

The speech was the task in which the learners uttered the most low-frequency words. In fact, the 

low frequency words per minute was twice as high as the overall mean for the eight tasks. It also 

resulted in the most unprompted low frequency words (per minute), the greatest variety of low 

frequency words and the greatest variety of unprompted low frequency words. Both the 

percentage of low frequency words and unprompted low frequency words during this task were 

also the second highest among the eight tasks. More importantly, the total number of words the 

learners spoke during the task was also second highest. Meanwhile, sentence complexity here 

was the highest among the eight tasks. These last two results demonstrate that even when 

communicating via Skype, given the opportunity to speak without interruption, the learners not 

only did plenty of speaking, they also formulated more complex sentences than, for example, 

during the simple-grid information-gap and split-information-gap tasks, where they uttered many 

short responses.  As in the consensus task, the speech featured thinking skills as high as Level 4 

of the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002). Although, some of the learners perceived this to be a very 

challenging task, it was still ranked as the fourth most enjoyable task, and it was perceived as 

being the most helpful. As we have seen, five learners ranked it among the top three most helpful 

tasks.     

 

 

5.3.2.3 Problem-solving and Role-playing 

 

Like the above-mentioned exercises, the problem-solving and role-playing tasks, comparatively 

speaking, had various strengths and weaknesses as well. For example, during the problem-

solving task, accuracy was 65.48 percent, sixth among the eight tasks and lexical density was 

67.27, lowest of the eight tasks. Neither task was a great facilitator of vocabulary practice. For 

instance, while problem-solving, the learners only spoke 3.10 low frequency words per minute, 

which was just fifth highest overall. The variety of low frequency words was 1.12 per minute, 

fifth highest (or third lowest) among the eight tasks, and the percentage of low frequency words 
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was 5.02, lowest among the eight tasks, well below the overall mean of 8.48 percent. If anything, 

as a facilitator of vocabulary practice, the role-playing task was less successful than the problem-

solving task. The number of low frequency words per minute, the variety of low frequency 

words and the percentage of low frequency words for this task were fifth overall.  Meanwhile, 

the number of unprompted low frequency words per minute and the percentage of unprompted 

low frequency words per minute were the second lowest overall, both being well below the mean 

for the eight tasks.   

 

At the same time, each of these tasks had a number of strengths, even in the area of vocabulary 

practice.  For instance, during the problem-solving task, the learners still spoke 2.82 unprompted 

low frequency words per minute, second highest among the eight tasks and well above the 

overall mean of 1.67.  As mentioned earlier, the task sheets for this exercise contained far fewer 

legal terms than did the sheets for the other tasks.  This meant that the learners had to be more 

productive with the new legal words they learned, rather than merely rely on their receptive 

vocabulary skills. During the task, 4.57 percent of the spoken words were unprompted low 

frequency vocabulary items, third highest among the eight tasks. It also resulted in the third 

highest variety of unprompted low vocabulary words. Moreover, at 80.13 percent, the role-

playing task resulted in the second highest accuracy.      

 

One of the most significant findings from these two tasks is that they featured a very high degree 

of learner engagement, both behavioral and cognitive (Helme and Clarke, 2001; Skinner et al., 

2009; Lambert et al., 2017). As illustrated in Chapter 2, an example of behavioral engagement in 

language learning is quantity of speaking (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000) while cognitive 

engagement includes paying attention, concentration, deep thinking, justifying opinions etc. 

(Helme and Clarke, 2001; Skinner et al., 2009; Lambert et al., 2017). The problem-solving task 

resulted in the most speaking at 61.7 words per minute and role-playing was fourth overall with 

41.5 words per minute. One reason for this, as illustrated in the findings, is that rather than 

going-though-the-motions, the learners during these tasks tended to be very much on-task, 

concentrating very hard so that they could provide intelligent justifications for their decisions 

and legal opinions. This led to lengthy explanations which in turn extended their speaking.  

Designing tasks so that learners speak as much as possible is perhaps the most important 

objective in task-design (Ur, 1981; Pica, 1985; Thornbury, 2005).  
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Perhaps one reason these tasks exhibited extensive cognitive engagement is that they also 

featured the highest level of thinking. While problem-solving, the learners consistently applied 

tort law to numerous legal issues, and then eventually determined the strengths of the legal 

positions for a variety of hypothetical characters. Similarly, during the role-playing, they 

discussed various legal scenarios involving contract law, applied the law, differentiated the 

strengths of various potential legal claims, critiqued them and ultimately, selected which clients 

to represent. In other words, both tasks exhibited thinking skills from Level 5 (“Evaluating”) of 

the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002).  Moreover, these examples again illustrate the extent to which the 

learners, even while learning a rigorous subject like law (Cabrera, 2001-2002) and physically 

located in separate locations, were able to hold the floor and maintain continuous and meaningful 

verbal interaction with one another. The high-level thinking exhibited in these two instances 

would have ensured a deep level of learning (Biggs, 1987, cited in Kek and Huijser, 2011, p331; 

Crooks, 1988) and longer retention of newly acquired knowledge (Darland and Carmichael, 

2012).   

 

 

5.4 Research Question 3   

 

What are the learners’ perceptions about the private Skype-based English-mediated law 

lessons and learning via Skype more generally?   

 

Although there were a few technological glitches during the lessons, the six learners were all 

very pleased with their overall Skype-based learning experience. Learner T described the 

technological issues as minuscule, having little or no impact on his learning. Learner U, despite 

experiencing noise during some of his lessons, commented that learning via Skype was 

wonderful. As we saw in Chapter 4, the primary reason for the learners’ satisfaction with 

learning via Skype was convenience. Some specified that it allowed them to study in a 

comfortable environment and that it saved travel time. All six learners agreed that studying via 

Skype was at least equal to if not more helpful than participating in a conventional F2F 

classroom of equal size, and they all stated a clear preference for taking the lessons via Skype. 

For the most part, they also agreed that learning in pairs was better than learning in larger groups 

or for that matter, one-to-one which according to some learners would have been less motivating 

and less enjoyable. 
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The most enjoyable tasks, according to the learners, were problem-solving and the role-play 

tasks, two that required them to apply the law. The least enjoyable tasks were two information-

gap activities: the split-information-gap and simple-grid information-gap tasks, neither of which 

required much if any application of the law. Interestingly, as demonstrated in Table 5.1 below, 

there seemed to be a direct relationship between the perceived difficulty of the tasks and their 

perceived helpfulness. For example, the learners rated the speech, problem-solving and role-

playing tasks as the three most helpful tasks and yet at the same time, ranked them, in that same 

order, as the three most difficult tasks.  The task perceived as being the least difficult, the 

information-gap task, was regarded by the learners as the least helpful. More trends are discussed 

in the following section as I try to put all of the findings into perspective.        

 

Table 5.1: Levels of: Enjoyment for Each Task as Reported by the Learners; Perceived 
Helpfulness; and Difficulty. Each Was Ranked on a Scale from 1-8 (Maximum 48 Pts; 
Minimum 8 Pts). 

Task Enjoyment  Task Helpfulness Task Difficulty 
Prob-solving 42 Speech 40 Speech 41 
Role-play 42 Prob-solving 36 Problem-solving 40 
Crossword 32 Role-play 33 Role-play 37 
Speech 25 Consensus 25 Split Info 28 
Consensus 24 Crossword 21 Consensus 22 
Guessing 20 Split Info 21 Guessing 17 
Info Gap 16 Guessing 19 Cross 16 
Split Info 15 Info Gap 15 Info Gap 15 

 

 

5.5 Putting Everything into Perspective 

 

As I have already mentioned a few times, during the private law lessons, there were occasional 

technical challenges usually with the quality of the internet connection.  Examples would include 

the instances when Learner U heard noises while speaking to Learner N and when Learner X had 

difficulty seeing her screen and hearing the other participants. However, these were only minor 

glitches: they never caused sufficient strain nor made it impossible for the learners to carry out 

their tasks.   

 

Figure 5.1 below summarizes the highest level of thinking the learners exhibited during each of 

the tasks. Overall, those which featured the higher-level thinking skills tended to produce the 

best results: the most speaking, the most enjoyment and highest level of perceived helpfulness. 

These are all depicted in Figures 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 below.  As we have seen throughout this 
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dissertation, a major requirement of speaking development is to provide learners with the 

opportunity to engage with one another in the target language, speaking as much as possible, and 

during the private law lessons, the tasks which generated the most speaking were the problem-

solving, speech, role-playing and consensus tasks. As illustrated in Figure 5.1, these were the 

only ones in which the learners used thinking skills from Level 4 of the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002) 

or above.   

 

 

 
 

 
No tasks reached this level 
 
Problem-solving and Role-play tasks  
 
 
Speech and Consensus tasks 
 
 
 
 
 
Crossword, Split-info and Guessing game tasks 
 
 
Simple-grid Information-gap task 

Figure 5.1 Revised Version of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Thinking (BRT) (Krathwohl, 2002) 
showing the highest level of thinking the learners exhibited during each of the tasks (Stanny, 2016). 

 

 

The higher-level thinking tasks were also the same ones in which the learners derived the most 

enjoyment. Of the five most enjoyable tasks, as ranked by the learners, four of them were from 

this group, with problem-solving ranked as the most enjoyable. These were also the tasks which 

were perceived by the learners as being the most helpful, with the speech ranked above the rest. 

According to Kjellander (2015, Kindle version, Location 707 of 1389), the critical thinking skills 

that occur at these higher-levels are also the “skills that today’s current employers are searching 

for from college graduates.” In contrast, those tasks which only required the learners to use Level 

1 or Level 2 thinking skills, tended to generate less speaking. This is also shown in Figure 5.2 

which depicts a clear distinction between the tasks that involved higher-level thinking skills and 

those that did not.   

 

Create

Evaluate

Analyze

Apply

Understand

Remember
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Figure 5.2 Words Per Minute and Level of Thinking for Each Task, Using the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002)A 
 

The tasks that featured only Level 1 and Level 2 thinking skills not only generated less speaking, 

but also, as seen in Figures 5.3 and 5.4, were less enjoyable and perceived as less helpful. We 

should keep in mind, however, that these tasks still generated plenty of speaking, though not as 

much and perhaps not as meaningful as those which generated higher-level thinking. Each of 

these still exhibited a number of strengths.  For example, the guessing game and simple-grid 

information-gap tasks, both enabled the learners to practice using low frequency words, 

particularly the legal vocabulary they had learned; while the communicative crossword task 

required them to think about these words and explain or paraphrase their meanings. In the split-

information-gap task, the learners would have been exposed to many low frequency words (and 

read them orally) and such exposure, as stated earlier, is also a crucial ingredient to vocabulary 

acquisition (Linse, 2006; Nation and Newton, 2009; Gonzalez-Fernandez and Schmitt, 2017).  
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Figure 5.3 Level of Enjoyment (Based on Rankings from 8 to 1 Points), Words Per Minute and Level of 
Thinking for Each Task, Using the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002) 
 

 

 
Figure 5.4 Perceived Helpfulness (Based on Rankings from 8 to 1 Points) Words Per Minute and Level 
of Thinking for Each Task, Using the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002) 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 CONCLUSION 

 

 

6.1 General Remarks     

 

In my capacity as a volunteer tutor, during the Skype-based private law lessons which I taught 

online from August, 2016 to August, 2017 to three pairs of learners, I tried to combine both 

content learning (law) with language learning (speaking).Since there is very little research that 

describes what exactly happens during private language lessons, regardless of whether they 

involve content instruction, are taught face-to-face, or take place in a virtual classroom, I tried to 

fill the gap..  In this section, I extend the findings from this dissertation to illustrate their 

relevance to existing scholarship in the TBLT, CBLT and the SCMC videoconferencing 

contexts. 

 

One thing that is clear from existing educational research is that when teaching content courses, 

it is important to establish opportunities for learners to apply higher-level thinking skills. As I 

have stated throughout this dissertation, learners benefit from these situations by gaining a 

deeper understanding of the subject matter, greater expertise in that subject (Cornbleth, 1985) 

and longer retention (Darland and Carmichael, 2012). This can be accomplished when the 

teacher facilitates opportunities for learners to collaborate with one another (Biggs, 1987, cited in 

Kek and Huijser, 2011, p331; Crooks, 1988). Collaboration is also helpful in the EFL/ESL 

context when teaching learners to speak a new language. Through CLT, especially TBLT, 

learners are encouraged to speak as much as possible, typically while collaborating or interacting 

with each other, using the target language. (Nunan, 1989; Nunan, 2004; Thornbury, 2005; 

Richards, 2006; Long, 2015; Hsu, 2015; Tavakoli et al., 2016; Kim, 2017; Sato, 2017; Marije, 

2017; East, 2017; Ellis, 2017a; Ellis, 2017b; Kennedy and Trofimovich, 2017).  TBLT can also 

be combined with CBLT so that both content learning and speaking practice occur 

simultaneously (Swain, 1988; Llinares and Dalton-Puffer, 2015; Leyster, 2017; Lee and 

Prinsloo, 2018; Alcaraz-Marmol, 2018). As much as possible, teachers should also try to ensure 

that there is a high degree of learner engagement (Dornyei and Kormos, 2000; Philp and 

Duchesne, 2016) so that learners do not merely go-through-the-motions. 
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The first research question was to what extent learners (when connected virtually) demonstrate 

engagement during private Skype-based law lessons, particularly in regard to L2 speaking?  

More specifically, this dissertation examines what exactly occurred when three different pairs of 

learners participated in eight different speaking tasks, during the lessons.  These tasks were the 

simple-grid information-gap task, the communicative crossword task, the split-information-gap 

task, the guessing game, the consensus task, the role-playing task, the problem-solving task and 

the speech.  The eight speaking tasks were designed to keep three pairs of learners engaged with 

each other in the target language; and to provide plenty of opportunity to both practice speaking 

and to reinforce the legal knowledge they had learned. The second research question focused on 

the similarities and differences that exist among the eight speaking tasks as facilitators of 

speaking practice.    

 

One very important finding is that although law has a high degree of unfamiliar field-specific 

vocabulary, each of the tasks consistently facilitated engagement to the extent that the learners 

were able to continually practice speaking in English and utilize higher order thinking skills. 

As I stated in Chapter 2, in some situations, learners in the EFL classroom might not get much 

opportunity to practice their speaking skills, especially when traditional methods are employed 

(Talandis and Stout, 2015). This often occurs when the IRF discourse pattern prevails, typically 

resulting in the teacher doing most the speaking (Chaudron, 1998; Cazden, 2001) For the eight 

tasks investigated during the private law lessons, the opposite occurred.  For all eight of them, 

the learners did more speaking than the tutor (myself). In fact, in seven of them, they did more 

than 90 percent of the speaking, yielding an LTT-TTT speaking ratio greater than 12:1, 

facilitating the quantity of learner engagement and fluency practice recommended by SLA 

experts (Thornbury, 2005; Ellis, 2019).  

 

The findings in this dissertation also show that the four tasks which resulted in the most speaking 

were those that required the most complex-level of thinking. These tasks, listed in the order of 

the number of words the learners spoke were the problem-solving (the most words), speech, 

consensus, and role-playing tasks. Here, the learners used thinking skills from Levels 4 and 5 of 

the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002). Although getting higher-proficient language learners to speak, in of 

itself, might not always be a challenge, the incorporation of speaking tasks that facilitate higher-

level thinking at least enhances the likelihood that all of the learners in the classroom will get an 

opportunity to practice using higher-level thinking skills through the medium of English. Using 
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higher-level cognitive functioning means the learners, including more proficient L2 speakers, are 

likely to learn about the law at a deeper level (Crooks, 1988) and retain that knowledge longer 

(Darland and Carmichael, 2012) than if they had only used cognitive skills from Levels 1 or 2 of 

the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002). This is a very strong endorsement for combining CBLT with TBLT: 

learners can develop both deep understanding of content and simultaneously participate in high 

quality L2 speaking practice. This is significant not only when the learning environment is 

Skype, but probably for all educational contexts and should not be viewed as being exclusive to 

law. If learners in other disciplines (E.G. biology, sociology, engineering etc.) find content to be 

comprehensible, meaningful, and enjoyable, and they get an opportunity to use higher-level 

thinking, they, too, would likely benefit from a combination of CBLT and TBLT. 

 

Further justification for designing and utilizing tasks that incorporate higher-level thinking skills 

came from the feedback received from the learners. This relates to the third research question in 

this study which attempts to ascertain the learners’ perceptions of the private Skype-based law 

lessons and learning via Skype more generally. Overall, the tasks which the learners reported as 

being the most enjoyable were those that required higher-level thinking skills. For example, the 

two most enjoyable tasks were problem-solving and role-playing, the only two tasks to reach 

Level 5 of the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002). The speech and consensus tasks were fourth and fifth 

most enjoyable. Additionally, these four tasks were the ones the learners perceived to be the 

most helpful. Though the learners found the speech to be very challenging, they still perceived it 

as the most useful task.     

 

It is also important to bear in mind that each of the tasks, including those that did not involve 

higher-level thinking, had some advantages or strengths.  During the lower level thinking tasks, 

the learners, always engaged, had lots of opportunity to speak, but tended to speak less than 

when they performed the tasks that involved higher-level thinking. These tasks were also less 

enjoyable and perceived by the learners to be less helpful.  

 

6.2 Major Implications for CBLT, TBLT, Private Skype-based Lessons and Other SCMC L2 

Instruction  

 

Some of the key implications that arise from this dissertation are as follows:  
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1. The findings from this dissertation clearly show that in the future, teachers, tutors and 

other educators should not view SCMC videoconferencing platforms such as Skype as a 

barrier to developing foreign and second language speaking proficiency, particularly if 

the interaction involves just two learners. The findings illustrate that technology today is 

sufficiently developed such that even when learning occurs in a videoconferencing 

environment, it is still possible to design tasks that facilitate the type and quantity of 

speaking practice necessary for developing L2 speaking skills (Thornbury, 2005; Ellis, 

2019). Questions remain as to whether this will still be the case when the interaction 

involves more than a pair of learners and when several groups of learners simultaneously 

work on tasks without any direct teacher supervision or interaction. 

 

2. As we have seen from the private law lessons, there are some advantages with combining 

both content instruction and speaking tasks. The findings from this dissertation show that 

learners ought to be able to get both plenty of speaking practice while at the same time 

use higher level thinking from the BRT (Krathwohl, 2002) which results in deeper 

learning (Cornbleth, 1985; Crooks, 1988).  The specific implication for the future is that 

teachers and educators should be encouraged to combine CBLT with TBLT. The 

simultaneous learning of both content and language skills is potentially less expensive 

than learning language and content in separate classrooms. This has implications for all 

stakeholders including parents, schools, and governments. It still, however, remains to be 

seen in which content courses this will be possible. For example, will combining CBLT 

and TBLT only be successful in the humanities and social sciences or will its impact be 

more sweeping?      

 

3. Teachers, regardless of what kind of courses they are teaching or which medium they are 

using, should bear in mind that incorporating tasks that necessitate higher level thinking 

is potentially one way of making their lessons more enjoyable. This might be 

accomplished by employing a great variety of tasks as was the case in the private law 

lessons. In the EFL and ESL context, it might be feasible to explore in more detail 

whether there are specific tasks or specific types of tasks (For example, those that are 

described in the SLA literature) that are perceived by learners as being more enjoyable 

than others or how certain tasks could be tweaked so that they become more enjoyable. It 

is also helpful to know how certain groups of learners perceive different types of tasks.    

 



146 
 

4. As a result of recent global events, particularly in 2020, many of the language courses in 

schools and universities that were traditionally F2F courses, are now being taught online 

through videoconferencing platforms. These classes often feature several pairs or groups 

of learners who simultaneously collaborate with one another but without the direct 

teacher supervision (Zoom, 2020a; Nobre 2020) that existed during the private law 

lessons. The question that emerges from this is to what extent and what type of L2 learner 

engagement occurs in these situations. For researchers, the implication is that more 

studies will be needed to develop a better understanding of how much and what kind of 

learner engagement arises in these instances and perhaps, which tasks are most suitable 

for these contexts.    

 
 

6.3 Limitations  

 

It is necessary to exercise some caution before applying the findings from this dissertation to 

other learning situations. As with most qualitative studies, the external generalizability of these 

findings is limited. For example, the data that was collected only involved six learners. Findings 

from studies that involve just a small number of participants are always difficult to generalize to 

larger populations and to other settings (Dornyei, 2007; Tewksbury, 2009). Additionally, the 

private lessons took place in a very specific setting, one that was Skype-based and focused on 

only one subject area, that being law. They do not address what happens when several pairs of 

learners communicate simultaneously in breakout rooms with little or no direct teacher 

supervision (See for example Zoom, 2020a; Nobre 2020). Furthermore, the private law lessons 

only involved learners of intermediate and advanced levels of English, speaking proficiency and 

therefore tell us nothing about what happens when L2 beginners are involved.  There is a lot of 

debate, especially in South Korea and other Asian countries, as to the exact level of English 

proficiency needed to successfully deliver English-mediated content instruction (Byun et al., 

2011; Cho, 2012; Kang and Park, 2005, cited in Macaro et al., 2017, p53; Nguyen and Hai, 

2018)  

 
Finally, these findings only examine what happens for pairs of learners, but not for groups. What 

transpires when learners collaborate in pairs compared to what occurs when they work in groups 

is not always the same (Abbott, 2019). It would be beneficial to know more specifically what 

some of the differences are. For example, when three or more learners work on a problem-
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solving task, does each learner speak less frequently than when there is only a pair of learners? 

The findings from this dissertation show that during seven of the eight speaking tasks, I did not 

need to intervene much. Would this also be the case in larger groups? How would the LTT:TTT 

ratio change?  

 

6.4 Personal Implications as a Skype-based Tutor and Researcher 

   

After several years (2016-2020) as a tutor-researcher in the private Skype-based law lessons, I 

have learned a lot about both being a Skype-based EFL (and law) tutor and a researcher. While 

teaching the law lessons and subsequently analyzing them, I developed an appreciation for how 

important content can be in Skype-like EFL instruction. By focusing on legal content, the 

learners, as demonstrated by the research findings, always seemed more than willing to speak 

and to do so with a high degree of engagement. In my capacity as both tutor with a first-hand 

view of what was taking place in a professional teaching context and as researcher, it appeared to 

me that the learners were determined to demonstrate how well they understood the new legal 

concepts. For me, this also highlights the importance of providing EFL learners with meaningful 

and comprehensible input when teaching content. For these reasons, I now realize that in EFL 

instruction, it is worth the time and effort to carefully design both content instruction and 

speaking tasks. Together, these enable learners to be speak at length and with versatility on a 

number of issues, and to do so with zeal and enthusiasm. This in turn can enhance the overall 

quality of any private EFL lessons that I teach via Skype in the future. In addition, through my 

exploration of numerous other e-learning models, I have also learned that for future CMC-based 

language lessons, especially those which do not focus on content, I need not rely solely on 

videoconferencing. I can try a hybrid e-learning approach that expands on the existing Skype-

based model to incorporate other sources of learner input and or interaction. This might include 

the graded readers available at Xreading, the videos from English Central or some asynchronous 

forms of communication where learners can post written or verbal blogs on the internet and then 

receive feedback from one another (or from the tutor). As a researcher, I feel confident that I can 

now take some of the research skills that I have mastered from this dissertation (making audio 

recordings, transcribing, quantitatively and qualitatively analyzing transcripts, interviewing etc.) 

and apply them in the future to related studies, perhaps with larger groups of learners, F2F 

tutoring, teaching in the conventional classroom, or using other tasks.  
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Most importantly, I feel that spending four years working on this dissertation has enhanced my 

overall skills and abilities as an educator. Until a few years ago, as a teacher with approximately 

30 years of teaching experience, I was focused almost entirely on teaching.  However, today, I 

am doing much more than that.  Now, I not only have the teaching skills, but also the research 

ability necessary to enhance learning at any educational institution or as part of any business-

related professional development program (E.G. for public speaking, negotiation, ethics, 

leadership, communications and other areas that I am interested in). Unlike a few years ago when 

my sole capacity was that of a teacher, I can now successfully manage the dual role of both tutor 

(or teacher, trainer, facilitator etc.) and researcher. Without having to rely on the assistance of 

outside researchers, I can use my own insider perspective to produce the knowledge (Martell, 

2015) needed to develop new learning programs, and greatly enhance existing ones. It is a 

knowledge that can also be shared with outsiders. If any challenges arise along the way, it is this 

dual role as both teacher and researcher that places me in a much better position to make 

whatever adjustments are needed (Ilisko et al., 2010) and to keep improving the quality of those 

learning programs (Ilisko et al., 2010; Martell, 2015).  

 

 

6.5 Directions for Future Research  

 

As a result of the world health crisis that began in early 2020, education across the world has 

undergone a dramatic transformation. Learning has suddenly shifted from the F2F classroom to 

the virtual classroom, impacting billions of learners worldwide. Though it is impossible to 

anticipate the future directions this evolution will take, much more research will likely be needed 

to keep up with this rapidly changing field. To this end, this dissertation endeavors to add to the 

existing body of scholarship by exploring one instance of virtual learning. In particular, it seeks 

to fill-in some gaps in the literature relating to the virtual classroom. In this quest, new gaps have 

emerged and become more apparent. Both the findings from this dissertation and their 

consequent implications shine a light on some new areas that deserve exploration.  

 

One of the implications from this dissertation is that SCMC videoconferencing tools should not 

be viewed as a barrier to facilitating foreign or second language speaking practice, especially 

where only a pair of learners are involved. We still want to know if this holds true when there are 

more learners, particularly if three or more of them simultaneously communicate in virtual 

breakout rooms with no direct teacher supervision. It would be very helpful to know, for 



149 
 

instance, whether the quantity and quality of learner engagement featured in the private law 

lessons can also be achieved in larger classrooms (E.G. consisting of 16+ learners), such as those 

in Zoom which is frequently used to teach EFL classes and features many breakout rooms. 

Would it be necessary for each group of learners to audio record their discussions to help ensure 

that they stay focused on their tasks?   

 

Another implication that arises from this dissertation is that there are a number of advantages 

arise from combining both CBLT and TBLT (E.G. plenty of learner engagement, especially 

speaking). However, questions still persist as to which subjects are best suited for this 

combination and to which degree each benefit (E.G. STEM subjects or natural sciences v. social 

sciences).  This study explicates the utility of eight different speaking tasks that were used in the 

videoconferencing context, but in the SLA field there are other speaking tasks that merit 

exploration such as free conversation, logical puzzles, extemporaneous speaking (Bailey, 2005), 

debates, ranking exercises, interviews, jigsaw tasks (Klippel,1984) etc. Pedagogically, this would 

not only paint a clear picture for teachers as to the pros and cons associated with each speaking 

task, but would also contribute to a more comprehensive understanding as to which task-related 

options are best suited for their classrooms. Perhaps most importantly, there is still a need to 

investigate the extent to which learners’ speaking proficiency such as those in the private Skype-

based law lessons (and who participated in eight different speaking tasks) actually improves or 

how such improvement compares to what happens in the conventional F2F classroom. These are 

yet two more important areas that need further examination. 
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Appendix 1 (Three information-gap tasks) 

 

1. Simple-grid Information-gap Task 

 

A common type of information-gap task is one that requires two participants to each complete a 

simple table or grid, one that contains information, but which is also missing some information 

(Littlewood, 1981). The simple-grid information-gap task used during the private law lessons 

focused on the differences between civil and criminal litigation. Typically, during this type of 

task, each participant receives a sheet containing a table in which half of the boxes inside the grid 

are already filled-in with information, and the remaining boxes are blank. These blank boxes 

represent the missing information. Each learner is required to hide his or her paper from the 

other. The task-objective was for both learners to acquire all of the missing information so that 

the entire grid could be filled-out. The information that Learner A has is the same information 

that is missing from Learner B’s grid and vice-versa. The blank boxes on Learner A’s grid do not 

appear as blanks on Learner B’s grid, but instead contain the information that Learner A is 

missing. The only way the two learners can fill-in all of the missing information on their grids is 

to communicate with one another in the L2. In other words, completing the task requires both 

learners to speak to one another in English. (Littlewood, 1981; Bailey, 2005, Thornbury, 2005). 

The content objective here was for the learners to develop a general understanding of the main 

differences between civil litigation and criminal litigation and how they differed for instance in 

regard to the major players involved, the verdicts, and the burdens of proof.  A follow-up to this 

task would be to ask the learners follow-up questions to test their understanding of the content in 

their grids or require them to perform a subsequent task (perhaps give a speech based) which 

cannot be accomplished until the learners have completely filled-out their grids. A similar task 

that also contains a grid is the communicative crossword puzzle, described next.  

 

2. The Communicative Crossword Puzzle 

 

The communicative crossword task (Woodson, 1982, cited in Nation, 2008, p45) is similar to the 

task described above: both learners, each with a separate paper, see the exact same grid which 

looks like a crossword puzzle. However, unlike a traditional crossword puzzle in which all of the 

boxes on the grid are blank, the communicative crossword grid is not completely blank. In 

Learner A’s grid, half of the words are already filled-in so that Learner A is only missing some 

of the information. Likewise, half of Learner B’s grid is also filled-in, but only with the words 
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that are missing from Learner A’s grid.  In other words, the two participants each see a different 

set of words. For both learners, the objective is to identify all of the missing words, all of which 

are legal terms, so that they can fill-in all of the empty boxes. To accomplish this, they must 

continuously speak to one another in the L2, but unlike the simple-grid task described above, 

they can neither say the words they see on their grids nor spell them out. Instead, they have to 

paraphrase, describe, explain etc. the meaning of each of these terms until they have successfully 

filled-in all of the missing words on their grids (Pricklypearpedicab, 2011). Nation (2008) and 

Nation and Newton (1997) claim that split-information tasks provide learners with speaking 

practice; facilitate the opportunity to negotiate meaning; and allow learners to practice using 

newly acquired vocabulary (the content objective), which during the private law lessons was 

legal terminology. The next section describes one more information-gap task, the split-

information activity.    

 

3. The Split-information-gap Task 

 

The split-information activity in this study is described by Nation (2008) and Nation and Newton 

(2009) as a two-way information exchange. Here, each participant has a sheet containing a list of 

one-sentence statements, but the sentences on both documents appear in a different order. For 

example, the fifth statement on Learner A’s document could be the ninth statement on Learner 

B’s document, and the eleventh statement on Learner B’s document could be the third statement 

on Learner A’s document. Additionally, each statement is incomplete, with about half of the 

sentence missing. The half that Learner A can see is the same half that is missing from the 

corresponding statement on Learner B’s document and vice versa. To illustrate, both learners can 

see what might be Statement 4 on Learner A’s document and Statement 7 on Learner B’s 

document, but Learner A can only see half of that sentence while Learner B sees the other half, 

the part which is invisible to Learner A. As in the two information-gap activities described 

above, the task objective for the two learners here is to communicate with one another in the L2 

until they have completed every statement on their documents. Nation and Newton (2009), state 

“The essential feature of the split-information arrangement is that only by working together in 

combining their material can the learners find the required answers.”  The advantages of this task 

are that the learners must communicate with one another using the L2, and they are encouraged 

to negotiate newly learned vocabulary (Nation and Newton, 2009).  
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Newly learned vocabulary usually constitutes part of what experts in the SLA field refer to as 

“receptive vocabulary.” Here it is important to distinguish receptive from productive vocabulary. 

Receptive vocabulary represents the words in which the learners already know the meaning, but 

usually don’t produce in their written or spoken discourse. Thornbury (2002) elaborates: 

“Receptive knowledge exceeds productive knowledge and generally – but not always – precedes 

it. That is, we understand more words than we utter, and we usually understand them before we 

are capable of uttering them” (2002, p15). Using exercises such as the split-information-gap task 

provides learners with the continued exposure to new vocabulary (Linse, 2006; Gonzalez-

Fernandez and Schmitt, 2017) which they need before such vocabulary becomes part of their 

productive vocabulary. In Linse’s (2006) words, “you shouldn’t expect that a vocabulary word 

taught on Monday will be remembered on Wednesday” (2006, p126). The split-information-gap 

task that is examined in this dissertation contained 12 sentences, each of which was law-related 

and imbedded with key legal terminology.  
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Appendix 2 (Five non-information-gap tasks) 

 

1. Unscripted Role-playing and Simulation 

 

This activity required that the learners act as partners who had to solve a problem for a 

hypothetical law firm. In the role-play, many potential clients (hypothetical ones) sought 

representation from the law firm, but there were too many clients for the firm to represent. This 

necessitated that the “partners” read eight different legal scenarios from the same document 

about eight potential clients; discuss the relevant law for each scenario; choose three clients 

which the firm ought to represent; and then report, explain and justify their recommendations to 

the senior partner of the law firm, played by myself. More specifically, the “partners” had to 

choose the three clients which they believed would generate the most revenue for the firm.  

 

Thornbury (2005) distinguishes role-play from simulations. In a role-play, learners adopt the 

persona of another person, but in a simulation, they act as themselves. In the current study, role-

playing activities required the learners to act as lawyers and freely speak without a script. For the 

non-lawyer participants, this activity is a role-play, and for the lawyers it’s a simulation. Role-

plays encourage learners to speak, enhances their fluency, and are enjoyable (Porter Ladousse, 

1987). According to Nunan (2004), learners are more motivated to participate if the role-play is 

unscripted and if during the role-play, learners have a clear aim. Without a purpose or reason, 

conversations are likely to sputter (Ur, 1981). Thus, role-plays are more useful if they 

incorporate other tasks: information-gap, problem-solving (Porter Ladousse, 1987), or decision 

making.  The latter two are incorporated in the role-play used in the current study.  

 

Another advantage of a role-play is that when speaking in the L2, some learners are more 

comfortable when acting as someone else (Thornbury, 2005). Because role-plays usually project 

learners outside the classroom (Littlewood, 1981), they give them an opportunity to use a wider 

range of discourse than they normally use (Ur, 1981, Porter Ladousse, 1987). According to 

Thornbury (2005), they also provide them with the opportunity to speak autonomously.    

 

Because role-plays and simulations are unscripted, they facilitate learners with plenty of freedom 

to say what they wish. In this regard, such tasks are similar to real-world conversations: in both, 

the speakers are free to say almost anything. The problem-solving activity discussed below also 

bears some resemblance to a conversation in that learners have a lot of latitude in what they say 
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while doing the task. Given the similarities that role-plays and simulations may have with free 

conversations it is important to note the findings of Nakahama et al. (2001). They studied 

interactions between NS-NNS pairs, particularly during incidences of negotiation of meaning, 

and found that although learners produced more modified output during the information-gap 

tasks than during free conversations, they actually spoke in much longer turns and produced 

more complex language during the conversations. As an example, they used different verb tenses 

during free conversations, but during the information-gap tasks, they only used the present tense.   

 

 

2. Problem-Solving  

 

Generally, in problem-solving tasks, learners, each with the same information, work together in 

pairs or in groups, to solve a problem (See for example: Klippel, 1984). They can also rely on 

their personal knowledge to solve these problems. In some cases, they are given all of the 

information at one time, and in other instances, the information is received incrementally (See 

for example: McKay and Tom, 1999). Problem-solving tasks may include solving riddles 

(McKay and Tom, 1999); deciding which of five items to rescue from a burning building 

(Klippel, 1984); choosing which one of eight holiday destinations to visit (Klippel, 1984); 

determining how to survive a plane crash in the desert with limited survival gear and rations 

(Bygate, 1987); or resolving a legal issue on behalf of a fictional client. For some problems, 

there is only one acceptable solution, but in other instances, there might be several possible 

outcomes.  

 

Problem-solving tasks can be followed-up with additional requirements such as writing letters to 

a fictional character who needs a solution (McKay and Tom, 1999) or reporting a legal solution 

to the senior partner of a fictional law firm. The task employed during the private law lessons 

required the learners to 1) read a one-page hypothetical story that contained many legal issues;  

2) discuss the legal issues that arose in the story, 3) state the relevant law, 4) apply that law to the 

story; 5) decide what a judge would do; and then 6) report their conclusions to me. In each of the 

hypothetical stories, there were no precise right or wrong answers, allowing for more than one 

possible outcome. The pedagogical advantage of employing these tasks is that the learners must 

choose a solution through discussion and negotiation (Richards and Rogers, 2001). Problem-

solving activities usually facilitate plenty of discussion (Klippel, 1984), often yield creative use 

of the L2 (Klippel, 1984), and provide relevant vocabulary practice for various topics (Klippel, 
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1984). Klippel states “in general, students will have to make suggestions, give reasons and 

accept, modify, or reject suggestions and reasons given by others.” Solving legal problems is 

very common in university law courses, and most legal textbooks contain numerous real-life 

hypothetical problems (cases) (See for example: Yates et al., 1999; and Clarkson et al., 2001). 

The section that follows describes how guessing games also encourage learners to speak, and in 

particular, help enhance fluency development.    

 

 

3. Oral Guessing Games  

 

In oral guessing games, learners communicate with one another in real time while focusing on 

reaching an outcome, winning a game, instead of focusing on the components of the L2 

(Thornbury, 2005). The format of these games can be applied to any subject matter (Thornbury, 

2005) including law. In the beginning, the teacher provides a learner, referred to as the 

“speaker,” with ten to twenty-five cards, each with a secret word or expression on it, or a written 

set of terms and expressions all listed on one paper (also with ten to twenty-five items). Usually, 

most of the terms represent recently learned vocabulary.  

 

Regardless of which material the words appear on, only the speaker sees them. That individual’s 

role is to verbally paraphrase as many of those secret words as possible while the other learners 

must guess which words are being described. The task must be accomplished within a 

predetermined time limit, usually one to three minutes. There are different variations for this type 

of game, and in some, learners are awarded points whenever they correctly guess one of the 

secret terms. More importantly, the speaker can collect points whenever the others make a 

correct guess, which motivates that learner to keep speaking as much as possible before time 

expires (Ur, 1981).  During the Skype-based, private law lessons, two players were able to 

collect points: whenever one of them correctly guessed an answer, then both the first player to 

correctly guess that answer and the speaker each received a point.  Although the learners are 

probably unaware of it, while focusing on conveying a message, such continuous speaking for 

one or more minutes is excellent oral-fluency practice for the speaker, who tries to access as 

much of his or her vocabulary and other language resources as possible (Ur, 1981; Nation, 2008). 

These tasks are also useful for vocabulary practice (Nation, 2008). Imposing a time limit for the 

speaker increases the tension and the excitement of the game. The task can also be performed as 
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a team competition. The next task is one that many or most people will at one time or another 

have to perform in the real world: deliver a presentation.         

 

 

4. Presentations and Talks  

 

Presentations, whether they be academic or otherwise, provide learners with both sustained 

speaking practice and prepare them for real-life speaking (Thornbury, 2005). They are especially 

helpful if they include Q&A sessions, perhaps the most challenging component of these tasks. 

Bamford and Day (2004) recommend that learners give informal speeches, such as oral book 

reports, to practice their fluency. Similarly, Nation and Newton (2009) state that easy speaking 

exercises in which learners are not interrupted will elicit the type of extended free-flow speaking 

required for fluency development. They claim that this can be accomplished through speeches, 

but it is crucial that these tasks be both: easy, and focused on meaning (instead of linguistic 

form), which they claim are the two most important requirements for facilitating optimal fluency 

practice. To help meet these two conditions, it helps if the learners speak about familiar content, 

select their own topics, and practice the same speech multiple times.        

 

Bailey (2005) recommends extemporaneous speeches, those which are planned in advance. Like 

Swain and Lapkin (1995), Bailey argues that while preparing for speeches, learners notice gaps 

in their speaking, which improves both their fluency and accuracy. As with Nation and Newton 

(2009), she recommends that learners choose their own topics, especially one’s they are already 

familiar with. These are easier, and they boost learners’ confidence. Giving speeches on topics 

that listeners are unfamiliar with makes learners feel like experts (Bailey, 2005). During the 

private law lessons, they spoke about tort law, a topic they were already familiar with. The final 

task discussed below is the consensus task.  

 

 

5. Consensus Task 

 

The impetus for the consensus task comes from an activity that Nolasco and Arthur (1987) call 

“Family Life.” The activity is supposed to take about twenty minutes and like many of those 

already discussed, is designed for oral fluency practice. Here, a group of learners are given a list 

of statements, which usually involve some social issues. The learners must discuss each 
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statement and determine whether they agree or disagree with them. If they agree with a 

statement, they can move on to the next item. If they disagree, they must modify the statement so 

that it reflects the views of the whole group. In the current study, the task specifies that if a 

statement is to be modified, the learners can only change one word: either replace an existing 

word, add a word or delete a word. This requires further discussion until the group reaches a 

consensus as to which word to replace, add or delete. During the law lessons, the statements all 

related to the law.  After reaching a consensus for each of the statements, the learners including 

during the private law lessons, discuss their decisions with the teacher, who until that point has 

been a mere observer.    
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Appendix 3 
Various e-learning alternatives (Listed in chronological order) 

 E-learning 
Opportunity Description Citation 

1 ACMC e-Tandem   
- Using emails 
 

(EFL/ESL) Not part of a study. Learners sent emails to one 
another. Half in L1; half in L2. The saved emails provided a 
permanent record that could be studied later.  

Cziko (2004)  

2 ACMC –e-Tandem  
- Eudora (email) + 
PureVoice (audio) 

(ESL/EFL) Not part of a study. With Eudora email, learners 
attached an audio recording using PureVoice. Half of the 
recordings were in L1; half in L2.  

Cziko (2004) 

3 NetMeeting 3.01  
- videoconferencing 
(video and audio) 

(CFL) University students located across Australia took 1-1 
lessons from a Chinese professor in Australia. Findings: There 
was plenty of NofM.   

Wang (2006) 

4 ACMC - Online 
community – email + 
discussion forums + 
asynchronous texting. 

(EFL) Online University. Spain (Virtual campus). Used 
discussion forums, email, asynchronous texting, and tutor-
student and student-student interactions. Tutors moderated 
online discussions + provided generalized feedback on 
students’ writing. Finding: no real-time interaction for speaking 
practice and student-tutor ratio was very high.   

Sole and 
Hopkins (2007) 

5 SCMC – Yahoo 
Messenger, audio/texting 

(ESL) Experiment conducted at an American university. Just 
two students; only one session; jigsaw task.  

Sauro (2009) 

6 MOO-based SCMC 
- Texting only.  
- MOO: multi-use domain 
object oriented. 

(EFL) Universities in Japan. Pairs of volunteer students used 
MOO to collaborate on tasks via texting in real time. 
Researcher was observer. Findings: students successfully 
interacted; supported each other and produced coherent task-
based discourse Authors conclude: collaborative L2 learning 
worked well in this SCMC context.    

Peterson (2009) 

7 SCMC – Blended - Lab 
Experiment - Comparing 
1) Skype video with 2) 
Skype audio and 3) F2F. 

(SFL) An American university. Experiment. 15 dyads. Blended 
learning- Skype audio, Skype video, and F2F. Task was a 
jigsaw puzzle. Findings: the interactions for both types of 
SCMC offer many of the same advantages as F2F classes. E.G. 
Plenty of NofM and similar turn-taking pattern  

Yanguas (2010) 

8 SCMC - Lyceum  
– audio conferencing: 
texting + shared 
whiteboard, concept 
map and word processer.  

This is not a study. Lyceum: audio conferencing combines text 
+ chat (2+ interlocutors) + shared editing tools via whiteboard 
concept map and word processor. Users can make texts jointly. 
Interactions can be recorded digitally.  

Kenning (2010)  

9 SCMC – Wimba Voice 
Direct: Half-duplex audio 
+ texting (no video).  

This is not a study. WVD has audio, texting (no video), and 
allows 2+ interlocutors and digital recording of interactions. 
Audio is half-duplex, so users  only hear one person at a time.  

Kenning (2010)  

10 Blended learning:  
Videoconferencing 
One-to-one  

227 (EFL) university students in Taiwan had five 1-1 lessons 
with a professor in the U.S. The Taiwanese professor was also 
present (“present” is not defined). 

Wu et al. (2011)  

11 Blended learning: F2F at 
university and using 
Skype audio only (not 
texting) 

(EFL) experiment – Spain - University.  24 students did 30 
mins of F2F speaking tasks every second week. Exp grp did 
same thing via Skype with students from another university. 
All learning material was placed online in a virtual platform.  

Alastuey (2011)  

12 SCMC – e-Tandem 
learning – one to one 
videoconferencing via 
Skype. 

(FFL, JFL and SFL) University students of various languages 
in Australia meet via Skype with learners in France, Japan and 
Peru to discuss various topics in L1 and in L2.  Findings:  
Despite technological glitches, they were very pleased to have 
real-time conversations with native speakers.   

Bilbatua and 
Saito (2012) 

13 ACMC – Blended:   
F2F + Wimba Voice Bd 
(post video presentations 
and get audio feedback).   

(ESL) At a university in the U.S.  Homework for F2F classes 
was post three video presentations on Wimba Board. Professors 
also post presentation links etc. (tips) which students can study. 
Students also provided audio feedback to their classmates.  

Gleason and 
Suvorov (2012) 

14 SCMC: MSN 
Messenger. Includes:  
1. Audio + texting; and 2. 
Audio + video.  

(FFL) Pairs of university students. Results: Learners preferred 
communicating with webcam version of MSN messenger 
because it provided visual cues (seeing facial expressions). 
Researcher was an observer.  

Ko (2012) 

15 FlashMeeting - Desktop 
videoconferencing, but 
only with still images, so 
its mainly audio/texting. 
Also has whiteboard. 

One teacher and six or seven learners at one time. However, 
FlashMeeting audio was only half-duplex so only one person 
can speak at one time. Flash video was very slow (flash 
images), so they relied heavily on audio and texting. It also has 
interrupt button and a recording function.  

Hampel and 
Stickler (2012) 
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16 Blended learning.  
1. F2F university classes; 
2. Asynchronous online 
learning; and  
3. Skype 

(EFL) An Indonesian University offers EFL writing courses. It 
has three components: F2F, asynchronous online learning and 
Skype. In this study, learners are Indonesian workers living in 
HK. There was only two hours of Skype instruction. No 
description of the Skype component. Results: Despite 
scheduling difficulties, learners were pleased with Skype 

Budiman (2013) 

17 Blended learning (F2F 
Classroom, Google, 
YouTube and email).   

(ESL) Immigrant children in mainstream elementary schools in 
Alberta, Canada. Blended approach: 1. mainstream classroom; 
2. Homework: do research on Google and watch YouTube clips 
to learn about dogs; 3. Send joint submission via e-mail to the 
police department in a name-the-dog competition.   

Roessingh 
(2014) 

18 Blended learning  
– F2F + Blogs 

The authors suggest blogs as a cooperative learning tool. 
Learners post written work etc. and then provide feedback to 
each other on their writing etc. Members can regularly post 
text, pictures, videos, audio, vocabulary lists etc. Comment: 
authors emphasize that blogs are an extension of classrooms.  

Chisega-Negrila 
and Kraft 
(2014) 

19 Blended Learning – 
1. F2F; 
2. SCMC - Texting 
through Microsoft 
Windows Messenger.  

(ESL) Lab experiment - 20 ESL students at a U.S. university in 
pairs, did three different kinds of tasks: two via F2F and a third 
via texting using Microsoft Windows Messenger. Finding: 
engagement and language production varied with output 
modality.  

Kim (2014) 

20 Hybrid CMC - Facebook 
and Skype web 
conferencing – (No 
texting or private 
chatting/messaging 
allowed.) 

(EFL) Taiwanese college students (business). Three stages: 1. 
Two weeks of classroom lectures, 2. Two weeks of Facebook 
collaboration:  posting content, links, photos etc.  on the “wall.” 
This involves a business role-play as buyer/seller; and 3. One-
to-one Skype web conferencing for a ten-minute oral business 
negotiation. Findings: were good. The learners made many 
modifications in their oral output, reduced anxiety levels, etc.  

Yen et al. 
(2015) 

21 Blended Learning: 
Videoconferencing and 
video-taped lessons.  

(SFL) 28 grade 5 students learned from a Spanish teacher 
whom they could see on a 65-inch TV. The teacher was in the 
same city, different location. The children also had some video-
taped lessons too. Results: Learners mostly spoke in chorus, 
repeated what the teacher said, or gave short one-word 
responses. Most of the children enjoyed the videoconferencing 
sessions. No real communication between students.  

Thompson and 
Nutta (2015)  

22 SCMC – Elluminate 
- text chatting (main 
mode) and white board 
and audio 

(CFL) Experiment. Ten students. Open University. Researcher 
in same room saw learners communicate via computer. Main 
mode was text chatting. They also used manipulative white 
board, and a little audio.  

Stickler and Shi 
(2015) 

22 MALL (Smart phones 
only) - Facebook: e-
dialogue journal writing 
in shared FB closed 
group, using FB’s Wall 

EFL – Involves 16 university students in Indonesia and the 
researcher/group facilitator. Journals posted on the group’s 
“wall” in a Facebook closed group, called “Journal 
Community.” (Only 40 entries were made during the four 
months.) 

Rodliyah (2016)  

23 ASCMC  
- Discussion Board 
- Email 

(EFL) Students in China post essays on discussion boards and 
communicate with EFL teacher-trainees in the U.S. via email. 
Trainees practice their teaching skills, provide feedback and 
post grammar exercises. 

Zhao and 
Angelova 
(2016)  

24 SCMC: ooVoo:  
- voice, video, texting, 
whiteboard (and has a 
built-in recorder)  

(EFL) Pairs of volunteer students from three Turkish 
universities participate in various tasks via ooVoo: 3-4 
sessions, presumably from home. Researcher “present” for 
most sessions. No findings given about quality of the lessons. 

Satar (2016) 

25 SCMC – Skype 
(blended) 
videoconferencing 
 
 

(EFL) 20 university students, in the same room, at a Japanese 
university had one-to-one lessons via Skype with tutors in the 
Philippines. Findings: Initially, learners were enthusiastic, but 
once permitted to do the lessons from home, enthusiasm 
dropped considerably. Many quit taking the lessons.  Authors 
speculate this was due to free-conversation. Tasks with specific 
objectives might have worked better.  

Terhune (2016) 

26 MMC – Whatsapp - 
Mobile-mediated 
 - uses voice in 
“Whatsapp Group.” Can 
also text/share videos.  

(EFL) 40 university students (Spain) used smartphones to send 
recorded audio questions (and respond) to each other. Teacher 
was also in each group. Findings: significant improvement in 
learners’ oral proficiency. Limitations: small screen size and 
audio-visual quality.  

Andujar-Vaca 
and Cruz-
Martinez (2017) 

27 E-Tandum - SCMC 
videoconferencing with 
Oovoo (similar to Skype, 
but has built-in recorder) 

(CFL) Though an e-tandum model it focuses mainly on the six 
university students in Germany who learned Chinese one-to-
one from six native L1 Chinese students in China, using audio, 
video and text chatting. Findings: novice CFL learners 

Renner (2017) 
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 – one-to-one sessions produced twice as much NofM than the intermediate learners 
and used their L1 much more frequently 

28 SCMC 
- Mainly Audio (Also has 
video and Whiteboards) 

17 university (GFL) learners in the U.S. were paired with 
native German speakers in Germany (SCMC platforms not 
specified). One finding: grammar errors impeded 
communication with native speakers.  

Cunningham 
(2017)  

29 SCMC - Skype 
Videoconferencing 
(Group classes) 

(ESL/EFL) Six ESL learners (6-7 years old) in the UK had 
seven 30-minute task-based sessions with two EFL learners in 
Portugal. Findings: lots of gesturing and material objects used 
to help overcome limited verbal skills. 

Austin et al. 
(2017)  

30 Blended learning – text-
chatting.  

(ESL and FSL) 13 pairs of grade-6 ESL and EFL students in 
two different parts of Canada text-chatted with one another 
(tasks). 12 weeks; twice per week. 30 mins. in French; 30 mins 
in English. Teachers were present in the classrooms.  Findings: 
learners were capable of negotiating meaning and form.  

Giguer and 
Park, (2018) 

31 MALL - busuu, a 
language learning app. 
(60 million users) 
- Mainly for smart 
phones/watches/tablets.  

(Many languages) Provides drag-and-drop, fill-in-the-blank, 
and mult-choice exercises for reading, writing, listening, 
vocabulary and translation. Includes audio for pronunciation 
practice. Users can text to each other. Survey results: many 
want the app to be all-in-one (with both video and audio SCM) 

Rosell-Aguilar 
(2018)  

32 Blended learning.  
- F2F classes 
- Online module; and 
- Facebook group 

(EFL) A university in Belgium. Learners used online modules 
and FB groups for peer interaction. Students posted essays and 
sought feedback from each other. No teacher/tutor in the FB 
group. Findings: Learners were able to shape their writing 
products and exercise learner autonomy.  

Peeters (2018) 

33 MALL - Oxford 
Learner’s Bookshelf. – 
Mobile App for reading.  

(EFL/ESL) Online graded reader e-books. Can make audio 
recordings, practice pronunciation, complete interactive 
exercises, access dictionaries/grammar handbooks; do level 
tests. Keeps track of how much learner has read.   

Woo (2018) 

34 SCMC - One-to-one 
videoconferencing 
classes via Skype. 

(EFL) University students in Taiwan met with online native-
speaking tutors located in other countries, one-to-one via 
Skype. One of the major findings: students speaking skills 
improved significantly.  

Yeh and Lai 
(2019) 

35 MALL: Google 
Assistant, a robot, similar 
to Alexa. Can be blended 
learning as well 

(26 languages) New in 2019. People can interact with this web-
based app to practice their L2 skills: ask for definitions, 
synonyms, antonyms, spelling, geography, history, play games, 
etc. Findings: There is still no research on its effectiveness.   

Istrate (2019) 

36 Blended learning  
- F2F, and  
- Video Blogs 

(EFL) For homework, college students in Taiwan post three 
short video blogs (speeches) and then receive peer feedback 
from each other (not sure if it is written or not). Students then 
revise their video blogs. Comment: helpful because students 
received extra speaking practice and peer feedback.  

Yeh et al. 
(2019)  

37 MALL - English Central 
– Mainly a mobile app, 
but a 1-1 video tutor is 
possible.  

(EFL/ESL) Provides access to 10,000 videos with subtitles. 
Click any word in subtitle and a dictionary-like meaning will 
appear. Can record voice for pronunciation practice and 
feedback. One-to-one video tutor also available  

English Central 
(2019)  

38 MALL – Xreading 
(Blended)  
(Mainly a mobile app) 
 

(ESL/EFL) Provides online access to 1,000+ graded readers, 
for extensive reading. The app keeps track of total number of 
books, pages and words read, and reading speed and 
comprehension quiz scores, etc.  

Xreadng (2019)  
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Appendix 4 
PowerPoint slide for a lesson that featured the requirements of a contract 
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Appendix 5 
PowerPoint slide depicting the tort of conversion 

 

 
(Image source: The New Yorker at https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2013/01/07/a-pickpockets-tale ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2013/01/07/a-pickpockets-tale
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Appendix 6 
PowerPoint slide illustrating the legal concept of acceptance. 
 

 
(Image source: I23RF at https://fr.123rf.com/photo_34119714_d-affaires-heureux-utilisant-
t%C3%A9l%C3%A9phone-fixe.html?fromid=MVhpRkxCblkxYjRadWdQVVdhcVRvUT09 ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://fr.123rf.com/photo_34119714_d-affaires-heureux-utilisant-t%C3%A9l%C3%A9phone-fixe.html?fromid=MVhpRkxCblkxYjRadWdQVVdhcVRvUT09
https://fr.123rf.com/photo_34119714_d-affaires-heureux-utilisant-t%C3%A9l%C3%A9phone-fixe.html?fromid=MVhpRkxCblkxYjRadWdQVVdhcVRvUT09
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Appendix 7 
INFORMATION-GAP ACTIVITY 1: LAWYER A 

TORT LAW v. CRIMINAL LAW 

TASK: You have a chart that compares criminal litigation with civil litigation. But 
you are missing some essential information. Lawyer B, has a similar chart, but 
Lawyer B is also missing information. Speak to Lawyer B and help each other 
complete missing information.    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CIVIL LITIGATION 

 

CRIMINAL 
LITIGATION 

 
Objective 

 

 

Withdraw 

 

 
 

Injured Person 

 

 

Counsel (lawyer, 
attorney) 

 

 

 
 

Punish, rehabilitate and 
deter. 

 
Two private individuals. 

E.G. Smith v. Jones; Apple 
v. Samsung 

 

On a “Balance of 
Probabilities,” which means 

more than 50% chance the 
fact is true 

 

 

Defendant 

 

Liable (responsible) or Not 
Liable 

 

 

 
 

Victim 

 

 

 

Victim cannot stop the 
process. Only the public 

lawyer can 

 

 

Victim is represented by a 
Public Attorney 
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Appendix 8 

INFORMATION-GAP ACTIVITY 1: LAWYER B 
TORT LAW v. CRIMINAL LAW 

TASK: You have a chart that compares criminal litigation with civil litigation. But 
you are missing some essential information. Lawyer A, has a similar chart, but 
Lawyer A is also missing information. Speak to Lawyer A and help each other 
complete missing information.    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CIVIL LITIGATION 

 

CRIMINAL 
LITIGATION 

 

Dispute 
Between 

 

Burden of 
Proof 
 

 

Alleged 
Wrongdoer  
 

 

Verdict 
 

Compensate victim 
 

 

 

 

Plaintiff must hire his or 
her own lawyer 

 

Plaintiff  

 

 

Plaintiff can stop law 
suit at any time 

 

The State and the 
Accused. E.G.  The 
People v. O.J. Simpson. 
 

 

Guilty or Not Guilty 
 

Accused  

Beyond a Reasonable 
Doubt.  More than 90% or 
99.9% percent chance the 
fact is true  
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Appendix 9 (Group A – Learner X) 

 

COMMUNICATIVE CROSSWORD PUZZLE #2 Torts A 
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Appendix 10 (Learner Y) 
 

COMMUNICATIVE CROSSWORD PUZZLE #2 Torts B 
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Appendix 11 (Learner T) 

COMMUNICATIVE CROSSWORD PUZZLE #1: Torts A 

 
 

Across 
1.  Malicious 

5.   Provocation 

7.   Damages 

10. Express 

13. Defendant 
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Appendix 12 (Learner S)  

 

COMMUNICATIVE CROSSWORD PUZZLE #1: Torts B 

 

 

Down 
1. Unintentional  6. False 
2. Conduct   8. Trespass 
3. Conversion  9. Tort 
4. Plaintiff   12. Battery 

 

 

 



195 
 

Appendix 13 (Learner N) 

 

Communicative Crossword Puzzle (Contract Law) #1 A 
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Appendix 14 (Learner U) 

 

Communicative Crossword Puzzle (Contract Law) #1 B 
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Appendix 15 (Adapted from Nation, 2008) (Not included in the collected data) 

 

TORT TERMS SPLIT INFO GAP SPEAKING 
ACTIVITY 1 

 

 LAWYER A   
 

Lawyer A: You and Lawyer B must complete the following sentences. 
If there is an X next to your sentence, you read first. Lawyer B will try 
to finish the sentence for you. (Together, you must decide if the 
sentence is correct.) The first sentence is already done for you.  
 

X1.   Acting in good faith               means acting honestly.  

2.                                                                                     are almost the same 
thing.   

X3.  If an employee commits a tort,  

4.                                                                                            the alleged 
wrongdoer.  

X5. If you enter another person’s land without permission  

6.                                                                                    she can self-defend 
herself.   

7.                                                                               because he kicked 
someone. 

X8.   Defamation involves an injury to                                                                              

9.                                                                       to anticipate unwelcome 
contact. 

10.                                                                then it can’t be fraud or 
defamation.      

X11. The amount of money the court awards to  

X12.  Provocation is not a  
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Appendix 16 (Adapted from Nation, 2008) (Not included in the collected data) 
TORT TERMS SPLIT INFO GAP SPEAKING 

ACTIVITY 1 
 

LAWYER B 
 

Lawyer B: You and Lawyer A must complete the following sentences. 
If there is an X next to your sentence, you read first. Lawyer A will try 
to finish the sentence for you. (Together, you must decide if the 
sentence is correct.) The first sentence is already done for you. 
 

X1.  The defendant is                                              the alleged wrongdoer 

X2.   If your statement is true,  

3.                           the business he is working for can be held vicariously 
liable.  

X4.    Assault causes the plaintiff 

5.                                                                                          means acting 
honestly.  

X6.    If someone attacks Hanna,  

7.                                                                                                              it’s 
trespass.  

8.                                                                                another person’s 
reputation.  

X9.  Conversion and theft  

10                                           defence, but it can reduce the damages 
awarded.              

X11.  Barry was sued for battery,     

12.                                                                       the plaintiff is called 
“damages.” 

 

 



199 
 

Appendix 17 (Learners X, S, and N) (Adapted from Nation, 2008) 

TORT TERMS SPLIT INFO GAP SPEAKING 
ACTIVITY 2 

 

LAWYER A 
 

Lawyer A: You and Lawyer B must complete the following sentences. 
If there is an X next to your sentence, you read first. Lawyer B will try 
to finish the sentence for you. (Together, you must decide if the 
sentence is correct.) The first sentence is already done for you.  
 

X1.   If you consent,     you are saying “It’s okay.”  

2.                                     causes the plaintiff to apprehend unwelcome 
contact.  

X3.   A false statement with intention to trick someone  

4.                                                                       is to seek monetary 
compensation.   

X5.   Damages  

6.                                                                                                  it might be 
trespass.    

X7.   The person who starts a law suit   

8.                                                              the employer could be vicariously 
liable.   

X9.   Intentionally taking goods which do not  

10.                                                                                            sues is the 
defendant.  

X11. Fraud and  

12.                                       statements that injure another person’s 
reputation.  
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Appendix 18 (Learners Y, T and U) (Adapted from Nation, 2008) 
TORT TERMS SPLIT INFO GAP SPEAKING 

ACTIVITY 2 
 

LAWYER B 
 

Lawyer B: You and Lawyer A must complete the following sentences. 
If there is an X next to your sentence, you read first. Lawyer A will try 
to finish the sentence for you. (Together, you must decide if the 
sentence is correct.) The second sentence is already done for you. 
 

1.                                                                                    belong to you is 
conversion.  

X2.   If an employee commits a tort,      the employer could be vicariously 

                                                             liable. 

3.                                                                                        you are saying 
“it’s okay.”  

X4.   Assault involves an intentional movement that 

5.                                                           defamation both involve false 
statements   

X6.   The person the plaintiff   

7.                                                           is money the court awards to the 
plaintiff.  

X8.   Usually, the reason why the plaintiff sues   

9.                                                                                                            is the 
plaintiff.  

X10. Defamation involves intentional false  

11.                                                                                                                     
is fraud.  

X12. If John enters Ji-na’s land, without permission,  
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Appendix 19 
 
CONTRACT LAW INFORMATION ROLE-PLAYING TASK 2 
You are a partner in a well-known law firm. A lot of people want your firm to 
represent them, but you can’t represent everyone. Therefore, you just want to 
choose the clients who have the strongest cases. Your law firm has a policy: the 
firm always gets paid 25% of all the money its clients collect/receive as a result of 
your legal services. You and your partner have already interviewed all of these 
potential clients and have collected the information below. 1. discuss each potential 
client’s case including the relevant law for each, and then 2. choose the three 
clients that you think would be in the best interests for your firm to represent. 3. 
And then report your results to the senior partner, Gerald. 

1 2 3 
Potential  

Client 
Facts Amount of $ the 

firm would likely 
get 

1. Max 
Security 

(Corporation) 

Max says it agreed to provide Ex67 services for a festival 
held at City Park, including 24-hour security and First 
Aid stations. Ex67 agreed to pay $2,000,000.  After the 
2-week festival, Ex67, having financial problems, argued 
that the amount of consideration was unfair and only paid 
$1,400,000.     

 

2. Author, 
Timothy 

Button 

He wrote The Great One, a book about Donald Trump. 
Mr. Trump who had never even met him, read the book 
and was so pleased that he told Button, if he, Trump, 
became president of the US, he would pay Button, 
$10,000,000. After the election, Trump refused to pay 
Button.  

 

3. Brock Real 
Estate Inc.  

Says Star Hotel agreed to pay Brock $20,000,000 if 
during the period from 2006 to 2017, it did not construct 
any buildings that were more than 3-stories/floors high 
on their land next to Star Hotel. During this period, 
Brock didn’t construct any buildings on this land, but 
Star now refuses to pay, claiming it received no 
consideration from Brock.  

 

4. City Police A gunman held 84 students as hostages in the cafeteria at 
State University. The University called City Police, who 
gave the University two options: it could 
dispatch/deliver/send 20 individual police officers to the 
scene, or it could send its SQUAT team of 30 elite police 
officers, including their 10 best snipers/shooters. The 
first option was free, but the second would cost 
$20,000,000. The University requested the second 
option. The SQUAT team quickly arrived at the 
university, took out (killed) the gunman and saved all of 
the hostages. But now the University refuses to pay any 
money.    
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5. Nixon 
Construction 

Ltd.  

Horseshoe Resort offered Nixon “big” money if Nixon 
built a recreation center for the resort. Nixon built the 
center. It cost Nixon $1.4 million to build it. Horseshoe 
refuses to pay more than $800,000 which it claims is 
“very big” and is the usual cost for similar buildings. 
Nixon says its not “big enough” and wants $2.8 million.  

 

6. Cure-it 
Pharmacy 

Cure-it, an American Company, invented a cure 
(medicine that destroys an illness) for cancer. It agreed to 
sell the cure to the British Government for a whopping 
$1 billion dollars. The British Government was supposed 
to pay Cure-it by the end of 2016. However, because of 
BREXIT, the British pound suddenly decreased in value 
by 20%, making it impossible for the British 
Government to pay the full amount. It only paid $800 
million.    

 

7. Party-a-go-
go Inc.  

Party-a-go-go is a mobile party service. Whenever you 
have a party, you can call Party-a-go-go. They clean your 
home/facility, deliver food, drinks and snacks, provide 
tables and chairs, set up music facilities, and provide 
cooking and bartending services etc. Rocco and his 
friend called Party-a-go-go for a Friday night party. It 
was supposed to start at 6 pm on Friday night and finish 
at 6 am on Saturday morning. The fee was supposed to 
be $10,000. Party-a-go-go organized the party and it was 
a success. However, Rocco and his friend refuse to pay.   

 

8. Sarah Sarah agreed to teach a 10-month business class for 
Loco Community College. The class was held two nights 
per week with each class being three hours in duration. 
According to the agreement, Sarah would receive 
$12,000 to teach this course.  After two months of 
teaching, Sarah felt she deserved more money. She told 
the college she would quit unless she received an extra 
$5,000. The College agreed to pay her $17,000 instead 
of $12,000. However, after the course ended, the College 
only paid Sarah $13,000. Now, Sarah wants you to sue 
the College for $4,000.  
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Appendix 20 (Learners X and Y) 
TORT LAW DISCUSSIONS 3 

With your classmates, discuss each of the following cases. For each, discuss 1) the 
legal issues, 2) the relevant law, 3) any applicable/useful defences, and 4) what you 
think a judge would do.  

Late one night, Alex and Jacob are walking from university when suddenly, they 
are approached by three gangsters: Rocco, Rico, and Sock. Rocco pulls out a knife, 
and says: “Give us your wallets, or you die!” Alex shouts “No!”  At that moment, 
Rocco yells “Let’s get them!” Rocco throws his knife at Alex, misses him and 
instead, hits Jacob in the left shoulder. Jacob immediately drops to the ground and 
is seriously injured. Rico and Sock reach Jacob. Rico grabs Jacob’s wallet and 
Sock starts kicking Jacob in the legs, breaking both of them. Meanwhile, Alex, 
attempts to save Jacob’s life, trying to stop all of the bleeding. While he is trying to 
help his friend, Rico attacking Alex from behind, punches him several times at the 
back of the head. Alex’s eyeglasses drop to the ground and are destroyed. At that 
very moment, he manages to pull the knife out of Jacob’s shoulder and then starts 
waiving it wildly like a madman. Upon seeing this, Rocco, Rico and Sock are 
terrified and they immediately flee (run away from) the scene. Alex runs after them 
and eventually, after 20 seconds, catches up to the slow-footed Sock, punches him. 
Sock falls down and stops moving. Then, Alex continues to kick Sock 6 or 7 times, 
breaking one of Sock’s kneecaps. Sock is really hurt. Suddenly, Alex remembers 
his fallen friend, Jacob, runs back to him and continues to try saving him.  

After two operations, and spending five weeks in the hospital, Jacob survives. The 
newspaper calls Alex a hero for saving his friend’s life.  Jacob starts three law 
suits: one against Rocco, one against Rico and one against Sock. Alex who 
suffered some cuts and bruises at the back of his head and sustained a lot of severe 
headaches Pats each of these three defendants too. However, Rocco, Rico and Sock 
each Pat Alex for the injuries he inflicted (caused) to Sock and for causing them to 
fear for their lives. They say Alex is a madman, and they want the court to make 
him pay them $50,000 each and then put Alex in jail for 20 years as a punishment.    
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Appendix 21 (Learners N and U) 

TORT LAW DISCUSSIONS 1 
With your classmates, discuss each of the following cases. For each, discuss 1) the 
legal issues, 2) the relevant/related law, 3) any applicable/useful defences, and 4) 
what you think a judge would do.  

 

Todd is very excited. He is driving his new car, a 2016, Toyota Camry, when 
suddenly a huge truck slams/crashes into his car.  Todd’s car spins wildly out of 
control, his door springs wide open, and Todd, not wearing a seatbelt, is hurled 80 
meters into the air. He lands in Mr. and Mrs. Logan’s yard/land, right into the 
middle of their outdoor swimming pool. Amazingly, Todd, is not seriously injured. 
He is able to pull himself out of the pool, and walk through the Logan’s garden. As 
he does this, he walks on some of Mrs. Logan’s favorite flowers, killing them. 
More than 9 flowers are crushed/destroyed.  Then he stumbles over a bicycle lying 
on the grass and breaks the front tire. This causes a noise. Mr. and Mrs. Logan, 
inside their house, hear the noise, come outside and see Todd walking away from 
their house, toward the public sidewalk. Angry Mr. Logan goes into his house and 
grabs his gun. Before Todd reaches the sidewalk, Mr. Logan shoots him three 
times in the back of the leg. Though not seriously injured by the car accident, Todd 
ends up spending two painful weeks in the hospital recovering from the gunshot 
wounds. Because of his leg injuries and the fact that he works as a pizza delivery 
man, he misses ten weeks of employment/work (He is paid $500 per week). His 
hospital bill is $6,000. The Logans sue Todd and Todd counter-sues the Logans.  
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Appendix 22 (Learners S and T) 

TORT LAW DISCUSSIONS 2 
 

With your classmates, discuss each of the following cases. For each, discuss 1) the 
legal issues, 2) the relevant law, 3) any applicable/useful defences, and 4) what you 
think a judge would do.  

 

Barbara lives in a dormitory with many other students. Her roommate is Wendy. 
On Friday morning, as Barbara is getting ready to go to her hometown for the 
weekend, she notices that her computer is very slow. She needs a fast computer so 
that she can write her essay during the weekend.  She tells Wendy about her 
problem, and Wendy kindly allows Barbara to borrow her computer. She does not 
specify when the computer needs to be returned to her.  Wendy then goes for a jog. 
While she is gone, Barbara, opens Wendy’s desk drawers and pulls-out Wendy’s 
video camera, smart phone, watch, and gold earrings. She can’t find Wendy’s 
wallet, nor any money, so she gets angry and throws Wendy’s smartphone into the 
bathtub, filled with water, thus, destroying the smart phone. Barbara then walks out 
of her room and goes to her hometown.  

When Wendy returns to her dormitory room, she discovers that much of her 
personal property is either missing or destroyed. Only one other person has a key 
to her room: Barbara. Wendy calls the police. The police go to Barbara’s house in 
her hometown and they find Wendy’s video camera, her gold earrings, and her 
computer. She doesn’t have the watch, but the police learn that she sold it to a man 
on the street, Rocco, for $60. 

However, Wendy’s parents say they paid $700 for that watch. A computer just like 
Wendy’s computer is sold at most computer stores for $1,200. Her earrings and 
video camera are apparently worth $1,500 each. What do you think will happen if 
Wendy takes legal action against Barbara (Barbara)?  Discuss the legal issues in 
this case, the relevant law and the likely results if this goes to court.  
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Appendix 23 
 

STUDENT A 
 

SPEED GAME – WORD LIST 
  

 
 
 
 

Student A 

Anticipate 
Trespass 
Conduct 
Criminal 
Lawyer 
Defendant 
Apprehend 
False 
Implied Consent 
Deliberate 
 
 

Theft 
Assault 
Battery 
Plaintiff 
Punitive Damages 
Fraud 
Tort 
Unwelcome 
Senate 
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Appendix 24 
 

STUDENT B 
 

SPEED GAME – WORD LIST 
  

 
 
 

Student B 

Assault 
Consent 
Provocation 
General Damages 
Theft 
Vicarious 
Liability 
Court 
Lawyer 
Compensate 
Defamation 
 

Touch 
Express Consent 
Intentional 
Punish 
Reputation 
Trespass 
Unwelcome 
Destroy 
Statement 
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Appendix 25 

 
STUDENT C 

SPEED GAME – WORD LIST 
  

 
 
 
 

Student C 

Anticipate 
Battery 
Trespass 
Inadvertent 
Conversion 
Theft 
Damages 
Consent 
Criminal 
Truth 
 

Defendant 
False 
Implied Consent 
Deliberate 
Plaintiff 
Punitive Damages 
Unwelcome 
Senate 
Reasonable 
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Appendix 26 

 

TORT LAW – OUTLINE FOR THE PROFESSOR 
OPENING 

Part 1: Explain Torts 
Part 2: Six Intentional Torts 
Part 3: Defences 

Part 1: Explanation of Torts 
 Define 
 Purpose 
 Damages x 3 
Part 2:  Six Intentional Torts 

1. Assault  
Define 
Requirements 
Example(s)? 

2. Battery 
Define 
Example(s)? 

3. Defamation 
Define 
Requirements 
Example(s)? 

4. Trespass 
Define 
Types 
Examples? 

5. Conversion 
Define 
Types 
Examples? 

6. Fraud 
Define 
Examples? 
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Part 3: Defences 

 Assault and Battery 
 1   2   3   4 
 Defamation 
 1    2 
 Trespass 
 Conversion 
 Fraud   

CLOSING 

 1) Summarize; and then 2) Ask if there are any questions 
  

Possible Questions: 

 Can you tell me more about X? 

 I don’t understand Y? Can you explain Y? 

 Can you give me an example of Z? 
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Appendix 27 (X and Y; S and T; N and U) 
 

TORT LAW  
CONSENSUS MAKING EXERCISE 

AGREE – DISAGREE?  
With your group or partner discuss each of the following ten statements. 
Decide if you agree or disagree. If you disagree, you may change, delete or 
add one word to the sentence so that the sentence becomes something that 
your group agrees with. Be ready to explain your answers.  

1 The best way to get money from a defendant is to take him or her to 
criminal court.  
 

2 A plaintiff is probably going to experience more injuries from an assault 
than from a battery.     

3 In order to win in an assault law suit, the plaintiff must prove three things. 
  

4 There are two defences to battery. 
 

5 The “truth” is always a defence to defamation. 
 

6 For the plaintiff, among all of the intentional torts, battery is the least 
physically painful.  

7 Conversion and fraud are the same tort. 
 

8 In order to win a law suit for fraud, the plaintiff has to prove two things.   
 

9 Because of the law regarding vicarious liability, employers should worry 
about which employees they choose to work for them.  

10 There are two types of trespass. 
 

11 A lawful occupier of land can legally use any amount of force to remove a 
trespasser.  

12 Assault and battery always happen together.  
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Appendix 28 (X and Y) 

 

CONTRACT LAW 
CONSENSUS MAKING EXERCISE 

 AGREE – DISAGREE?  
With your group or partner discuss each of the following ten statements. Decide if you 
agree or disagree. If you disagree, you may change, delete or add one word to the 
sentence so that the sentence becomes something that your group agrees with. Be ready 
to explain your answers.  

1 If an agreement is not in writing it cannot be a legally binding contract.  
 
 

2 If Albert thinks he is buying a Kawasaki motorbike from Ping and Ping thinks he is 
selling his Kawasaki motorboat to Albert the contract is not valid.  
 

3 While golfing with some CEO’s, Leo offers to sell his clothing store to another CEO-
golfer, Ray, for $500,000.00. Before Ray answers Leo, Joe, another one of the golfers, 
says “I accept!”  Now, there is a binding contact between Leo and Joe.  

4 At a party, Joe tells Jill, a stranger, he will give her his yacht for $999. Jill agrees. The 
next day, Jill goes to Joe’s yacht store to give Joe $999. Joe says “There’s no contract. I 
was joking”. Jill says it was no joke. In this case, there is no contract.  

5 Sun Hotel wants to buy 90 SP6 jacuzzies from Lakeland Jacuzzi. The representative 
from Lakeland says “We’ll give you 90 of these for $90,000”. The CEO of paradise 
accepts the offer when she says “Great! We’ll give you $80,000?”  

6 Usually acceptance happens by communicating it to the offeree.  
 
 

7 If Samir sells his jet to Mrs. Jackson for $1, the courts will probably say the amount of 
consideration is not enough.  
 

8 A contract is formed when the offer is communicated to the offeree 
 
 

9 In a unilateral contract, one party makes a promise before the contract begins.  
 
 

10 Nina sees an ipad. The tag says: “$99”. She brings the ipad and $99 to Rocco, the 
cashier. Suddenly, Zack says “Here is $120”. Rocco takes the $120 and gives the ipad 
to Zack. In this case, Nina has already accepted the store’s offer.    
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Appendix 29 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GERALD’S ONLINE LEGAL ENGLISH 

STUDENTS 

 

 

Introduction:  

Thank you for doing this questionnaire about our Legal English classes. For each of the 
questions that follow, there are no right or wrong answers, so please just give your honest 
answers and opinions. Try to write at least a few sentences for most of these questions. Please 
also remember that all of the information you provide including your name and other personal 
information will be confidential (secret). If you have any questions or comments about this 
questionnaire please contact Gerald de la Salle at 010 9434 4885 or geralddls@hotmail.com. 

  

PART I: General Questions 

 

1. What do you like about our Legal English classes? 
 
 

2. What do you dislike about our Legal English classes? 

 

3. How do you think these Legal English classes help you? 

 

4. How can we improve these Legal English classes? 

 

PART II: Questions About Speaking Activities 

 

1. Rank the following activities from most enjoyable to least enjoyable (Check 
the last two pages to see an image of each these):  

a) Speech 
b) Information-gap Activity 
c) Split-information Activity 
d) Guessing game 
e) Problem solving (Discussing hypothetical cases) 
f) Consensus Activity 
g) Communicative Crossword 
h) Role-playing 
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2. Rank the following activities from what you feel is the most helpful to the 
least helpful?  

a) Speech 
b) Information-gap Activity 
c) Split-information Activity 
d) Guessing game 
e) Problem solving (hypothetical cases) 
f) Consensus Activity 
g) Communicative Crossword 
h) Role-playing 

 
3. Rank the following activities from what you feel is the most difficult to the 

least difficult:  
a) Speech 
b) Information-gap Activity 
c) Split-information Activity 
d) Guessing game 
e) Problem solving (hypothetical cases) 
f) Consensus Activity 
g) Communicative Crossword 
h) Role-playing 

 
4. Which three activities do you enjoy the most? Why? 

 

5. In your opinion, which of these activities do you feel helps you the most? 
Why? 

 
 
 

6. Which of these activities is the most difficult? Why? 

 

7. Which do you prefer (please explain your answer): 
A. the classes that have activities which require two students to speak 

with one another; or  
B. The classes in which there are no activities that require the two 

students to speak with one another?  
 

8. While you were doing the eight activities, what did you usually focus on (pay 
attention to) more: 

A. your language (e.g. grammar, vocabulary etc.); or  

B. getting an answer/solution for the task? (please explain your answer) 

 

 



215 
 

PART III: Questions about the Online video/Skype environment:  

 

1. In your opinion, what are the advantages of taking these Legal English classes 
in an online video/Skype environment? 

 

 

2. In your opinion, what are the disadvantages of taking these Legal English 
classes in an online video/Skype environment? 

 

 

3. Which in your opinion, would be more helpful? Please explain your answer 
(Let’s assume the number of students/participants would be equal for both of 
the situations).   
 

a) holding these Legal English classes in the video/Skype environment; 
or  

b) holding these Legal English classes in person, with everyone in the 
same room 

 

 

4. If the number of students/participants were equal in both of the following 
situations, which would you prefer? (Please explain your answer): 
 

a) taking a Legal English class in an online video/Skype environment; or 
b) holding a Legal English class in person, with everyone in the same 

room. 

 

 

5. During our Legal English classes, did you experience any technological 
problems (E.G. with your computer, Skype, receiving files etc.)? Please 
explain.  
 

6. Do you have any comments about (for example: the usefulness, weakness or 
any difficulties with) any of the following technological features? (please 
explain) 
 

A. Skype Audio 
B. Skype Video 
C. Skype Textbox 
D. Skype Screen-sharing 
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E. Skype File-sharing/transferring 
F. Instructor’s Power point files 
G. Instructor’s MS Word files 

 
7. Which of the following is the most useful for you (please explain why)? 

A. Seeing your classmate 
B. Seeing the instructor 
C. Seeing the file containing the class lecture notes which the instructor is 

sharing 
 

8. In your opinion, during our Legal English classes, is it necessary to see the 
other student (please explain your answer)? 

� Yes 
� No 

 
9. Sometimes it is not possible to see your classmate or the instructor. For you, 

this is:   
 

A. a problem  
B. not a problem 

(Please explain your answer) 

 

PART IV: Extra Miscellaneous Questions 

1. Have you ever take any other Legal English class before? 

 

2. Before starting these classes, were you already familiar with Skype? 
 
 

3. Did you encounter any problems using Skype? (If you did, please 
explain) 
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Appendix 30 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

PART I: General Questions 

1. What do you think you learned from these classes? 
2. How do you think these classes would be valuable to other 

students such as yourself? 

 

PART II: Questions About Speaking Activities 

1. Which of the activities do you enjoy the most? Why? 
2. Which of the activities do you dislike the most? Why?  
3. Which three activities do you dislike the most? Why? 

 

PART III: Questions about the Online video/Skype environment:  

 
1. During our Legal English classes in the online video/Skype 

environment, which do you prefer: being visible or being invisible? 
Please explain your answer.  

 

PART IV: Questions About Skype Class Size:  

1. I feel the current class size is (please explain your answer)  
� perfect 
� too small  
� too big 

2. I think if we have one instructor and only one student (a one-one 
class), these Legal English classes would (Please explain your answer) 

� become better 
� become worse 
� stay the same 

3. I think if we have one instructor and four students, these Legal English 
classes would (Please explain your answer) 

� become better 
� become worse 
� stay the same 

 

4. I think if we have one instructor and six students, these Legal English 
classes would  
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� become better 
� become worse  
� stay the same 

 

PART V: Questions About the Legal English Lectures 

1. During the Legal English classes, you receive a lot of lectures where 
the instructor teaches or explains the law and teaches legal 
vocabulary, mainly using power point and MS word files. Were there 
any problems here? (please explain) 
 

2. Do you have any comments about the quizzes that are often held 
during these Legal English classes?  
 

PART VI: Possible Extra Questions 

4. Do feel nervous or uncomfortable during the speaking activities?  
5. Do you feel nervous or uncomfortable with any of the technology 

involved in the online video/Skype environment? 
6. Before starting these classes, were you already familiar with Skype? 
7. Did you encounter any problems using Skype? (If you did, please 

explain) 
8. Have you ever used any other online video programs similar to 

Skype? If so, please explain.  
Was it better, worse or about the same as Skype? 
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Appendix 31 (For children: Learners X and Y) 

Gerald de la Salle 
QUEENS UNIVERSITY BELFAST 

010 9434 4884 
GDELASALLE01@QUB.AC.UK 

 

 

 

Dear Student,  

Re: Doing Research on Legal English 

As you know, I am teaching you Legal English on Skype, and as I mentioned to you earlier, 
I am also doing research (a study) on our Legal English classes. This research project is 
part of my studies at Queens University Belfast (QUB) in Northern Ireland in the UK. It is 
the final stage of my Ed.D. TESOL degree (my doctorate in teaching English) at QUB which is 
located at 69/71 University Street in Belfast, Northern Ireland and this research project has been 
approved by the School of Social Sciences, Education, and Social Work at QUB. 

To begin, I am going to give you information and invite you to participate in this research 
study. You can choose whether or not you want to participate. We have discussed this 
research with your parent(s)/guardian and they know that we are also asking you for your 
agreement. If you are going to participate in the research, your parent(s)/guardian also have 
to agree. But if you do not wish to participate in the research, you do not have to, even if 
your parents have agreed.  

You may discuss anything in this form with your parents or friends or anyone else you feel 
comfortable talking to. You can decide whether to participate or not after you have talked 
it over. You do not have to decide immediately. 

There may be some words you don't understand or things that you want me to explain. If 
you have any questions about something you don’t understand, please ask me at anytime 
and I will take time to explain. 

Purpose: Why this research? 

The reason why I want to do this research project is because Legal English classes on Skype 
are something very new. It has never been done before and there are no books or articles 
that explain how to teach these kinds of classes. What I want to do is improve these classes 
so that you and future students can more easily learn Legal English.  For example, I am 
very interested in making the speaking activities in our class more enjoyable and useful for 
students like yourself.    

Choice of participants: Why are you asking me? 

The reason why I am asking you to do this is because you have shown that you are very 
interested in Legal English and because your English skills, especially your speaking 

mailto:gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk
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ability, are at a high level. We cannot use students who are beginners in English because 
the classes would be too difficult for them.  

Participation is voluntary: Do I have to do this?  

Before you join the actual research project, I just want to make sure you are interested in 
participating in this study. You do not have to participate in this project if you don't want 
to. You can say no. Its up to you. If you decide not to be in the study, its okay and nothing 
changes: you will still be able to continue participating in our Legal English classes. We 
will still continue with the Legal English classes. Even if you say "yes" now, you can 
change your mind later and its still okay.  

Procedures: What is going to happen to me? 

If you decide that you want to participate in this research project, there will be three things 
that happen: 

1) I am going to audio-record parts of two or three more of your Legal English 
classes (for example, using the audio recorder on my ipad). The recordings will 
only be 10-30 minutes, but in one or two cases, I will record the full one-hour 
class; 

2) I am going to ask you to fill-out a questionnaire containing questions about our 
Legal English classes. The questionnaires will ask you about what you like and 
dislike about the class activities; how much you like or dislike these activities; and 
what we can do to improve them. This will take approximately 30 minutes;  

3) I am going to Interview you on Skype so that you can tell me in more detail about 
what you like/dislike about our Legal English classes and make suggestions as to 
how we can improve these classes. In particular, I will ask you about each of the 
speaking activities you participated in during the research project.  Interviews will 
last about 30-45 minutes; and  

4) I am going to use all of the data (information) that I collect from the class 
recordings  (including all of the recordings I already  made in the fall of 2016 and 
in 2017),  the questionnaire and the interview and put that in a report, called a 
dissertation, and I might also use it to make presentations about my research at 
some conferences and to write a scholarly research journal.  
 

Benefits and Risks: Will anything bad happen to me if I participate in this study?  

To my knowledge, other than donating (giving) your valuable time to my research 
project, you should not experience any negative effects from participating in this research 
project. There are no grades for this project, so you cannot fail (get an “F”); you do not 
have to do any homework; and there are no exams.  

Meanwhile, by participating in this research project, you will have the opportunity to 
improve your English-speaking skills, learn about the law and learn a lot of new English 
words. You will have an opportunity to practice other skills including presenting, 
debating and problem-solving and to gain valuable feedback from myself. You will also 
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be helping me develop a successful Legal English course which can benefit future 
learners who are also interested in improving their English skills.  

 

Confidentiality: Is everybody going to know about this? 

I will not tell other people that you are in this research project and I won't share information 
about you with anyone. After the research is over, I will tell you and your parents what I 
have learned from this research study.  

Information about you that will be collected from the research will be put away and I will 
be the only one who can see it. Your name will be a secret. Any information about you 
will have a number on it instead of your name. I am the only person who will know your 
number. It will not be shared with or given to anyone.  

 

Sharing the Findings: Will you tell me the results? 

When we are finished this research project, I will write a 40,000 word research paper, 
called a dissertation, possibly write a scholarly journal based on my research findings and 
tell you and your parent(s) what I have learned about teaching Legal English on Skype. 
Afterwards, I will also tell teachers, university professors, researchers etc. about what I 
have learned about teaching these classes.  Nobody will know your name.  Your name will 
be a secret. I will share information by writing and sharing reports and by going to meetings 
with people who are interested in this type of project.   

 

Can I choose not to be in the research? Can I change my mind? 

Remember: you do not have to participate in this research. No one will be angry or 
disappointed with you if you say no. Its your choice. You can think about it and tell us later 
if you want. You can say "yes" now and change your mind later and it will still be okay. 
And remember you can stop participating in this research at any time, and yet still continue 
taking my Legal English classes. If you do, I will only use the information about you which 
I collected before you stopped participating in this project, the information which hides 
your name and only shows a number instead.  

 

Who can I talk to or ask questions to? 

If, at any time, you have any questions, please contact me. You can ask me questions now 
or later. You can ask your parents who can contact me personally. If they have a problem 
communicating with me, we can arrange for a translator.  I have written a number and 
address where you can reach me. If you want to talk to someone else that you know like 
your teacher, that's okay too.  
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If you choose to be a part of this research, I will also give you a copy of this paper to 
keep for yourself.  

As mentioned above, if you have any further questions, you can contact me any time, at 
your convenience. My email address is gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk. My telephone number is 
010 9434 4885. You can also contact my supervisor at QUB in Belfast. Her name is 
Caroline Linse at QUB in Belfast, at the following address: 69/71 University Street in Belfast, 
Northern Ireland, in the UK and she can be reached by email at c.linse@qub.ac.uk.  If you are 
Korean and you need a translator to help explain this research project, you can call 010 
5372 091. Thanks. 

 

Sincerely,  

Gerald de la Salle 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk
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Appendix 32 (For adults: Learners S, T, N and U) 
LETTER TO STUDENTS 

RE: GERALD’S RESEARCH PROJECT  

Dear Student,   

Thank you for joining my online Legal English class. As I have already told you, I’m currently doing an 
educational research project on teaching Legal English online (mainly through Skype) to English 
language learners. This research project is the final stage of my Ed.D. TESOL degree (my doctorate in 
teaching English) through Queens University Belfast (QUB), located at 69/71 University Street in Belfast, 
Northern Ireland and has been approved by the School of Social Sciences, Education, and Social Work at 
QUB.  

I am specifically interested in learning how we can use these classes to improve your English skills, 
especially your speaking ability and those of any future students. For example, do group classes help us 
do this? In short, I hope this research will help us develop a better understanding of how best to use online 
Legal English classes to teach speaking and other English skills. To accomplish this, I have already 
started to audio-record many of our classes, starting in late 2016. I also want to do the following:   

1) Audio-record parts of 4-5 more of our classes. The recordings will only be 10-15 minutes, but in 
one or two cases, I will record the full one hour class;   

2) Interview you on Skype so that you can tell me what you like/dislike about our Legal English 
classes and make suggestions as to how we can improve these classes. In particular, I will ask you 
about each of the speaking activities you participated in during the research project.  Interviews 
will last about 30-45 minutes; 

3) Ask you to fill-out a questionnaire containing questions about our Legal English classes. Just as 
in the interviews, the questionnaires will ask you about what you like and dislike about the class 
activities and how much you like or dislike these activities. This will take approximately 30 
minutes; and 

4) I am going to use all of the date (information) that I collect from the recordings, the questionnaire 
and the interview and put that in a research report, called a dissertation, and I might also use it to 
make presentations about my research at conferences and to write a scholarly research journal.  

 
By participating in this research project, you will have the opportunity to improve your English-speaking 
skills, learn about the law and enhance your English vocabulary, especially, your legal vocabulary. You 
will also have an opportunity to practice other skills including presenting, debating and problem solving 
and to gain valuable feedback from myself. Some of you will have the opportunity to speak with students 
living in other countries. You will also be helping me develop a successful Legal English course which 
can benefit future learners who are also interested in improving their English skills. To my knowledge, 
other than donating (giving) your valuable time to my research project, you should not experience any 
other detrimental (negative) effects from participating in this research project.     

My research study is a solo project. This means I’m the only researcher and I will have no research 
assistants. The only people who will be involved in this study will be myself, and you (my students). 
Because everyone involved in this research project can speak English very well, all of this research will 
be conducted in English. However, if at any time, you feel you need a translator, please let me know and I 
will be glad to arrange for you to have a translator. If you wish, you may nominate (choose) your own 
translator. If not, I will find a translator, probably a university professor. In any event, the translator will 
be a person that both you and I are happy and comfortable with, someone that is fluent in both your 
language and in English. If we have to pay for translation services, you will not be required to pay any 
money.    
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Whenever, I receive information from you, either from speaking with you, from a questionnaire or from a 
recording, I’m going to change your name so that nobody will ever know who you really are or who I am 
talking or writing about. At the end of this project, when I write my dissertation (a 40,000-word report) or 
any other research paper, your name will be anonymous. This means your name will be a secret. 
Nobody will see or hear your real name. Instead of seeing your name, the people who read my report will 
only see a pseudonym (a name that is not your real name), so they won’t know your true name and 
identity. In other words, your name will not be mentioned to anyone or written in any report. Also, any 
personal information (such as phone numbers, addresses etc.) you provide will be confidential (secret). If 
you require a translator, that translator will be required to sign a confidentiality agreement promising to 
keep your name and all of your information confidential. So, it will be impossible for anyone who is not 
part of this project to identify who you are. 

I appreciate your participation in this research project. Please keep in mind that your participation in this 
program is purely voluntary.  In other words, you don’t have to participate in this research and you can 
withdraw (quit) at any time and for any reason. If you stop participation in this research project, I can use 
the information that I collected about you before you stopped participating in this research project. There 
is no penalty for withdrawing from this research project. In fact, you will still be allowed to continue 
taking the Legal English classes.  Likewise, there is no penalty if you are absent for a class. Your role in 
this research project is to attend my classes on Skype, permit me to audio-record these classes, participate 
in an online interview, complete a questionnaire, and allow me to use all the data I collect in my final 
report, presentation and in any scholarly journal I write.  If you decide not to participate in this research 
project, that’s okay. And if you participate, remember, you can withdraw (quit) your participation in this 
study at any time and again, if you do withdraw or you are absent for a class, there is no penalty.   

If you have any further questions, you can contact me at your convenience. My email address is 
gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk. My telephone number is 010 9434 4885. You can also contact my supervisor at 
QUB in Belfast. Her name is Caroline Linse and her address is 69/71 University Street in Belfast, 
Northern Ireland, in the UK and she can be reached by email at c.linse@qub.ac.uk. If you are Korean and 
you need a translator to help explain this research project, you can call 010 5372-0911. Thanks. 

Sincerely,    

 

Gerald de la Salle 
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Appendix 33 (For adults: Learners S, T, N and U) 

Consent Form (For Gerald’s Research Project) 

 

I, ______________________ an English language student in Gerald’s online Legal English class 
in South Korea have read Gerald’s “Letter to Students” which explains the research that Gerald 
de la Salle is currently doing.  

I understand that Gerald’s research is about learning how to make Legal English classes more 
helpful and enjoyable for students like myself and any future students.   

I understand that the letter is asking me to allow Gerald to  

 Make audio-recordings for 4-5 more of my Legal English classes on Skype, and that these 
recordings will range from 10-60 minutes;  

 Ask me to fill-out a questionnaire (which will take about 30 minutes) containing questions about 
learning Legal English online; and 

 Interview me on Skype for about 30-45 minutes so that I can tell Gerald what I like and dislike 
about our Legal English classes and make suggestions as to how we can improve these classes; 
and 

 Use the data (information) from all of the audio recordings he has already made and will 
make in the future for his research, particularly his research report (dissertation), and any 
future presentations or scholarly research journals he writes.  

 

I understand that I don’t have to do anything else.   

I understand that all the information gathered will be kept strictly confidential (secret) and that 
my name will not be included in any reports or mentioned to anyone. 

I understand that participation is voluntary and that I am free to stop participating in this research 
project at any time and for any reason without receiving a penalty. If I stop my participation in 
this research project, I also understand that Gerald will only use the information that he collected 
about me before I stopped participating in this research project and that my name in that 
information will be a secret.    

I understand that I can be absent for a class without receiving a penalty.  

I understand that Gerald’s research results will eventually be reported in a dissertation (a 40,000-
word report for this project) and published in the form of a scholarly journal article, etc. 

I understand that if I have further questions, I can call Gerald at 010 9434 4885 or email him at 
gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk and that I can also contact Gerald’s supervisor, Caroline Linse, at QUB 
in Belfast, at the following address: 69/71 University Street in Belfast, Northern Ireland, in the 
UK and she can be reached by email at c.linse@qub.ac.uk.    

 

 

 

 

mailto:gdelasalle01@qub.ac.uk
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226 
 

 

I agree to the following (check which ones) 

 
� Gerald can audio-record parts of 4-5 more of our classes.    

 
� I will participate in a 45-minute interview with Gerald on Skype, so that I can tell Gerald 

what I like/dislike about our Legal English classes and make suggestions as to how we 
can improve these classes; and 
 

� I will fill-out a 30-minute questionnaire containing questions about our Legal English 
classes, and  
 

� Gerald can use the data (information) from all of the audio recordings he has already 
made and will make in the future for his research, particularly his research report 
(dissertation), and any future presentations or scholarly research journals he writes.  
 
 
 

Signature:  _______________________        Date: ______________________ 

           (Name: ________________________) 
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Appendix 34 (For children: Learners X and Y) 
CONSENT FORM    

TO BE COMPLETED BY YOUNG PERSON AND PARENT/GUARDIAN 

PART A: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE YOUNG PERSON 

I, agree to participate in THE RESEARCH PROJECT FOR GERALD’S ONLINE 
LEGAL ENGLISH PROGRAM and would like to (please tick one or more of the 
following): 
 
 

� Participate in 3 or 4 more one-hour online Legal English classes which Gerald 
will audio-record;  

� Fill-out a questionnaire (which will take about 30 minutes) containing 
questions about learning Legal English online; and 

� Participate in an online interview with Gerald which will take about 30-45 
minutes, so that I can tell Gerald what I like and dislike about our Legal 
English classes and make suggestions as to how we can improve these 
classes; 

� Permit Gerald to use the data (information) from all of the audio recordings 
he has already made and will make in the future for his research, particularly 
his research report (dissertation), and any future presentations or scholarly 
research journals he writes.  
 

I have read and understood the accompanying information letter. I know what the 
research project is about and the part I will be involved in. I know I do not have to 
answer all of the questions and that I can decide not to continue at any time.  

 
Name: _____________________________________________________   
 
Signature: _______________________________     Age: _____________ 
 

 
 

 

PART B: TO BE COMPLETED BY THE PARENT/GUARDIAN 

� I have read and understood the accompanying information letter and give 
permission for the child (named above) to be included.   

  
  
Name 
________________________________________________________________  
  
Relationship to child  
____________________________________________________     
  
Signature 
______________________________________________________________  
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