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Introduction 

It is my pleasure to present the final research papers from the Irish 

Research Project 2017/18 sponsored by Trinity College London. This 

has been the second full year of the project and the quality of 

research has exceeded even my most optimistic of expectations, as is 

evidenced in the body of work contained within this document.  

The IRST 2017/18 was launched at the ELT Ireland Annual Conference 

2017 on the back of our successful pilot project from 2016/17. Trinity 

College London, personified in this context by Ben Beaumont, had 

agreed to come on board before the conference in order to ensure a 

degree of academic rigour in the structure of the project. The uptake 

following the conference was excellent, with nine projects proposed 

tentatively in the run up to our 2017/18 IRST Day. On June 10th 2017 we held a full day’s session in 

Centre of English Studies on Dame Court where the researchers had the opportunity to present their 

proposals and get feedback from the group. Ben Beaumont also did some basic training on action 

research techniques and considerations. The whole day served as a fantastic springboard for the 

project and allowed us to create, within the project, a community of sharing and learning which I 

hope will be of immense benefit to the participants going forward. 

Of the nine projects which begun that day, only six made it to the finish line, unfortunately. I want to 

take the opportunity here to thanks Peter Lahiff, Gavin Reddin, and Anna Morris for their 

participation and wish them all the best in their ongoing research projects.  

I wish also to thank Ben Beaumont and Trinity College London for the faith they have shown in this 

scheme from the very beginning. The essential being of this whole enterprise is to provide an 

opportunity for those engaged in teaching in Ireland to be able to conduct and share research from 

their own context, and to be able to have a community of like-minded individuals for support and 

guidance. Trinity College London have shown their willingness to share their own expertise and allow 

us time here to create a community of best practice in action research from the ground up. 

I want to thank Centre of English Studies for allowing me the time and premises to be able to run the 

IRST. Your continued support is very much appreciated. 

Finally, I want to thank all of the researchers who took part this year. So far, it has been a massive 

learning curve for me in many aspects of this process and I have really appreciated your enthusiastic 

participation and dedication to your profession. 

For those of you interested in participating please do not hesitate to get in touch. Don’t feel that 

your idea isn’t sufficient enough, or that you lack the skills in researching in the classroom. This 

project is not for experts, it is for development. Take a chance, get in touch and let’s start sharing 

some ideas. 

 

Regards, 

Chris Farrell 

Project Supervisor, IRST 
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Attitudes towards professional development in ELT in 
IRELAND 

By Liam Tyrrell (English Studio Dublin) 
 

Introduction:  

 

Part of my role as an Academic Co-ordinator at a large Dublin language school is responsibility for 

running the school’s continuous professional development (CPD) programme. This involves organising 

and providing in-service training, organising teacher-led knowledge sharing sessions, ensuring an 

updated library of resources related to current practice are available, co-ordinating and facilitating 

guided peer observations, and identifying other opportunities for development for teachers, e.g. 

conferences, research schemes.  

Providing a development programme is mandatory in QQI/ACELS accredited   schools in 

Ireland (ACELS 2017), it is therefore worthwhile considering the kinds of programmes are running 

elsewhere. This would clearly benefit not just me personally in my current role but also my institution 

as we would be able to benchmark our own performance against that of others operating in the sector. 

By discovering which aspects of programmes teachers perceive positively, it should be possible to 

offer suggestions around standardised provision across the industry, or at least to draw concrete 

conclusions surrounding best practice.  

In addition to being mandatory from a regulatory point of view, the need for teachers and 

institutions to engage in and/or provide continuous professional development is paramount - as 

expressed eloquently by Richards and Farrell (2005) when they say:  

“The need for ongoing renewal of professional skills and knowledge is not a reflection of 

inadequate training but simply a response to the fact that not everything teachers need to know can 

be provided at preservice level, as well as the fact that the knowledge base of teaching constantly 

changes.” 

In my own experience, I have found that institutions either have a limited interest in providing 

development opportunities, or that the opportunities available do not address the needs and/or 

interests of the teaching staff. In some cases, the regulatory requirement was satisfied simply by 

purchasing institutional membership of an organisation such as ELT Ireland or IATEFL, along with a 

subscription to a professional magazine or two. This kind of practice clearly fails to recognise the 

crucial nature of professional development in assisting the provision of quality language education.  
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I am very interested in the process by which large institutions can fulfil their obligations so as 

to provide development for staff without it becoming something “done” to teachers, much in the 

same way that teachers try to avoid teaching being something done to learners in our classrooms. I 

am also interested in whether my own strongly held belief of development being a teacher’s 

obligation, is common across the sector.  

This research therefore, was undertaken to discover why teachers may or may not participate 

in development programmes as well as to try and understand what may influence their decision to 

participate in such activities in future. In short, to understand the teacher’s perspective on these kinds 

of programmes as well as developing a picture of how they operate in the Irish context. 

In the following sections I will outline the rationale behind this research, provide information 

on the methods used as well as the ethical considerations taken into account, and finally, display the 

results of the study so as to present my conclusions.  

 

Rationale: 

In my current role, the school for whom I work has a wide variety of development options 

available (e.g in-service training; teacher-led knowledge sharing sessions; conferences; research 

schemes; article reading groups). Despite the opportunities available the highest average engagement 

in any of these options is constantly hovering around 45%. We have a permanent staff of around 35 

teachers working year-round. The majority of those have been with the school for over 1 year, so 

considerations around the transitory nature of the work as a reason for non-participation in 

development do not seem to explain this low rate. Interestingly, in a survey performed by ELT 

Advocacy (2016) on teacher’s working conditions around 60% of teachers surveyed said that they 

viewed teaching English as a career; this would seemingly suggest that in any staffroom roughly this 

number would be interested in professional development.  

A recent survey (Cambridge 2017) on the topic of teacher development found that 97% of 

respondents felt it was important, but 34% felt they had little or no support when looking for 

development. Rather surprisingly, the same survey found that a considerable majority of teachers, 

preferred to study alone for development, which raises strong questions related to the provision of 

workshops and training sessions on a school-wide basis.  As this survey was conducted internationally, 

it would be interesting to compare its results with the opinions of teachers working in the Irish context.  

A broader survey on working conditions among English-language teachers working in France 

(Cagnol 2014) asked about the number of days respondents had spent at development or training 

events excluding conferences. 57% of the 789 people who answered the question said they had not 

spent a single day attending a formal professional development event in the previous 2 years. 
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Curiously, the number who attended 1 day and the number who attended more than 10 days were 

very similar, 7% and 8% respectively, implying that there may be a famine or feast relationship in terms 

of participation.  

This research aims to build on those mentioned above to provide a more detailed overview of 

the kinds of development available in Ireland and the attitudes of teachers working in Ireland towards 

them. It is hoped that this will lay a foundation whereby institutions providing professional 

development will be better informed regarding the available possibilities and the preferences of 

teachers towards them.  

 

Research Questions: 

 

The purpose of this research is to identify: 

1. What continuous professional development opportunities are available to English-

language teachers working in Ireland? 

2. How do English-language teachers in Ireland feel about these continuous professional 

development opportunities?  

 

Procedure: 

Method 

I collected 25 survey responses online using Google Forms. Respondents were sourced via email and 

social media, with support from groups such as ELT Ireland, ELT Advocacy, Unite the Union and fellow 

Trinity IRST participants. The survey was opened for 3 weeks and reminders were sent from my own 

email, the ELT Ireland newsletter as well as on my personal Twitter and Facebook accounts. 

 

Research Instrument 

I chose to develop a survey (Appendix 1) that focussed on the provision and availability of CPD 

programmes in institutions as well as respondents’ participation or otherwise in aspects of these. 

Follow-up questions covered issues surrounding reasons for non-participation, rewards available for 

participation, perceptions of ideal development programmes as well as allowing space for comments 

on development on institutional, local and national levels. Questions on availability and provision of 

aspects of programmes as well as participation and rewards were set as closed questions with options 
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available to be chosen by respondents. Questions surrounding reasons for non-participation, ideal 

programmes and general comments on the CPD in the industry were set as open so as to allow for 

respondents to express their ideas as they wished. To allow for demographic analysis, I also included 

additional questions on level of experience and level of qualification as I felt there may be a correlation 

between less-experienced/qualified and more-experienced/qualified teachers in terms of the type of 

activity they engaged with. I also included questions on current working hours so as to investigate 

whether a higher/lower workload had an effect on levels of engagement in continuous professional 

development. 

 

Ethical considerations 

It was important to consider that speaking out about the provision or otherwise of development 

within a company could be a risk for some workers, particularly those in precarious employment. As 

such it was necessary to ensure anonymity of contributions. Participants gave informed consent by 

reading a paragraph at the top of the survey assuring them that any information or data obtained 

during this research would be treated confidentially. This was done by downloading all data from the 

online form to an encrypted excel file, followed by removing the online data from the internet. The 

data was stored securely on a password protected hard drive for the lifetime of the research and 

deleted entirely once the research had been completed. Participants were also informed that data 

from this research project may be published and used in presentations in the future. 

 

Analysis of data 

Correlations in the data were analysed using charts and graphs for the closed questions. Responses 

from teachers working outside of Ireland were excluded for the purpose of establishing the types of 

development available and the rewards available for same. Levels of participation in events were 

calculated including all respondents. The open questions were analysed for common themes or 

interesting comments.  

 

Conclusions: 
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Survey results  

The survey had 25 respondents, of whom 22 were based in Ireland. Of those who responded, 12 have 

been teaching English for over 10 years. 60% of respondents hold an M.A. or Level 9 Diploma while 10 

hold a pre-service Certificate. 21 of the 25 respondents work full-time (more than 15 hours per week).   

Following the exclusion of respondents who work outside of Ireland, 19 work in institutions 

that offer a professional development programme, while 3 work in schools without such an option. 

By far the most common components of CPD programmes were workshops (18), meetings (15), 

attending conferences (15) and peer observations (14). Further certification (6), action research (3) 

and reading groups (2) were less commonly available. Additional components suggested by 

respondents included membership of teaching associations (IATEFL, ELT Ireland etc.), webinars and 

online activity, and publishing in a school newsletter.  

Of the available components, meetings and workshops were consistently rewarded and also 

showed the highest level of reported participation. The options with the next-highest reported 

participation were attending conferences and peer observations, although interestingly more 

respondents reported being rewarded for attending conferences than for doing peer observations, 

which is surprising given the expense involved in sending teachers to conferences as compared to the 

expense involved in running an in-house peer observation programme. Perhaps the salient detail here 

is that conferences generally take place at weekends. Very few respondents reported being involved 

in reading groups or action research and unsurprisingly it was also clear that there were no rewards 

available for these activities.  

When asked to provide reasons for non-participation the majority of comments indicated 

non-attendance due to lack of availability. However, one interesting comment did note that “I already 

had the Dip when I started,” implying that beyond Level 9 qualifications no further development is 

deemed necessary by this respondent. One other respondent reported that they were “too busy” to 

participate.  
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In terms rewards provided by schools for participation, where available they mostly included 

payment for workshops and meetings, although in some cases, this was reported at a lower rate than 

the regular teaching rate. In addition, one respondent reported receiving payment for attending 

conferences, another indicated that they received time off in lieu for weekend conferences, and one 

respondent indicated that the school would fund/part-fund attendance at conferences.  Peer 

observations were paid at a normal teaching rate in all cases where a reward was reported, likely 

because they occur during the normal working day.  

Finally, one last comment noted that “it's part of your contract, rewards are related to your 

pay rise the next year and promotions e.g do a course, get a higher job.”  

When asked to describe their ideal CPD programme 8 of the 25 respondents mentioned 

payment, in combination with career pathway, as being important. 6 respondents were interested in 

programmes that included elements of peer cooperation or observation. Smaller numbers of 

respondents mentioned external certification or external workshop providers as being ideal 

components for them, whereas others mentioned training at a higher level than pre-service (Cert 

TESOL/CELTA/CELT) and training for English for Specific Purposes (in particular ESOL for refugees).  

The tone of comments related to development opportunities in schools, both locally and 

nationally was surprisingly negative, although only 9 respondents left a comment for this question. 

These responses have been published in full in Appendix 2. From them a picture emerges of a cohort 

of teachers who are interested in development but feel lacking in support or a coherent professional 

pathway. It also appears that access to and reward for professional development is very much 

determined by which school a teacher happens to be working in.   

 

Implications 

Despite the small sample size relative to the number of English language teachers working in 

Ireland, it does seem to be possible to draw some clear conclusions from the data. The first and most 

obvious trend is that of a clear correlation between the provision of rewards for participation and 

rates of participation. Results also indicate that the main vehicles provided by schools for 
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professional development are workshops and meetings with options like peer observation or 

attending conferences being far less frequent. Interestingly, self-directed development modes like 

action research and/or reading groups are practically non-existent. This implies that CPD in Ireland is 

seen as an institution-led process and not one where teacher autonomy is encouraged.   

These conclusions are further supported by the number of responses in the open questions 

that referenced payment and peer-cooperation, thus implying that institutions would better meet 

their teacher’s development needs by operating teacher-led or peer-led development programmes. 

Obviously such an action would raise issues for schools in terms of oversight and value-for-money 

measurements but it would seem prudent for institutions to investigate the possibilities of running 

such schemes particularly if diversity of component types were to lead to greater engagement with 

development from staff. It seems from these results that teachers would like to have more 

autonomy in deciding how and when to develop, but that they also see it as the institution’s 

responsibility to support them in their development.  

In my own context, it seems that there is a need to redesign our development programme to 

better meet these values. It’s clear that while the school provides a variety of options, we need to 

offer far more transparency in terms of how each component is supported and rewarded. We also 

need to look to develop more peer-led development opportunities.  

Finally, the comments relating to external provision and the need for certification would 

suggest that opportunities exist for the development of accredited teacher training/development 

courses bridging the gap between Cert. and Dip. level and beyond.    

 

Further research 

Perhaps a more personal approach with face-to-face interviews and/or focus groups would 

yield a higher level of participation at the level of the teacher and the investigation of attitudes 

towards development and/or reasons for non-participation. This might allow for greater clarity in 

describing teachers’ developmental needs and preferences.  

Further research could focus at a higher level than that of the teacher in order to gather an 

overview of development programmes in place at schools. Perhaps engaging bodies like QQI or MEI 

and encouraging Directors of Studies or School Managers to share their programmes for staff 

development would lead to a more fully-formed picture of the opportunities available in different 

centres, as well as providing opportunities for inter-institutional cooperation and knowledge-

sharing.  
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Finally, if the information gathered from the two proposals above could be compared 

internationally, this could lead to a truly global picture regarding the state of development from 

both institutional and teacher perspectives. 
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Appendix 1:  

Survey examining professional development opportunities in Ireland.  
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Appendix 2:  

Responses to the question “Any further comments on development opportunities 

in your school? Locally? Nationally?”  

The teachers' associations offer CPD but schools do not subsidise their joining fees. 

I've been teaching in Dublin for over 12 years and worked for some of the biggest, well-

resourced schools. CPD was either non-existent or a rare occuence. When schools did offer, it 

was often out of hours and unpaid. Only when a number of t's complained would the course be 

rescheduled during school hours or an admin rate be offered to t's to attend. Employers rarely 

offered it and definitely didn't want to pay for it if possible. 

I don’t feel like the ELT sector is treated as a profession in Ireland. Even if you there were more 

opportunities to develop locally or nationally , there is little benefit to the teacher after many 

years. If you are fully qualified with 10+ years service and have attended many conferences, 

webinars, training days over the years in your free time and on your own accord, there is no 

monetary difference to a NQT. 

In most schools, this is a box-ticking exercise that teachers attend because they are forced to. 

Much better geographical spread since ELT-Ireland set up. Social media is great opportunity to 

be more pro-active in one's CPD. 

It would be nice to see a seminar about what teachers can do to address their working conditions 

from ELT Ireland or Oxford, but this is sadly ignored and it feels like the onus is on teachers to 

swim or sink and this doesn't feel respectful towards them. The whole goal of professional 

development overall feels like the equivalent of a sand mandala because teachers can put so 

much effort into their professional development and job, but in the end it's not worth it as they 

have about as much value as a kitchen mop and are not paid well for it, but if you say this to 

anyone in management or someone who has had it easy in ELT. They always hum along to the 

same tune of teaching being a vocation and not for money. 

I live in rural Ireland and it is not always possible to attend courses in the large urban centres. I 

would love more short-term online courses (3-6 months) and perhaps face-to-face on a couple of 

occasions. Also, while I understand that action research is possible on my own, I would love an 

opportunity to meet others who would be more experienced undertaking such a task. 

Some schools are great for cpd, while others it is non existent. EAP has a serious lack of 

opportunities! 

Paid lesson planning should be a reality given that we can’t walk into a class without preparing in 

advance. Or team teaching with lesson planning, even if it’s only an hour per week. 

 

  



16 
 

Facebook, Edmodo or your own personal blog 
Keith Murdiff (IBAT) 

Background 
 

As a teacher, I have always been interested in integrating technology into the classroom. I started 

teaching in 2003, and PowerPoint was the height of technological advancement. Blogging came along 

shortly after that and I was keen to experiment and learn how to use this as a teaching tool.  I have 

kept my current blog on blogger since 2015, and I have enjoyed developing it. I have become better 

at knowing what works and tailoring the blog entries to my student’s needs. However, there is a trend 

of students only using Facebook and YouTube to study online, and the place of the humble blog now 

has to vie for space amongst Vloggers and YouTubers and their dynamic, fast paced visual style. The 

page hits for the blog were always modest and as time went on I found it more difficult to encourage 

students to go and engage with the materials I had created there. A student suggested I open a 

Facebook account purely for teaching purposes. I found that students immediately engaged and were 

more likely to click, share and like the materials I posted there, including links to my blog. I discovered 

Edmodo shortly after that and decided to integrate these three social media platforms into my 

research project.  I am undertaking this action research to see if my students benefit (or feel they 

benefit) from the extracurricular work I do on social media, and which types of activity they enjoy 

most and engages them most.  

Introduction 

The school where I teach, IBAT College, is a large third level institution with an integrated English 

school. There is internet access, a computer terminal, a networked projector, speakers and WIFI in 

each room.  The teaching staff are encouraged to integrate technology and these facilities into their 

lessons. As a result, students are comfortable and familiar engaging with technology in a learning 

environment. Both in our daily interactions in the staff room, and through our regular CPD sessions, 

teachers are encouraged to share technology based lessons content. It was in this environment I began 

to experiment with Facebook and my blog as tool to consolidate lesson objectives, as revision and 

reference guides, and as public forums for further debate and discussion. This experimentation 

formed the core of my research project.  

Although the idea of integrating social media platforms as a tool to consolidate learning is a relatively 

new one, Yunus , Salehi & Chenzi (2012) pointed out in their research into social network services 

(SNSs)  “most students now are digital natives, so SNSs engage them by presenting material in a way 

that is familiar and comfortable for them.” My own experience in IBAT confirmed this. In their 
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research, which was based on writing skills,  Yunus , Salehi & Chenzi suggested setting up a Facebook 

group. It was here I began to formulate my own research aims. 

Research Aims 

The aims of my research were as follows- 

 to see which, if any, social networks and online learning sites my students engaged with, and 

to find out the types of online activity they genuinely enjoyed and which engaged them in the 

learning process. 

 to examine the feasibility of creating a simple, low maintenance group network where active 

interaction between students and teacher could be facilitated as part of the consolidation 

process.  

 to develop a system of using social media as an extra teaching resource to be used to 

consolidate and revise my lesson objectives. 

 

Student and class profile 

The students are mainly professional adults, ranging in age from 18-50. The majority are in their 20’s, 

and all are computer, Internet and technology literate. The school operates a rolling enrolment policy, 

although generally the intake tends to come in blocks so factoring this in was not a major concern in 

my research method.  

The demographic is mainly South American, with the majority from Brazil and Mexico, and in the case 

of my research project, two Koreans, two students from Spain, one from Italy and two from Morocco. 

The teaching timetable in the school means that, in my own case, I am assigned three distinct classes 

each week- Elementary (A1-A1+), First Certificate preparation (B1+ - B2) and Advanced (B2+ - C1)  

After consideration and consultation with my project mentor, it was decided I would carry out the 

projects in each of my three distinct classes. It was decided that including three different levels would 

provide a broader range of implications for my own practice. Every 6 weeks there is a level test week 

in the school, during which there are fewer classes as tests are administered on three of the five days 

of the school week. There were two issues to be addressed at the outset which could potentially affect 

the smooth running of the project: avoiding implementing it between level test weeks and developing 

clear, simple ways to explain the project rationale with students from three different levels of English.   
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Planning 

Hopkins (2008) presents four main definitions of action research. Mills’ (2003) definition that action 

research is “conducted by teacher researchers to gather information about how they teach and how 

students learn” reflected most closely the objectives of my project. Mills went on to say that “ The 

information is gathered with the goals of gaining insight, developing reflective practice, effecting 

positive change in the school environment and on educational practices in general, and improving 

student outcomes” (Mills 2003/ Hopkins 2008)  

Given that the project would be taking place on social media platforms, the ‘school environment’ of 

the research would by and large be the social media groups which would be created for the project 

and the improved student outcomes would be visible, through engaging interaction in L2 in an 

environment in which students felt comfortable and familiar.   

Method 

 

Pre-Project Questionnaire and Ethics  

After familiarisation with the Trinity College Research ethics protocol (University of Dublin, 2018), I 

decided to create a pre project questionnaire and Data protection and Ethical considerations 

disclaimer. (Appendix figure 1)  As part of the preparation stage, a short presentation detailing the 

research project, its aims and objectives and the ethical and data protection considerations was 

designed. The purpose of the pre-project questionnaire was two-fold. Firstly, to make students aware 

Short in class presentation on 
the research project, its aims 

and objectives and data 
protection and ethical 

guidelines.

In class monitored and 
assisted pre project 

questionnaire and ethical 
considerations permissons.

Review of questionnaire 
results and preperation of 

lesson on socila media sites.

Short in class lesson on setting 
up and using Edmodo and 

Facebook groups. 

Feedback and troubleshooting 
of any issues with set up.

Main project presentation-
materials presented on social 
media sites. Students engage 
with materials autonomously, 
with teacher instruction given 

through social media.

Post Survey Questionnaire via 
Survey Monkey to be 

delivered and completed 
through social media sites.

Collect data, analyse findings 
and deliver report to TIRST 

and stakeholders.
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of the purpose of the project and to engage them from the start in the potential benefits should they 

become involved. The second was to fulfil the ethical obligations of the project and ensure that 

students understood that their contributions were anonymous and wouldn’t form part of their 

assessment or affect their progress in the school or in regard to their visa status. The wording of the 

Pre Project questionnaire and disclaimer (Appendix Figure 1 & 2) were discussed and revised with the 

help of project mentor Gosia Walczak. 

 

Questionnaire Feedback 

32 students agreed to take part in the project and submitted completed questionnaires and 

disclaimers. The results of the questionnaires revealed that all 32 students regularly engaged with 

Facebook, with no students being aware of blog sites such as Blogger (where I host my own blog) or 

WordPress. Some teaching websites were mentioned (Duo Lingo, ESL Lounge) but these were 

outweighed by traditional media sites such as CNN, the Irish Times and NY Times, and streaming sites 

such as YouTube and Netflix. One interesting finding was that 8 students mentioned Instagram as a 

site they used to learn English. Netflix was also mentioned by 11 students, YouTube by 15 students 

and Google Translate was mentioned by 4 students. (Appendix Figure 3) The most interesting finding 

for the research project purposes was that none of those surveyed were aware of Edmodo. 

Students also felt that no matter how much time they spent online, which varied from 1- 4 hours daily, 

they all found time to study or actively learn English. 

 The majority (15 students) spent 1-2 hours per day on social media sites, with 5 students spending an 

hour more and another 5 spending an hour less. 7 students reported spending between 3 and 5 hours 

per day on social media.  (Appendix Figure 4)  

13 students spent an hour studying English online, with 15 spending 1-2 hours. A further 8 students 

spent between 2-5 hours a day studying English online. (Appendix figure 5) 

The majority of students surfing (20) and studying (22) on social media sites for between 1-2 hours 

per day felt this was just enough time online. (61%- Appendix figure 6) 

The questionnaire results pointed to an overuse of receptive skills when it came to online study. 

Although all respondents reported that listening, reading and learning vocabulary were the skills they 

practiced most, none of the students listed writing, speaking or grammar as skills they practiced most.  

One of the main objectives of the project was to engage students and facilitate different online 

resources where interaction could occur as a continuation and consolidation of the in-class 
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coursework. Therefore, the feedback demonstrated a clear need for modified authentic materials, 

focused on the skills students ranked least, presented in a forum where the teacher could offer 

correction and interact with the students.  Though all three platforms offered this kind of feedback 

loop, students were unaware of Edmodo or Blogger. As a result of these discoveries and the overall 

questionnaire findings, a lesson explaining Edmodo and what it was used for was planned and taught. 

Once this was explained, the process of setting up each class was implemented step by step.  

 

Edmodo set up 

It became apparent almost immediately that this process would be time consuming and potentially 

confusing to the students from the elementary group. However, with careful explanation and 

instruction in class, including a demonstration using the OHP and the Edmodo programme, each class 

had 80-100% membership registered and joined. The remainder of students had issues receiving the 

Edmodo invitation through their outlook account, and even into the project timetable some students 

had not yet joined the group. This was eventually solved by sending the invitations to alternative email 

addresses. During that time, student were encouraged to use the alternative options for the project, 

the teacher’s blog or Facebook group.  

 

 

 

Set up an Edmodo teacher account

Create seperate class groups for each class involved in the project

Collect  an email address for each individual class member

Using the Edmodo platform, send an invitation to each email 
address

Check all students are members of the group before proceeding. 
Resend invitation if necessary and proceed with project.
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Setting up a class using Edmodo 

 

Task planning 

It was decided to design a lesson for each group using a specific dominant skill for each task, suited to 

class level and online platform. This meant creating a Reading, Writing, Listening, Grammar Awareness 

and Speaking lesson for each class. The platform used for each would depend on the task and class 

and suitability of platform for assessment and feedback.  All tasks would be available on at least 2 of 

the three platforms. Tasks were designed and planned around existing syllabus and course book 

demands, and were integrated into lessons where appropriate.  

 

 

Materials Design  

Chomsky (1988, p 181) noted that “99% of teaching is making students feel interested in the material. 

1% is about your methods” and as a teacher experience has taught me to generally concur with this 

statement, although the percentages fluctuate once the teacher becomes materials designer. Given 

my experience with the group of students involved in the project, the need to create “engaging 

content, meaningful practice and repeated exposure” (Vaughan Jones, 2008) was going to be 

fundamental to eliciting engagement outside the classroom.   

To this end, a reading activity for the FCE class, an online thread based discussion activity for the 

Elementary class, and an authentic listening activity for the advanced class were designed. Each 

activity was based on problem areas noted through field notes and observations in class. The rationale 

for the topics and themes of the activities was connected directly to the topics being covered that 

particular week in their core course book.  The source material for FCE was the BBC news website. The 

text was modified to remove superfluous text and transformed into a FCE Reading gapped text 

activity. (Appendix figure 7)  

Facebook

•grammar awareness

•speaking

•writing

Teacher's blog

•listening

•reading

•grammar awareness

Edmodo

•reading

•writing

•listening

•grammar awareness
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The listening activity was based on an authentic interview found on YouTube, again based on the 

relevant course book topic of that particular week. The process meant downloading the entire 

interview, then using a programme to convert it into a sound file, creating questions with multiple 

choice options (4 options per question) and embedding the activity and the question paper onto the 

teacher’s blog, making a post on Facebook and creating an assignment for homework in Edmodo. 

(Appendix figure 8 and 9) 

The writing tasks  for the advanced and FCE groups were reproduced from tasks in the coursebooks 

as part of the course syllabus, and were corrected via the platform they appeared on. This was due to 

the fact that the tasks were based on exam programmes the students were studying at the time. The 

writing task for elementary was based on a conversation thread that involved the teacher monitoring 

in the group.  

Unexpected Difficulties 

The project timetable was designed to run from the week after a level test, which would ensure that 

students who had agreed to take part in the project would have filled in the questionnaire, completed 

the disclaimer and been briefed and set up in the relevant Edmodo group. It would also minimise the 

disruption caused by students moving levels after the level test. However, the A1 class scored highly 

in the level tests and a decision was made to move the majority of the class to an A2 level, with the 

teacher remaining with the class. As a result, some of the materials were no longer part of the new 

syllabus, and so new authentic materials had to be created at short notice.  

Post Project survey  

It was discussed and agreed upon that student should be surveyed about their experience of the 

project. To that end, a small survey was made and posted across the three platforms. The purpose of 

the survey was to examine student’s attitudes to learning online through social media websites. The 

survey was created with the help of Gosia Walczak and was deliberately designed to be brief but also 

allow for comment. This survey was posted on all social networks, to maximise engagement and 

possibility of completion. 

Survey results and Student feedback. 

The post project survey was hosted via Survey Monkey and consisted of three ranking questions and 

one open question. The three gradable questions were based on the student’s experience of the three 

separate platforms, and the inclusion of an open question was decided on after consultation with my 

mentor. Overall, there were 16 respondents to the survey. 
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Out of the three social media platforms, students preferred Facebook to all other social media sites. 

The majority of students rated the teacher’s blog as very good to excellent, which Edmodo was the 

platform which students were least likely to use at all or engage with. Through field notes taken in 

class, a proportion of students in class found Edmodo too difficult to navigate. The result for this group 

was that they engaged more with the material through Facebook. Not one of the students used the 

comment feature on the Blogger blog to respond, which was in stark contrast to Facebook, where 

thread based commentary, likes and seen notices were strong throughout the project.  

Teacher’s Observations 

The engagement with Edmodo was the most disappointing aspect of this research project. Despite 

being the most difficult to set up and organise, and in spite of having the greatest potential as a 

platform that combines the functionality of Facebook with the added advantage of hosting 

assignments and a messaging system, students failed to engage with any of the materials I posted. 

There were some technical issues with the initial set up but these didn’t effect functionality once 

everything was dealt with and up and running. Personally, the blog scored higher than expected and 

was a real vindication for me as a teacher. From my own perspective I found the setting up of groups 

on Facebook to be much easier and less time consuming than on Edmodo. Creating authentic engaging 

materials was both difficult and rewarding, as were the conversations via social media. This kind of 

interaction online is also a perfect way for weaker students to go back and check, and for shyer 

students to interact without the pressure of classroom factors.  

Conclusion 

The nature of rolling enrolment in a school means that establishing and nurturing an online presence 

on a social network specifically for teaching, such as Edmodo, is difficult to achieve. This site in 

particular seems more suited for written assignments and test based Q&A activities than interactive 

communicative activities. The ubiquity of Facebook means that students generally ‘get it’ and will be 

far less resistant to joining a group or posting a response, writing homework or a video presentation. 

Facebook, however, falls down when it comes to academic based assessment. This is where having a 

blog to host presentations and set homework on writing comes in. Facebook is probably the best at 

adding detail and ‘conversing’ while still having an educational outcome.  The most substantial 

surprise was the popularity of the teacher’s blog. Of all the students surveyed, and interviewed 

afterward, 100% said they like or really like reading teaching blogs.  What this seems to suggest is that 

the simplest and most familiar ways of implementing extracurricular consolidation into your teaching 

methods are those which have the most potential to engage students in the short term. Using social 

media outside class to assist, encourage and engage learners is a time-consuming, unpaid, difficult 
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balancing act, but with time to integrate into your personal methodology, can be an extremely useful 

and enjoyable tool to informally monitor your student’s real world interactions with L2 and 

consolidate more than one skill at a time in a non-threatening, comfortable environment. 
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Appendix- 
Figure 1 – Pre-Project Questionnaire 
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Figure 2 – Ethical Considerations Disclaimer 
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Figure 3 –Social media sites used to learn English 
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Figure 4- Time Spent on social media 
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Figure 5 –Time spent on social media per day 

 

 

Figure 6- Time spent studying English on social media sites per day 
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Figure 7 – FCE Reading gapped text activity 

 

 

Figure 8 – – Listening Homework as hosted on Edmodo 
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Figure 9 – Question paper for Advanced Listening 
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Content and Rationale 

We sought to implement Project Based Learning  (PBL), incorporating reflective practice, in our school. 

We planned to investigate whether PBL could be successfully integrated into our open enrolment 

context, with the aim of improving learner autonomy while still addressing the recommended learning 

outcomes for each week of the syllabus. 

The focus of this action research project was inspired, in part, by a recent paper by Laura Breen (2017). 

It also owes much to previous research in the area of Project-Based Learning in the EFL context (Stoller 

2002, Lave 2011, Larmer & Mergendoller 2010, Heick 2012). 

Additionally, we hoped to create a collaborative environment to foster our own and other colleagues’ 

continuing professional development, and extend our teaching practice beyond its usual scope. 

Lave (2011) supports the contention that teaching in itself does not produce learning. In her view, 

learning is something that only learners can do and they do it while immersed in authentic challenges. 

We can connect this to the opportunities PBL gives the students to solve tangible problems during the 

process of formulating, researching and publishing their work (Larmer & Mergendoller 2010, Lave 

2009). 

Key terms as used in this paper 

Common European Frame of Reference (CEFR) levels: an international framework describing 

language abilities across levels, from A1 Elementary to C2 Proficiency. For our purposes, we consider 

A1, A2 and B1 lower levels, and B2, C1 and C2 higher. 

Constraints: Conditions which determine the parameters of projects and need to be anticipated so as 

to pre-empt and manage issues that might hinder or limit the success of project work. 
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Open enrolment: An educational context in which learners enrol at a school on different dates and 

for indeterminate durations. While the school has a 12-week syllabus for each of the CEFR levels, open 

enrolment means it is not possible to run full courses with closed groups since learners arrive and 

depart at different stages during each cycle of the syllabus. 

Project-based learning (PBL) There are an ever increasing number of ways to define this practice, but 

some key elements appear in many resources which outline how to approach projects in the 

classroom. Initially, teachers acting as facilitators guide learners in selecting a focus for their project. 

This is followed by research and preparation stages, which are as student-centred as possible. The 

published product that the students create is designed to be shared with an audience outside of the 

immediate classroom (Heick 2012, Moss & Van Duzer 1998, & Larmer & Mergendoller 2010). 

Reflective practice: This term has been defined in numerous ways and in some cases, the various 

iterations conflict. Rodgers (2002) argues for a systematic approach to reflection based on Dewey’s 

work (Dewey 1910, cited in Rodgers 2002). The purpose of the reflective instruments, used at various 

stages of each project, was for both students and teachers to evaluate their own actions and progress 

as part of ongoing learning and development. Dewey holds up curiosity as a powerful motivating factor 

for acquiring knowledge and skills, and connects the process of reflection to a process of enquiry that 

builds critical thinking skills (1910). The variety of reflective tools chosen for this project (Appendices 

1a - 1e) incorporated aspects of the four criteria for reflection defined by Dewey (1910) and 

interpreted by Rodgers (2002) in the hope that this would raise awareness of teaching and learning 

processes over the course of each project and help to make the learning objectives more transparent 

for all participants. 

  



37 
 

Procedures and Methods 

Throughout our research, we took care to ensure that our students were aware of and consented 

to participating in the lessons and project work that were related to our action research. All students 

were given the option to choose whether or not to participate in all reflective activities that we used 

to gather data. All such data is confidential in that it is only available to the research team members. 

To prepare for doing project work with our students, we began by reviewing our syllabus for CEFR 

levels A2 - C1 and mapping possible project types to the learning outcomes for each week within the 

research period. Once we had a general outline, we decided that we would be able to run 6 - 8 projects 

during our busy summer period from the end of June to the end of August. We were able to complete 

7 projects with 7 groups of students in the following levels: A2, A2+, B1+ (3 different classes ), B2+ and 

C1. Scheduling constraints and the concentration of students at the lower levels meant that our 

opportunity to do projects with higher level classes was limited. 

 

Due to open enrolment, projects needed to be limited to a duration of one week to ensure that 

students would be able to see their efforts published. At least 1-2 hours out of a 4-hour class day were 

allocated to project work. Each project was broken into stages (see chart 1). The finished product was 

published on Fridays. 

 

Our procedure for running projects in classes was adapted and shortened from those suggested by 

Stoller (2002) and Moss and van Duzer (1998), with added student and teacher reflection as discussed 

in Richards (1995) and Larmer & Mergendoller (2010).  Cooperation between students and teachers 

occurs at each stage. See chart on page 5. 
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Data collection and reflection 

Reflective instruments were used to gauge how learners were responding to the PBL sessions. We 

used two types of questionnaires to gather students’ responses to the preparatory stages. These 

included both open and closed prompts (Appendices 1a&1c). As mentioned above (Key terms), the 

choice of prompts was based on the criteria from Rodgers (2002). We wanted to gauge the students’ 
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and teachers’ attitude toward the project at several stages, to aid the transition from one stage to the 

next, and to highlight the language and skills areas that the project was designed to further (Rodgers 

2002). Additionally, we hoped to encourage interaction among groups of students, and among 

teachers, using the collaborative instruments we chose as a way to further motivate and engage all 

participants and develop a sense of community (Dewey 1910 and Rodgers 2002).  

After the students had completed the bulk of their research and started working on their product, 

they had small group discussions based on a list of prompts (Appendices 1b&1d). These were recorded 

and transcribed for later analysis (Appendices 2a-2f).  

Survey Monkey, an online survey platform, was used to record students’ post-project impressions of 

their experience throughout the week. It also guided them in assessing how successful the project was 

in improving their English (Janssen 2017). 

Teachers had similarly scheduled reflection tasks to do in tandem with the students (Appendices 1e) 

and also completed a post-project survey (Barni 2017a). 

Project case studies 

 

A2/A2+ Games Project 

Students designed and made a board game, incorporating the grammar and vocabulary from the 

syllabus. Having researched different countries, students created world trivia questions practising 

question, comparative and superlative forms.  

 

Each group was responsible for assigning tasks within their group and designing their own board game 

to accompany the questions. Publication took the form of a cross-class exchange of games and 

questions (Appendix 4a). 

 

B1+ Blog Project 

Students researched what Ireland has to offer to weekend travellers, writing blogs about those on 

different budgets. This fitted in with the learning outcomes of the syllabus for that week; lexis about 

journeys and travel problems. These blogs were then published on the school’s blog and Facebook 

page (Appendix 4b). For a detailed look at the stages in this project, see appendix 4c. 
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Conclusions  

Benefits to Students 

Unexpectedly, transcripts and feedback all pointed to more realisation of project value and self-

awareness as regards benefits for the participants at lower levels (A2-B1+) rather than at the higher 

levels (B2-C1) as we had initially anticipated. 

Cooperative Learning 

The most evident benefit was the development of community. Communicating and using cooperative 

learning skills engaged the students at all levels. This had a tremendous impact on establishing 

rapport: 100% of students at the two lowest levels agreed or strongly agreed that they had enjoyed 

working with classmates (Slattery 2017, Janssen 2017), while 100% of B2+ students and 75% of C1 

students indicated that the project improved their ability to collaborate effectively in English (Barni 

2017b, Barni 2017c). 

Learner Autonomy 

Lower level students who had weaknesses with pronunciation (Appendix 2a) and spelling (Appendix 

2b) mentioned this at the midweek reflection stage. The C1 class also recognised the opportunity their 

projects created to focus on pronunciation in more depth, specifically within areas such as connected 

speech, natural pauses, pace and intonation (Barni 2017b, Appendix 2c). They identified these 

weaknesses as they occurred, without the teacher needing to call attention to errors.  

Learner Preferences 

Strategies and learning preferences that would not necessarily be supported in a more traditional class 

setting came to the fore naturally as learners were encouraged to guide themselves through project 

stages. One student mentioned independently researching question formation in video form 

(Appendix 2b). Another commented that acting in a short commercial had a particularly positive 

impact on them (Appendix 2d). In addition, a group of students discussed possible presentation 

techniques (Appendix 2d). At the C1 level, there was a clear realisation that their project lent itself to 

putting all the previously learned vocabulary into context (Appendix 2e). 

Other 

Establishing rapport and building confidence also featured quite strongly throughout survey 

responses, with 84% of students at lower levels and 92% at higher levels agreeing or strongly agreeing 

that the projects had tested their abilities in a positive way. Additionally, 70% of total respondents 

said they would like to be included in more projects in the future (Slattery 2017). 
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Benefits to Teachers 

Reflection surveys reported 100% of teachers had very positive feelings about running projects, and 

all felt that their learners were either positive or very positive about the experience (Barni 2017a). 

Motivation                                                                                                                                              

One thing that appeared frequently in teacher reflection was that it seemed a lot easier to motivate 

and engage learners over the whole week compared to traditional task-based lessons. Learners 

seemed to participate more than usual when given challenges and the opportunity to plan and work 

with greater autonomy (Barni 2017a). Furthermore, there was far less onus on the teachers to involve 

the students who tend to be more reticent. Instead, they were noticeably more communicative in 

authentic group work and reflection (Barni 2017a). 

Running Sessions                                                                                                                         

Teachers reported feeling impressed with their students’ hard work and technical knowledge, as well 

as the quality of language produced (Barni 2017a). Teachers benefited from being able to facilitate 

rather than lead, encouraging more learner autonomy. This in turn provided much more time for 

monitoring and personalising error-correction. For example, during the A2 board game project, 

students asked their teacher to correct their individual pronunciation and use of comparatives 

(Appendix 3d). Students seemed to treat their teacher less as a gatekeeper of language and more as 

an aid to their own self-discovery (Appendix 3a).  

Reflection and Teacher Development                                                                                                    

In the mid- and post-project reflection forms, teachers identified a number of potential benefits to 

their future practice. While teachers were happy that their instructions were clear and effective, some 

found the experience highlighted the importance of pre-teaching vocabulary and giving clear 

explanations of what skills were expected at different stages (Barni 2017a). Moreover, PBL helped 

overcome difficulties ordinarily experienced when sourcing and executing multi-skill lessons at lower 

levels. 

Other                                                                                                                                           

Several teachers gained technical skills they might not have otherwise developed, such as setting up 

a Wi-Fi hotspot or using online survey platforms. Working with colleagues allowed teachers to 

exchange ideas and support each other, making the implementation of PBL less daunting (Barni 
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2017a). Although there was some preparation required before a project began, the teacher’s 

workload outside the class was significantly reduced as the week progressed.  

Constraints  

Time                                                                                                                                                          

In order to complete and publish projects within five days, teachers needed to set realistic and specific 

goals for each stage. Within these parameters, students were encouraged to manage their own time. 

In some cases, stages needed to be extended, shortened or jettisoned. For example, a change had to 

be made during the A2+ board game project. The teacher had planned for the class to create questions 

for a grammar-based game and design a board for it. When the research and editing stages took longer 

than expected, it was decided to use an existing board, rather than have students create their own 

(Slattery 2017).  

Across the lower level projects (A2 - B1+), the majority of students felt they were given enough time 

to complete all stages, with 26 out of 31 students agreeing and 5 being neutral (Janssen 2017, Janssen 

& McCarthy 2017 & Slattery 2017). 

Learner Perception of Project and Group Work                                                                                                   

We had anticipated that students might respond to PBL as not meeting their expectations of what a 

lesson should include.  At most, one or two students per class reported that they would have preferred 

to continue with more coursebook-centred material rather than being involved in project work. 

Some projects allowed students more freedom in selecting their own groups based around common 

interests, such as the presentation projects at B2+ and C1. However, personality clashes did occur in 

one instance where some learners were unwilling to work together.  

Across all of the lower levels, there was only one student who completely disengaged from both their 

team and the project in general. The teacher felt this was due to affective factors, and the student 

reported not liking the project (Appendix 3b). 

Level of English and Learning Outcomes                                                                                              

At the start of each project week, some of the lower-level students were understandably anxious 

about their level of English and how this would affect their ability to finish the task (Appendix 3d). By 

week’s end, 27 out of 31 felt their level had indeed been high enough to complete the project 
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successfully (Janssen, McCarthy 2017, Janssen 2017 & Slattery 2017). The teachers also noted in their 

final reflections that by the Friday the students had a sense of achievement and pride (Barni 2017a). 

With the higher level learners, we found that it was critical to be transparent about the specific 

learning outcomes the project could help them achieve. Midweek in the C1 cultural presentations 

project, a group of four students were equally divided as to whether the tasks they were doing were 

helping them to improve their English in any measurable way (Appendix 2f). A second group were 

more unified in agreeing that they saw clear improvements in their vocabulary, fluency and use of 

some grammar structures (Appendix 2e).  

Evolution 

Over the course of our research project, we have made the following observations: 

The teachers were able to work together closely, often reflecting organically, which meant exchanging 

positive experiences and helping each other to adapt projects to meet learners’ needs as they arose. 

In addition, sharing tasks and responsibilities made the projects run more smoothly, with teachers 

aiding each other by creating and editing reflective questions, grading language, and sourcing 

equipment such as dictaphones for mid-week student reflection. It is clear that collaboration between 

teachers was vital to the success of the projects, with every teacher who ran one acknowledging the 

support they received from their allotted partner and others (Barni 2017a, Appendix 3d, Appendix 3c). 

Project-driven requirements evolved constantly, adjusting to changing needs. As student reflection 

from early projects had indicated a lack of focus on pronunciation and listening skills, we decided to 

make students more aware of the link between the language skills on the syllabus and the projects 

(Barni 2017a). Furthermore, in mid-week reflections of later projects, students commented on what 

support they needed in order to publish successfully, e.g. signposting language (Appendix 2c) and 

more pronunciation feedback (Appendix 2a). One group became aware of their need to make more 

notes to organise ideas and use a wider range of lexis in their presentations (Appendix 2e). A student 

from this group reflected that projects allowed her to use a large amount of language in context with 

a natural flow rather than just memorising her notes (Appendix 2e). Moving away from a vertically 

structured approach resulted in more student-led development of language, encouraging thought-

changing processes and facilitating real world learning, as opposed to simulating an artificial 

framework. 

Throughout the projects we saw how important cooperation and reflection were for both students 

and teachers. 



44 
 

Summary 

Overall, we have found that integrating Project Based Learning into our existing syllabus, within the 

constraints we outlined, does not need to place additional time and preparation demands on teachers. 

In fact, it can lead to a more rewarding classroom experience. We also feel that the reflection activities 

supported both the teachers and learners in the way they promoted awareness of learning outcomes 

and helped measure how well they were met. Doing the research project was beneficial for our team 

in that it challenged and motivated us, and allowed us to take more agency in furthering our own 

professional development.  

Further Research 

Following positive feedback from students and teachers, fully integrating PBL into both morning and 

afternoon syllabi is being considered. We are also looking at extending the contexts in which PBL can 

be applied. A CLIL course was run in the school at the end of 2017 and those participants were engaged 

in a mini project which received very positive feedback Furthermore, the college runs a summer school 

for young learners, which successfully implemented PBL in summer 2017. We anticipate further 

developments in these areas as well as more opportunities for action research. 
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Appendix 1a  

Higher Student reflection 1 

 

Reflection 1 

1.  During this project I would like to improve: (specific language? Accuracy? Presentation 

Skills? Other?) 

2. What do you think will be the most challenging part of this project? 

3. How can you connect the skills and language you are practising during this project to your 

life/job? 

4. What language or skills do you need for this project that you would like help with? 

 

Appendix 1b  

Higher Student reflection 2 

 

Reflection 2 

1. What do you find frustrating about preparing your presentation, if anything? Why? 

2. What about your thinking, learning, or work this week has given you the most satisfaction? 

Why? 

3. How has the teacher helped or hindered you this week? What can the teacher do tomorrow 

to contribute positively to your presentation preparation? 

4. What can you do now to make your presentation as good as possible? 

 

Appendix 1c  

Lower Student reflection 1 

 

Reflection 1 

1. In this project I want to improve: (using vocabulary? -  using grammar without too many 

mistakes? -  making presentations? - other?) 

2. What was the most difficult part of this project? 

3. How can you use what you have learned this week in everyday life ? 

4. What help do you need to finish this project?  

 

Appendix 1d  

Lower Student reflection 2 

 

Reflection 2 

1.  What do you find difficult about preparing your project? Why? 

2.  What were you happiest about your thinking, learning, or work this week? Why? 

3.  How has the teacher helped or hindered you this week? What can the teacher do tomorrow 

to contribute positively to your presentation preparation? 

4.  What can you do now to make your presentation as good as possible? 

Appendix 1e  

Teacher reflection 
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Master Teacher Reflection 

1. What do I need to change? 

2. What is student buy-in like right now? 

3. What do students need based on their reflection? 

4. What do I need? (Resources, support, etc.) 
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Appendix 2a  

Lower student reflection 2 - B1+ Advertising project - Transcript M Group 3 

 

S1 Hello! 

S2 What was difficult about preparing your presentation….why? 

S1 Being mistake 

S2 For me when you are preparing, for me…it’s more…eh…the idea, for example the image…the 

imagination about… 

S1…ah okay…. 

S2 about what we are speaking 

S1 The product and the things to do in the correctly 

S3 …and prepare the…prepare our presentation the part that we have to say 

French S2…yes, and don’t do mistake...because… 

S1 and write all okay….the correct 

S2 next question 

S3 What did you enjoy most this week? Thinking, learning or working? 

S1 Working…eh…working I think….when we have to talk with us... 

S3….with another person, in English 

S2…yes, yes, I like as well thinking about for example, when you have to thinking about 

presentation…I like it yes….it’s funny. 

S2/S1 How was the teacher helping? 

S1 She print us the photos 

S3 Yes, she printed our, she printed our photos. She emmm…helped to write all words with the 

correct form 

S2 She was checking all the time 

S1..actually yes 

S2..we said that yes….and we can call her when we want… 

S1 If we want some ideas 

S2 Yes, found some ideas, yes…help a lot..yes 

S2 How can the teacher ……tomorrow for the presentation 

S1 How can the teacher help tomorrow?  

S3 Ah, tomorrow, yes. 

S1 I don’t know...hmmm 
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S2….she can check another time 

S1 tomorrow I suppose she, she, before the speaking…she…she… 

S3…she review our pronunciation… 

S2 Look what our group has say…it’s better the third time 

S3 What can you do now to make your presentation better? 

S3 Prepare! Prepare our speaking! 

S2 The poster is fine now, we just have to 

S3 We have to be careful with our pronunciation 

S2 Yes, we need to write not all because we have to speak and if you write something and just read, 

it’s boring! You have to… 

S1 Yes, yes… 

S2….you understand me? 

S1 I don’t know that we can do it.. 

S2 That’s all, I think 

 

Appendix 2b  

Lower student reflection 2 - A2+ Board game project - Transcript 2 

 

S1: What was difficult about making your board game? Why? 

S2: For me, it was very difficult because I have a problem with the present perfect… 

S1: Yeah 

S2: And I need practise more. 

S1: In my case, I think the same, I have a problem because sometimes I don’t know what is the 

difference between past simple and present perfect- 

S2: -Yeah 

S1: -but.., or I have some problems with the verbs because I don’t remember what is the correct 

form for write… 

S2: Yeah, exactly… 

S1: Or say the verbs. 

S3: For me, I think the most difficult thing it was the spelling and the writing.., when you write, 

you..,if it’s purple but I don’t put s, and I make some word, and I make some letter not incorrect.., so 

that is make the question in another way.., from that is correct… 

S1: Yeah sometimes was difficult to make the questions. 

S2: Yes, yesterday I search in the youtube a video about this- 
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S1: -really? 

S2: Yeah I found, but it is Brazilian teacher, this is the problem.., but he explain very good, and is a 

little more clear for me, but I need practise more… 

S1: But I think it sometimes was difficult to make the.., the questions 

S2: -the sentences… 

S1: And in present perfect.., but… 

S2: Yeah, is very hard. 

S1 and S2: OK. 

S2: What did you enjoy most this week? 

S1: Well: thinking, learning, working… 

(both laugh) 

S2: Yeah.., this weekend I working just two days yet – because yesterday I was off, and I try study.., a 

little – but I think is learning because I come back to studying, I need improve. 

S1: I think the activity, the games, was very.., very… 

S2 and S3: Yeah… 

S2: very interesting… 

S1: Very interesting, with.., how can you say.., bus? When you bus? 

S2: In the bus, yeah… 

S1: In the bus? For know the answers, I think was very.., very good activity.., and.., we learning about 

the present perfect in practice. 

S3: Yeah 

S2: Is a fun activity.., I think learn more.., if is better for fix in the memory… 

S1: Yeah 

S3: I think when we make the question, we know where is the wrong and we correct it, that’s 

improve our, our grammar.., our vocabulary and our grammar 

S1: That was very good. Yeah. 

 

S3: And question 3 – how was the teacher help this week? … I think the teacher was very helpful- 

S2: -I agree 

S3: -when someone say a wrong.., a wrong sentence, she put in a paper and give it to me 

S1: I think it was very good because.., she give us a feedback about.., with speaking or writing.., and 

when make mistakes she say that is wrong and you need to..,  is better for improve your grammar, 

your speaking, your listening. 
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S2: I agree, and she gave for us.., I don’t know exactly how explain.., I don’t know in English.., 

attention special.., attention for each person 

S1: Yeah.., particular person. 

S2: Exactly, and help this, and this help us a lot. 

S1 and S3: Yes. 

Appendix 2c  

Higher student reflection 2 - B2+ Presentation project - Transcript 1  

Teacher and S1, S2,S3, S4 

Teacher: (gives instructions)  

 So, this is recording, OK? You guys answer these questions – yeah it’s a discussion. Answer 

these questions by discussing them together, as honestly as possible, OK? You won’t offend me, so 

say whatever you like. It’s a group discussion - so [student 1], you can ask question one, and the four 

of you discuss. 

S1: (reads question, and repeats) 

 So, what did you find frustrating about preparing your presentation, if anything? 

S2: Hmm, no. 

S3: In my case, no. 

S2: I’m not frustrated. 

S3: Me too. 

S1: No. 

S4: It’s interesting, yeah. 

S1: So, the second... (reads question) 

 What about your thinking, learning, or work this week has given you the most satisfaction? 

S4: Yeah for me, it’s new, so it’s interesting to prepare a presentation in English, with specific 

language, it’s good, I think. 

S3: I think it’s very useful do a presentation in English, for us, you can learn how do it.., I mean, it’s 

my second presentation in English.., so.. 

S1: Do you like? 

S3: I like a lot presentations.., in English, it’s difficult - but, it’s better. 

S2: Yeah, it’s difficult but it’s useful, because you need to develop fluency and accuracy, so 

presentations help us to do this. 

S1: I like to prepare, but.., difficult pronunciation. 

S3: Even for another class… 

S1: Yeah, if it’s just for us I think it’s easier… 
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S2: Yeah, because you know each other… 

S1: Yeah, it’s not so big.  

S3: Yeah, and we are working together. 

S2: Yeah, the B2.., in B2 class, we made presentations, but just in class. 

S1: Yeah, I think this one is better…[indecipherable], so (reads question) 

 How has the teacher helped or hindered you this week? What can the teacher do tomorrow 

to contribute to your presentation preparation? 

S3: She helped a lot. 

S4: Yeah. 

S2: [She] helped a lot, with the research, and… 

S4: And she gave us many advices… 

S1: Yeah.., she did a research, and she brought us some websites for us.., it was very good… 

S2: Yeah.., what can the teacher do tomorrow to contribute? 

S3: Help us with the pronunciation, could be, about some words.. 

[indecipherable] 

S4: Connection words? Connection words.., linking words 

S3: Some expressions.., like the expressions who.., that, she learn us today.., teach us. 

S4: Yeah. 

S1: But I think you should to say by heart, because it’s neither common phrase or sentence, so the 

grammar is not so good… [others agree], because you can make a mistake, make a mistakes when 

you start use them, so.. 

S2: (reads question) 

 What can you do now to make your presentation as good as possible? 

Study! 

S1: The most important, you know what are you talking about.. 

S2: Yeah. 

S1: [indecipherable] It’s not very good, but you can do your best… 

S2: That’s it, I think… 

S3: We need to stop it? 

S2: Yeah, just press here…? 

S3: I dunno… 

Appendix 2d  
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Lower student reflection 2 - B1+ Advertising project - Transcript A Group 2 

 

S1: What was difficult about preparing our presentation and why? 

S2: Em, for me, it’s difficult hmm… about describe the products, mmm, cos I have to think about 

the correct sentence so it was difficult for me. (laugh) 

S1: For me, eh, I think eh it is it is kind of project was really good because I have a good team 

and eh we worked together and help each other. No, I think it’s, don’t have a specific point, was 

really difficult for me. 

S3: For me, a little bit difficult is the choice the product because is difficult explain this, this 

product for other, other countries and other nationalities and the most difficult for me is the 

presentation tomorrow because I am, I’m always afraid to talk in front of the people. 

S4: For me, it is kind of difficult to choose ______ for presentation cos presentation is not 

general conversation so, yeah. 

S1: Second question. What did you enjoy most this week? Thinking, learning or working? 

S2: Hmmmmmmm, I enjoyed making a video… because… um..I act, I acted in the video so it’s so 

funny, it was so amazing experience for me and eh, second, working with classmate… it was 

perfect... for… umm my classmate…(laughing)  yeah, working together is, it was perfect. 

S1: I… I enjoy everything this project… eh… it was really excited we could speak and create a 

commercial together. 

S4: Ummm, it was… I’m enjoying to work with.. I’m enjoying working with best classmates . I 

don’t know whether I could help them but I appreciate them to make my week.  

S3:  I enjoyed all those things, each detail, discussion to decide everything. We could, we could 

use our creativity, work in a good group and learning with one another. I think it’s, I enjoyed all the, 

all the week. 

S2:  The third. How has the teacher helped this week?How can the teacher help tomorrow? 

S1:  Ok, she help us for decorate everything and she provide eh, material for recreate  eh, slog 

and she help with, with printer as well. I think she’s a excellent teacher, she help, she help us every 

time. 

S4:  Emmm… at first, I needed… I needed to understand what classmate did from Monday to 

Wednesday and she, she explained a lot for me and she makes our work smooth. 

S3:  Ehhhhh… She helped with all details… ehh… the, she provide material for us eh and she was 

very helpful the group, the class. 

S2:  She’s like an angel for me _____________ (laughter) Sheee… che-check the correct grammar 

and she will, ah… tomorrow, I think she will give us about confident  

S4:  Yes, yeah it’s true. She give for us a lot of confidence in my presentation tomorrow. 
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S2:  I will need her. 

S4: Four. What can you do now to make your presentation better? 

S2:  Hmmm, I think it’s better to memorise the speaking sentence because it’s important to think 

about the sentence in your brain. 

S3:  Yes 

S1: And I think we can try relax today and eh, don’t feel… nervous. Try don’t feel nervous, but I 

think it’s not possible but we can try study the, how we can presentation tomorrow. We can be fine, 

I think. 

S3:  And I think for relax, we can drink milkshake. (laughter) 

S4:  Yeah, or we can do rehearsal rehearsal, rehearsal (the?) rehearsal 

S?:  Whisper: (It’s not English)  Oh no…. 

S4:  Rehearsal. 

S1: You can look.. try try try…………………………………..  

Appendix 2e  

Higher student reflection 2 - C1 Presentation project - Transcript 1  

 

S1, S2, S3, Teacher 
 
Teacher: All yours. Get nice and close to the device. 
Teacher: Discuss in as much depth as you can, ok? 
 
S1: Ok. 
 
S2: So, what was difficult about preparing the presentation? 
 
S1: For me, I think, to have the idea about what we are going to speak about, because we  
 
have chosen the topic but the topic was food, so there was a lot of things to talk about food,  
 
so to choose ok we are going the.. these countries I am going to speak the food of these  
 
countries and… 
 
S2: And how to sort out.. 
 
S1: How to sort out. 
 
S2: The information was difficult for me. 
 
S2: For me was to summarise everything. 
 
S1: Yeah.. 
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S3: And as well to put it on the slide in a way that it would be easy for the reader to  
 
understand. 
 
S1: Yeah. 
 
S3: So it goes beyond the English case you know, when it comes to talk, eh... when it comes  
 
to show a presentation you also need to think, not only about English but also how to sort  
 
out all the things in the slide. 
 
S1/S2: Yeah. 
 
S2: What did you enjoy most this week? Thinking, learning or working? 
 
S1: For me was very good to work together. 
 
S2: Yeah, maybe thinking. 
S2: The presentation.. 
 
S1: And thinking what are you going to do? 
 
S3: Yeah, for me it was a good opportunity to put in practice all the language that we have  
 
been learning, sometimes we learned a lot of vocabulary at this level and we don’t know  
 
how to put it into context, so this project is ok, the idea is pretty clear for me. 
 
S1: Tomorrow I try to put, to find, to use the vocabulary that we have learned for this week  
 
and use in the presentation. 
 
S2: Yes, that’s useful. 
 
S1: That would be very useful to do. 
 
S3: And easy, sometimes you go through your notes and just start to learn by heart whereas  
 
if you do it in a presentation is more flow, things flows. 
 
S1: yeah it is a good idea. 
 
S2: And I think it helps you with your fluency. 
 
S3: Yeah and also you develop skills, like presenting your ideas in front of others.  
 
S1: We need these skills. 
 
S3: We need outside. 
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S2: and confidence. 
 
S3: Absolutely. 
 
S2/S3: How has the teacher helped this week? How can the teacher help tomorrow? 
 
S2: The teacher has been one who is helpful, has been.. 
 
S1/S3: Yeah. 
 
S3: She has always helped out all the things.  
 
S3: When the thing we brought with the grammar, how to structure.. 
 
S1: How to structure, find ideas, improve our presentation. 
 
S2: Correcting some mistakes. 
 
S3: Exactly how to make things clear, because sometimes we want to express the whole  
 
idea but it is going to be going to be too large so it can.. she can shorten the ideas. 
 
S1: Sometimes I think we were anxious I don’t know how to explain.. because..no because  
 
the first day we didn’t know what we are were going to do so it was really “ok now we have  
 
to do a presentation ok when where so how much time so”. 
 
S3: Was a bit confusing. 
 
S1: A bit confusing yeah. 
 
S3: I think we were all taken aback a little bit because ok have to do a project. Everybody  
 
was like oh what kind of project what are you talking about. Now we understand. 
 
S1: Yeah. 
 
S3: But at the beginning we weren’t. 
 
S1: What can you do now to make your presentation better? 
 
S3: Uh... pff prepare and relax, I think. 
 
S2: I think the most important thing is be relaxed. 
 
S3: Be relaxed and prepare and practise. 
 
S2: And practise. 
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S1: Practise and also trying to use the most vocabulary as we can because it’s a good  
 
opportunity for us. 
 
S2: Maybe make some notes. 
 
S1: Notes? 
 
S3: Some bullet points? 
 
S2: Yeah to help you to remind..  
 
S1: Hmm 
 
S2: Only some words.. important words just to remember what we’ve written, what we  
 
have to say. 
 
S1: When I have time to (inaudible words) before I have to think about the things I have  
 
not planned and I have to think about it. 
 
S2: You better write it down. 
 
S1: I have to write it down and summarise the main ideas. 
  
S3: I think the idea of the project was quite nice in terms of putting all the vocab that we  
 
have been learning into context in an easier way. I like that kind of things. The way that it’s  
 
done it’s a bit confusing for me but the idea was nice. 
 
S2: Yeah, I like the project the thing that I don’t like is the presentation. 
 
S3: Yeah and on top of that in front of the others which can pressure you more. 
 
S1: But you have to think of the presentation as an opportunity to speak with an audience.  
 
And you don’t have is not like a job you don’t have.. 
 
S2: Yeah but I have to do a presentation. Is not a thing that I like. 
 
S1: Yeah but you mean is not if you are doing a presentation in the real life or in a job I think  
 
is more stressful. 
 
S3: Yeah much more stressful. 
 
S1: Because maybe you have your boss here or a client Oh my God. Now there is no  
 
problem, is another class ok, what happens. 
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S3: And the teacher has help you to do so so. You’ll be fine. Try to relax. I think it is  
 
important and prepare. 
 
S1/S2: Yeah, yeah.  
 
S1: We have discussed all the things? Yeah? 
S2/S3: Yeah I think also. 
 

Appendix 2f  

Higher student reflection 2 - C1 Presentation project - Transcript 2 

 

Project week 17th-21st July. Group 2 (Emily) 

Students: S1, S2, S3, S4 and Teacher 

Teacher: Are you ready? ... Try and get as close to the recorder as you can 

S1: What was difficult about preparing your presentation….and why? For me, maybe the time. 

S2: the time 

S3: How do you mean about the time? 

S1: You know, we didn’t have that much time, we are four and you guys are struggling to finish, you 

know, the powerpoint 

S2: yeah,  

S1: So 

S4: Well no, okay…okay 

S1: You don’t think we’re struggling for time? 

S4: For me, personally not. I think we are getting along, yes, so… 

S2: But for me, the most complicated thing was to find the appropriate material, because, to be 

honest, I don’t know so much about the culture of, Russian folk music 

S1: Yeah….Maybe the topic 

S2: It was quite complicated for me to create the text and find the pictures 

S3: My only point, is em, for example, build up a powerpoint presentation, or redoing some research 

on the internet, I can see that it somehow help us to….improve our English skills you know? I guess 

we are not… wasting, but using a lot at time in class to do this kind of things… and I don’t think that 

these kind of things develop our English. 

S2: I see so, yes, 

S3: That’s the point for me 

S2: I agree, 
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S3: The purpose is really interesting, I totally agree it’s for me, especially I’ve been studying here for 

four months and a half, so it’s interesting have some…to have some changes, but on the other hand, 

I feel that you could use all this time to do some complex reading, or a lot of complex listening in 

English and we are using the time to do that powerpoint or research and I can do that at home not in 

class, you know? That’s my point of view. The purpose it’s okay, but, the way that you are doing 

that, I guess somehow, should be different. 

S1: Yeah. 

S2:..but, I wouldn’t go so far because this still can improve our skills by doing this activity because we 

just have discussions all the time we can share different points of view and even arguing sometimes 

also can help. I think because of this. 

S4: Personally, I agree with her, I would of course it’s uh….a matter of personal preference but me 

personally, I like to have complex conversations and to concentrate more on complex listening as 

she said, then...eh… where it feels for me as if I am sticking my head into the paperwork all the 

time…well we do have some conversations here and there, but the focus is not on the 

conversation…having debates, I love to improve my English skills during the lesson in the manner 

that I could, that I can use it directly in real life situations. So, that’s just my personal 

S3: Yeah, for example, we spent almost two hours to try to figure out how to put all the links and… 

S4: Yes. 

S3: …and the powerpoint and I can see that how it help us to improve our English.. 

S4: Absolutely… 

S3: ...that’s my point 

S1: Shall we go to the next question? 

S4: Oh, do we have to there 

S1: What did you enjoy most this week? 

S3: From the point of view of cultural things, it’s really like to exchange some information 

S1: Yeah, that’s what I like about this… 

S3: Yeah… 

S1: …coz I said that I get to know more about your countries and your music and traditions that’s 

what I think that our learning purposes are maybe not, English… as in… language skills and yeah, 

what I enjoyed most this week was, getting to know things that I didn’t know  

S3: yeah, for sure 

S1: about culture and about language…working with a team that I get along with, that’s what I like. 

S3: What was the most enjoyable part? (pause) The next one?  

S2: Yeah, you can put the next one. 

S3: How has the teacher helped? The teacher helped or any… 
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S1: She has given us good advice about pacing the speech, you know? And…how fluency is affected 

by quarters and things like that and continuation and I guess tomorrow as well, when we…are 

rehearsing our presentation, she will, you know…give us feedback about what we have to change, 

or… anything that we have to do better but you know that she has, you know, made an effort. In 

fluency and giving us, giving each of us what we have to change 

S2: Yeah 

S4: …nothing to add… 

S2: as for me, I consider this satisfying this teacher’s help because I can ask different questions, 

sometimes I can face with some complicated moments and I can ask the teacher, she can always, 

she’s always ready to help me. I think it’s very important because 

S4: You’re true, you’re right… 

S2: You don’t have to be alone with your problems 

S1: Yeah…ready to help 

S2: Things that you don’t understand because sometimes you cannot understand yourself, just how 

to explain a word, or explain a phrase, or how to use some kind of vocabulary. 

S1: What can you do now, to make your presentation better? I think, when we get to do the 

speaking part of the presentation, we have to, eh, 

S3: Present? 

S1: em, the fluency you know? The pacing, making pauses, when I wouldn’t usually do that because I 

think…yeah… we were talking about earlier, I don’t think it looks or sounds natural, but a native 

speaker said it does, so I guess, it does! Yeah, to make it better, I should take into consideration and 

actually do what I am advised to do! Like pacing my speech and taking into account pauses and 

sentences and chunks of language 

S2: As for me to begin with I should complete the last part of my presentation because I haven’t 

done it yet. 

S1: You haven’t finished 

S2: Because I dedicated all my time to thinking not my speech and now the presentation 

S1: Yeah 

S2: I think it’s very important 

S1: What about you? 

S4: I’ve got nothing to add 

S3: Good. 
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Appendix 3a  

B1+ Blog project  

 

1. What do I need to change? 
One group didn’t gel as there were 3 strong personalities and 2 of them were having difficulty 
communicating as they would try and talk over each other, I spoke to both students individually and 
suggested they each give the other one more of a chance to speak. It seemed to work, for that 1st 
class. (However, one of the students didn’t come to the remaining classes. I don’t think this was due 
to the project as he had said he was planning in visiting as many places as possible during his last week 
in Ireland before, but it definitely helped the atmosphere in the classroom.) 
 
2. What is student buy-in right now? 
The students seem to be enjoying the change of pace from a regular class and are working well 
together (with the exception of the student mentioned above). 
I was worried about one student who was involved in a previous project; however this was unfounded 
as she seemed to be enjoying this new project and was relieved there was no presentation element. 
 
3. What do students need based on their reflection? 
Students seem happy enough to work on their own and have only requested continued error 
correction particularly with writing. 
 
4. What do I need? (resources, support etc) 
Christina changed the Thursday reflection questions and the Survey monkey questions to reflect that 
this project is based on a blog post rather than a presentation. Ellie provided recorders for the 
Thursday recorded discussion reflection. Ellie also liaised with Gary about getting the finished project 
onto the school blog. 
I also discussed the personality conflict from the first day with Ankie, Christina and Ellie, who seemed 
to think I handled it correctly and that changing groups wasn’t an option as this is a short project and 
part of life is learning to cooperate with people you might not want to work with.  
 

Appendix 3b  

B1+ Advertising project A  

 

1. What do I need to change? 

I need to address the fact that in one of the groups a student has 

completely disengaged from her team and the project in general. 

As a teacher, I will speak with her, to encourage her to participate. I will 

reiterate the importance of teamwork and the benefits of doing a 

project like this with regards to improving the various English language 

skills and practising real life situations. 

 

2. What is the student buy-in like right now? 

The majority of the students are enthusiastic about this project and are 

very engaged. There is one student who is slightly hesitant about having 

to present her project in front of a group of peers on Friday and one 

student who shows no interest in the project. 

 

3. What do students need based on their reflection? 
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Students want help with their pronunciation in preparation for their 

presentation on Friday. They also seem to need reassurance and a calm, 

confident atmosphere for their presentations. 

 

4. What do I need? (resources, support etc.) 

I need various materials for this project such as, A3 paper, coloured 

markers, glue, scissors, memory sticks, access to the internet and a 

computer and TV for Friday’s presentations. 

As teacher, it is great to compare and discuss what is happening during 

class with another teacher who is conducting the same project at the 

same level in her class. 

In addition, I need the same peer support as I would with regular classes 

and with this project it is advice on how to deal with the one student 

who does not like this project. 

 

Appendix 3c 

A2+ Board game project 

 

1) What do I need to change? 

I had originally decided to design both a board and questions, but now I realise with the 

inquisitive nature of the majority of the students in the class, as regards grammar and 

vocabulary, the research to formulate the questions is taking far longer than expected. As a 

result, designing a board will not be possible. (Margaret has suggested using an existing 

board.) 

 

One student, who was not in attendance on Monday, seemed a bit overwhelmed by the idea 

of researching different topics, followed by the added difficulty of then formulating a 

question around said topic. This particular student was not working well in a larger group, 

(this student is also prone to being on her phone at every possible moment and lacks focus) 

so I have divided the 7 students into 3 groups. Originally there were only two. 

 

2) What is the student buy-in now? 

Judging by the atmosphere in the classroom at present, all students seem to be focused, 

organised and working well in groups. Using real facts and figures seems to be motivating 

them well. I am still unsure about the pair with the student who was not present on 

Monday. However, although this group are certainly working at a slower pace, they are still 

managing to get the work done. Personally, I think this is the most focused I have seen this 

particular student. Attempting to answer the trial run questions in a game format was 

extremely engaging for every one of the students on Tuesday. 

 

3) What do students need based on their reflection? 

Quite a few of the students are new to the classroom/college and aren’t used to using 

grammar terminology. Although they are beginning to produce the question forms correctly, 

they now seem to realise that there are a number of tenses that exist, that they haven’t 

heard of before. At this level, it is necessary for them to realise that is impossible to learn all 
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the tenses in one week and focus on the information they are researching about past events.  

The students will need a lot of examples and support throughout the week.  Spelling is also 

an issue for one particular student. He will need to work closely with his group. Peer 

correction is going to be a valuable tool.  

 

4) What do I need? 

I need to organise recorders for reflection 2. I need to print copies of the questions for the 

students to keep and others to cut up for use in the game on Friday. Ankie and Mathew will 

help to simplify a survey monkey questionnaire on Thursday. 

Ankie and I will discuss an exchange of material at a later stage. 

Margaret has provided me with a board from Cutting Edge that I can use on Friday. 

 

Appendix 3d  

A2 Board game project  

 

1. What do I need to change? 
At the moment, I don’t need to change anything. Initially the students were a bit taken 
aback when they heard they were going to do a project as they were afraid that their level of 
English wasn’t high enough. 

However, with a lot of positive encouragement from my side they over won most of their 
insecurities and they have really settled into their groups and work. 
 

2. What is the student buy-in right now? 
They are enjoying the project even though creating all the questions needed for the game was hard 
work. They seem to be able to link the grammar and vocabulary aims of the syllabus very well into 
the project. 
They realise that they are broadening their vocabulary and practising their grammar and writing and 
are happy with this. 
They are very pleased that they all will be able to bring a self-made board game home at the end of 
this week. 
The fact that their games will be played on Friday by another class with a slightly higher level doesn’t 
seem to intimidate them at all, it only seems to motivate them more. 
 
 

3. What do students need based on their reflection? 
They want me to check the accuracy of their grammar and vocabulary which I have been 
doing and will continue to do. 

They would also like their pronunciation corrected. 
As there are only two small groups (one group of 3 students and one group of 4 students) it is easier 
for me to continuously monitor and apply corrections where needed. 
 

4. What do I need? (resources, support etc.) 
I was able to use my printer at home to print the students’ questions and pictures for their games. 
Ellie will arrange the recording devices for me for Thursday. 
I will have to speak with Ellie to organise the playing of the games between both classes on Friday. 
I am slightly apprehension about the recording of the students’ reflection tomorrow (Thursday) as 
the students’ level is quite low and their speaking may not be understandable. I will ask other 
teacher for suggestions with regards to this tomorrow. 
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Appendix 2g  

Lower student reflection 1 - B1+ Advertising project 
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Appendix 4a  

A2 Board game project 

Appendix 4b 

B1+ Blog project 

 

https://corkenglishcollege.wordpress.com/2017/08/24/fantastic-trips-for-about-e500/ (B1+ Blog 

mags 

 

 

  

https://corkenglishcollege.wordpress.com/2017/08/24/fantastic-trips-for-about-e500/
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Appendix 4c 

B1+ Blog project stages 

 Project Stages Sample Project: B1+ Blog 

Monday 

Agree on theme or topic 
Students agreed to do a project on travel blogs, 
with various destinations and budgets to be 
considered. 

Input language to scaffold research 
Lexis about journeys and travel problems 
introduced in line with the learning outcomes of 
the weekly syllabus. 

Decide on what the published 
product will be 

Students chose to focus their blog on what 
Ireland has to offer to weekend travellers on 
different budgets. 

Agree on the stages 
Students agreed on who would do what 
research and how much time was needed for 
collation of results and writing the blog entries. 

Tuesday Carry out research 

Students brainstormed and then researched 
destinations in Ireland for different budgets, 
and read reviews. They also looked at travel 
blogs online for formatting help. 

Wednesday 

Reflect and prepare for drafting 
stage 

Student mid-week individual reflection. 

Draft product and edit 
Students wrote first drafts of blog entries and 
peer-corrected. 

Thursday 
Reflect and prepare for final 
preparation of published product 

Student mid-week group reflection. Students 
edited and produced final draft with images. 
Teacher checked for errors in spelling and 
punctuation. 

Friday 

Present / publish finished product 
Blogs published on school blog and Facebook 
page. 

Final reflection and feedback 
Student end of week individual reflection on 
SurveyMonkey. 
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1. Introduction 

Research has shown that teaching pronunciation can be a challenge for English language teachers. 

Uncertainty as a result of limited training (Baker, 2014; Foote et al., 2011; Macdonald, 2002; Thomson, 

2012), or ill-defined learning objectives and curricula (Baker & Murphy, 2011; Breitkreutz et al., 2001; 

Lim, 2016) can end result in limited pronunciation teaching in class (MacDonald, 2002). And yet the 

evidence suggests that explicit instruction improves students’ pronunciation (Couper, 2003; Couper, 

2006; Derwing & Rossiter, 2003; Lee et al., 2015).  

 

Teaching pronunciation is also heavily politicised. In the past, “native” norms of pronunciation were 

the models we taught our students to aspire to. However, those norms can be nationally, even 

regionally, specific and choosing which to model for our students is problematic. This has led many 

(Jenkins, 2000, for example) to suggest intelligibility and comprehensibility are more appropriate goals 

for students than ‘native-like’ norms. One of the aspects of pronunciation that affects intelligibility 

and comprehensibility is the placement of nuclear stress. 

 

The aim of this project is to look at one relatively simple approach to pronunciation instruction – an 

explicit focus on nuclear stress placement - and to measure its effectiveness on the participants’ 

perceived comprehensibility.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Pronunciation instruction 

 

To begin, it is worth considering the extent to which teachers prioritise pronunciation in their class. 

Research in this area is inconclusive. Anecdotal evidence suggests that pronunciation instruction is 

frequently overlooked (see Burns, 2006; Gilbert, 2008; Hismanoglu & Hismanoglu, 2010) but many 

other studies have found contradictory reports. In two studies in Canada, teachers reported regularly 

teaching pronunciation, including both segmental and suprasegmental features (Breitkreutz, Derwing, 

& Rossiter, 2001; Foote, Holtby, & Derwing, 2011). Studies in Greece (Sifakis & Sougari, 2005) and 

Cyprus (Hismanoglu 2010) also reported similar findings. However, these studies used teacher self-

reports which do not always provide a reliable account of what happens in the classroom (Baker & 

Murphy, 2011, p.33). Studies that used classroom observations in addition to teacher surveys found 

pronunciation instruction occurred less frequently than claimed by teachers (Foote, Trofimovich, 

Collins, & Urzúa, 2016) and to be reactive to student errors rather planned as part of the lesson (Baker 

& Murphy, 2011). 
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2.2 The value of pronunciation instruction 

 

Irrespective of the challenges of teaching pronunciation in class, several studies have shown that 

students want more of it (Couper, 2003; Derwing, Diepenbroek, & Foote, 2012). This is perhaps 

unsurprising when we consider that employment opportunities can be affected by negatively 

perceived pronunciation (Jenkins, 2005); that pronunciation is the most common cause of 

communication breakdowns (Jenkins, 2002); and that some students are unable to notice 

pronunciation difficulties without help (Derwing & Munro, 2005).  

 

Experiments in which participants received instruction in suprasegmetnal features showed statistically 

significant improvements in intelligibility (Derwing et al., 1998; Derwing & Rossiter, 2003; Munro & 

Derwing, 1999). A meta-analysis also found positive improvements where participants had lessons 

and feedback in segmental and suprasegmental features (Lee et al., 2015). Some research even 

suggests that improvements can occur with minimal interventions. Bradlow et al. (1999) found that 

training Japanese students to recognise the difference between /l/ and /r/ in English, resulted in an 

improved ability to produce these two sounds.  

 

2.3 What to teach – English as a Lingua Franca 

 

Today, the number of people who speak English as a second language is far greater than those for 

whom English is their first language (Crystal, 2008).  In response to these changing patterns in English 

usage worldwide, Jenkins (2000) proposed ELF - English as a Lingua Franca. Rather than defining (and 

teaching) according to native speaker norms, Jenkins argued for a series of core competencies which 

reflect the needs of international communication where speakers are using English as their second 

language. Of particular relevance to pronunciation teaching, ELF emphasises intelligibility above 

replicating native speaker norms.  

 

The phonological core Jenkins proposed is based on those features which compromise mutual 

intelligibility if not acquired by the student. Of the ELF phonological core, Jenkins stresses the 

importance of nuclear stress which she describes as “crucial for intelligibility” (2000, p. 153).  

 

2.4 Nuclear Stress 
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Often when teaching stress, we tend to focus on individual words and which syllable within that word 

is stressed. The essential idea of nuclear stress is that within extended utterances, a  speaker will stress 

one syllable within that utterance to give it prominence, to convey that this syllable (and word) are 

the most important for the listener to pay attention to. The idea is that nuclear stress has a 

communicative function. For instance, take the following sentence: 

The exam wasn’t that difficult 

If I stress that I may be disagreeing with someone who has just been talking about how difficult the 

exam was. If I place primary nuclear stress on exam (or the last syllable in exam), then I may mean 

that the exam was not difficult but that something else was. If I stress difficult I may be implying that 

it was something else, for example, boring. The placement of stress is the choice of the speaker and 

has a communicative function. 

 

Jenkins emphasises the ‘teachability’ of nuclear stress. The choice of where to place nuclear stress is 

not determined by a rule - instead it is the choice of the speaker who is directing the listener to the 

most important part of their speech by stressing it.  Therefore, teaching nuclear stress does not require 

a knowledge of phonemic script on either the part of the student or teacher, and can be easily built 

into lessons, both receptively and productively (Jenkins, 2000, p. 155). 

 

Patsko (2014) proposes a number of ways in which nuclear stress can be worked into classroom 

practice. Receptively, students can be given transcripts, listen to the audio recordings and asked to 

mark pauses and nuclear stress placement. Productively, they can be given transcripts and asked to 

annotate and read aloud themselves before listening to the audio and contrasting with the choices 

they made. Rather than being independent pronunciation exercises within a class, these activities can 

form extensions to traditional listening practice and do not place great demands on the teacher in 

terms of preparation or phonological knowledge. 

 

Given the difficulties some teachers find when teaching pronunciation, the possibly beneficial effects 

of even limited pronunciation instruction and the importance of nuclear stress, this project aims to 

test the effect of a six-week teaching intervention which focused on nuclear stress.  

3. Method 

 

Initially, there were 22 participants in this study - one participant was Nigerian, two were from 

Vietnam and the remaining 20 were from China. 4 participants dropped out. All were adults and 

studying on a pre-master’s foundation programme, the goal of which is to enter a Master’s level 
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programme of study at a UK or Irish university. The minimum entry level for this course is IELTS 5.0 

but students’ actual entry levels varied from IELTS 5.0 to 7.0. As a normal part of this course, the 

students were randomly divided into two groups: 1 and 2. For this experiment, group 1 served as the 

treatment group, group 2 as the control group. 

 

In the third week of the programme, the students were invited to participate in the project. They were 

given information leaflets; the nature of the project was explained and assurances of anonymity were 

given. Consent forms were obtained both from the school and the participants.  

 

The experiment relied on three stages: a pre-test, a treatment and a post-test. The pre-test took place 

in the third week of their foundation course. In the pre-test, the participants were required to perform 

two tasks. In the first task, the participant was asked a general question (for example, to talk about a 

favourite hobby) given 30 seconds to prepare a response and then asked to speak for 30 seconds. For 

the sake of convenience this will hereafter be referred to as QR Task (Question Response Task). The 

response was recorded. They were then given a short piece of text (taken from Hewings, 2012),, given 

20 seconds to prepare and then asked to read it aloud (hereafter referred to as RA Task – Read Aloud 

Task). Again, their response was recorded. This approach was based on existing work in the field, in 

particular the work of Sheppard, Elliott & Baese-Berk (2017). 

 

The treatment took place over six teaching weeks, with three classes per week. In the treatment stage, 

group 1 received specific instruction on nuclear stress from their teacher integrated into their regular 

English for Academic Purposes (EAP) lessons. Group 2, the control group, did not. This treatment was 

limited to the approach advocated by Patsko (2014) for the teaching of nuclear stress. In each class, 

after completing a Listening exercise, the teacher gave students a short piece of text from the 

transcript. The participants were then required to mark where in the sentences they thought a pause 

would be most appropriate, and which words/syllables would be given greater emphasis. After 

deciding, the audio was played back and students discussed reasons for the placement of nuclear 

stress in the examples. In addition, students were given homework once per week related to nuclear 

stress. This homework required them to take a short piece of text, mark it for pauses and nuclear 

stress placement and then prepare it to read aloud in the following class. The post-test repeated the 

procedure from the pre-test, varying the questions and short texts to ensure no participant repeated 

the same question or text.  
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In total, there were 72 individual audio recordings as 4 students (3 from the control group, 1 from the 

treatment group) did not participate in the post-test. In order for each of the 72 audio recordings to 

be rated a minimum of 5 times, 26 individual surveys were created using Google Forms, with each 

survey consisting of 14 randomly selected audio recordings so that each rater would have the same 

amount of work. This meant that 4 recordings were marked 6 times as opposed to five. After each 

audio recording, a Likert scale invited raters to rate the comprehensibility of the audio on a scale of 1 

– 9. The instruction was as follows: 

 

In each case, please listen once only to the recording. When it is finished please choose a 

number on the scale below each video. A guide to the scale is: 

 

            9 = I can easily understand the speech with no real effort 

            5 = I can understand the speech but I have to make an effort 

            1 = I can understand very little of the speech, even with an effort 

 

As each audio recording would be marked by 5 raters, and as the purpose was solely to measure 

whether there was a perceived improvement, the only requirement of the raters was an ability to 

understand English. Raters were recruited from the researchers’ personal circle of family, friends, 

colleagues and Twitter professional network. The majority were teachers of English. 

4. Results  

 

A total of 26 surveys were completed. Of the 72 audio recordings, 70 were rated a minimum of 5 

times. In two instances, the same recording featured twice in the same survey and was thus rated 

twice by the same rater. The value of the first rating was taken in both cases and the second value was 

disregarded. Otherwise, all surveys were completed successfully by raters and no difficulties with the 

audio recordings were reported by raters. In each of the 72 recordings, the median value of the ratings 

was taken. 

 

4.1 Average Comprehensibility Scores Pre-Treatment 

 

The mean average of the median-based-score for each student in the treatment  group was 5.45 

compared to 5.03 in the control group. A two tailed not paired t-test found a p-value of 0.49 (t= 0.6999; 

df1=19, df2=15) suggesting no significant difference between the two groups. The mean averages, 

derived from median-based-scoring for both groups pre-treatment, are summarised in table 1. 
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 Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Treatment Group 5.45 1.53 1 
 

9 

Control Group 5.03 1.58 1 9 
 

Table 1: Summary statistics of median-based mean comprehensibility ratings pre-treatment 

 

4.2 Pre-Treatment: Average Comprehensibility Scores for Question and Read Aloud 

 

Based on median-based-scoring, the mean pre-treatment score for all QR Task recordings was 5.97 

whilst the RA Task recordings was 4.56. A summary of the mean scores for pre-treatment QR Task 

recordings and RA Task recordings, divided according to control and treatment group, are provided in 

table 2.  

 

 Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Read Aloud Treatment 
Group 

4.55 1.47 1 9 

Read Aloud Control Group 4.56 1.52 1 
 

9 

Question Response 
Treatment Group 

6.35 0.81 3 9 

Question Response Control 
Group 

5.50 1.61 1 9 

Table 2: Summary statistics of pre-treatment mean scores for RA Task and QR Task recordings 

 
To determine whether there was a difference between comprehensibility in the RA and QR tasks pre-

treatment, a two tailed not paired t-test was carried out. This found a p-value less than 0.05 

(p=0.014094, t= 2.58815, df=17) showing a statistically significant difference between the two groups 

in the RA and QR Task, with raters generally considering the participants to be more comprehensible 

when responding to questions than when reading texts aloud. 

 

4.3 Post-Treatment comparison tables of mean comprehensibility ratings 

 

In order to determine the effect of the treatment, using median-based-scoring, mean scores of both 

treatment and control group were determined. A two tailed paired t-test was carried out to test the 

null hypothesis (i.e. that the treatment had no effect on the speakers’ comprehensibility).  
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 Mean Pre 
Treatment 

Mean Post 
Treatment 

P Value T score df 

Treatment 
Group 

5.45 5.25 0.68 -0.413962 19 

Control Group 5.03 5.06 0.92 0.099373 
 

15 

Table 3: Comparison table of overall mean for both groups 

 
In order to determine the effect of the treatment at the level of the two differing tasks (i.e. text read 

aloud and open response to question), mean averages of both treatment and control group were 

determined and are displayed in tables 4 and 5.  

 
 

 Pre  Post  P Value T score df 

Treatment 
Group 

4.55 4.60 0.93 0.086280 
 

9 

Control Group 4.56 4.13 0.33 -1.050188 
 

7 

Table 4: Comparison table of mean pre and post treatment (RA task) 

 
 

 Pre  Post  P Value T score df 

Treatment 
Group 

6.35 5.90 0.59 -0.564340 
 

9 

Control Group 5.50 6.00 0.29 1.154701 
 

7 

Table 5: : Comparison table of mean pre and post treatment (QR Task) 

In all cases the p-value is much more than the critical value of 0.05. As such, we can say that in this 

case, the treatment had no significant effect on the speakers’ comprehensibility. The control group 

also showed no statistically significant improvement. 

 

To allow for variability between speakers in RA and QR tasks, the mean comprehensibility ratings for 

each speaker were recorded both pre and post treatment. The results are presented in figures 1 and 

2.  
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Figure 1: Mean comprehensibility rating for each speaker pre and post treatment in read aloud 
exercise 

 
Figure 2: Mean comprehensibility rating for each speaker pre and post treatment in question 
response exercise 

The results show no consistent pattern. There is considerable variation between speakers, both in 

terms of their pre and post scores and in terms of the QR and RA Task.   

5.  Discussion  
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The results show that by the end of the experiment there was no statistically significant improvement 

in the treatment group. Similarly, no statistically significant improvement in comprehensibility was 

noted in either the RA task or the QR task. The control group followed a similar pattern with no 

significant improvement in comprehensibility by the end of the experiment. The control group did 

show a slight improvement in the response to question task but this was not statistically significant.  

 

Generally, speakers were considered less comprehensible when reading texts aloud than when 

speaking in response to a question. The mean comprehensibility rating for both groups, pre and post 

treatment, did not reach 5, which suggests that raters required an effort to understand the speakers 

when they were required to read texts aloud. Given that the speakers were given limited time to 

prepare these texts, it is perhaps unsurprising that their comprehensibility was deemed inferior to 

when they responded to more familiar open questions. However, given that much of the teaching 

treatment required students to work with texts and read aloud, it does raise a question as to why the 

treatment group showed no detectable improvement.  

 

The narrow focus of the pronunciation instruction or the small sample size of the treatment group 

(n=10) may explain the lack of detectable improvement. However, given the context (i.e. participants 

being recent arrivals to an English speaking country), the length of time from first recording to second 

(8 weeks due to a one week holiday during the 6 week treatment) and the amount of classroom time 

the speakers had (20 hours per week), it is surprising that there was no improvement in 

comprehensibility. This suggests that improvements in perceived comprehensibility may require more 

time than this project allowed for, a larger sample size or possibly a wider teaching intervention that 

includes segmental as well as suprasegmental features.  
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The efficacy of note-taking instruction for learners of 

English as a second language 

By David Wolfe (English Studio Dublin) 

 

Content 

This report will attempt to investigate and to evaluate methods of note-taking during listening used 

during the Trinity ISE examination for learners of English. In my context I have consistently struggled 

with facilitating learners' note-taking skills, and I have noticed that understanding that they are 

recommended to take notes, but not knowing what good notes look like is a common frustration for 

learners. Many learners at C1-C2 level also wish to progress into third-level education, where note-

taking can be an invaluable skill, which means it is critical that I am able to give them meaningful 

instruction in this regard. 

 

Rationale 

In this section I will detail the context, the background reading, and what implications I hope the study 

will have on my own practice. 

 

My educational setting is a large language school in Dublin, Ireland. This is a school that has been 

operating for a number of years and has been growing year on year. The learners in the school are 

predominantly South American, with a large contingent from Brazil, and smaller contingents from 

almost all other South American nations, as well as many from Central America. This means that the 

L1 of most learners is either Portuguese or Spanish. Most of these learners are considered 'long-term', 

which means that they will study fifteen hours per week for a period of six months. The vast majority 

of the learners are from middle class backgrounds and most have studied at third level before, 

suggesting that they are likely familiar with note-taking in their L1, and indeed indicating that there 

may be transferable skills which can be built upon. There are also smaller groups of learners from 

South Korea, China, Russia, and occasionally some European countries. Many of these learners are 

'short term' (2-4 weeks of study). The levels in the school range from Beginner to C2 (Proficiency). 

There are also Business classes on offer (BEC Vantage), as well as IELTS preparation classes. I personally 

teach C1 (Advanced) and B2 (Upper Intermediate) classes on a regular basis. Irish immigration 

regulations require that learners sit an external exam in order to renew their visa for another 8 

months, and so all schools choose and provide these external exams as a default for learners. The 

examination that The English Studio has chosen to provide for its learners is the Trinity ISE (Integrated 

Skills in English), which comes in five distinct varieties matched with the CEFR level descriptors; ISE 

Foundation (A2), ISE I (B1), ISE II (B2), ISE III (C1), and ISE IV (C2). As I teach mostly Advanced and Upper 

intermediate classes, I have given extensive instruction and practice on both the ISE II and ISE III, with 

some amount of experience with ISE I for a brief period. The ISE examination is a skills test, and is 

divided into two separate exam papers: Reading and Writing, and Speaking and Listening. After 

feedback given by school management and later the external exam coordinator, it came to my 

attention that learners were having difficulty in the Speaking and Listening part of the exam. This is 
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when I became interested in trying to improve my own practice in order to prepare learners more 

fully for the challenges they would face in this exam. 

 

Field (2006) suggests that listening strategies can and should be introduced in order to boost learner 

confidence when confronted with listening tasks, and further suggests that specific instruction can 

help learners to identify which strategies they may need to use in real world situations. Rost(2011) 

contends that note-taking is an activity that learners recognise as being valuable and having real-world 

applications, and goes on to detail several methods and functions of note-taking which were used to 

construct the instruments included in this research project. According to research conducted by 

Carrell (2007), learners generally do not make use of organisational strategies during their note-taking, 

however their test perfomance is at least somewhat related to whether or not they took notes at all. 

Xie (2002) suggests that it is the quantity of notes taken, and number of content words within those 

notes, which are indicators of a learner's success in an exam setting. Xie (2002) and Carrell (2007) had 

the additional caveat that 'good' notes (i.e. those taken by learners who ultimately achieved a higher 

score in an exam) in some way reflected the organisation of the text which they were made from. In 

other words, the visual representation of the notes on the page reflected the organisation and pacing 

of the listening text. 

 

This research reinforces the assumptions I was working under in my own practice, confirming that 

note-taking instruction is a valid exercise for learners for reasons of perceived validity and actual 

effects on listening test results. On the other hand, the idea that the exact nature of the notes taken 

seems to have little effect on test performance does somewhat frustrate the idea of designing 

instruction and tasks to help learners in this area. However, as stated already, the psychological 

validity (Rost, 2011) of these tasks is immediately clear to learners and this may contribute to the 

learners' confidence during the task. 

 

Aim 

The aim of the following procedures is to identify and evaluate two different methods of note-taking 

in order to inform my own practice with regards to teaching listening strategies, particularly with 

regard to the Trinity College London test of Interactive Skills in English. This will include a description 

of each strategy along with an evaluation of the perceived usefulness of the notes during post-listening 

recall. 

 

Procedure 

The following note-taking procedures have been developed using suggestions from both Field (2006) 

and Rost (2011) for what 'good' note-taking task design should look like, followed by a discussion of 

both the advantages and challenges of these methods. This evaluation will be heavily influenced by 

my context, being specifically geared towards the listening tasks in the Trinity ISE examination. 
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The first method which has been researched and evaluated is based on the Cornell method. This 

involves actively listening to a lecture-style text and taking notes organised into headings and 

subpoints based on related topics.  

 The listener must create several 'cascading' headings for this method, meaning the headings 

can be identified in terms of importance to the overall meaning of the text by way of 

indentation. It is advised to distinguish headings from subpoints by using indentation, 

underlining, bullet points,or some combination of these methods. 

 Then the listener must follow the chronological order of topics discussed in the text, creating 

headings and writing more detailed points below the headings as they do so. 

 This method rewards or perhaps necessitates the use of abbreviations and symbols, which 

can be pre-taught or devised by the listeners themselves in an adhoc manner from previous 

L1 note-taking experience. 

 

The second method which has been devised is a method based on suggestions and conclusions raised 

by Field (2006) which indicate that listening for the frequency of information can be helpful when it 

comes to recalling information from a listening text, and it can also assist the learner in identifying the 

key points of the text.  

 This method involves dividing the page into three vertical columns with headings like: main 

points, frequency, and additional points.  

 The listener then indicates briefly in the 'main points' column what they believe to be the most 

important topics in the text as they hear them.  

 In the frequency section the listener makes a small mark beside each point whenever they 

believe that the point is repeated or reinforced in some way.  

 In the additional information section, listeners can add any small details that they think might 

be necessary to remember next to any of the important points. 

 

In order to test these methods, I simulated a typical Trinity ISE listening test and used the above 

methods in order to take notes on what I heard. Exactly the same structure as is given in the Trinity 

ISE Speaking and Listening exam was followed, material for which can be found in the appendices of 

this paper. With the help of a colleague, the instruction and audio files were prepared blindly, so that 

I could approximate the experience of a learner taking the examination. The files were sent to me and 

then I prepared myself with a pen and notepaper. I used two recordings, playing each one twice as 

per the exam instructions. After the first listening, the student is instructed to explain what the 

recording is about in one or two sentences, and then they are given a pen and paper, and told they 

may take notes for the second listening. Then they are given a more specific question for this second 

listening, which may involve evaluating the speaker's point of view, or listing the advantages and 

disadvantages of some situation described within the text. It is this task which was the focus of my 

research. During this playthrough of each recording I took notes using a different method for each, 

and then preserved these notes afterwards for the appendices of this report. After this process I 

reflected on the experience of making the notes as well as how effective the information contained 

within the notes was in helping me to answer the exam question. I discovered that, in keeping with 

my reading on the topic, just taking notes was useful, and the form that the notes took was not 

especially relevant to how useful they were in helping to recall details from the recordings. 
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Findings 

The Cornell method of note-taking is very recognisable to the average learner and seems to make the 

most 'logical' sense as a method of note-taking. This perception of the Cornell method as the default 

style of note-taking can be both a boon and a hindrance to learners hoping to learn effective note-

taking skills. The method involves a very close listening of the text and is quite punishing to mistakes 

or missed information. This method also requires more actual words to be written down and so may 

have dexterity considerations for some learners. It can also be quite difficult for listeners to distinguish 

when to move to the next heading-level topic, as opposed to simply including further subpoints as 

they are heard and processed. One of the benefits of the method is that it seems to make sense 

intuitively and so is not difficult to conceptualise for learners. Another benefit is that the notes 

produced are generally very easy to consult and review, making the overall relevance of the note-

taking process extremely clear and beneficial to the learners. There were, however, some differences 

in the actual experience of making the notes while listening. The Cornell method was stressful, as it 

was very easy to fall behind on what is being recorded on the page. The amount of words to write for 

each point was constantly in question, as well as where exactly to begin a new topic segment. It was 

also difficult to quickly make certain symbols (up arrow, down arrow) for example, as they are not 

something that the average listener would have particular practice at writing in line with other text. 

Perhaps the biggest benefit of the method was being able to very clearly see the structure of what 

was said upon review. 

 

During the process of taking the notes for the frequency method, I felt much more relaxed and less 

rushed than during the Cornell method. However, I did feel that the actual notes produced were not 

quite as useful upon review. While I was able to remember most of the key points, some of the 

detailed points weren't fully fleshed out due to the fact that writing notes as actual words is not the 

focus of this method. Most of the notes in the third column were only one or two words, so it was 

slightly harder to recall those details than with the Cornell method. 

 

Conclusions 

After conducting this research, there are some clear implications for my own practice as well as 

suggestions for others' practice and areas available for further research in the future. It seems clear 

that whether learners take notes while listening at all is more or less the key factor in predicting how 

well learners perform in listening tests. It is also clear that there are a number of methods which can 

be used to structure this note-taking activity, with each having its own advantages and disadvantages. 

These activities may be more or less useful depending on the context, for example the frequency 

method might be more useful for learners at A1 or A2 with some adaptations to be more teacher-led, 

due to the reduced focus on processing syntactical information, and the increased focus on individual 

words and phonology. On the other hand, the Cornell method may be more useful with B2 or C1 

groups due to their greater autonomy both during- and post-listening, and indeed their likely greater 

need for practice of these skills in their L2 for their further education goals. As a suggestion of further 

research on this topic, it might be worthwhile to survey learners in a variety of contexts in order to 

ascertain a greater understanding of their educational background in order to assess what possible 

transferable skills are available. This could also incorporate research into the learners' pre-existing 

proficiencies and needs by means of a needs analysis. 
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Appendix 1: 

 

Samples of both the frequency method and the Cornell method of note-taking. 
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Afterword 

This is the second year of the Irish Research Scheme for Teachers 

and the first with which Trinity TESOL has had the pleasure to be 

involved with. Before talking about the great research conducted 

by this year’s participants, it is important to remember the firm 

foundations started with the first group, back in 2016. Being led by 

Chris Farrell and with growing support offered by ELT Ireland, there 

were six researchers who took part in the first scheme, producing 

four reports. 

This scheme was created to provide an essential professional 

development plank for teachers intent on becoming better teachers. This was at a time when many 

schools did not see the value in investing in CPD or helping teachers move beyond their initial ELT 

qualification. Although the situation has not changed for many, there is now a chance for teachers in 

Ireland to engage in free mentoring and learning through the IRST and other opportunities created 

through the growth of ELT Ireland. So, by way of the academic and emotional support offered in 

workshops and via feedback to numerous iterations of the research pieces, the teachers who have 

participated have been able to learn not only more about their local teaching context, but also about 

themselves as reflective practitioners. 

This year there have been 6 pieces of research pieces by 14 participants, showing again that the 

appetite for professional development is real and something to be nurtured. As you will have read in 

this volume, each piece of research is personal to the teachers’ own contexts, as it should be. Some 

are more academic than others, and some are more experimental. Whatever the approach, they are 

all written by working teachers and all have their roots in the desire to improve practice. 

As you will have seen from these reports, engaging in action research to learn more about our learners, 

ourselves and our teaching is a realistic and attainable goal. It’s not something you need a 

DipTESOL/Delta or Master’s for; you just need the desire to improve learning and teaching and the 

willingness to give it a go. With that in mind, I’d like to commend this scheme to you and encourage 

you to get involved. And if you are uncertain about your skills or think you do not have the time, maybe 

you are right. But before you do set the idea aside, why not talk about it with one of the IRST organisers 

or, even better, one of the previous participants? What may seem like a vague idea to you now, may 

be more concrete and attainable than you think! 
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