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Abstract 
Juridical English, judicial opinions written by judges of higher 
judiciary, is an extremely important genre for legal discourse 
community. In situations where learners’ first language is other than 
English, law students and recent law graduates in the profession of law 
reportedly find it hard to cope with a variety of tasks they are required 
to perform while reading judicial opinions/cases. The aim of this paper 
is to identify the level of linguistic adequacy of learners of law with 
regard to eight sub-skills that are required in reading comprehension 
of cases. This empirical research was carried out through survey 
questionnaires by taking into account three members of legal discourse 
community: teachers of law, recent law graduates and senior lawyers. 
The analysis revealed that the level of linguistic adequacy varies: the 
complex the task required in a sub-skill, the higher the level of 
inadequacy. Taken as a whole, learners had inadequate competence in 
six out of a total of eight sub-skills required in reading of cases. The 
findings provide insights to course developers and teachers in the field 
of English for Academic Legal Purposes (EALP) and English for 
Occupational Legal Purposes (EOLP). 
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I. Introduction  

The English language has been a significant tool in introducing the British cultural, 
administrative and legal systems in the colonized world (Ahmad, 2009b). In common law 
countries, where the British introduced the English legal system, judicial opinions written 
by judges of the higher judiciary have a binding effect over the subordinate judiciary. 
Therefore, these opinions, which are popularly known as cases, have the status of law. 
Legal discourse community quotes, interprets, summarizes and discusses these cases as a 
matter of routine in academic and professional settings. In Pakistan, the language of the 
law is English (Ahmad, 2009a). However, learners’ (LLB students) first language is other 
than English. Therefore, law students and recent graduates in the profession of law 
reportedly find it hard to cope with a variety of tasks they are required to perform while 
reading cases. This study identifies the level of linguistic adequacy of Pakistani learners 
of law with regard to reading comprehension of cases. 
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II. Literature Review 
The “linguistic aspects of the law raise many issues and difficulties” (Gibbons, 

2004, p. 285). For Bhatia (1987), some fundamental written legal genres are legislative 
English, i.e. language of statutes, juridical English, i.e. language of judicial opinions 
written by judges, and commonly known as cases, and law textbooks. I will review 
literature related to cases/juridical English in the following lines. 

 
According to Williams (1973), as quoted by Bhatia (1987), since precedence plays 

an important role in legal arguments and proceedings and also in legal decisions, legal 
judgments and case-descriptions inevitably form a major part of law students’ reading 
list. Moreover, students are not only supposed to have general comprehension of the case, 
they are to perform different tasks which are complex in nature. For example, they are to 
distinguish material facts from immaterial, understand reasoning, understand subject 
specific vocabulary etc. The most important task is to find the rule (ratio decidendi) from 
the case (Badger, 2003 and Bhatia, 1993). Almost all the legal cases and judgments 
available to date, and these are in millions, consistently display a typical discourse 
organization, which is unique to this genre (Bhatia, 1979, 1993). In this context, works 
have been produced by Bhatia (1993), Maley (1985), Bowles (1995) and Badger (2003). 
Their analyses are similar to Swales’ (1990) analysis with reference to research articles’ 
introductions. See Table1 to 4 below for the analyses of these researchers:  

 
Table 1 Bhatia’s (1993, p. 135) description of the structure of law reports 

 Main Stages Subordinate Stages 
1. Identifying the case  
2. Establishing the facts of the case  
3 Arguing the case  

3.1  History of the case 
3.2  Argument 
3.3  Ratio decidendie (or reason for the decision) 
4 Judgment  

 

Similarly, Maley’s (1985) description is given below in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 Maley’s (1985, p.44) description of the structure of law reports 

Stages Description 
1. Facts An account of events and/or the relevant history of the case  
2. Issues The issue of either fact or law or both  
3. Reasoning   
4. Conclusion The principle or rule declared applicable for the instance case  
5. Order/finding  

 
Badger (2003) carries out a comparative analysis of the descriptions of case law. 

Comparing the above mentioned descriptions provided by Bhatia and Maley, Badger 
points out that that Maley's description does not distinguish main and subordinate stages. 
Further, he mentions that Maley omits Bhatia's `identifying the case' and replaces 
`judgment' with `order/finding'. Otherwise, these two descriptions are similar to a large 
extent. 

 
Another description of the structure of case law has been provided by Bowles’ 

(1995). Bowles’ description is very similar to that of Bhatia (1993) and Maley (1985), 
though, unlike Maley, he does not refer to the history of the case. 
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Table 3 Bowles’ (1995, p. 221-222) description of the structure of law reports 
Main stages Subsidiary stages 
1. Heading  
2. Description of court  
3. Keywords  
4. Description (of the facts)  

4.1. List of cases cited 
4.2 Opinion of concurring judges 
5. Judgment (argument of judge and principle of law)  
5.1. Opinions of concurring 

judges 
6. Decision (of court)  

 
The following comparative study, in this context, is relevant:    

There are differences in terminology. Bhatia uses the term `judgment' to refer to 
the decisions regarding the relative rights of the parties to the case, while Maley uses 
`order/finding' and Bowles uses the term `decision' for this. Also, and rather confusingly, 
Bowles' `judgment' covers Bhatia's `argument' and ratio decidendi and Maley's 
`reasoning' and `conclusion'.   

 
All three descriptions omit the summary of the case, which is normally known, 

though not labeled, as the headnote. The headnote is a summary of the case, including 
the decision, which is written by the law reporter. It appears at or near the beginning of a 
law report. Because the headnote is written entirely by the law reporter, it is not strictly a 
part of the law report and lacks the authority of those sections of report written by the 
judge or judges; this may explain the omission of the summary. However, the headnote is 
the first piece of continuous text in a law report, and it would be an unusual reader who 
did not make use of the headnote as a summary.  (Badger, 2003, p. 253) 

 
Badger (2003) also provides his own analysis of newspaper law reports. Badger’s 

analysis is very much similar to that of Bowles’. The difference is that Badger’s 
description is more detailed than that available in Bowles’ (1995). See Table 4. 

 
Table 4 Badger’s (2003, p. 255) description of the structure of law reports 

Stage Description of stage 
1. Headline  
2. Court The name of the court hearing the case 
3. Title of Case  
4. (Judges) The names of the judges hearing the case 
5. (Date) The date of the case (rather than the report) 
6. Summary Normally includes facts, ratio and decision 
7. Lawyers The names of the lawyers involved in the case 
8. (Facts)  
9. (Facts and Decision)  
10. (Legislation)  
11. (Decision)  
12. (Lawyers) The names of the lawyers involved in the case 

 
Case law has also been analyzed from some other angles. In this context, studies of 

Burnham (2002) and Stratman (2004) are significant. Burnham’s (2002) analysis takes 
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into account the process of reasoning in case law. For Burnham (2002, p. 66), “two basic 
types of legal reasoning are used with case law: deductive reasoning and analogical 
reasoning. Deductive reasoning takes case law “rules” and applies them in a manner 
similar to statutes. Analogical reasoning directly compares the facts of the prior precedent 
to the facts of the case to be decided”.  

                                                                                                   
Similarly, Stratman (2004, p. 23) researches case law in a distinct manner as his 

work “critiques linguistic and cognitive approaches to investigating and describing how 
legal analysts interpret indeterminacy of meaning in legal rules. It argues that linguistic 
approaches need real-time cognitive data to support claims about the ways legal analysts 
respond to indeterminacies, rather than relying on theoretical exegesis alone. Conversely, 
cognitive approaches need linguistic analysis to reveal how different discourse processing 
environments may shape the interpretation of indeterminate legal language. And both 
approaches need studies in which legal analysts' professional roles, communication tasks, 
and interpretative contexts are examined as components”.  

 
III. Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the levels of linguistic adequacy of 
different sub-skills required in reading of cases. Taking insights from the relevant 
literature, and having consultations with the “subject specialist”, I identified eight sub-
skills in the context: 1) finding the rule, 2) whether a particular case is analogous or 
distinguishable for the pending case, 3) distinguishing material facts from immaterial, 4) 
reaching the judgment, 5) understanding reasoning 6) understanding procedural history, 
7) understanding citation, and 8) understanding subject specific vocabulary. The 
population groups were three members of the legal discourse community: teachers of 
law, recent law graduates and senior lawyers. Research questions were formulated to 
gather information related to learner’s level of adequacy with regard to these eight sub-
skills. The survey was conducted through three separate questionnaires; one for each of 
the three population groups. Each questionnaire had eight items related to the above 
mentioned sub-skills. For each item, the respondents were to check one of the five 
options: “extremely adequate”, “adequate”, “inadequate”, “extremely inadequate” and 
“no opinion”. For this study, a method of purposive sampling was selected. I selected five 
cities as research cites. From each city, one university was selected. Pakistan has four 
provinces. The capital city from each province was selected. As the province of the 
Punjab has 65% of the total population of the country, therefore, an extra city, i.e. Multan 
was selected from this province. The following Table 5 provides information related to 
the number of questionnaires sent to each population group, the number of returned 
questionnaires and the rate of return. 
 
Table 5 

Questionnaire Population Group Number of Sent 
Questionnaire 

Number of Returned 
Questionnaires 

Return Rate 

Questionnaire 1 Teachers of Law 400 197 49.25% 
Questionnaire 2 Recent Law 

Graduates 
400 220 55.0% 

Questionnaire 3 Senior Lawyers 400 207 51.75% 
 
The total number of sent questionnaires was 1200, and the total number of 

returned questionnaires was 624. Therefore, the overall return rate was 52%. 
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Responses to paper and pencil questionnaires were entered into an Excel (2002) 

workbook.  A separate worksheet was used for each of the four forms of the 
questionnaire.  The data were then imported into SPSS Version 11.5 (2002). 

 
IV. Data Analysis 

Findings related to reading comprehension of cases with reference to the eight sub-
skills have been presented in this section. Therefore, the section has eight sub-sections:  

 
i. finding the rule  
ii. whether a particular case is analogous or distinguishable for the pending 

case  
iii. distinguishing material facts from immaterial  
iv. reaching the judgment  
v. understanding reasoning  
vi. understanding procedural history  
vii. understanding citation, and  
viii. understanding subject specific vocabulary 

 
The respondents checked one of the five options available on the questionnaires: 

“extremely adequate”, “adequate”, “inadequate”, “extremely inadequate”, and “no 
opinion”. To avoid labored and repetitive accounts of results, I have presented the 
analysis by collapsing answers into two broader categories: 1) extremely adequate and 
adequate, and 2) inadequate and extremely inadequate. 

 
In each sub-section, first, teachers’ perceptions have been presented. Second, 

perceptions of recent graduates are mentioned. Third, senior lawyers’ responses are 
given. And last, there is a comparative analysis of combined groups’ perceptions.  
 
i. Finding the Rule (ratio decidendi)  

In this section, results related to the skill of finding the rule (ratio decidendi) have 
been presented. 
 

a)  Teachers of Law: The number of returned questionnaires in this case was 
197. The number of missing data was 6. Out of the remaining 191 
questionnaires, the respondents who perceived that students had either 
extremely inadequate or inadequate ability were 87.4% (n=167), whereas 
those who felt that students’ skill in this area was either extremely adequate 
or adequate were 12.6% (n=24).  

 
b)  Recent Law Graduates: A total of 220 recent graduates returned the 

questionnaire. The number of missing data was 11, the remaining 209 
graduates opted for the four options: extremely inadequate, inadequate, 
adequate and extremely adequate. Overall, 83.7% (n=175) of the 
respondents had inadequate or extremely inadequate ability in finding the 
rule while reading judicial opinions. On the other hand, only 16.3% (n=34) 
revealed that they had either extremely adequate or adequate competence 
with this regard  
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c)  Senior Lawyers: Out of a total of 207 returned questionnaires, the missing 
data was 11 in number. The remaining questionnaires were 196, out of 
which, 74.5% (n=146) of the respondents perceived that recent graduates 
had either extremely inadequate or inadequate skill of finding the rule in a 
case, whereas 25.5% (n=50) believed that graduates had either adequate or 
extremely adequate ability.  

 
d)  Comparative Analysis of Combined Groups’ Perceptions: In this analysis, 

all the concerned population groups i.e. the teachers, the graduates and the 
lawyers perceived that finding the rule in a case was a hard task for learners 
as 81.9% (n=488), out of a total of 596 respondents, believed that learners 
had inadequate skill in this area of reading, whereas only 18.1% (n=108) 
answered that learners had adequate competence. The details revealed that 
the teachers and the graduates, 87.4% (n=167) and 83.7% (n=175) 
respectively, indicated that this skill was inadequate. Also, a vast majority 
of the senior lawyers i.e. 74.5% (n=146) responded that the graduates 
working under them had inadequate skill in this area. The teachers, the 
recent graduates and the senior lawyers who had adequate skill in this area 
were only 12.6% (n=24), 16.3% 9n=34) and 25.5% (n=50) respectively.  

 
Table 6 provides information related to perceptions of individual and combined 

groups. Moreover, a Chi-Square test is displayed in Table 7.     
 
Table 6 Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “finding the rule” 

 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 87.4% (n=167) 12.6% (n=24) 100.0% (n=191) 
2 Recent Graduates 83.7% (n=175) 16.3% (n=34) 100.0% (n=209) 
3 Senior Lawyers 74.5% (n=146) 25.5% (n=50) 100.0% (n=196) 
Total Combined Groups  81.9% (n=488) 18.1% (n=108) 100.0% (n=596) 

 
Table 7 Chi-Square Test 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.670 2 .003 

 
Figure 1 
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Combined groups' perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to “finding the rule”

82%

18%

Inadequate
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ii. Analogous or Distinguishable 

This section presents the analysis of an item related to the reading comprehension 
of cases with reference to a particular skill: whether a case is analogous or distinguishable 
in terms of its application to a pending case.  
 

a)  Teachers of Law: As mentioned earlier, the number of returned 
questionnaires in case of Questionnaire 1 was 197. For the item analogous 
or distinguishable, 14 respondents expressed “no opinion”. From the 
remaining 183 respondents, the teachers who perceived that students had 
extremely inadequate or inadequate competence were in an overwhelming 
majority i.e. 84.7% (n=155), whereas those who indicated that this skill was 
extremely adequate or adequate were only 15.3% (n=28).  

 
b)  Recent Law Graduates: Out of a total of 220 returned questionnaires, 13 

respondents preferred not to say anything, as they expressed “no opinion”. 
From the remaining 207, the analysis revealed that the graduates who 
mentioned that their skill was either extremely inadequate or inadequate 
were 86.5% (n=179), whereas those who indicated that they had adequate or 
extremely adequate skill were only 13.5% (n=28).  

 
c)  Senior Lawyers: The respondents who returned the questionnaires were 

207. The number of missing data was 3. From the remaining 204 senior 
lawyers, the overall analysis revealed that a vast majority of senior lawyers 
i.e. 86.3% (n=176) reported that junior lawyers who practiced law under 
their supervision had either extremely inadequate or inadequate ability in 
reading of cases with reference to a particular skill: whether a case is 
analogous or distinguishable for the pending cases. Conversely, only 13.7% 
(n=28) indicated that junior lawyers’ competence was adequate or 
extremely adequate in this context.  

 
d)  Comparative Analysis of Combined Groups’ Perceptions: In this case, the 

informants were to provide information about a particular skill related to the 
reading of cases: whether a case is analogous or distinguishable for a 
pending case. A vast majority i.e. 80% of each of the three population 
groups indicated that competence in this case was inadequate. Out of 183 
teachers, 84.7% (n=155) indicated that students had inadequate skill while 
only 15.3% (n=28) said that their students had adequate skill. With regard 
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to recent graduates, 86.5% (n=179) mentioned that they had inadequate 
ability in this case, whereas 13.5% (n=28) believed that they had adequate 
proficiency. Similarly, 86.3% (n=176) lawyers were of the opinion that 
recent graduates practicing law under their supervision had inadequate skill, 
and only 14.1% (n=84) perceived that they had adequate competence. 
Combining all the three groups, 85.9% (n=510), out of a total of 594 
respondents, believed that competence with this regard was inadequate, 
whereas only 14.1% (n=84) reported that the skill was adequate.  See Table 
8 and Table 9 have relevance in this context. 

 
Table 8  Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “analogous or 

distinguishable” 
 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 84.7% 

155 
15.3% 

28 
183 

2 Recent Graduates 179 
86.5% 

28 
13.5% 

207 

3 Senior Lawyers 86.3% 
176 

13.7% 
28 

204 

Total Combined Groups  85.9% 
510 

14.1% 
84 

594 

 
Table 9  Chi-Square Test 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square .296 2 .826 

Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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iii. Distinguishing Material Facts from Immaterial 
In this section, I will present the analysis dealing with reading of cases with 

reference to readers’ ability to distinguish material facts from immaterial. 
 
a)  Teachers of Law: From the returned 197 questionnaires, the number of 

missing data was 5. From the remaining 192 teachers, the respondents for 
whom students’ ability in distinguishing material facts from immaterial was 
either extremely inadequate or inadequate were 59.9%. Contrary to it, 
40.1% respondents believed that students’ skill in this area was either 
extremely adequate or adequate.  

b)  Recent Graduates: The number of recent graduates who returned the 
questionnaires was 220. The number of missing data was 2 only. From the 
remaining 218 respondents, overall, the respondents who opted either for 
extremely inadequate or inadequate with reference to this skill were in 
majority i.e. 52.3% (n=114). Those for whom this skill was either adequate 
or extremely adequate were 47.7% (n=104).  

 
c)  Senior Lawyers: The number of returned questionnaires was 207. There was 

no missing data. The result was that 57.0% (n=118) of the respondents 
considered that the graduates had either extremely inadequate or inadequate 
skill, whereas 43.0% (n=89) mentioned that graduates had adequate or 
extremely adequate competence in this area.  

 
d)  Comparative Analysis of Combined Groups’ Perceptions: The analyses 

revealed that there were similarities among the opinions of the three 
population groups: the teachers, the recent graduates and the senior lawyers. 
More than 50% of the respondents from each group considered that this 
skill was inadequate. The highest percentage in this respect was that of 
teachers: from a total of 192 teachers, 59.9% (n=115) indicated that 
students’ skill in this area was inadequate. This was followed by 57.0% 
(n=118) lawyers who said that graduates had inadequate skill. The recent 
graduates who perceived that they had inadequate skill were 52.3% 
(n=114). Overall, from a total of 617 respondents of the three groups, 
56.2% (n=347) believed that this skill was inadequate, whereas 43.8% 
(n=270) said it was adequate. Table 10 provides details of this comparative 
analysis and Table 11 is a Chi-Square test.             

 
Table10  Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “distinguishing 

material facts from immaterial” 
 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 59.9% 

115 
40.1% 

77 
100.0% 

192 
2 Recent Graduates 52.3% 

114 
47.7% 

104 
100.0% 

218 
3 Senior Lawyers 57.0% 

118 
43.0% 

89 
100.0% 

207 
Total Combined Groups 56.2% 

347 
43.8% 

270 
100.0% 

617 
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Table 11 Chi-Square Test 
 Value Dfd Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.471 2 0.291 

 
Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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iv. Reaching the Judgment Correctly 

In this section, I will report the findings related to reading of cases with reference 
to reaching the judgment correctly.  
 

a)  Teachers of Law: The total number of returned questionnaires was 197. 
There was no missing data. In this case, 70.1% (n=138) teachers indicated 
that students had either extremely inadequate or inadequate ability in this 
area. On the other hand, 29.9% (n=59) of them perceived that their students 
had either adequate or extremely adequate skill.  

 
b)  Recent Graduates: Recent graduates who returned the questionnaires were 

220. The number of missing data was 6. From the remaining 214 graduates, 
53.3% (n=114) graduates perceived that they had either extremely 
inadequate or inadequate ability in this area. On the other hand, 46.7% 
(n=100) perceived that they had adequate or extremely adequate 
competence.  
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c)  Senior Lawyers: In this case the number of returned questionnaires was 
207. No missing data was found. Overall, for 55.1% (n=114) lawyers, 
recent graduates had either extremely inadequate or inadequate ability. On 
the other hand, 44.9% (n=93) lawyers perceived that graduates had either 
adequate or extremely adequate ability.  

 
d)  Combined Groups’ Perceptions: Out of a total of 618 respondents, majority 

i.e., 59.2% (n=366) perceived that the skill to reach the judgment correctly 
while reading judicial cases was inadequate. Individually, all the three 
population groups under discussion considered that this skill was 
inadequate. The teachers of law who perceived that this skill was inadequate 
were 70.1% (n=138). This was the highest percentage among the groups in 
terms of inability related to reaching the judgment while reading the cases. 
In this context, the next group was that of senior lawyers: 55.1% (n=114) 
indicated that the skill was inadequate, and last, for 53.1% (n=114) recent 
graduates, the skill was inadequate. Table 7 and Table below are relevant in 
this context.  

 
Table12  Perceptions of individuals and combined groups with regard to “reaching the 

judgment”  
 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 70.1% (n=138) 29.9% (n=59) 100.0% (n=197) 
2 Recent Graduates 53.3% (n=114) 46.7% (n=100) 100.0% (n=214) 
3 Senior Lawyers 55.1% (n=114) 44.9% (n=93) 100.0% (n=207) 
Total Combined Groups 59.2% (n=366) 40.8% (n=252) 100.0% (n=618) 

 
Table 13 Chi-Square Test 

 Value Df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 14.180 2 .001 

 
Figure 7 
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Figure 8 
 Combined groups' perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases

with regard to “reaching the judgment” 
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v. Understanding Reasoning 

This section analyzes perceptions of the teachers of law, recent graduates and 
senior lawyers in the skill of reading of cases with reference to understanding reasoning.  
 

a)  Teachers of Law: The teachers who returned the questionnaires were 197. 
The number of missing data was 10. From the remaining 187, 66.3% 
(n=124) teachers perceived that students had either inadequate or extremely 
inadequate skill. Contrary to this, 33.7% (n=63) teachers believed that 
students had adequate or extremely adequate competence in this context.  

 
b)  Recent Graduates: The number of returned questionnaires in this case was 

220, and the number of missing data was 8. Out of the remaining 212 
graduates, the respondents who indicated that their skill of understanding 
reasoning was either inadequate or extremely inadequate were 60.4% 
(n=128), whereas 39.6% (n=84) perceived that they had either adequate or 
extremely adequate ability.  

 
c)  Senior Lawyers: The number of returned questionnaires was 207. No 

missing data was found. In this case, 62.9% (n=124) lawyers perceived that 
graduates had either extremely inadequate or inadequate skill. Contrary to 
it, 37.1% (n=73) lawyers indicated that graduates had either adequate or 
extremely adequate ability.  

 
d)  Combined Groups’ Perceptions: Out of a total of 596 respondents from the 

three population groups, majority, i.e. 63.1% (n=376) believed that the skill 
of reading the cases with regard to understanding reasoning was inadequate. 
The analysis shows that 66.3% (n=124) teachers perceived that students had 
inadequate ability. Similarly, 60.4% (n=128) recent graduates indicated that 
they had inadequate skill. In addition to it, 62.9% (n=124) senior lawyers 
mentioned that recent graduates practicing law under their supervision had 
inadequate ability in this area. Overall, the respondents who indicated that 
the skill was inadequate were more than 60%. Table 14 and Table 15 below 
contain relevant information in this context. 
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Table 14  Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “understanding 
reasoning” 

 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 66.3% (n=124) 33.7% (n=63) 100.0% (n=187) 
2 Recent Graduates 60.4% (n=128) 39.6% (n=84) 100.0% (n=212) 
3 Senior Lawyers 62.9% (n=124) 37.1% (n=73) 100.0% (n=197) 
Total Combined Groups 63.1% (n=376) 36.9% (n=220) 100.0% (n=596) 

 
Table 15 Chi-Square Test 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.504 2 0.471 

 
Figure 9 
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Figure 10 
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vi. Understanding Procedural History  

This section deals with the analysis related to the reading of the cases with regard 
to understanding procedural history.  
 

a)  Teachers of Law: Out of a total of 197 returned questionnaires, the number 
of missing data was 10. From the remaining 187 teachers, the respondents 
who indicated that students had either extremely inadequate or inadequate 
skill were 31.0% (n=58). Contrary to it, majority teachers i.e., 69.0% 
(n=129) considered that students had either adequate or extremely adequate 
ability in reading the cases with regard to understanding procedural history.  

 



348      Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences Vol. 29, No. 2 

b)  Recent Graduates: Out of a total of 220 returned questionnaires, majority 
graduates i.e. 65.5% (n=144) perceived that they had either adequate or 
extremely adequate skill of understanding procedural history. On the other 
hand, 34.5% (n=76) graduates believed that they had either extremely 
inadequate or inadequate competence in this context. 

 
c)  Senior Lawyers: The number of returned questionnaires was 207. The 

number of missing data was 10. From the remaining 197 lawyers, majority 
respondents i.e., 62.9% (n=124) mentioned that graduates had either 
extremely adequate or adequate skill. Contrary to it, 37.1% (n=73) lawyers 
believed that graduates had either adequate or extremely adequate 
competence in understanding procedural history while reading the cases.  

 
d)  Combined Groups’ Perceptions: From a total of 604 respondents of the 

three population groups under discussion, the majority i.e., 65.7% (n=397) 
perceived that the skill of understanding procedural history while reading 
judicial cases was adequate. This was contrary to the other areas in reading 
of cases where the majority revealed that the skill was inadequate. The 
reason why learners have adequate competence in procedural history and 
inadequate in majority tasks is very simple: understanding procedural 
history is a much easier task, where as the majority tasks are complex in 
terms of language and thought. The details show that more than 60% of 
each group perceived that this skill was adequate. In this context, the 
highest percentage was of teachers of law as 69% (n=129) of them 
perceived that students had adequate ability in this area. This was followed 
by 65.5% (n=144) recent graduates and 62.9% (n=124) senior lawyers who 
indicated that this skill was adequate. See Table 16 and Table 17 for the 
concerned information.     

 
Table 16  Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “understanding 

procedural history”  
 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 31.0% (n=58) 69.0% (n=129) 100.0% (n=187) 
2 Recent Graduates 34.5% (n=76) 65.5% (n=144) 100.0% (n=220) 
3 Senior Lawyers 37.1% (n=73) 62.9% (n=124) 100.0% (n=197) 
Total Combined Groups 34.3% (n=207) 65.7% (n=397) 100.0% (n=604) 

 
Table 17 Chi-Square Test 

 Value Df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.565 2 0.457 
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Figure 11 
 

Perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to
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Figure 12 
 

Combined groups' perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to 
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vii. Understanding Citation 

This section deals with analysis of the item that deals with the issue of reading of 
cases with reference to understanding citation. 
 

a)  Teachers of Law: From a total of 197 returned questionnaires,  the overall 
analysis revealed that the respondents who perceived that this skill was 
either extremely inadequate or inadequate were 60.9% (n=120), whereas 
those who perceived that students had adequate or extremely adequate 
ability were 39.1% (n=77).  

 
b)  Recent Law Graduates: Out of a total of 220 respondents who returned the 

questionnaires, in this case, the skill of understanding citation was either 
extremely inadequate or inadequate for only 20% (n=44) recent graduates. 
In contrast, 80.0% (n=176) believed that they had either adequate or 
extremely adequate competence in this area.  

 
c)  Senior Lawyers: From 207 senior lawyers who returned the questionnaires, 

those who expressed “extremely inadequate” and “inadequate” in this 
context were 24.4% (n=50). However, 75.6% (n=155) expressed “extremely 
adequate” and “adequate”.  
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d)  Comparative Analysis of Combined Groups’ Perceptions: Contrary to the 
other skills, majority respondents believed that the skill of understanding 
citation was adequate. The reason why learners have adequate competence 
in citation and inadequate in majority tasks is very simple: understanding 
citation is a much easier task; where as the rest of the tasks are complex in 
terms of language and thought. For combined groups, 65.6% (n=65.6) 
perceived that this skill was adequate, whereas 34.4% (n=214) opined that it 
was inadequate. Out of the three population groups, two (the graduates’ and 
the lawyers) indicated that the skill was adequate as 80% (n=176) of the 
graduates and 75.6% (n=155) of the lawyers indicated that the skill was 
adequate or extremely adequate. However, the analysis revealed that only 
39.1% (n=77) teachers considered that their students had adequate skill. The 
reason why the teachers differed significantly from rest of the two 
population groups is that teachers’ interaction with students is in academic 
settings. Although Pakistan is a common law country, law in a typical legal 
institution, is not taught through common law teaching methodology. 
Therefore, in routine academic settings, students hardly perform tasks 
related to citations. This results in students’ inadequacy in understanding 
citations. On the other hand, graduates and lawyers provided information 
related to adequacy in understanding citation in professional settings. As the 
use of citation is very common in professional settings, graduates who 
initiate their career in practicing law, acquire adequacy in understanding 
citations right in the beginning with the help of their colleagues and senior 
lawyers. That is why; graduates and lawyers perceive that this skill is 
adequate. See Table 18 and Table 19 in this context.         

 
Table 18 perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to “understanding 
citation” 

 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 60.9% (n=120) 39.1% (n=77) 100.0% 

(n=197) 
2 Recent Graduates 20.0% (n=44) 

 
80.0% (n=176) 100.0% 

(n=220) 
3 Senior Lawyers 24.4% (n=50)                     75.6% (n=155) 100.0% 

(n=205) 
Total Combined Groups 34.4% (n=214) 65.6% (n=65.6) 100.0% (n=622) 

 
Table 19 Chi-Square Test 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 90.680 2 0.000 
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Figure 13 
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Figure 14 
 

Combined groups' perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to 
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viii. Understanding Subject Specific Vocabulary 

In this section, results related to understanding subject specific vocabulary have 
been presented. 
 

a)  Teachers of Law: From 197 returned questionnaires, the number of missing 
data was 10. Out of the remaining 187 questionnaires, the respondents who 
were of the opinion that students had either inadequate or extremely 
inadequate skill were 78.6% (n=147), whereas those who believed that their 
students had adequate or extremely adequate ability were 21.4% (n=40).  

 
b)  Recent Graduates: Recent graduates who returned the questionnaires were 

220 in number. The number of missing data was 4. From the remaining 216, 
the recent graduates who indicated that they had either adequate or 
extremely adequate skill of understanding subject specific vocabulary, were 
76.9% (n=166). On the other hand, only 23.1% (n=50) mentioned that they 
had adequate or extremely adequate ability in this area.  

 
d)  Senior Lawyers: Out of the 207 returned questionnaires the number of 

missing data was 10. From the remaining questionnaires, 72.1% (n=142) 
lawyers believed that graduates had inadequate or extremely inadequate 
competence, whereas 27.9% (n=55) were of the opinion that graduates had 
either adequate or extremely adequate proficiency in this area.  
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e)  Comparative Analysis of Combined Groups’ Perceptions: Once again, out 
of a total of 600 returned questionnaires, a vast majority i.e. 75.8% (n=445) 
of the three population groups mentioned that the skill of understanding 
subject specific vocabulary was inadequate. 78.6% (n=147) teachers of law, 
76.9% (n=166) recent graduates and 72.1% (n=142) senior lawyers 
perceived that this skill was inadequate. See Table 20 and Table 21 for the 
concerned information.  

 
Table 20  Perceptions of individual and combined groups with regard to 

“understanding subject specific vocabulary” 
 Sample Group Inadequate (Count %) Adequate (Count %) Total 
1 Teachers of Law 

 
78.6% (n=147) 21.4% (n=40) 100.0% (n=187) 

2 Recent Graduates 76.9% (n=166) 
 

23.1% (n=50) 100.0% (n=216) 

3 Senior Lawyers 72.1% (n=142) 
 

27.9% (n=55) 100.0% (n=197) 

Total Combined Groups 
 

75.8% (n=455) 24.2% (n=145) 100.0% (n=600) 

 
Table 21 Chi-Square Test 
 Value Df Asymp. Sig. 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.422 2 0.298 
 

Figure 15 
 

Perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to
“understanding subject specific vocabulary” 

78.6 76.9
72.1

21.4 23.1
27.9

0 
10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
70 
80 
90 

Teachers Graduates Lawyers

Population Groups

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

Inadequate
Adequate

 
 

Figure 16 
 

Combined groups' perceptions vis-à-vis reading of cases with regard to 
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V. Overall Findings and Discussion 
The detailed findings reported above reveal that majority learners have inadequate 

competence in six sub-skills, out of a total of eight sub-skills, related to reading of cases. 
The most difficult sub-skill is to judge whether a particular case is analogous or 
distinguishable for a pending case. The next most difficult sub-skill is finding the rule. In 
both these cases, more than 80% respondents found that learners had inadequate 
competence. As only two sub-skills i.e., understanding procedural history and 
understanding citation are perceived to be adequate by the majority respondents, the 
general impression we get is that learners of law have inadequate ability in reading 
comprehension of cases. The reason why learners have adequate competence in only two 
sub-skills, and inadequate in the rest of the sub-skills is very simple: understanding 
procedural history and citation are much easier tasks, as the language used for procedural 
history and citation is not complex. The rest of the tasks included in the process of 
reading of cases are complex because of the complexity of language and thought.  
 
VI. Conclusion 

In common law countries i.e., countries where the British introduced the English 
legal system, legal “discourse community” spends a lot of time in reading, interpreting, 
summarizing, discussing and quoting cases in their academic and professional settings. 
Therefore, competence in reading of cases is a must for law students. 
 

The findings of this study will serve as guidelines for those who intend to write 
textbooks for foreign learners in the field of English for Academic Legal Purposes 
(EALP) and English for Occupational Legal Purposes (EOLP). In the light of the 
findings, textbook writers can sequence, grade and prioritize course contents with 
reference to this genre. Moreover, the findings will help textbook writers to design 
communicative activities in such a way that students’ relative level of difficulty will be 
taken under consideration. Similarly, the findings are useful for EALP and EOLP 
teachers with regard to lesson planning, designing and adapting teaching materials, and 
designing tests for students’ assessment. 
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