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Abstract: In this paper, it is proposed that Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
should be adopted as a method/ approach for English language teaching at
University of Sindh, Pakistan (USJP). In the beginning, English language teaching
situation at USJP are given in which it is argued that our students study English
language but can hardly communicate effectively. The paper further discusses
literature review explaining what CLT is, how to apply CLT, misconceptions about CLT,
criticism against and defence of CLT. Then, the paper presents analysis and
implications of CLT application at University of Sindh. Finally, it concludes with
optimism that CLT will equip our learners with communicative competence if adopted
properly in USJP.

1. ELT situation at University of Sindh

This section describes the ELT situation and neeatlopt CLT at University of Sindh. English

is mandatory subject for all graduates studyingraversity of Sindh. University of Sindh is the

second oldest university of Pakistan. Approximat&R,000 students study at University of
Sindh. Every year more than 6,000 students ardledrn different disciplines for bachelor and

master degree programme at University of Sindh.ligimgs taught for two years in B.A./B.Sc

programme and for one year in M.A./M.Sc programhiafeez (2004) describes importance of
English language proficiency. He explains that klealge of English is essential for getting
good jobs, getting through examination for civihgees and armed forces.

The subject title for B.A./B.sc and M.A./M.Sc is iRedial English. Remedial English as a
subject was introduced in the year 2002. Before Hraglish Compulsory was taught to all
graduates. The prescribed book for English gramwae ‘English Grammar and Composition’
by Wren and Martin. This book was written in fitsalf the twentieth century. This book is
purely based on grammar-translation syllabus. dtaias explanation of grammar rules followed
by examples sentences, text for comprehension emslation, and techniques for writing
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paragraphs, essays, letters etc. This book wasfosedany years at University of Sindh until
recently.

Now this book has been replaced by two new bodRgfdrd Practice Grammar’ and ‘English
for Undergraduates’. The adoption of these two Bowlas a part of university policy to
introduce modern language learning techniques/mdsthat University of Sindh. English
continues to be taught at University of Sindh. Hegre English language teaching at University
of Sindh hardly helps learners in acquiring comrmative competence. The prevalence of old
methods and techniques is still matter of everyglagtice. Our learners study English language
grammar and vocabulary items, remember them, bubatodevelop proper communicative
skills. Sadly, only few students are quite goodwaiting and speaking English. This paper
analyses how learners can be provided with genojip®rtunity of English language learning.
The paper proposes that teachers at university imfihSadopt Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) in their classes for successful e teaching/ learning.

2. Literature Review

2.1.Definition of CLT

2.2.
Wikipedia Encyclopaedia defines CLT as an extengbmotional-functional syllabus. CLT
emphasizes using target language in different atstend learning language functions. CLT
aims at creating and comprehending meaning, rdtier mastering grammatical structures.
Successful language learning is measured in tefm®mmunicative competence. Following
(Nunan : 1991) are considered as essential feabfi€ET:

1. An emphasis on learning to communicative througéraction in the target language.
2. The introduction of authentic texts into the leamsituations.
3. The provision of opportunities for learners to fecaot only language but also on the
learning process itself.
4. An enhancement of the learner's own personal egpees as important contributing
elements to classroom learning.
5. An attempt to link classroom language learning wahguage activities outside the
classroom.
‘In the classroom CLT often takes the form of pamd group work requiring negotiation and
cooperation between learners, fluency-based aesvihat encourage learners to develop their
confidence, role-plays in which students practiod develop language functions, as well as
judicious use of grammar and pronunciation foclesvities.” (Wikipedia Encyclopaedia)

CLT is different from grammatical approach, whishbased on the principle that language
learning comprises mastering a set of rules argeth@es have to be learnt
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one by one in additive fashion (Nunan : 1988). dangmatical syllabus language parts are dealt
with one by one until complete knowledge of languagacquired. Nunan (1988) maintains that
language learning does not take place in lineartimddfashion. CLT aims at communicative
competence and targets language learning as a wbhapposed to learning set of rules in linear-
additive fashion. Wilkins (1972) categorized tweg of meanings to negotiate sense in
language learning: notional and functional. Noticag@proach focused on language parts such as
time, location etc. while functional approach ird#d items such as requests, denials etc. These
notions and functions were considered as impoitagnedients of CLT. Critics argue that list of
notions and functions are no different from adisgrammatical rules and lexical items (Nunan :
1988).

In further development of language teaching KrasfE982) discounted the importance of

explicit grammar teaching. He argues that languagguisition takes place naturally in a

subconscious process rather than by conscious céxpiistruction. Krashen’s approach is

criticized on the grounds that it fails to take @mat of social aspect of language learning and is
only based on learner’s individual thinking and éabur (Nunan : 1988).

In contrast to Krashen’s approach, Nunan (1989) hasiges the importance of class room
interaction through various ‘tasks’. Long and Cresk1992) suggested an analytic syllabus
following task based language teaching (TBLT). Thegintained that tasks give learners
opportunity to communicate and negotiate meanirigguselevant target language situations.
Nunan (1989) endorses the language learning thrtugge tasks. He maintains these tasks are
modelled on real life tasks that learner encouimerctual life. These ideas highlight the
importance of language learning through tasks. L@®®1) gave ‘interactional hypothesis’. He
argues that interaction is paramount for negotigtimreaning. He adds that through interaction
learner identifies and corrects his mistake andradtion makes learner understand relationship
between form and function.

2.2. Application of CLT

The proper application of CLT is very essential fminging about required results. The
following discussion will help understand possipteblems to implement CLT.

Littlewood (2006) mentions some important reasossabse of which teachers find CLT
difficult to implement in the class. According tatlewood (ibid) classroom management is one
major reason because of which teachers are nottaldaccessfully implement CLT. He says
many teachers think that when students are engagedk related activities, they fail to control
the class. Avoidance of English, according to eutbod, by students is another reason many
teachers think that CLT does not work in their cd$e maintains that teachers often complain
that students are not motivated to use Englisihénctassroom. Littlewood (ibid) elaborates that
in many instances teachers themselves are notdemifto communicate in English. Littlewood
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(ibid) mentions ‘minimal demands on language compet’ is another difficulty faced by
teachers to carry out CLT in classroom. He expldireg sometimes students focus only on
completion of task and engage in minimum interactto negotiate meaning. A common
occurrence in these situations is that interadsotonfined to one or two students and majority
does not benefit form these activities. Littlewo@dald) enumerates another important concern
which makes it difficult for teachers to implemef@lLT. He says many teachers find
implementation of CLT incompatible with parent'spextations. He says many parents think
that CLT is not examination oriented learning whishvery crucial for their children’s future.
Littlewood (ibid) says many Chinese teachers third¢ CLT is in conflict with their traditional
values of education. In Chinese culture ‘educatsoconceived more as a process of knowledge
accumulation than as a process of using knowledgerfmediate purposes’. Littlewood (2006)
informs teachers about challenges before implemgi@LT in the classroom.

Littlewood (2005) suggests five-category framewfarkeffective implementation of CLT:

(1) At the most form-focused end of the continuum is
NON-COMMUNICATIVE LEARNING, which includes, for exaple,
grammar exercises, substitution drills, and proratiwn drills.

(i) We then move to PRE-COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE PRACTICHE which
the focus is still primarily on language but alsteoted towards meaning. An
example of this is the familiar ‘question-and-answgractice, in which the
teacher asks questions to which everyone knowartbeer.

(i) With the third category, COMMUNICATIVE LANGUAGE PRATICE,
we come to activities in which learners still wavikh a predictable range
of language but use it to convey information. Thiestude, for example,
activities in which learners use recently taugiglzage as a basis for
information exchange or to conduct a survey amotigst classmates.

(iv)  In the fourth category, STRUCTURED COMMUNICATION)& main
focus moves to communication of meanings, but ¢aetier structures the
situation to ensure that learners can cope withvith their existing
language resources, including perhaps what theg hegently used in
more form-focused work. This category includes macemplex
information-exchange activities or structured rplaying tasks.

(v) Finally, at the most meaning-oriented end of thenticoum,
AUTHENTIC COMMUICATION comprises activities in whiicthere is
the strongest focus on the communication of messagd the language
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forms are correspondingly unpredictable. Examples discussion,

problem-solving, content-based tasks and largde grajects.
Nunan (1987) points out that classroom-based relsestrows that activities conducted in the
name communication are rather pseudo-communicaliu@an (ibid) provides transcript of a
communicative classroom, it clearly indicates thtatdents are hardly engaged in independent
interaction. Students are repeating what teachetsmiiem to say. Nunan (ibid) believes that
proper application of CLT can ensure successfuthieg/learning opportunities. He suggests,
keeping reasons for pseudo-communication in miedcher should use ‘referential questions’
(whose answer teacher does not know) instead of‘gisplay questions’ which more often
induce repetition. Nunan (ibid) also suggest thahwdating students’ schematic knowledge
(knowledge which students have already got) caa geod way of engaging them in successful
communication.

2.3. Misconceptionsabout CLT

Thompson (1996) argues that despite CLT being madély used approach in ELT, many
teachers still have certain misconceptions abouT.CGHe says following are the common
misconceptions about CLT:

0] CLT means no teaching of grammar
(i) CLT means teaching speaking only
(iif)  CLT means pair work, which means role play
(iv)  CLT means expecting too much from teacher

Thompson (1996) writes one basic misconceptiorhad CLT means no explicit teaching of
grammar. He refers to Krashen (1988) that languaguisition can not take place just by
remembering rules of grammar, but language leartakgs place unconsciously by exposure to
it. Thomson (ibid) suggests without reverting taditional way of grammar teaching, an
appropriate time of class should be given to grantesching. He suggests a ‘retrospective way’
to grammar teaching. He says learners first be seghdo a simple understandable language
context, it helps learner understand function arehmng of that language context. Once the
context is understandable, grammatical forms am@doced afterwards. Thompson makes it
clear CLT does not mean exclusion of grammar tegcbompletely.

Thompson (ibid) says it is widely held misconcepttbat CLT means teaching speaking only.
He explains that communication between two peoplaat only oral but written as well. He
elaborates that CLT focuses on all language skilsseven suggest that a communicative class
should not only increase student talking time (STBm teacher talking time (TTT), but
communicative class should embrace the conceptuafest communicating time, in which
student can enjoy reading text silently or evenressged in quite thinking. Thompson (ibid)
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argues that CLT does not necessarily mean useioivpek for language teaching. He says CLT
envisages learner having control over his learnWigile use of ‘pair work is physical signal of
some degree of control and choice passing to leminEhompson does not underscore the
efficacy of pair work. He explains that students cae pair work ‘to do a grammatical exercise,
solve a problem, analyse the new language strieciara text, and prepare a questionnaire for
other students.” He suggests that instead of parkwallowing students to practice a language
point at the same time can also be very usefulmidmtains that CLT does not mean pair work
has to be invariably used.

Thompson (ibid) concedes that it is not completeiyrue that CLT demands a great deal from
teacher. In a communicative class teacher nee@ve hetter communicative and management
skills. Thompson raises here an often repeatedgehidnat CLT is designed for native speaker
teachers, and for non-native teachers it is ndeglifficult to conduct communicative activities
and manage the class at the same time. Thompsoesatgat teachers need to improve their
teaching skills and accept challenges. He maintdiassuccessful implementation of CLT is a
challenge for all alike

24. Criticism against CLT
In recent times perhaps the strongest criticisninggy&LT comes from Bax (2003).

Bax argues that CLT has always overlooked one itapbraspect of language teaching: the
context in which it takes place. Bax (ibid) poiotst that many CLT practicing teacher hold this
view that any one not using CLT is ‘backward’. Hab®erates that these teachers believe that
CLT is the ‘complete solution to language learnamgl no other method is good. He calls this
‘CLT attitude’. Bax (ibid) argues that CLT reliegdwily on methodology and consequently
ignores ‘context’ in which language takes placex Bhid) explains that in ‘Context Approach’
method is significant but it is only one of thetfars for successful language teaching. Bax (ibid)
says in ‘Context Approach’ students’ attitude andtural expectation have to be taken in
account. Bax (ibid) laments that ‘CLT attitude’also widespread in material production. It is
believed that course books and methodology boaksiaiversally good without considering the
context in which they are used. Bax (ibid) ackrexges that his insistence on context is not
something novel to language teaching. He maintdias good teachers do not only rely on
methodology but think about students’ individuadl aultural context in mind.

Bax (2003) lays down the strategy for successfpleémentation ‘Context Approach’

‘The first priority is the learning context, andetliirst step is to identify key aspects of that
context before deciding what and how to teach iy given class. This will include an
understanding of individual students and theirrieay needs, wants, styles, and strategies-I treat
these as key aspects of the context-as well asdhesebook, local conditions, the classroom
culture, school culture, national culture, and spas far as possible at the time of teaching.’
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2.5. Defenceof CLT

Harmer (2003) contends that methodology is ‘fundataléein language learning and not the

context as suggested by Bax (2003). Harmer (200f)ea that methodology used by teacher
rests actually upon his beliefs and understandivithout which a teacher ‘becomes client-

satisfier only’. Harmer (ibid) says consigning naho secondary position is to question what a
teacher believes in and does as a teacher. Halmers that there is nothing wrong with the

methodology but how it is applied and modified tit $he particular needs of students. Harmer
does not question the importance context, but to methodology is essential to language
teaching. Harmer does not advocate blind pursuahceethod and endorses the integration of
method with context. Harmer (2003) says:

‘I believe, on the contrary, that is the teachd&r®wledge, experience, and training (together
with their personality, interpersonal skills anderest in the students) that he or she brings in
triumph to the classroom. What the students bérgy their hopes and fears, and their pre-
conceptions and sociocultural reality. Somewhereliscussion between them, methodology and
context, as equals, should meet in the way thaist appropriate for all concerned.’

Many researchers share Harmers views that langtessgghing must adopt a pedagogy that
encompasses cultural context without scraping ndetlogy altogether. Widdowson (1994)
advocates a ‘pedagogy of appropriate’ rather tipmadagogy of authentic’. In continuation of
Widdowson’ views (1994), Kramsch and Sullivan (1p96int out that pedagogy of authentic
seeks to impose native-speaker style to differentexts, whereas appropriate pedagogy adapts
native-speaker style to cater for both global avzhll expectations. Freeman() rightly suggests
that methodologies follow values and may not sliic@tural contexts. He explains in language
we do not deal with entire culture but with ‘indivials within a culture’. Freeman (ibid) believes
a method can be adapted to suit a particular cantex

Thompson (1996) acknowledges that CLT is surely thet absolute remedy and change in
language teaching is already underway. He advisdsate need to build upon what we have got.
Any change in language teaching will emerge outCaff. Holliday (1994) writes : ‘The
communicative approach has been a development fn@wious methodologies; and further
improvement can only be achieved by further devalamt, not by going back.” Liao (2004)
shares his views about implementation of CLT inn@hiHe believes that introduction of CLT
has provided Chinese teachers knowledge about l&ashing methodologies; otherwise they
would have reverted to teaching just grammar rates vocabulary. Yoon (?) writes about the
implementation of CLT in South Korea. He maintaihat CLT is the most successful method
ESL/EFL contexts.
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Analysisand Implicationsof CLT application at University of Sindh

It is explained that English language teaching mit/ersity of Sindh needs to do more to ensure
that learners acquire communicative competence.ligfndanguage teaching classes are
conducted by dedicated teachers. Despite that genearning has yet to be achieved. One
major reason is many teachers are not familiar wmidern teaching methodologies. And
perhaps many teachers are not trained to condudi. Ciao (2004) acknowledges that
introduction of CLT in China keeps teachers infodm&bout latest developments in ELT.
Introduction of CLT at University of Sindh will failrarize teachers with new innovation in
ELT. The introduction of CLT should be coupled widachers training: all teachers should be
informed about the aims and objectives of CLT.tAHchers need to know what are the essential
tools and techniques of CLT, and how to impleméstt in the class. Hafeez (2004) suggests
that communicative syllabus fits the requiremeritBakistani learners and should be adopted for
ELT.

Bax (2003) speaks of context being more importaut r@legating method to second position.
We have to take into account this consideratiomieeintroducing CLT at University of Sindh.
Does CLT suit our context? Harmer (2003) is pertirtgere. He argues that a method is what
teacher believes in. Widdowson (1998) advocatespd#aagogy of appropriate. Teachers at
University of Sindh need to know about all theseasl They need to keep their context in mind
before implementing CLT. It will fruitful that CLTs followed as pedagogy of appropriate. We
can learn from the experience of other countrigao L(2004) describes how CLT has been
successful in China. Liao (2004) argues that toetigya methodology which suits a particular
context is not possible in China where teachersnatecompletely free in their choice and not
properly trained. Liao’s argument is relevant t&iBt@ni situation as well. Many teachers are not
familiar with teaching methodologies, how can thigsign their own methods. We need to
believe in ourselves (Harmer: 2003). We can mak& ®brk in our context.

The implementation of CLT can cause certain probl¢hittlewod: 2006). Teachers need to be
cautious of the common difficulties they face inplementing CLT in the class. Teachers may
be less motivated to implement CLT if they havetaiar misconceptions (Thompson: 1996).
Teachers should dispel all doubts before implemgn@LT in the class. We ought to make our
teachers ready to encounter any possible problerttseiimplementation of CLT. Gupta (2004)
shares her experience of CLT in India. She contémalsCLT does not suit teaching context in
India. She counts reasons for failure of CLT inignd

i) It was implemented without planning and in a hurry.

i) Most teachers did not know how to implement CLT.

iii) Exposure of students to English was limited tosriasm only.
iv) Examination system was not ready to change.
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It is quite obvious that reasons which Gupta (20@dye given hardly raise doubts about the
efficacy of CLT as a teaching methods. Problem dusslie with the method but how it is

implemented. CLT is working in many parts of therladpit can work in Pakistan too, provided

it is implemented in right earnest. We can leawnifrthe Indian experience (Gupta: 2004).
Teachers at University Sindh should be fully trdines adopt CLT. All aspects of the

implementation must be discussed and resolved.eStsidand teachers be provided will all
possible facilities to carry out CLT in a conducieavironment. One major hurdle, in the
implementation in CLT, is the number of studentthia class. Approximately 80 to 100 students
are present in a Remedial English at UniversitySafdh. This surely is well beyond ideal

number for a communicative class. But this probleam be overcome by inducting more
teachers (Liao: 2004).

CLT is the suitable approach for ELT at UniversfySindh. Hafeez (2004) counts the benefits
of communicative syllabus for Pakistani students:

)] Acquisition of four language skills

i) Use of target language in class will help learmerside classroom

iii) Learning language forms and functions through d&s/ develop better
understanding of language

iv) Learner is free in learning, role of teacher ig thfea guide and facilitator

V) Language learning based on the genuine need oiiesar

Hafeez (2004) quite appropriately describes thesfisnof communicative syllabus for Pakistani
students. We agree with him that our learners t@ed&g communicatively competent to compete
in the global market. The introduction of CLT atilrsity of Sindh will bring multiple benefits
for teachers and learners alike.

3. Conclusion
This paper advocates the adoption of CLT for ELUaitversity of Sindh when doubts are raised
(Bax: 2003) whether CLT is really an effective apgurh. In this paper we have given definition
of CLT, how CLT is implemented in the class, misogptions about CLT, and criticism and
defence of CLT. In this paper, the authors havesrrefl to various ideas from different
researchers in the field of English language teaghihe goals and objectives of CLT suit ELT
situation in Pakistan. It has been mentioned thauge number of young learners study at
University of Sindh. English is taught to all baldreand master students. This has been
observed that despite teaching, learning doesawir@among the learners. At the end of English
language course, students know about English heytd¢an not communicate in English. Lack of
proficiency in English deprives our graduates frpraspective jobs. English language teaching
at University of Sindh is a huge exercise, butas tyet to deliver. This paper has discussed
different aspects of CLT. These aspects will helprioper implementation of CLT at University

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education | www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjiexy

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:2, Issue:2, APRIL 2013

of Sindh. CLT may not be an absolute method (Thamp$996) but it can work if implemented
keeping learners need and local context in mince paper has discussed implementation of
CLT in China, India, South Korea. Learning fromdaexperiences, and following the essential
techniques of CLT, we can make a difference. CLUmversity of Sindh will equip our learners
with genuine communicative competence. CLT is wugkin other parts of the world; it can
work in our case too. We need to have this bekigiriner, 2003).
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