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Abstract:

In Karachi (Pakistan), English is taught as a comspuy subject to students at intermediate and
graduate level to enhance and improve their Englestguage skills, but they prefer to go to
private English language institutes to learn Enjglianguage. This research aims to investigate
the practices of English language teaching at goment institutes--colleges and universities. It
is a qualitative research in which the data waslesded through the use of semi-structured
interviews followed by non-participant observatior8) students were selected from three
English language institutes of Karachi for semustured interviews through purposive

sampling. Six teachers from three government utset were also selected for the interviews.
After interviews, 12 classes from three Englishglaage institutes and eight classes from two
government institutes were also observed. Thergwdof this research show that government
institutes do not provide favourable environmehiyt follow traditional method of teaching,

have untrained and uncooperative teachers, focusytlabus, use improper aids and have no
use of modern technology, etc. Hence, the resaltsbe useful for language policy makers to
bring great improvement in English language teaghah government institutes.

Keywords. college students, university students, privateliBhdanguage institutes, government
English language institutes

Introduction:

This chapter explains the nature of how this stisdyonceived as a result of my observations as
an English language teacher at English languagttuites. | have been teaching English
language for 18 years at different renowned Endésiguage institutes in Karachi. In addition, |
have been teaching English as a compulsory sutgettte students of BS/BA/BSc/B Com for
almost ten years. It was mainly observed that gellend university students, who study English
as a compulsory subject, were also joining Endhsiguage institutes to learn English language.
In Pakistan, English language has become very itapbfor a bright future, higher studies, good
jobs, etc., and for learning this language, pegpie English language institutes. In Karachi
(Pakistan), English is taught as a compulsory stbg government institutes up to BA/B
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Com/BSc from class | whereas at private Englishglage institutes, different courses of
different durations are offered which range froom@nths to 1 year—3 hours a day and 5 days a
week, 2 hours a day and 5 days a week and 1 hday and 5 days a week. In Karachi, a large
number of English language institutes are functigrirom morning to night, teaching English as
a second language, English for specific purpose, letit unfortunately, English language is not
taught effectively in most of the colleges and ensities and sometimes students do not pay
attention. Moreover, many other reasons were disotified.

The purpose of this study is to identify the preesi of teaching English language at colleges and
universities as a compulsory subject. It is cléat the most important reason for the success of
English is naturally the historical role of Englaas a colonial power. English has become the
language of the legal system, higher educationpmed) administrative network, science and
technology, trade and commerce-either becausentligenous languages are not equipped for
these roles and English has been provided for naesoent vocabulary, or because the use of
English is considered to be prestigious and powelnglish language has gradually become a
major tool for gaining knowledge in the sciencesl gahe humanities. It also represents
modernization and development and a link langudges of course playing a role of an
international language over the years.

1.2 Main Research Question:
What are the practices of English language teaclingovernment institutes-colleges and
universities in Karachi?

Review of Literature

1.1 Teaching of English language at government ingites and private English language

In Karachi (Pakistan), English is taught as a cosgy subject at our government institutes up
to BA/B Com/BSc from class I, while English is tédaigdrom Nursery at private institutes; all the
subjects are taught in English except a few subjeetn then students face problems in speaking
English language. The factors which create problemstudents to study English at government
institutes have been discussed in this study. eBiisdfrom all classes, backgrounds and
community go to learn English at English languaggtiiutes.

1.2 English Language Policy in Higher Education:

Mansoor, (2005) states that the lack of a cleaguage policy in higher education has made the
teachers and administrators confused about thetogavide English language support to their
students for being able to cope with their highteidies and future employment. The weak
proficiency in English of our students and teachenmsfluenced by the fact that English is not

stressed in the official education policy as mustJadu. The government, especially, the Task
Force in Higher Education (2001), the Steering Cdiesn (2002), and the Higher Education
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Commission (2002) realize the vital role of Englishcontributing to academic proficiency in
higher education that will be necessary for a moaed progressive Pakistan.

1.3 Factors leading to English language spread:

Many researchers have tried to specify the maitofa¢hat influence language maintenance and
language shift (Kloss, 1967; Fishman, 1972 and Hap$972). The concept of ‘ethnolinguistic
vitality’ in particular is considered important ksociolinguistics (Giles, Bourhis & Taylor,
1977). Other factors include status and prestigbanization and modernization, as well as
societal attitudes. Studies have also shown thgliginlanguage spreads due to a highly positive
attitude to English as an international languaggpldyed by students and teachers, and other
factors such as mass media, information technologyymerce, etc. An earlier study on attitudes
and motivation of students and teachers had irglicite same trend (Mansoor, 1993) Students
show a strong desire to study English as a mediunmstruction and as a compulsory subject for
mainly instrumental reasons. They also make usé&nglish in both informal and formal
domains, despite their limited proficiency in tleduage (Mansoor, 2005). Another important
factor in language spread is the relative econormpdalitical and linguistic prestige of the
language. The choice of Urdu as the national lagpguavhere Urdu is seen as a symbol of
national identity and national integration, hasegiva great boost to Urdu. In the case of the
spread of English it is the high status it enjdy$ias been the second official language, and is
used along with Urdu for all official purposes. Hslg is also the medium of education in the
country and a compulsory subject. A major incentovéearn a language is income. In Brudner’s
terms (1972: 36):

Jobs select language-learning strategies. Wheileberare available, people learn the
languages required to access them. In Pakistan, ntbst lucrative jobs require

proficiency in English. English is also seen asyveseful for higher education as all
material is in English.

1.4 English proficiency of teachers:
According to (Mansoor, 2005: 328):

In government institutes, the English languageipmeicy of both students and teachers
is considered to be weak. Students in the publtoseonsider that only half of their
subject teachers possess high spoken (57%) antnvdompetency (63%) in English,
and in the private sector the difference is onlygirel.

In terms of various provinces, it is seen that Emglish proficiency of subject teachers in the
public sector is lowest in the case of Balochistahoth spoken (37%) and written competency
(44%). Likewise, in Khaibar PakhnunKhuwan also thgng of spoken competence is lower
(50%) than Sindh (57%), Punjab (67%), and the fadeapital (75%). In the case of written

competence in English of subject teachers it is edported as lowest in Balochistan, followed
by Sindh, Punjab, and then the federal capitahdans one-third of all subject teachers (public
and private) lack high spoken and written compedeimc English (Mansoor, 2005). Rahman
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(2002: 541) strongly recommends that English bghato all children so as to give them access
to the liberal-democratic world-view and the pogwjbof international mobility’, and suggests
that informal exposure to living English be prowdd® all students through the media, at state
expense.

1.5 Significance of the Study:

The study examines practices of English languagehiag at government institutes like
government colleges and universities in which Efgls taught as a compulsory subject. It, to a
great extent, reveals some very important factsiabtudents’ preference for joining English
language institutes to learn English languagelsib &entifies the problems students have in
regard to learning English at government institutesalso discloses the techniques, teaching
methods, teachers’ attitude, skills which are fedjsetc of government institutes such as
colleges and universities.

Methodology

It was a qualitative research which is the coltactti analysis, and interpretation of
comprehensive narrative and visual (i.e., non-nicaBrdata to gain insights into a particular
phenomenon of interest. Observations, interviewsgstjonnaires, phone calls, personal and
official documents, photographs, recording, drawjngurnals, email messages and responses,
and informal conversations are all sources of tptale data. For this research study, semi-
structured interview was selected followed by tlo@-participant observation. Semi-structured
interview was selected because there was data vebigld be gathered by structured interview
and some data could be covered by the unstructatexdiiew, and hence best, for my research
study, was the semi-structured interview that ie ttombination of both structured and
unstructured interview. It allowed me sufficieneéddom to collect the data from the target
respondents. After interviews non-participant obagon was used to ensure that the data | had
collected earlier was accurate. 10 participantsewaterviewed from each English language
institute. The interview was individual interviewdatook much time. It took seven to eight
months to collect the data by interviewing the @ms0 participants from three English
language institutes of Karachi. Having conducteterinews of 30 students | visited there
government institutes and interviewed two lectudr&nglish subject [six lecturers from three
government institutes] from each government intitu

In this study, the purposive sampling was used umEaccording to (Gay, et al. 2015) many
potential participants are unwilling to undergo tleegthy demands of participations. They
further say that sampling in qualitative researshaimost always purposive. The researcher
depends on experience and insight for selectingnapke; randomness is seldom part of the
process.
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Table 1 Private English Language Institutes

01 No of P_rlva_te Engllsh03 i i
Language institutes

02 Total no of studenty,, i i
interviewed

03 English languaggEnglish  Languag&nglish  LanguagEnglish  Language
institutes Institute 1 Institute 2 Institute 3

04 _No _ of students10 10 10
interviewed
No of female student

05 interviewed 03 08 01

06 _No _of male student07 02 09
interviewed

In order to obtain more information about the praas of English language teaching at colleges
and universities, where English is taught as a atdsapy subject, the following government
institutes of Karachi were selected.

Table 2 Government Institutes (College & Universi@s):

No of Governmeni
01 Institutes 03 ) )

02 |Total no of teachers |06 - -

03 |Government Institutes |University 1 University 2 College 3
04 _Total_ no of Teachers02 02 02
interviewed
05 _No of female teacher01 00 00
interviewed
06 !\lo o_f male teacher01 02 02
interviewed
07 |Teacher’s Subject English compulsory| English compulsoinglish compulsory

Intermediate & BAJ/E

08 |[Classes BS/BA/B Com BS/BA/B Com Com

These government institutes were selected becaasg students of English language institutes
were from such government institutes.
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In order to authenticate the collected data, oladem as an instrument was also used. Through
nonparticipant observation 05 classes were obseim@d each of the above three English

language institutes. In total 15 classes were obseand very important data was obtained. In
addition to private English language institutes cld®ses of two government institutes were also
observed in order to acquire more accurate data.

Table 3 Private English Language Institutes in whih classes were observed:

01

No of Private English
Language institutes

03

o2 | Total no of classes o i i
observed

03 English language| English Language English  Languagé English Language
institutes Institute 1 Institute 2 Institute 3

04 | No of classes observed 05 05 05

05 No of female students 15 18 09
present

06 No of male students 10 10 19

present

Table 4 Government Institutes in which classes wembserved:

01 _No_ of  Government 02 ) ;
institutes

5 Total no of classes 10 ) i}
observed

03 | Government institutes | University 1 College 3

04 | No of classes observed | 05 05

05 Total no of female R .
students

06 Female Students usually 20-46 | e
present

07 Total no of male 60 75
students

08 Male Students usually 15-18 10-15
present
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The data was collected through semi-structuredviges by interviewing 36 participants—30
students from different campuses of 3 private Ehglanguage institutes and 6 teachers from 3
government institutes in which English is taughtaasompulsory subject. The data was first
transcribed then the transcribed data was analyaegfully for emerging themes. The following
themes were obtained.

Themes: English Language Teaching at Government Itisutes

1) Traditional methods of teaching English Language
2) Focus on syllabus

3) Focus on writing and reading

4) No teaching aids and use of modern technology

5) Untrained language teachers

The important themes which were obtained from thalysis of the data were then critically

discussed in the light of the existing literaturedany [the researcher’s] insight of Pakistani
context. The data that was collected through olasienv was also included during analysis as it
was related to my nonparticipant observation.ddnmy best to avoid premature judgment and
find out the answers to the following research tjoasafter examining the dataO carefully.

Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis

This chapter explains the nature of the data thatleen analyzed. First of all, all interviews
through which data was collected were transcribetithen the data was coded for the purpose
of establishing categories. A large number of camtesub-themes were found. Categories were
also made of subjects selected on the basis d@rdiff groups. Then sub-themes were merged
into main themes. In addition, theme analysis was astablished to facilitate data analysis.
Since the interview questions were semi-structuried, results were prepared to report
descriptively (Gay, Mills & Airasian, 2015-16). Nolnam going to interpret the themes which
emerged from the analysis of the collected data.

4.1 Practices of English language teaching at gowent institutes like colleges and universities
in Karachi.
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4.1.1 Traditional Methods of Teaching English Langage:

We have prescribed books which we use in the diessdes this we use newspapers and
magazines very seldom because books which we havesudficient for students,
containing pair work and group work activities thag¢lp teachers a lot in dealing with
such students. We also use board. We teach themgtinithe books and then give them
exercises which are in the books. (T-1 T-2)

The above-mentioned data was collected from twcegowent teachers teaching at a college
English as a compulsory subject. According to thémaching methods play a vital role in
teaching any language. Unfortunately, in Pakistentéachers are still using old and traditional
method of teaching [grammar translation method]cwhs ineffective. In a study investigating
English Language teaching in the context of ChitNd&wab (2012) has concluded that the
teaching of English was not much different fromestisubjects like social studies or history.
Lack of relevant academic qualifications of teashmay be one of the reasons why teaching of
English is not considered different from other sghb§. Our students study English as a
compulsory subject from the very beginning and dpEhto 14 years, but even then they cannot
communicate to each other in English. Unfortunataly one bothers about it. Majority of the
teachers are not aware of new researches in #his they do not attend seminars and workshops
on language teaching. Hence they rarely use arer t¢laching aids except the prescribed books
and the board in the class. According to Kizibd®d9g: 103) the education of Pakistan’s teacher
in the public sector in the last 50 years has reathtraditional and status quo.

The nonparticipant observation also reveals treathters are still using old traditional method of
teaching English. They do not bother about it & fobs are fully secure. They do not want to
attend any seminars and workshops, nor do they teatatke any ELT short course or do MA
English Linguistics.
Grammar is taught there to teach English as a séddanguage. Indirect methodology is
used there. Usually topics related to grammar aachposition are taught to them. Some
of the text books are taught there, but writtetiskire given more focus. Unfortunately,
spoken skills are not given sufficient time in @ailleges and universities. Students
hardly ask any questions from their teachers. Thowg design syllabus according to
our own convenience, yet we have some problems asidpeaking activities are not
included in the syllabus because at the end wehsgeheir performance is assessed by
written not spoken test. (T-3 T-4, ST-6 ST-8 STI-12 ST-17 ST-23 ST-24 ST-25)

It has been found from the above analysis of taath@erview that grammar is still focused to
teach English language by using indirect methodpl@&rammar topics and compositions are
given to students and students’ performance issasdeby written tests. Written skills are
focused more, rather than spoken skills. Someliegks are still widely used. Students do not
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ask questions from their teachers. The books warehused to teach English language do not
include up-to-date speaking activities (Malik, 1R9All these things indicate that there is no
proper language planning and research upon langigagphing in Pakistan. Hence traditional
method of teaching English is still being followptbducing no effective result. According to
Kizibash (1998: 103) Pakistan’s teacher educatiothe public sector in the last 50 years has
remained traditional and status quo. The obsamwathich | have made, also shows to a great
extent that teachers are still focusing more ommgnar and students’ performance is also
assessed by written tests. Teachers make studmmdsire text and then tell them the meanings
of some words. After it they give some exercises that’s all. Such method has badly failed in
modern era.

4.1.2 Focus on Syllabus:
In schools, colleges and universities attentiofoised on certain syllabus and English
is taught according to a fixed syllabus, but in anduage centre mainly two skills
[speaking and listening] are highly focused. (S$b68 ST-9 ST-11 ST-16 ST-17 ST-19
ST-24 ST-25 ST-27 ST-29)

As can be seen from the above theme a very imporéason why students go to language
centres rather than studying it at governmenttunsts is that the syllabus, which is designed to
teach English does not necessarily fulfill all tequirements, is focused and efforts are made to
teach English as per the syllabus. On the othed,Hanglish language is taught without focusing
any particular syllabus at private English languagstitutes. That's why private English
language institutes are successful in satisfyiegieds of the students.

(Mansoor, 2003) states that students are not igatigfith the English language support provided
to them, as only one-third of all students ratediierall quality of these courses as high, in all
aspects including syllabus (36%), texts and mdse(Bb%), teaching methods (41%), and test
and examinations (38%). Many teachers are notfiggtigither with the overall quality of the
English courses offered in their institutions amilyd0% consider them of high quality. Despite
the fact that there are almost twice as many teadham the private sector (71%), as compared
to teachers from the public sector (34%), who rabexdquality of the English courses as high,
there are a fair number of teachers who remainsedatisfied. My study of nonparticipant
observation also reveals that teachers mainly pang rattention to complete their syllabus rather
than to enable students to have good communicakitis. Teachers try to complete their course
at all costs. They have a fixed syllabus to tesblcth they give more importance.

4.1.3 Focus on Writing and Reading skills:

In government institutes, there is only readingwoiting, no speaking or conversation
practice. English is taught as a subject, not akmrguage. Secondly, the teachers of
government institutes are very qualified, but tfegus more on their timings rather than
students. (ST-3 ST-9 ST-15 ST-13 ST-16 ST-18 ST-22 ST-25 ST-30)
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This research also reveals that in governmenttinssi, writing and reading skills are focused,
rather than speaking and listening skills. The leex are qualified but lacking training and
awareness of new research. Rahman, (1990) saysiticatthe strength of the class is high and
students from different backgrounds are found éguldh the same class, teachers teach from a
specific syllabus which focuses on reading andingjtrather than speaking and listening. In this
way, students memorize many language items, butataspeak English language and after
sometimes they forget what they learn.

The nonparticipant observation also reveals theestatt that in government institutes writing
and reading skills are paid more attention andldpgaand listening skills are paid hardly any
attention or these skills are forgotten. Malik, 969 says that since teachers have no such
equipment or language aids and they are not traimexhselves, they have no planning to give
students speaking and listening practice. Abovetedichers focus more on writing and reading
skills because the test system also focuses omgvand reading skills, rather than speaking and
listening skills.

4.1.4 No proper teaching aids and use of Modern Tkoology:
Teachers do not pay much attention. They are nopetive and helpful. They do not
use modern technology and have a proper plannithgyTust teach to complete their
prescribed syllabus. There are no AV aids, no mtojes, multimedia system etc. Since
these aids are not available how can they be uS&mi3tudents get deprived of modern
technology. (ST-4 ST-7 ST-9 ST-10 ST-11, 14, 149122, 23)

From the analysis of the above theme it has beeferatood that teachers, in government
institutes, do not pay much attention to studefitey are not cooperative and helpful. The most
important thing we have learnt is that teacheraalaget the advantages of modern technology in
their classes. Rahman, (2003) states that nowadgysvate English language institutes, many
things are used for teaching English language sashcomputers, projectors, AV system,

internet, etc, but unfortunately these things atfaund in government institutes. They have a
prescribed syllabus which they prefer to complete.

My observation also reveals that government secaoes most of time deprived of modern

technology. We know it very well that modern agéhis age of science and technology. Without
using technology it is extremely difficult to sueckin any field especially in ELT, but

unfortunately things like computer, projectors, emet, etc are normally not found in

government institutes. Teachers only focus on tialms and try to complete it as soon as
possible. On the other hand, things are totallyosfp in private English language institutes.

Well, if we talk about teaching aids we see thathers use black board, white board,
chalks, prescribed books, etc for teaching Eng$isbject as a language. There is no
language lab, OHB, multimedia, etc, and if thesegd are available, teachers are
unable to use them. (T-4 T-6 T-5 T-3 ST-7 ST-113537-16 ST-18 ST-22 ST-25 ST-27)
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It has been observed that visual system also playsy important role in ELT, TESL, ESP, etc.
It is, therefore, in the interest of the learnetedchers rely on ancillary audio-visual aids ie th
classroom to tweak the learner’s linguistic anduaissystems and accelerate the learning
process. From the above-mentioned theme it has lrederstood that teachers use black board,
white board, chalks, books for teaching Englistthi@ class, but unfortunately there is no use of
modern technology such as language lab, multimegligjectors, AV system etc neither do
teachers know how to use them. They only focushenprescribed books and try their best to
complete them at all cost (Bashiruddin & Qayyunil£20

4.1.5 Untrained Teachers:
We see that the teachers of colleges only comediaring money. They have no proper
planning, training and no proper system. Since tkieyw that their job is secure, they do
not worry about students’ performance. They are tnaihed from language teaching
perspective as can be found the teachers of prizatgdish language institutes. They are
a little arrogant, unfriendly and impolite. (ST-3-8 ST-10 ST-14 ST-20 ST-22 ST-27)

Another big reason why students go to languagé&urss to learn English is untrained teacher at
government institutes. Mansoor, (2003) statesltdwdt of teacher training is one of the foremost
reasons for low education standards. In Pakistacher training is not a prerequisite for
entering higher education institutions. Unfort@hatin Pakistan, no teacher training is required
for teaching English language, even at many Engdlisiguage institutes it has also been
observed that non-professional teachers are hiretéfching English language because they are
paid low salaries as compared to professional tFacliBashiruddin & Qayyum, 2014).
Sometimes these teachers become arrogant, unfriandlimpolite and make things difficult for
the learners.

The observation also reveals that the teacherowergment sectors are not trained and have
very little knowledge of linguistics. There are yefew teachers who are MA English
Linguistics, otherwise majority of the teachers s’ English Literature. MA English Literature
means that they have little knowledge of ELT. Feaching English as a language the knowledge
and the degree of MA Linguistics which also inclsideourses of ELT are very essential
(Mansoor, 2005).

Conclusion:

In short, at government institutes, English is tamight as a language, but as a subject. Teachers
only try to complete their syllabus. They do nothHaw about students’ communication skills.
They are usually not trained from ELT point of yolihey do not use modern technology, and
nor do majority of them know about the use of madechnology. They normally use grammar
translation method which has badly failed in acimguvhe intended result. There is no test of
spoken and listening skills.
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Recommendations:

» At government institutes, teachers should be cadper; hardworking and regular.

Teachers should change their teaching techniquesathodologies.

» Teachers should have some linguistics backgrounddiyg at least some short ELT
courses or one-year program so that they can efédgtteach English language to
students.

» Government colleges and universities should beigeohbwith teaching aids and neat and
clean rooms with comfortable seats and good enmisont.

» Teachers should be provided training with the pges®d time and they should also attend
different workshops, seminars and programs on ELT.

» Their primary goal should be to improve studenpsilken and listening skills rather than
writing and reading skills.

» They should avoid traditional method of teaching.

Y
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