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Abstract: 
This paper is an attempt to record the perceptions of judges in Pakistan 
with reference to the linguistic adequacy of lawyers that have recently 
entered the profession after the completion of their required degree. 
The purpose of the research is to identify the deficiencies revealed at 
the point when recent graduates become lawyers so that the problem 
areas could be addressed during the course of their legal studies in 
institutions of legal education. Therefore, the project aims at 
recommending an outline of a legal English course that requires to be 
implemented at institutions of legal education in Pakistan. For this 
research, data was collected through a survey questionnaire 
distributed among civil judges. The comprehensive quantitative 
analysis revealed the deficiencies of recent law graduates’ in a variety 
of skills and sub-skills required in professional legal settings. The 
findings are highly useful as they provide insights in sequencing, 
grading and prioritizing the recommended course outline. Also, the 
findings are of great interest for legal English teachers and syllabus 
designers.    
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I.  Introduction 
 Pakistan is a multilingual country. Due to its colonial heritage, English is the 
language of law. Therefore, lawyers need to be adequate in the specific language skills 
required in professional legal settings. It has been reported through various platforms like 
bar councils, judges, and members of the academia that majority recent law graduates 
who start their practice in law have inadequate competence in the required legal English 
skills. However, scientific study, in this context, has never been carried out. The present 
study is a scientific investigation to record the perceptions of Civil Judges (judges of the 
subordinate judiciary in Pakistan) with reference to recent law graduates’ competence in 
the specific language skills required to practice law. These recent graduates appear in the 
courts of Civil Judges as lawyers. The perceptions of the judges will provide the basis to 
recommend a legal English course to be conducted at learning institutions and other 
platforms to improve the quality of legal education. The need of a legal English course is 
due to the fact that legal English differs significantly from General English (GE). The GE 
courses cannot work well in academic legal settings because the “linguistic aspects of the 
law raise many issues and difficulties” (Gibbons, 2004, p.285).    
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II.  Literature Review 
 Research in linguistics has already maintained that legal English is a distinct 
variety. “There is no doubt that legal language is decidedly peculiar and often hard to 
understand, especially from the perspective of lay public” (Tiersma, 1999, p.2). The 
extreme complexity and unusual nature of legal language pose: 

 
a substantial problem, particularly for many countries where the language of 
the law is not the mother tongue of those involved in the legal system. In India 
and much of the Anglophone Africa, for example, lawyers in training need help 
to master not only technicalities and the legal concepts that they represent, but 
also the convoluted grammatical structures in which much legislation is 
framed. This places considerable demands upon the teachers and curriculum 
designers… (Gibbons, 2004, p.291). 

 
 One way of describing the legal language is to point out the general linguistic 
features of the legal language at different levels: lexical, syntactical and discoursal etc. 
Melinkoff (1963), Crystal and Davy (1969), Bhatia (1983, 1993, 1994), Throne (1997), 
Tiersma (1999), Mattila (2006) and many others have worked along these lines.  
 
 Besides this, genera-based approach is a popular way to analyze legal texts. Legal 
genres are defined in the following manner:    

 
The highly institutionalized and sometimes ritualized discourse of the law often 
follows regular patterns; organized sequences of elements which each play a 
role in achieving the purpose of the discourse (Gibbons, 2004, p.286). 

 
 Some fundamental written genres in legal English are statutes (legislative 
writings), cases, law reports, law review journals and law textbooks. Similarly, spoken 
legal genres have also been analyzed. I will review literature related to these genres in the 
following lines.  
 
 A significant research on legislative writing was carried out by Crystal and Davy 
(1969). Crystal and Davy stylistically analyzed the legislative English at various levels: 
graphitic, typographical, lexical, syntactic and phonological etc. Further, they mentioned 
that some general characteristics of the language of law are that it is ‘least 
communicative’, ‘subject-specific’, ‘all inclusive’ and has ‘sub-varieties’ which are 
divided into such varieties. 
 
 Besides this, Bhatia (1994) provides the syntactic features of legislative genre 
under different headings: sentence length, nominal character, complex prepositional 
phrases, binominal and multinominal expressions, initial case descriptions, qualifications 
in legislative provisions, syntactic discontinuities and cognitive structuring in legislative 
provisions. Bhatia demonstrates that legislative statements have “conventionalized 
communicative purpose mutually shared by the practicing members of the specialist 
community. Moreover, the findings of Bhatia’s (1983) corpus study of legislative texts 
show that three categories of qualifications perform ten functions. Similarly, Bhatia 
(1993), while describing the cognitive structuring in legislative texts, displays an 
interactive move-structure in legislative writings, where the density and the complexity of 
qualificational insertions serve as typically legal function in this genre. For pedagogical 
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purposes, Bhatia suggests “easification” of legislative texts through certain techniques, 
like textual mapping.   
 
 Besides legislative writing, another sub-variety of legal writing is cases (judicial 
opinions). 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, 1983, 1993). Similar to the analysis of introduction to research 
articles produced by Swales (1990), a number of other linguists, Bhatia (1993), Maley 
(1985), Bowles (1995) and Badger (2003), carried out textual analysis of cases and law 
reports. Their analyses reveal different stages and sub-stages in the organizational 
structure of cases. These studies have pedagogical significance as the students require 
familiarity with the generic structures of legal texts to attain mastery over receptive and 
productive skills in their academic and occupational settings. Case law has also been 
analyzed from some other angles as the studies carried out by Burnham (2002) and 
Stratman (2004) reveal. Burnham’s (2002) analysis takes into account the process of 
reasoning in case law, whereas Stratman (2004) 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.  
 
 Journal article is also a common genre used in academic legal settings. Feak et al. 
(2000) divide the material published in legal journals into two categories: law reviews 
and law notes by pointing out orthographical and organizational differences in them. 
Feak et al.  focus their study on analysis of published student-written legal research 
papers, which can serve a model for teaching seminar paper writing. After a discussion of 
some general characteristics of these research papers, they focus their detailed analysis on 
the introductory sections, and show how they are both similar to and different from those 
found in research articles (RA) introductions as described in Swales (1990). 
 
 The legal genre i.e. legal textbook has also been analyzed in the field of 
description of legal English. Bhatia (1987), commenting on legal textbooks, points out 
that special methodological and conceptual features of law require a different treatment 
of various commonly used communicative devices. Another interesting work on legal 
textbooks is that of Wickrama (1982). His work indicates that within a legal textbook, 
there are significant variations in the rhetorical structuring. In fact, different parts of a 
case have different rhetorical structuring. Candlin et al. (2002) evaluated legal writing 
books and recommends three approaches for developing legal writing materials.                                
 
 Similarly, spoken legal genres have been researched in a variety of ways. Bhatia 
(1987) points out that there are “three types of legal settings in which spoken legal 
English is conventionally used: 1) Pedagogic, for classroom lectures and mock trials or 
moots; 2) Academic, for seminars and conferences; 3) Professional, for lawyer-client 
consultation, and council-witness examination etc. 

 
 For spoken language in the courtroom, O’Barr (1982) has found four varieties of 
spoken legal language in the courtroom. The speaker, in fact, shifts from one variety to 
the other during his talk in professional legal settings in accordance with the requirement 
of the social context. Philips (1984) found that judges change their style of speech 
keeping in view the situation and different steps in courtroom proceedings. Speakers, in 
courtroom, manipulate their speech by using certain linguistic devices:  
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… through a conscious or unconscious strategy, participants in courtroom 
proceedings try to phrase their questions and answers in such a way as to make 
themselves look better, and the opposing side worse. Thus, through a variety of 
verbal tactics, lawyers try to make their own witness look credible, sincere, and 
competent, while they attempt to make witness for the opposing side appear 
dishonest, unreliable, and in general, incompetent. Witnesses and defendants, 
in contrast, try to use verbal strategies to enhance their image before the judge 
or jury, and in a variety of subtle linguistic ways try to ward off the verbal 
demeaning of opposition in an effort to preserve a positive image (Berk-
Seligson, 2002, p.20). 

 
 To find out differences between the speeches of male and female witnesses, a lot 
of research has been carried out, for example by O’Barr and his colleagues (O’Barr and 
Conley 1976; Erickson et al. 1978; Conley et al. 1978; Lind and O’Barr 1979). They have 
found out that the traits of speech previously considered to be characteristic of women’s 
style alone (Lakoff 1975) could be found in the speech of male and female witnesses 
alike. Further, they found that in the presence of these traits (women’s style), the witness 
gave the impression of being less trustworthy than when his speech lacks these traits. O’ 
Bar and his colleagues use the term “powerless” style for the speech having such type of 
traits. 
 
III.  Research Methodology 
 The purpose is to recommend a needs-oriented English for Academic Legal 
Purposes (EALP)/English for Occupational Legal Purposes (EOLP) course. Therefore, 
the present research is a thorough investigation aimed at measuring the existing linguistic 
adequacy of recent law graduates in Pakistan with reference to the specific roles they are 
required to perform in their occupational legal settings so that their problem areas could 
be systematically identified and subsequently reported with recommendations. The 
research has its bases in the theory of English for Specific Purposes (ESP) in the context 
of EALP and EOLP. Information was gathered through a survey questionnaire keeping in 
view the specific language skills and sub-skills required in the legal profession. The 
following are the details of the type of information gathered in this research:   
 
In Reading: 
i. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in reading of cases 
ii. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in applying statutes to cases 
In Writing: 
i. Judges’ perceptions about lawyer’ adequacy in mechanics of writing 
ii. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in organization in writing 
iii. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in formatting legal documents 
iv. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in the use of legal terminology 
In Speaking: 
i. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in speaking 
In Listening 
i. Judges’ perceptions about lawyers’ adequacy in listening 
 
 The population group, in this research, comprised of Civil Judges representing all 
the four provinces of Pakistan. A method of purposive sampling was followed. A survey 
questionnaire was distributed to 200 Civil Judges. The return rate was 52.5 percent  as 
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105 subjects returned the questionnaire. The questionnaire was close-ended. Therefore, 
data was analyzed quantitatively. 
 
IV.  Data Analysis  
 In this section, I will report the findings related to four language skills in 
occupational legal settings: reading, writing, speaking and listening.  
 
Reading 
 Two areas of reading were taken under consideration: reading of cases with 
specific reference to the skill of applying the rules of previously decided cases for the 
pending cases as a matter of precedent, and the skill of applying statutes to issues in 
question.  
 
Reading of Cases 
 For this, information was gathered from judges regarding lawyers’ adequacy in 
referring to and applying rulings of the previously decided cases of precedential nature to 
the pending cases. The number of missing data was 8. Out of the remaining 97 judges, 
38.1 percent (n=37) indicated that more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability, 
whereas 44.3 percent (n=43) judges mentioned that 50 percent to 75 percent lawyers had 
inadequate skill in this area. See Table 1 
 
 Moreover, 10.3 percent (n=10) judges believed that lawyers who had inadequate 
proficiency in this area ranged from 25 percent to 50 percent. Only 7.2 percent (n=7) 
judges perceived that less than 25 percent lawyers had inadequate competence. See Table 
1. Mean was 1.87 with the standard deviation of 0.874. See Table 2 
 
 In summary, 82.4 percent (n=80) judges perceived that more than 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate skill regarding reading comprehension of cases. Contrary to it, 
17.5 percent (n=17) believed that less than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate 
competence with this regard. See Table 3   
 
Table 1 Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “reading comprehension of 
cases” 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 37 35.2 38.1 38.1 
50% to 75% Inadequate 43 41.0 44.3 82.5 
25% to 50% Inadequate 10 9.5 10.3 92.8 
Less than 25% Inadequate  7 6.7 7.2 100.0 
Total 97 92.4 100.0  
Missing Data 8 7.6   
Total 105 100.0   

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “reading comprehension of cases” 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Reading: applying the rules. 97 1 4 1.87 0.874 
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Table 3 Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “reading comprehension of cases” 
 More than 50% 

inadequate 
Less than 50% 

inadequate 
Total 

Count % within sample group 82.4% (n=80) 17.5% (n=17) 100.0% (n=97) 
 

Figure 1 

 

Figure 2 
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Reading of Statutes 
 For this skill, judges were asked to provide information regarding lawyers’ 
adequacy in the skill of applying statutes to issues in question. Four respondents did not 
give their opinion. Out of the remaining 101 judges, 10.9 percent (n=11) believed that 
more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability in this case. Further, 52.5 percent 
(n=53) perceived that lawyers who had inadequate skill were in between 50 percent to 75 
percent.  
 
 However, 24.8 percent (n=25) judges indicated that 25 percent to 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate competence. Similarly, 11.9 percent (n=12) judges opined that 
lawyers who had inadequate ability were less than 25 percent, see Table 4. Mean and 
standard deviation were 2.38 and 0.835 respectively. See Table 5 
 
 Taken as whole, 63.4 percent (n=64) judges perceived that more than 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate skill in applying statutes to issues in question. On the other hand, 
36.7 percent (n=37) judges thought that less than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate skill 
in this context. See Table 6  
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Table 4 Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “applying statutes to issues in 
question”  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 11 10.5 10.9 10.9 
50% to 75% Inadequate 53 50.5 52.5 63.4 
25% to 50% Inadequate 25 23.8 24.8 88.1 
Less than 25% Inadequate 12 11.4 11.9 100.0 
Total 101 96.2 100.0  
Missing Data 4 3.8   
Total 105 100.0   

 
Table 5 Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “applying statutes to issues in 
question” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Reading: 
applying statutes 

101 1 4 2.38 0.835 

 
Table 6 Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “applying statutes to issues in 
question” 

 More than 50% 
i d  

Less than 50% inadequate Total 
Count % within 
sample group 

63.4%  
(n=64) 
 

36.7%  
(n=37) 

100.0% 
(n=97) 

 
Figure 3 
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Writing 
 Findings related to the skill of writing have been reported in four parts: mechanics 
of writing, organization in writing, formatting in writing, and use of legal terminology in 
writing. 
 
Mechanics of Writing 
 The judges were asked to comment on lawyers’ lack of competence in mechanics 
of writing (grammar, punctuation etc.) with respect to legal documents that they present 
in courts. The judges who mentioned that more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate 
ability in mechanics of writing were 19.0 percent (n=20). Moreover, 61.0 percent (n=64) 
judges perceived that 50 percent to 75 percent lawyers had inadequate competence in this 
respect. On the other hand, only 8.6 percent (n=9) judges indicated that 25 percent to 50 
percent lawyers had inadequate ability in this context. Similarly, for 11.4 percent (n=12) 
judges, less than 25 percent lawyers had inadequate ability. See Table 7. Mean was 2.12, 
whereas standard deviation was 0.851. See Table 8 
 
 Overall, an overwhelming majority of judges i.e., 80 percent (n=84) perceived that 
more than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate competence in mechanics of writing. 
Conversely, only 20 percent (n=21) judges mentioned that less than 50 percent lawyers 
had inadequate competence with this regard. See Table 9  
 
Table 7  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “mechanics of writing”  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 20 19.0 19.0 19.0 
50% to 75% Inadequate 64 61.0 61.0 80.0 
25% to 50% Inadequate 9 8.6 8.6 88.6 
Less than 25% Inadequate 12 11.4 11.4 100.0 
Total 105 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 8  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “mechanics of writing” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Mechanics of writing 105 1 4 2.12 0.851 

 

Table 9  Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “mechanics of writing” 
 More than 50% 

inadequate 
Less than 50% 

inadequate 
Total 

Count % within sample group 80% (n=84) 
 

20% (n=21) 100.0% 
(n=105) 

 
Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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Organization in Writing 
 In this case, judges provided information related to lawyers’ inability in the writing 
skill that deals with organization of legal documents to be presented in courts. The judges 
who perceived that more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability were 30.5 
percent (n=32). Further, 41.9 percent (n=44) said that lawyers who had inadequate skill 
ranged from 50 percent to 75 percent. 
 
 Contrary to it, only (n=19) judges indicated that 25 percent to 50 percent lawyers 
inadequate competence. Moreover, 9.5 percent (n=10) judges perceived that less than 25 
percent lawyers had inadequate skill with this regard. See Table 10 Mean and standard 
deviation were 2.07 and 0.933 respectively. See Table 11 
 
 To sum up, 72.4 percent (n=76) judges perceived that more than 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate ability to organize their writings. On the other hand, only 27.6 
percent (n=29) opined that less than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate skill in this case. 
See Table 12  
 
Table 10  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “organization in writing”  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 32 30.5 30.5 30.5 
50% to 75% Inadequate 44 41.9 41.9 72.4 
25% to 50% Inadequate 19 18.1 18.1 90.5 
Less than 25% Inadequate  10 9.5 9.5 100.0 
Total 105 100.0 100.0  

      
Table 11  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “organization in writing” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Organization in writing 105 1 4 2.07 0.933 

 
Table 12  Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “organization in writing” 

 More than 50% 
inadequate 

Less than 50% 
inadequate 

Total 

Count % within sample group 72.4% (n=76) 27.6% (n=29) 100.0% (n=105) 
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Figure 7 

 

Figure 8 
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Formatting in Writing 
 For this item, judges were asked to provide information about lawyers’ ability to 
format legal documents appropriately to present them in courts. Out of a total of 102 
lawyers who responded to this question, 15.7 percent (n=16) believed that more than 75 
percent lawyers had inadequate skill in this case. The judges who indicated that 50 
percent to 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability were 46.1 percent (n=47). 
 

 On the other hand, only 19.6 percent (n=20) judges believed that lawyers who had 
inadequate skill ranged from 25 percent to 50 percent. Similarly, 18.6 percent (n=19) 
judges perceived that less than 25 percent lawyers had inadequate ability. The number of 
missing data was 3. See Table 13. Mean was 2.8 with the standard deviation of 0.968. 
See Table 14 
 

 In summary, 61.8 percent  (n=63) judges were of the opinion that more than 50 
percent  lawyers had inadequate competence with regard to appropriate formatting, 
however, 38.2 percent  (n=39) perceived that less than 50 percent  lawyers had 
inadequate ability in this case. See Table 15  
 

Table 13  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “appropriate formatting”  
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75 % inadequate 16 15.2 15.7 15.7 
50% to 75% Inadequate 47 44.8 46.1 61.8 
25% to 50% Inadequate 20 19.0 19.6 81.4 
Less than 25% Inadequate  19 18.1 18.6 100.0 
Total 102 97.1 100.0  
Missing Data 3 2.9   
Total 105 100.0   
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Table 14  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “appropriate formatting” 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Appropriate 
formatting 

102 1 4 2.41 0.968 

 
 
Table 15  Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “appropriate formatting” 

 More than 50% 
inadequate 

Less than 50% 
inadequate 

Total 

Count % within sample group 61.8% (n=63) 38.2% (n=39) 100.0% (n=102) 
 

Figure 9 
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Use of Legal Terminology in Writing 
 In this case, judges provided information about lawyers’ competence regarding 
appropriate use of legal terminology in the writings they present in courts. The number of 
missing data was 1. Therefore, the actual number of respondents for this item was 104, 
out of which, 14.4 percent (n=15) judges believed that more than 75 percent lawyers had 
inadequate competence with this regard. Additionally, 65.4 percent (n=68) perceived that 
50 percent to 75 percent lawyers had inadequate competence. 
 
 On the other hand, 14.4 percent  (n=15) judges mentioned that less than 50 percent  
lawyers had inadequate ability with reference to appropriate use of legal terminology. 
Similarly, 5.8 percent (n=6) judges said that less than 25 percent lawyers had inadequate 
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ability in this case. See Table 16. Mean was 6.2 and standard deviation was 0.715.   See 
Table 17 
 
 In the end, 79.8 percent  n=83) judges believed that more than 50 percent  lawyers 
had inadequate ability with regard to the use of legal terminology in writing, whereas 
20.2 percent  (n=21) perceived that less than 50 percent  lawyers had inadequate ability in 
this case. See Table 18  
 
Table 16  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “use of legal terminology in 
writing” 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 15 14.3 14.4 14.4 
50% to 75% Inadequate 68 64.8 65.4 79.8 
25% to 50% Inadequate 15 14.3 14.4 94.2 
Less than 25% Inadequate  6 5.7 5.8 100.0 
Total 104 99.0 100.0  
Missing Data 1 1.0   
Total 105 100.0   

 
Table 17  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “use of legal terminology in 
writing” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Use of legal terminology in writing 104 1 4 2.12 0.715 

 

Table 18 Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “use of legal terminology in writing” 
 More than 50% 

inadequate 
Less than 50% 

inadequate 
Total 

Count % within sample group 79.8% (n=83) 20.2% (n=21) 100.0% 
(n=104) 

 
Figure 11 
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Figure 12 
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Speaking 
 This item was to inquire about lawyers’ difficulty in speaking English in 
courtrooms. Out of 98 judges, who responded in this case, 37.8 percent (n=37) indicated 
that more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability. Another 37.8 percent (n=37) 
judges mentioned that 50 percent to 75 percent lawyers had inadequate competence. 
 
 On the other hand, for 18.4 percent (n=18) judges, 25 percent to 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate ability. In addition to this, 6.1 percent (n=6) judges thought that 
lawyers who had inadequate competence in this skill were less than 25 percent. The 
number of missing data was 7. See Table 19. Mean was 1.93 with the standard deviation 
of 0.900. See Table 20 
 
 In conclusion, 75.6 percent (n=74) judges believed that more than 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate skill of speaking English in courtrooms. Conversely, 24.5 percent 
(n=24) perceived that less than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate competence in this 
context. See Table 21  
 
Table 19  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “speaking in courtroom”  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 37 35.2 37.8 37.8 
50% to 75% Inadequate 37 35.2 37.8 75.5 
25% to 50% Inadequate 18 17.1 18.4 93.9 
Less than 25% Inadequate  6 5.7 6.1 100.0 
Total 98 93.3 100.0  
Missing Data 7 6.7   
Total 105 100.0   

      
 
Table 20  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “speaking in courtroom” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Speaking in courtroom 98 1 4 1.93 0.900 

 
 
Table 21  Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “speaking in courtroom” 

 More than 50% 
inadequate 

Less than 50% 
inadequate 

Total 

Count % within sample group 75.6% (n=74) 24.5% (n=24) 100.0% (n=98) 
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Figure 13 
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Listening 
 For this item, judges were asked to provide information related to lawyers’ 
difficulty in listening and understanding English in courtrooms. The number of judges 
who provided information was 95 as the number of the missing data was 10. The judges 
who perceived that more than 75 percent lawyers had inadequate ability, were 12.6 
percent (n=12), whereas, for 11.6 percent (n=11) judges, 50 percent to 75 percent lawyers 
had inadequate ability in this context.  
 
 On the other hand, 9.5 percent (n=9) judges believed that 25 percent to 50 percent 
lawyers had inadequate competence to listen and understand English in courtrooms. 
Majority judges, i.e. 66.3 percent (n=63) were of the opinion that less than 25 percent 
lawyers had inadequate competence in this context. See Table 22. Mean and standard 
deviation were 3.29 and 1.100 respectively. See Table 23 
 
 To sum up, contrary to other skills, a vast majority of judges, i.e. 75.8 percent  
(n=72) perceived that less than 50 percent  lawyers had inadequate ability in listening and 
understanding English in courtrooms. However, 24.2 percent (n=23) of them indicated 
that more than 50 percent lawyers had inadequate ability in this context. See Table 24  
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Table 22  Frequency Analysis: Judges’ perceptions of “listening in courtroom”  
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
More than 75% inadequate 12 11.4 12.6 12.6 
50% to 75% Inadequate 11 10.5 11.6 24.2 
25% to 50% Inadequate 9 8.6 9.5 33.7 
Less than 25% Inadequate  63 60.0 66.3 100.0 
Total 95 90.5 100.0  
Missing Data 10 9.5   
Total 105 100.0   

 
Table 23  Descriptive Statistics: Judges’ perceptions of “listening in courtroom” 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
Listening in courtroom 95 1 4 3.29 1.100 

 
Table 24  Count Percentage: Judges’ perceptions of “listening in courtroom” 

 More than 50% 
inadequate 

Less than 50% 
inadequate 

Total 

Count % within sample group 24.2% (n=23) 75.8% (n=72) 100.0% (n=95) 
 

Figure 15 
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V.  Summary and Discussion 
 In this paper, I have reported the perceptions of judges related to linguistic 
competence of lawyers that appear in their courts. Judges perceive that majority lawyers 
have inadequate command of reading, writing and speaking skills. However, majority 

24.2
75.8
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lawyers have adequate skill in listening as the judges report. Thus, listening is the only 
skill in which majority lawyers have competence.       
 
 The findings present interesting information: judges believe that the competence of 
the lawyers varies from skill to skill. For them, as pointed out above, most lawyers do not 
have problem in the listening skills because 75.8 percent lawyers have competence in this 
area. A variety of reasons could be attributed to this perception of the judges. First, in 
courts, judges usually speak national language i.e. Urdu, or at times regional languages as 
well. Second, another common practice, in this context, is that judges as a matter of habit 
switch over from English to Urdu, which means that there is a lot of turn-taking in the 
discourse of judges which facilitates the lawyers in comprehending the messages 
delivered by bilingual judges. Third, very few judges speak English throughout their 
speech and these too have non-native accent of English, i.e. Pakistani accent which is 
mutually intelligible. Therefore, listening do not cause problem for lawyers.            
 
 With the exception of listening, recent graduates i.e. lawyers face problems in all 
other language skills required in professional legal settings. However, there is a variation 
in    the perceptions of judges. The most difficult skill is reading of cases as 82.4 percent 
lawyers are inadequate in it. The reason why an overwhelming majority has inadequate 
skill in this area is that the reader is not only required to have a general comprehension of 
the case, rather a number of other things are also required by the reader. For example, the 
reader is to find out the rule (ratio decindie) i.e. specific lines that are quoted as precedent 
for similar case, distinguishing material facts from immaterial, and various steps in 
reasoning etc. Compared to the genre of cases, the genre of statutes has been perceived as 
less difficult as 63.4 percent of lawyers have inadequate competence in applying statutes 
to cases. Although, at a sentence level, statutes have more complex structure than cases 
due to greater sentence length, the overall length of the text of cases is greater than the 
overall length of the text of a statute. Moreover, as pointed out earlier, the reader is to 
perform a variety of tasks on the text of a case. Consequently, reading of cases is more 
difficult than the reading of statutes. 
 
 As far as the writing skills are concerned, four sub-skills of writing were taken 
under consideration: mechanics of writing, organization, formatting and use of legal 
terminology. Mechanics of writing is an area which is considered to be highly 
problematic as judges are of the opinion that 80 percent of recent graduates, appearing in 
their courts as lawyers, commit grammatical mistakes in their written works. The reason 
why such a vat percentage of recent graduates have inadequate skill in mechanics of 
writing is that in Pakistan, majority institutions at school and college levels do not teach 
English through Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) with the result that learners 
only get mastery over the rules of grammar, and fail to apply those rules at cognitive 
level in actual academic and professional situations.  
 
 Judges also believe that 79.8 percent lawyers of this category do not have adequate 
competence in the use of appropriate legal terminology in their writings. Similarly, the 
skill of organization is also not up to the mark as 72.4 percent lawyers do not have the 
skill to organize their messages appropriately. The skill of formatting the messages 
according to the required conventions is also not up to the mark, but this skill is 
comparatively less inadequate than the other writing skills mentioned above as 61.8 
percent lawyers reveal inadequacy in this area. The percentage of lawyers revealing 
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inadequacy in this skill is lower than the percentage of lawyers that reveal inadequacy in 
the skills of mechanics of writing, organization and appropriate use of legal terminology. 
The incompetence of lawyers in the above mentioned areas is due to the fact that the 
writing skills have never been part of their learning agendas in the past.  
 
 As far as spoken skill is concerned, judges are of the opinion that majority lawyers 
of this category are incompetent in this area because, for them, 75.6 percent lawyers have 
inadequacy in speaking skills. 
 
 The overall findings reveal that with the exception of listening, recent graduates 
that practice law in the courts of Civil Judges have linguistic inadequacy in the skills and 
sub-skills required in professional legal settings. To address this problem, I recommend a 
legal English course to be implemented at various platforms. The outline of the course is 
as follows.   
 
VI.  Recommended Course Outline 
 
Unit 1: BASICS OF ENGLISH GRAMMAR 

All the topics related to the basics of English grammar e.g. parts of speech, 
voice, narration and punctuation etc.    

 
Unit 2: READING  

a) General Reading Skills: skimming, scanning, main idea, inference etc. 
b) Specific Reading Skills: skills required for reading of cases and statutes  

 
Unit 3: WRITING 

a) General Writing Skills : organization/outlining, paragraph writing, essay writing, 
summarizing, and paraphrasing,   

b) Specific Writing Skills: writing case briefs, plaints, written statements, office 
memorandum, complaint, bale application, acquittal application, application for 
medical examination, application for expert opinion, application for summoning 
of records  

     
Unit 4: SPEAKING 

a) General Speaking Skills: judging the audience, researching the topic, strategies 
for confidence building, voice quality, pronunciation, English stress and 
intonation system 

b) Specific Speaking Skills: mock trail/oral advocacy comprising of the following. 
responsibilities in oral argumentation, purpose of oral argumentation, mechanics 
of oral argumentation, preparation of oral argumentation, techniques of oral 
advocacy   

 
VII.  Conclusion 
In this paper, I have recommended a course outline for learners of law in Pakistan based 
on the potential linguistic needs as perceived by judges. The course is comprehensive for 
law students and recent law graduates who have recently entered the profession to 
practice law. Public and private universities in Pakistan can implement this course to 
improve the standard of legal education of their institutions. Moreover, the course can be 
conducted at various other platforms like bar councils, judicial academies, provincial and 
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federal law departments and High Courts and the Supreme Court. Similarly, private law 
firms can also conduct legal English courses for their employees. 
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