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I ELT: Taking stock of a world
commodity

I he aims of this book

1his book explores the contemporary phenomenon of English as
i world language and sets out to analyse how the language
became so dominant and why. It looks at the spread of English
historically, in order to ascertain whether the language has been
actively promoted as an instrument of the foreign policy of the
major English-speaking states, and if so, in what ways. It looks
at the language policies that Third World countries inherited
tram colonial times, and considers how well “aid’, in the form of
support for educational development and English learning in
particular, has served the interests of the receiving countries and
the donors, and assesses whether it has contributed to perpetuat-
ing North-South inequalities and exploitation. It looks specific-
ally at the ideology transmirtted with, in, and through the English
language, and the role of language specialists in the cultural
export of English,

To put things more metaphorically, whereas once Britannia
ruled the waves, now it is English which rules them. The British
empire has given way to the empire of English. This book
attempts to contribute to an understanding of the ways in which
English rules, who makes the rules, and whar role the English
teaching profession plays in promoting the ‘rules’ of English and
the rule of English.

Among the questions it attempts to shed light on are the
following: What role does English play in Third World
countries? Why have other languages, with few exceptions, not
prospered? How and why has the position of English been

strgr_lgillen_fxlh What has been the role of foreign experts on
Iangu.lge in promoting this development? What arguments have

heen used umﬁw colonial
languages? Whose intérests do the present policies unliguage
“in_education serve> What kind of long-term accountability is
there for projects involving educational aid? How can one relate
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the micro level of ELT (English Language Teaching) profession-
alism to the macro level of global inequality? What ethical issues
are raised by the ELT profession attempting to span the North-
South divide, in a world characterized by an acutely unjust
division of the fruits of the earth and of the products of human
labour? How can we, in a theoretically informed way, relate the
global role of English, and the way in which language pedagogy
supports the spread and promotion of the language, to the
it forward? How can analysis probe beyond individual experi-
ence and reflection to the processes and structures which are in
operation at the international, national, group, and personal levels?

In order to provide a basis for tentative answers to these
questions, the first two chapters set the scene descriptively by
looking at English as the mtematmmnca
at professional and ethical aspects of aid, at English in different
parts of the world, at how international languages are promoted,
and at opposition to the dominance of English. The following
two chapters present the theoretical framework for the analysis:
Chapter 3 deals with the theory of linguistic imperialism; and
presents the key concept Imgutmsm; Chapter 4 reviews earlier
work in this area. b

One of my reasons for writing this book is the belief that
language pedagogy, the scientific study of language learning and
language teaching, has been isolated from the social sciences for
too long, and that ELT needs to be situated in a macro-societal
theoretical perspective.” The book aims therefore at unearthing
some of the historical, political, and intellectual roots of the
language pedagogy profession. This means that a major concern

of the empirical parts of the book is the colonial 1|r1gu1st|c'

inheritance, and the dc\'elopmems of the 1950s and early 1960s
which he!pciapglmd linguistics and ELT to expand at the time
and in the ~manner rhev di d—the wmds of change of

[ am fully aware of the inherent difficulty of probing into such
a complex set of problems. I have attempted to narrow the field
so that cerrain aspects can be studied in depth, while clarifying
the over-arching concerns. The analysis inevitably reflects the
bias of the particular ways in which I have been involved in ELT
for a quarter of a century in a variety of contexts, in Western
Europe, communist south-east Europe, and the Third World,
particularly Africa.” Although it is particularly the British
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experience of ELT that is the main focus of attention, with rather
less coverage of American source material and activities, it is
hoped that the theoretical apparatus, and the main thrust of the
analysis, for instance of pedagogic principles and the structure of
i, is of wide applicability and relevance.

IThe book also reflects the fact that professionally and
personally 1 am multilingual and live in Denmark, where English
is a0 ‘foreign’ language. Here one cannot help appreciating that
Fnglish is the mediuom for a massive impact from a variety of
nources—some benign, some pernicious.

A scrious constraint has been the limitations of available
theory. Any philosophy of science paradigm inevitably reflects

value judgements, about the ethical and ultimately political

purpusc “of scientific activity, however ‘much the 1nd1v1dua|
uttives for objectivity and scientific |mparrlalm' in dealing with
the material. The theoretical framework elaborated for this book
involves drawing on and synthesizing traditions in a number of
disciplines, both in the social sciences (in particular imperialism
theories and concepts derived from them in the analysis of
mternational cultural phenomena, the sociology of language,
theories of the state and hegemony) and in the humanities (in
particular theories of language learning and teaching, educa-
tional language planning, and linguistic human rights).

My theoretical approach has been substantially influenced by
working for a decade with Tove Skutnabb-Kangas on theorizing
language and power, relationships berween dominant and

dominated groups, “and minority education. Our work _ has’,

arrem integrate the perspectives of those dominated

(female, immigrant, mother tongue a ‘small’ language) and the |

dominant (male, dominant group, mother tongue an ‘expansion-
ist” language), and where the goal of such scientific work is both

a theoretically-based understanding of each perspective and |

analysis which can promote increased justice for both groups.
Uudoubtedh the book »\-M@_@_ﬁ@_ﬁﬁad drawn on
more specialist input from sociology, science, eco-
nomics, development studies, and social psychology, particularly
if these had been merged into an integrated, inter- d!SLIp]ll‘IJI’\’
_approach. In being multidisciplinary and exploratory, the book
“conforms to what the Norwegian peace researcher Johan
Galrung writes (1988: 151) about social science research, where
‘analysis, exploration, means entering something messy with
messy tools—probably the only way of doing it.”
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As we shall see, English is one of several languages which are
promoted internationally in similar ways. 1 shall @m_\ghy,
English _has become the dominant international language and
how_lz_iﬂguagf pedagogy has contributed o its hegemony. A
more specific reason trlggftlﬂgWﬁMg the
international consolidation of English and the role of language
teaching in that process, has been my involvement in support
work for SWAPO of Namibia (one product of which is
Phillipson, Skutnabb-Kangas, and Africa 1985). In order to
contribute constructively to educational language planning and
curriculum development work for Namibia, it seemed essential
to look at the role of English in comparable countries, at the
processes by which English has retained its dominant role, and
the consequences for other languages. A theoretically explicit
and critical analysis of the record elsewhere was a vital
preliminary before assisting Namibians to implement English as
a medium of education in schools. Otherwise we might have
been aiding in the incorporation of Namibia into a neo-
colonialist structure of dependence on foreign expertise, know-
how, and products. This is a very real dilemma, to which I hope
to contribute theoretical clarification of benefit to practical
involvement. A L&W of one aspect of language planning for
Namibia is included in Chapter 9.

In order to provide for a wider basis of assessments of the role
of British ELT, I was fortunate enough to be able to interview
eight ELT policy makers who have been influential as academics,
administrators, and writers over a period of thirty vears (see
Acknowledgements). The interviews covered the origins and
nature of British support for ELT, training and research in
Britain, and English in the global context. The purpose of the
interviews was to elicit the views of the informants on the
dominant ELT paradigm and their assessment of the strengths
and weaknesses of experience to date.

ELT has boomed over the past 30 vears, and seen a
proliferation of university departments, language schools, publi-
carions, conferences, and all the paraphernalia of an established
profession. ELT is also a billion-pound business, described in an
Economist Intelligence Unit study of English as a ‘world
commodity’, in a report written to promote strategies s for
Lapﬁ.ailzmg further on this growth industry (McCallen 1989).

(H_Qw this “frequently lucrative’ business (ibid.: 117) does

not generally pay the majority of its teachers well (these being
L-GERCEa Ty pay themajenty ol itseacherswell |

L
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described as having a job rather than a career—one which is far

Atom secure or attractive). A similar pattern is diagnosed in a

studly of the career paths of EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
twachers (Centre for British Teachers 1989). This notes major
strnctural imbalances berween the professional aspirations of
fectuits to the profession, the output of MA graduates, and
market forces which are more characteristic of an industry-than
u profession (ibid.: 30). It is also ironical that this transnational
Iiininess has in Britain and the USA, countries
which .ln.{.Lnowggd/for [hcnr backwardness in foreign language
learning. In spite of this, the professionalism and sophisticarion
ol much of the ELT business is a reality. All the more reason for
tuking stock, and seeking answers to a range of questions about
the power of English and the power of English teaching.

Inglish for all?

English has also become a lingua franca to the point that any
literate educated person is in a very real sense deprived if he
does not know English. Poverty, famine, and disease are
imstantly recognized as the cruellest and least excusable forms
ol deprivation. Linguistic deprivation is a less ecasily noticed
condition, but one nevertheless of great significance.
(Burchfield 1985: 160)

I'his comment on the global reach of English by the influential

cditor of The Oxford English Dictio eems ro equate

; hugmsn:. deprivation with i ignorance of En ijsh While there is a

sense in which Burchfield is lnakmg a valid observation, as an
unqualified generalization it is patently/false) There are many
millions o
and quite justifiably ignorant of English.

Whar is more chal]enging abourt his claim is the questiun ofthe

Q

ighly literate people in the world who are happily ¢

‘-\.

L\_—‘Ltrli

i

-~

‘). ur-“a d

rence of poverty, famine, and disease. There is ::Iearh no sunple :

.m'ﬂl—rE:’FaT onship between them, but to deny that there could
be any Tink would be to ignore the fact ‘that the language has

accompanied the sfave trade and imperialism round the world,

as did several other European languages. (It should also be
pointed out that English has featured prominently in the struggle

to abolish slavery and colonialism.) At the present time English,
to a much greater extent than any other language is the language
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in which the fate of most of the world’s millions is decided.
English has, in the rwenrieth century, become the international
language par excellence.
| English has a dominant position in science, technology,
| medicine, and computers; in research, books, periodicals, and
| software; in transnational business, trade, shipping, and avia-
(tic-n; in diplomacy and international organizations; in mass
media entertainment, news agencies, and journalism; in youth
culture and sport; in education systems, as the most widely
learnt foreign language (an estimated 115 million learners at
school level by the early 1970s, Gage and Ohannessian 1974;
and in the wake of the disintegration of communist states, an
estimated 100,000 new teachers of English are needed for 30
million learners in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s,
British Council Annual Report, 1989/90: 17). This non-exhaust-
ive list of the domains in which English has a dominant, though
not of course exclusive, place is indicative of the functional load
carried by English.

Whereas in earlier historical periods other languages have
spread over large areas for certain purposes (often commercial
or religious), the spread of English is unique, both in terms of its
geographical reach and as regards the depth of its penetration.
The novelty and distinctiveness of the increasing spread of
English in recent decades is analysed as follows by the first
director of the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washingron,

The spread of English is as significant in its way as is the
modern use of compurers. When the amount of information
needing to be processed came to exceed human capabilities,
the computer appeared on the scene, transforming the
processes of planning and calculation. When the need for
global communication came to exceed the limits ser by
language barriers, the spread of English accelerated, trans-
forming existing patterns of international communication.
(Ferguson 1983: ix)

What this extract does not refer to is the forces—economic,
political, intellectual, and social—which have propelled English
forward. The spread of English has not been left to chance, and
language pedagogy has played a part in this process. One of
Ferguson’s successors as Director of the Center for Applied
Linguistics explains the development thus: '

ELT: Taking stock of a world commodity 7

From a minor language in 1600, English has in less than four
centurics come to be the leading language of international
¢ommunication in the world today. This remarkable develop-
ment is ultimately the result of 17th, 18th, and 19th century
British successes in conquest, colonization, and trade; butyit
Wils cﬁMﬂggd;@Ed by the emergence of the United
States as the major military world power and technological
Ié;ulémmfmgﬁo
greatly abetted by the expenditure of large amounts of
government and private foundation funds in the period 1950~
1970, perhaps the most ever spent in history in support of the
prapagation of a language.
{Troike 1977: 2)

Fnglish has been successfully promoted, and has been feagerly

the impact of English is linguistic borrowing. English’i

all the languages that it comes into contact with. As Calver has
indicated (1987: 235), the technical terms ‘borrowing’ and ‘loan|
word’ are misleading, since speakers of a language who bDrrOWfJ
words from another have no intention of returning anything,
The transaction is purely unidirectional, and reflects the desirabs

e = l\
ility of the product to the consumer. The only constraint on uék

is intelligibility—though states may attempt to ban certain|

foreign forms and implement measures to devise indigenous |~

neologisms. Borrowing is a phenomenon that has offended users
of other languages for more than a century (for a sample French
protest aga@:@ﬂj&f im 1853, see Fishman 1972: 240). It
has also generated an extensive literature on linguistic borrow-
ing from English (Viereck and Bald 1986; for African languages
see Bokamba 1983, for European languages see Filipovi¢ 1982,
for Indian languages see Kachru 1983a). British English absorbs
a large number of words of American origin, often without the
source being noticed (Foster 1968). Many langua W
gastronomic and haute couture terms from French; in the same
way there is a carry-over from the use of English in many of the
“‘domains listed above into the vocabulary of other languages.
The English Tinguistic invasion has been so pervasive that some
governments, representing both small linguistic communities,
for instance Slovenia (Paternost 1985) and large ones, for
instance France (Calver 1987), have adopted measures to stem
the tide and shore up their own languages, particularly in the

|

|

'J\.'J—RJA
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area of neologisms for technical concepts. Such measures, which
are likely to be only partially successful, reflect an anxiety that
essential cultural and linguistic values are at risk.

In language pedagogy, the connections between th lish
language and political, economic, and military Mﬂrmﬂd@m
‘pursued. Language pedagogy tends to focus on what goes on in
“the classroom, and related organizational and methodological
mmpmfessmnal English teaching circles, English tends to
‘gregarded as an incontrovertible boon, as does language policy
and pedagogy emanating from Britain and the USA. It is felt that
while English was imposed by force in colonial times,> contem-
porary language policies are determined by the state of the
market (‘demand’) and the force of argument (rational planning
in the light of the available ‘facts’). The discourse accompanying
and legitimating the export of English to the rest of the world
has been so persuasive that English has been equated with
progress and prosperity. In the view of the Ford Foundation’s
language projects officer, ‘English as a Second Language (ESL)
was believed to be a vital key to development by both the United
States and by countries like Indonesia, the Philippines, Thailand,
India, Turkey, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Egypt, Nigeria, Colombia,
and Peru.” (Fox 1975: 36)

The arguments in favour of English are intuitively common-
ramscian_sense of bemg based on
beliefs which reflect the dominant |deﬂlog& (Gramsci 1971).

egemonic ideas tend to be internalized by the dominated, even -
though they are not objectively in their interest. Thus it will be
seen that many of the tenets adhered to in educational language
planning at the end of the colonial era, though apparently

{"?/commonsensmal were scientifically fallacious (see Chapter 7).

Similarly, many of the arguments used to promote English
internationally are suspect, despite being intuitively sensible (see
Chapter 9). Part of the explanation for this is that the majority ot
those working in the ELT field tend to confine themselves, by
choice and training, to linguistic, literary, or pedagogical
matters. ELT is however an international activity with polirical,
economic, military, and cultural implications and ramifications.
A huge demand has been created for English and for teachers
of the language. As the director of a dynaniic worldwide chain of
English language schools purs it: ‘Once we used to send
gunboats and diplomats abroad; now we are sending English-

(International House brochure, 1979). ‘Africa is

echndeal assistance to Anglophone Africa.’
Lioneral of the British Council, quoted in Clarke 1988:25) “The
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Wity for the English language . . . Support to the Epg!ish
Sy 18 and must remain an integral part of Britain’s
(The Director-

witldwide demand for high-quality English teaching is expand-
Jige st (Bratish Council Annual Report, 1989/90: 13)

The demand for English is articulated not only by partisan
Anplo- Americans but also by leaders in all parts of the world.
Ve Danish Minister of Education has declared that English has
wilvanced from being Denmark’s first foreign language to being
the “second mother tongue” of Danes,* a claim that many Danes
wuonild be alarmed to hear. Bernard Lott, in charge of British
Conncil ELT operations from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s,
siates that the promotion of English was unnecessary. It was
imote a question of saying to foreign governments “Sorry, we
van't let you have 100 teachers, we can let you have two.” (Lott,
interview).” The same still holds true today.

A government Minister from Sri Lanka has suggested that the
eaching of English throughout Asia, Africa, and the Pacific
should be placed on the same level as the World Health
Opganization or Unesco (English Today 1985/4:22). We
ight presumably then see the UN move on from proclaiming
Felucation for all’ to ‘English for all’. The Minister is quoted as
saying that *for one tenth of the money they pay for “star wars”
the Americans can ger the whole of Asia listening to their
president. English reaching is a bigger weapon in the armoury of
the English-speaking peoples than star wars’. The analogy is
revealing, and not so far-fetched as mighr ar first appear. The
Minister seems to be implying that if Third World peoples do
not voluntarily accept American hegemony, the imperial power
might have recourse to force, and that the establishmenrt of a
sister organization to WHO and Unesco could obviate the
need for military might. The parallel is paradoxical, given that
the USA (followed by Thatcher’s Britain) left Unesco precisely
because it could no longer impose its will on thar organization.

The Minister’s improbable suggestion was made at a high
level conference on English teaching.® The very fact that English
can be regarded as an educational and social panacea or that the
teaching of English can be credited with such universal,
supranational goals as those of WHO and Unesco confirms
how securely English is established. It could also indicate that
the language is promoted in an uncritical and partisan manner.
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The notion that English is in fact an essential cornerstone of
the global capitalist system needs to be examined in greater
depth, but on the face of it the hypothesis is a strong one. That
the interests of capitalism are global is patently clear, as a
succinet policy statement from one of its leading representatives,
Caspar Weinburger demonstrates:

| There is no corner of the world so remote, No nation so
| insignificant, that it does nor represent a vital interest of the
United Srates.

(Guardian Weekly, 20 May 1984)

In a similar vein, the British government greeted the collapse of
communism in Eastern Europe by allowing the Foreign Secretary
to proclaim in May 1990 that Britain aims to replace Russian
with English as the second language throughout Eastern Europe.
Presumably British government motives in doing so are not
exclusively altruistic.

The vital underlying question is what purposes English is
being learnt for, what ‘needs’ it responds ro. Joshua Fishman,
in his pioneer research on the sociology of language, propagated
the idea of the purportedly neutral, tool-like image of English in
much of the non-tnglish-mother-tongne world, English bef?lg
dfgir_ibed as “ethnically and ideologically unencumbered’ (Fish-
man 1977: 118). A decade Tater he argues for additional testing
and refinement of the griginal generalization” and writes:

The relative unrelatedness of English to ideological issues in
much of the Third World today must not be viewed as a
phenomenon that requires no further qualification. Western-
ization, modernization, the spread of international vouth
culture, popular technology and consumerism are all ideo-
logically encumbered and have ideological as well as behavi-
oral and econo-technical consequences.

(Fishman 1987: 8)

Manfred Gorlach, in a review entitled ‘English as a world
language—the state of the art’®, has also identified the need for
research in this area (1988: 23):

The political role of English (of a national or international
type) must be defined, especially for ESL/EFL countries of the
Third World, many of which are too small, or too poor, or
both, to develop a national language of their own. Arguments

LT Taking stock of a world commodity 11

i lavour of expanding the use of English that are based on
seonomic and technological advantage or alleged necessity
st be weighed against concern about educational and social
inequality deriving from a continued use of English in official
lunctions.

Lishiman saw this dilemma earlier (1976:49), when he asked
whether English, the linguistic eminence grise, would continue to
spireadd as a second language the world over, as a benevolent
s or creeping cancer of modernity. This book cannot hope
10 provide an answer to this question, but will attempt to clarify
s of the forces behind the spread of English as a second or
loreign language, and some of the ways in which i[. is
legitimated. It will particularly concentrate on the f{)rmam-'-e
years of the ELT profession and on contexts where ‘aid’ is
provided to education systems in foreign countries.

I'rofessional and ethical aspects of ELT ‘aid’

One characteristic of the majority of Third World countries in H
which Englishis a dommant language is that the wealth thar ||

I'nglish provides access to is very inequitably distributed. Such |
Countries haveeconomies which are Telarively weak in the
international balance of power, and the gap between them and
the West has been widening in recent decades, despite aid oF all
kinds, One form of aid from Britain and the USA (with Canada,”
Australia, and New Zealand playing minor roles) is support fo.
the promotion of English and related teacher training and

Curriculum development activities. English has bee is
the I'm1mm
technologicat-advarnce: it has also held out a promise which so
far has been only marginally fulfilled. '
When ELT figures in an aid context, it has been financed for
specific purposes, such as the learning of English for science and
technology in higher education, for supporting English as a
medium of education in schools, or to permir technical training
for particular developmental goals (Iredale 1986: 44). A second
goal, according to the British donor, is that ‘Naturally, when
people learn English, for whatever purpose and by whatever
method, they acquire something of the flavour of our culture,
our institutions, our ways of thinking and communicaring.’
(ibid.) Aid thus operates at several levels, and cannot be divorced
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from irts social context, either at the micro level of project
realization or at the macro level of donor-recipient relations and
the nature of the links that unite them, and the agendas, overt
and covert, of the parties involved.

Aid is constantly being reviewed, by donor governments
striving for greater efficiency (such as the British government’s
Efficiency Unit, see Clarke 1988), by the transnational funding
giants (the World Bank analysis of Education in Sub-Saharan
Africa, World Bank 1988), by reformists (the Brandr reports
1980 and 1983), as well as by academic critics (Hayter and
Watson 1983). Some of the evidence is disturbing: almost half of
the multi-billion dollar development assistance budgets is spent
on financing experts (in Africa alone there are an estimated
80,000 foreign ‘experts’—a larger number of expatriates than in
the colonial period); their life-style contrasts grotesquely with
that of the poor whose needs they are supposed to be serving;
and many projects fail to meet their goals (Hancock 1989). A
study of education systems in Asian and African countries
concludes that if structures continue unchanged, the economy of
such countries will remain shackled and ‘the only political result
of educarion is to “keep the macabre circulation of parasitical
élites going™” (Hanf et al. 1975). It is highly relevant therefore to
scrutinize aid in the form of the international promotion of
English and to relate this to the structural functions served by
English nationally and internationally.

There are also strong reasons for a long, hard look at what has
happened in the field of ELT and language-related aid. A Ford
Foundation review of aid projects in the field of language and
education concluded as follows: g

If a single theme emerges from this survey, it is that the
Western models that served as the basis for developmental
assistance in pre-university education were in fact not ad-
equate. Ar their best, ar the university level, they were
minimally transferable. At other levels, attempts to apply such
models to developing societies often created more problems
than were solved. What was missing was detailed knowledge
among American and Brinsh aid agencies of how the
educarional systems worked in the countries they were
attempting to assist and the language setting that surrounded
those systems.

(Fox 1975: 86)
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At analysis of research issues and perspectives in language in
wilication in Africa draws an equally bleak conclusion on the
wontribution of research to this field. Despite ‘a vast array of
wigent rescarch questions’, the research communir)-" is small, the
waenrch outcome disappointing, and even marginal. (Obura
19RG: 415) i

A scholar who is generally extremely sober and generous in his
lows also pronounces a disturbingly damning verdict on the
Wternational TESL (Teaching of English as a Second Language)

cotnuniy:

Ihe role of English in the sociolinguistic context of each
Inglish-using Third World country is not properly undtnl‘-
stood, or is conveniently ignored. The consequences of this
aititude are that the Third World countries are slowly
sealizing that, given the present artitude of TESL specialists, it
i difficult to expect from such specialists any theoretical
inwights and professional leadership in this field which would
I contextually, attitudinally and pragmatically useful to the
Ihird World countries.

(Kachru 1986a: 101)

When speculating, in a different paper, about the reasons wh_y
I'51 and EFL orthodoxies have not delivered the goods, he is
more explicit about the causes of such shortcomings: ‘A harsher
{iiterpretation is thar our profession has not been able to shake
oll the earlier evangelical and rather ethnocentric approaches to
its task.' (Kachru 1985:29)

It therefore seems to be essential for those concerned with the
teaching and Icarming of Engish to question the Tanguage
péiligogy professionalism we have mnerited. This is of course
WHAT Tiany are doimg, 1 ' eaching. Here are
some of the most relevant critiques:

Widdowson (1968) contains a devastating critique of a British

Council-promoted scheme for reforming ELT in part of

wuthern India, a project which was intellectually and

pedagogically unsound. .

Day looks at the history of American language policy on

Pacific islands, the inadequacies of ESL programmes, and asks

* .. are Peace Corps Volunteers who teach English merely

teachers, or are they agents of linguistic, and s:ultur_al

imperialism—an imperialism which may conceivably result in

linguistic and cultural genocide?” (1981: 78)
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— Rogers (1982) protests against the promotion of English
creating false expectations among the mass of educational
push-outs (a more honest and correct term than drop-outs) in
the Third World, and refers to the poor cost-efficiency of
English teaching and the lack of attention ro the social context
in which it takes place.

_ writes of unused, and possibly by implication
unusable; syllabi and textbooks written by expatriate ‘ex-

perts’.

— Richards (1984) is sceptical of the communicative language
Teaching bandwaggon,and pleads for greater accountability
and evaluation in the area of innovation in language teaching
methods, and more rigorous scientific ana ysis of the issues:
this is nceded in view of the ‘often irrelevant claims of
methods promoters Tibid. 147, which he feels the British
Council and their American counterparts have made.

— Brumfit (1985b) is concerned thar the ELT professional
methodologists seem to be committed To the notion that

Cprocess 15 contentsand that they ignore the social and
mﬁ{}glmﬁﬁ%xpressed in language Tearning situations.
There are also criticisms of current practice in BrumAt T956,

— Sridhar and Sridhar (T986] complain that second language
acquisition researchers over-emphasize constructs derived
from a monolingual setting and ignore the factthat the reality
and goal of their learners 15 ilingualism.

— Krasnick {1986) identifies three ELT images which stigmatize
learners as being deficient: They are in need of remediation
(‘special education T; they are treated 35 on-students (in need
of ldnguage not content); and they need re-socializing (so that
they can behave properly). ELT training focuses little on the
educational and sociological fietds thar—coutd—equip its
professionals to function more adequately. o

— Prodromou [1988] is scathing about the teaching fads that have
been energetically promoted in recent years, and wonders why
‘a particular piece of - authentic Tmarertatmay fall fatin the
classroom; why the Tunctional syllabus does not always
tunction; why communicative methodology does not produce
much *ommuiticario;why Council of Europe Needs Ana-
lysis has not met the Greek learners’ needs’, and considers that

Teason Is that the teachiff materiaiT T essages,

and pedagogy which are part of a globally marketed ELT, are

culturatty €.
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~ Pennycook (1990) pleads for a critical applied linguistics,
because language teaching that refuses to explore the cultural
und polincal aspects of Tanguage learning has more to do with
assimilating Tearners than empowering them.

All these evaluative criticisms raise not only intellectual
juestions about the nature, premisses, and practice of the ELT
sulession, but also ethical issues about the responsibility of the
l'r'rlsi for what we have contribured to the dFhird W

Whep Edward Said) the American/Palestinian scholar, was
nvited to advise the English Department of a national university
i une of the Gulf States, he found that the English literature
betng studied was anachronistic, and that EMn
(Billicedd T e Tevel of a technical language almost totally
stiipped of expressive and aesthetic characteristics but_also
GBI amy critical or self-conscious dimension” (Said 1990-37

Norms i English Titerature, and the functions of literature
twaching will be referred to at several points in this book, as
language and literature interlock in significant ways, but the
miin concentration will be on the language reaching profession.
Fhe vl Linguistic Imperialisasefers to a particular theory for
analysing relations between doniinant an frated cultures,
anispecihically the way English language learning has been
[romoted.

In order 1o understand where the ELT profession stands now,
ail how we got there, we need to look at the historical roots
from which it has grown. I shall be looking particularly ar the
structure and ideology of the ELT profession in its formative
days, and at various aspects of ELT activities, in particular ELT
research, training, and teaching in relation to aid. This involves
asking awkward and difficult questions about the role of the
I nghsh teaching profession internationally and about some of
the possibly unquestioned ideological tenets of our work. o

Notes

I ‘'Social scientists, unlike linguists, have been somewhat
indifferent to language pedagogy and have hardly recognized
the importance of theories and descriptions of society and
culture for language reaching. Instead some educational
linguists and a few language teachers have boldly moved into
the social science arena.’ (Stern 1983: 284)
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1 was employed by the British Council from 1964—-1973,
with ELT posts in Algeria, Yugoslavia, and London. Since
1973 1 have taught English, Development Studies, and
International Cultural Studies ar Roskilde University, Den-
mark, where studies are multi-disciplinary and project-
oriented.

The nature of the ‘force’ used is analysed in Chapter 5, which
will show that the statement is compatible with a widespread
wish on the part of subjects in colonies to learn English.

The Minister, Bertel Haarder, stated this to the journal of
Danish foreign language teachers, Sproglereren, spring
1990.

‘Interview’ in the text refers to the interviews conducted with
the named individual in April 1986.

The Minister’s proposal probably reflects concern about
communal strife in Sri Lanka, which has since erupted into
civil war, and dissatisfaction with the educational policies of
earlier governments. These had reduced the role of English
and encouraged education through Lankan languages.

A recent study of the role of English in France and attitudes
to it, which specifically investigated Fishman’s original claim
concludes, not surprisingly, that for some French people
English is *encumbered by
the American and British realms’ and that Fishman’s claim is
refuted (Flaitz 1988: 201).

Gorlach sees a need for research into the forms of English in
different contexts, linguistic change, attitudes to different
variants of English, and contrastive study of the impact of
English on different languages. He pleads for ‘English as a
World Language™ to be investigated in relation to cross-
cultural interaction, using both Western and non-Western
rraditions of scholarship. He would also like to see the
spread of English compared with that of other languages of
wider communication, such as French, Spanish, or Arabic,
and their political functions. In his description of the state of
the art in relation to the political role of English he has very
few references, and is rather dismissive of the one study
which does integrate the use and learning of English into a
wider political analysis, a study of English and Creole
languages in the Caribbean (Devonish 1986).

2 English, the dominant language

I'his chapter discusses English as a dominant language, language
siomotion, and opposition to the dominance of English. The
Mstorical spread of English is examined first in relation to_core
Fnglish-speaking countries. This term covers Britain and the
(ISA, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. All are countries in
which the dominant group are nartive speakers of English. Indeed,
{he countries are often thought of as exclusively English-speaking,
deapite the linguistic diversity within their borders. As the ancestors
ol the dominant group came from Europe, such countries can be
il v.ll T amized societies (Mullard 1985).

10 mf English in periphery-English

comntries.! The periphery-English countries are gf two jtypes:

vountries which require English as an international link language
(SCindinavia, Japan), and countries on which English was
imposed in colonial times, and where the Tanguage has been
successtully transplanted and still serves a range of intranational
puiTposes (India, Nigeria).” The countries are English-peripheral
in Ilu sense that they generally attempt to follow the linguistic
norms of the core English=speaking countries.

The core-periphery metaphor is inspired by the use of these
terms in analyses of the relationship between the dominant rich
countries and dominated poor ones.

e

English in core English-speaking countries

The use of one Ianﬁuage generalh‘@@the exclusion of

others, although this is_by no means logically necessary
Functional blhnguallsm or nlml_lggga.hsn at the individual and
socictal Tevel is common_throughout the world FHowever the
pattern in core English-speaki ies has been one of

imcreasing monolingualism. This is so at least in official statistics,

bur per ess 50 in practice. The advance of English, whether
in Britain, North America, South Africa, Australia, or New
Zcaland has invariably been at the expense of other languages.

Sk

%7
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Although English has dominated other languages, both indigen-
ous and immigrant in such Europeanized societies, it needs to be

recalled that the relationship between the languages is never a
static one. = ="

r The trend towards monolingualism has been partially checked

in some parts of the Western world. For instance in Canada the

supremacy of English has been successTully chaftemged and, has

given way over the past 30 years to a comprehensive French-

English_bilingual policy throughout e toumry—with—spcial

support given to French in Quebec (Bourhis T98# T Fecent

L years some official support has also been given to the mainten-
ance and cultivation of Canada’s many ‘heritage’ languages, of
both immigrant and indigenous minorities (Cummins and
Danesi 1990; Stairs 1988).

~— In Wales the rapid demise of the Welsh language over the past
century has been arrested and the language is now more actiyely
used in the education system—from nursery to university level,
the media, and the law coufts (Lewis 1982; Williams 1990). In
both Canada and Wales, defying the might of English involved a
protracted political struggle with Toss of life on occasion, before
the dominant group would concede language rights to the
dominated group.
2 A struggle against the odds was necessary because the consolid-
ation of

was @fhcial policydin Great Britain, as in_other core English-

speaking countries. The policy has had even more devastating
effects on indigenous languages in Scotland and Ireland than in
Wales (on Celtic languages see Trudgill 1984, Price 1985, on Irish
language issues see Hindley 1990; on the dominance of English in
Britain, Grillo 1989). His Majesty’s Inspector of Schools, Matthew

Arnold (also an influential poet and thinker), saw the issue thus in

1852,/in what amounts to a prescription for linguicide:

Whatever encouragement individuals may think it desirable to
give to the preservation of the Welsh language on grounds of
philological or antiquarian interest, it must be the desire of a
government to render its dominions, as far as possible,
homogeneous, and to break down barriers to the freest
intercourse between the different parts of them. Sooner or
later, the difference of language between Wales and England
will probably be effaced, as has happened with the difference
of language between Cornwall and the rest of England.
(quoted in Sutherland 1973: 23)

ish and the suppression or neglect of other languages
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e Cornish language did in fact die out, though there may still
v been some Cornish-speakers in Arnold’s times, and the
m e has since been revived (Shield 1984). The speakers of
*fflll who survived the onslaught on their language have (only
peenntly) acquired greatly increased language rights. However,
fhw tuture of all the Celtic languages in the British Isles, including
Wilsh, i extremely uncertain despite strenuous efforts to main-
fuln the languages and resist the encroachment of English
(Williams 1990). Adequate theoretical frameworks for analysing
o o reverse language shift are emerging (Fishman 1990) in
e with optimistic reports on the revival of threatened
Bngiages (for instance, Scottish Gaelic, MacKinnon 1990).

Such efforts on behalf of indigenous minority languages have
lwen significantly encouraged by developments at the supra-
witional level. Several European Parliament resolutions advocate
the use of indigenous minority languages throughout education,
i the media, and in dealings with public authorities (most
teeeiitly the Kuijpers resolution, passed in October 1987, see the
Bbitlletin of the European Community-financed European Bureau
lor Lesser Used Languages, Contact 4/3: 1987-8,1). The
L oincil of Europe’s proposed European Charter for Regional
and Minority Languages (Resolution 192, 1988, of the Standing
L onlerence of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe) has
similar goals, and states in its preamble that it is false to regard
the promotion of minority languages as represénting an obstacle
1o national Tanguages. Ot 24 member countries of the Council of
I'lit6pe, only three have had major reservations about such a
policy—France, Greece, and Turkey.’

Monolingualism has a long pedigree. Its roots can be traced
back at least to the Greek stigmatization oF speakers of otier—
[inguages as ("barbariany which originally meant one who

“littered meaningless sounds, a non-language. Colonial policy n

“Tieland involved the imposition of English and the relegation of
Irish beyond the pale from the early 16th century. In the late
cighteenth century, when there was talk of French as a
‘universal language because it was the language ot the European
Aristoeracytess-sharmrralf the population of France was French-
{peaking. Everr the miuence of more democratic social ideas
resulting from the French Revolution was filtered through
monolingualism. The ideologues of the French Revolytion
believed that their ideals would best be achieved by imposing a
single language on all, a linguicidal policy which they thep

i
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proceeded to follow (Calvet 1974: 165). This policy is still
largely n force.

Speakers of immigrant minority languages in Britain have
brought greater linguistic diversity to Britain with them (Rosen
and Burgess 1982), but are still fighting for language rights
(Linguistic Minorities Project 1985). Recent expressions of
official policy on the educational needs and attainments of ethnic
minority groups such as the Swann Reporty(Swann 1985), see
bilingualism as a problem rather than as a resource, and equate
multicultural education with assimilation to traditional British
educational values and the English language. There is wide-
spread awareness among those professionally concerned with
teaching English to linguistic minority groups that ‘learning
English cannot be disassociated from attitudes to ethnicity,
racism, social aspirations and concepts of the nature of
multicultural societies’ (Brumfit 1985¢). However, the policy
advocated in the Swann Report does not confront the institu-
tional racism of British schools wis-g-vis minorities or the
cultural racism of a monolingual curriculum and of most current
English as a Second Language teaching (Khan 1985; National
Council for Mother Tongue Teaching 1985; Verma 1986; Usher
1989; see also Tosi 1984 and 1986). The representatives of the
English-speaking dominant group seem to be unable to appreci-
ate_that linguistic_and_cuftural diversity, bilingualism, and

iculturalism are assets to the individual and society. As a result,
“there will continue to be discrimination against British people
with mother tongues other than Engtistr:

In recent years there has been heated debate in the British
media on declining standards of English, and a flurry of official
language planning reports. The Kingman Report (1988) was
about Engli uage in the English mother tongue curric-
ulum, the Cox ReportT¥89) about teaching English as a mother
tongue in the T urriculum (for a critique see Cameron
and Bourne 1989). That current official British reports are
basically assimjlatiosi monolingual can be seen from the
fact that linguistic minorities wer from consideration
in the Kingman report, while the mimisterial directions to the
Cox Committee decreed that “The group should take account of
the ethnic diversity of the school population and society at large,
bearing in mind the cardinal point that English should be the
first language and medium of instruction for all pupils in

England™ [quoted in Stubbs forthcomimg). This Seems to indicate
—
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Wit dur speakers of English as a second language the new
gl Curriculum has the rask of ensuring that English
s i hiest Tanguage.

United States the content of the melting pot was alsg
I, though there, too, the ethnic ingredients ten-
Wisly resisted losing their distincfiveness. In the 1960 census,
¢ cent of Americans declared that a language other than
Fiplish was their mother tongue (Fishman 1972:109). Since
they, there have been large numbers of Asian and Latin
American immigrants. According to the 1980 census, more than
24 mullion Americans spoke languages other than English in
theti homes; there are eight million children of school age living
W minonty language families (King and Vallejo 1986). There_is
puttently a major unresolved struggle between protagonists of a
monolingual English-speaking USA (with a body called ‘US
Figlish' lobbying for a change in the US Constitution to eqshrme
Figlish alone) and those who see bilingualism as an individual
tpht that the community should support and benefit frc-m_ (see
Hermandez-Chavez 1988; the thematic issue of the International
Jonrnal of the Sociology of Language, 60, 1986, on Language
Iights and the English Language Amendment; Fishman 1989b,
wiied Adams and Brink 1990).

Ihere 1s nothing new abour this tension in attitudes to
language in the USA.

I uts carly period, the US valued diversity of language and
matnTained the English legal custom of not regulating language
(ST Or denying personal Tiberties in language. However, the
IR Timeicenth century gave rise to the promotion of a

‘monolingual tradition and emphasis on standsﬁi‘fﬂgﬁ?h‘:’rﬂre)wfp‘j 7

Pk 5T Teason, ethics, and esthetics; the tolerance of dix-t:r:;ilys
Wwhich had characterized the early national history declined
sharply. An English-only, standard-English-preferred policy was
istitutionalized though not legalized. (Heath and Mandabach
198 3:102)

I'he decisive agent in this socialization process was the school,
with the reacher of English playing a pre-eminent role in
promoting the assimilation of linguistically and culturally
diverse children to Anglo norms (Hernandez-Chavez 1978).

The impact on the cultures and languages of the indigenous
peoples of a monolingual policy has been devastating:

Navajo children are taught in a foreign language: they are
taught concepts which are foreign, they are taughr values that
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are foreign, they are taught lifestyles which are foreign, and
] they are taught by human models which are foreign. The
intention behind this kind of schooling is to mold the Navajo
child (through speech, action, thought) to be like members ol
the predominant Anglo-Saxon mainstream culture. The ap
parent assumption seemingly being that people of other ethni
groups cannot be human unless they speak English, and
behave according to the values of a capitalistic society based
on competition and achievement. The children grow up in
these schools with a sense of: (1) confusion regarding the
values, artitudes and behaviour taught ar home. (2) Loss ol
self-identity and pride concerning their selfhood—their
Navajo-ness. (3) Failure in classroom learning activities. (4)
Loss of their own Navajo language development and loss ol
in-depth knowledge of their own Navajo culture.
(Pfeiffer 1975: 133)

Attitudes to bilingualism and multilingualism can change
radically, as they did i1 Canada. The same is true ot Australia,
Wwhich has in recent years seen an upsurge of activity and official
report-writing encouraging the retention of a bilingual and
bicultural identity for the many ethnic groups represented in
Australia (Clyne 1982 and 1986; the journal Vox). Australia has
commissioned a narional language policy (Lo Bianco 1987),
which outlines the principles that should guide a policy for all
Australian languages, the relationship between English and
other languages, language services, and a description of how the
goals can be achieved. How far there will be greater power-
sharing between English and other languages is still an open
question (Smolicz in press), but the hegemony of English is now
definitely dispured.

Similar steps have been taken in New Zealand to formulate a
national languages policy (Hollis 1990). This affirms the right of
all New Zealanders, of whatever linguistic origins, to have
access to both English and Maori. It also stresses the importance
* of the minority languages of immigrants and refugees, and the
need to learn the languages of trading partners, increasingly
kfrom the Asian and Pacific region (ibid.). Both English and
Maori have the status of official languages. There has been an
upsurge in Maori-language pre-schools; government depart-
ments are gradually adding Maori to their repertoires; there is a
Maori Language Commission with a mandate to ‘contribute to a
New Zealand society where the Maori and English languages

=
ad
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e egual legal status, where New Zealanders are free to use
,,ﬂlnr Maori or English in all public contexts; to promote and

@lhhﬂn the Maori language as a living language so that it is

an ain everyday means of communicarion’ (untitled planning
¥, Maori Language Commission, 1988). To this end a major
Pogeamme of language development and training is being

plmm-nlnl {for an assessment of the size of this rask, see
Batet forthcoming; for comparison of language revival efforts
4 Ieelandd and New Zealand, see Benton 1986).

The central issue here is not that there is a straight choice
btween English and one other language. That would be to
weeept uneritically the monolingual Western norm which has
flsely claimed that monolingualism is a necessary condition for
wdernization, and that a multplicity of languages is a
Wiisance. The politics of language has been bedevilled by myths
ai binary over-simplifications in many countries, not least in
India (Pattanayak 1985: 402, and 1986a: 6; see also Lenin 1951:
1), “Those who juxtapose English against Hindi or any other
Idian language and take an “either-or™ position in a linear scale
widerstand neither the sociocultural dynamics of India nor do
they understand the role and function of language in society’
(Pattanayak 1981:160). English needs to be seen as
language in a multilingual Fﬁm:ﬁ?
Wiihin cach core English-speaking country. /.?
~ IThe English language has become immensely powerfu it
iy arguable TrarTthe monolingualism of the Anglo-AmeTican
TGS ment  Dlinds its representatives to the realiies of

mrrhrhEatisTT T The contemporary world and gives them a
"llillmﬁ amd T [SE"ﬁerspecf“wc. Their monolingualism has a

finnjor negative impact’ on them (Fishman 1976: 50). Yet these
are the people whose language is spreading worldwide and
tise umiversities produce an increasing number of ‘experts’

lafiguage teaching.
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 Gouot else

English in periphery-English countries

English is no longer only of concern to those who live in
relatively small islands in north-west Europe or who have
emigrated to North America or the antipodes. English is now
entrenched worldwide, as a result of British colonialism,
international interdependence, ‘revolutions” in technology,

fransport, communications and commerce, and because English

‘]



24 Linguistic Imperialism

is the language of the USA, a major economic, political, and
military force in the contemporary world. It is qot only Britaii
which has gravitated towards linguistic Twmogeneiry,
significant portion of the entire world.

Whereas it 1s estimated that 400 years ago there were betwecn
five and seven million speakers of English, the number ot
Speakers of English (those m core English-speaking countries,
plus?priﬁl?ﬁ% elsewhere) now remains constant at about 3 15
million. The number of users of English as a second or foreign

Tanguage (in periphery-English countries) is increasing dramatic

ally: these are estimated at 300 and 1 illion people,
ectiv rystal 1985:7). Such guesstimates are_inevitably

resp ‘Qf’(‘(: y 5\ 7). v

based on a rﬁﬁﬂt‘ﬁ‘ﬁi‘ﬁgn of proficiency, and much higher
figures are sometimes quoted (up to one and a half billion users
of English as a foreign language, Crystal in Dunford Seminar
Report 1987, 1968: 102).

The conventional definition of ESL countries is countries in
which ‘ERglish 1s not a native languagé bur where it is used
Widely as a medium of communication mn domains such as
ethrcation and government. This 1s so in Nigeria or Singapore.
The term (ESL) is also standard in the USA_to describe
programmesteaching Englishi to people with a language other
than English as their mother tongue. In EFL countries, English is
not a medium of instruction of government, but is learnt ar
school, as is the case in France or Japan, for communicating with
speakers of the language, or for reading texts in the language
(definitions from Richards, Platt, and Weber 1985). There are
(or should be) quite different teaching needs and strategies in
ESL and EFL situations because of the differing degree of
exposure to the language outside school, and the different roles
for English both within the education system and in the wider
community. Throughout this book, the term is used to
cover both types of teaching.

T fact the dividing-Tine between ESL and EFL fluctuates, and
a strict definition may confuse social and educational issues. For
instance Bangladesh would be categorized as an ESL country,
but the amount of English that Bangladeshi children are exposed
to may be so small that teaching should be organized as for an

_EFL situation. The town/country variable may also be decisive,
as in Malaysia: ‘For many rural Malaysians, English remains an
entirely foreign language. By conrtrast it is very much an
everyday language of the large cities” (Benson 1990: 20). In the
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Scﬂ"o(t-u T

« (Scandinavia and Finland), a shift is under way

ﬂ {0 I'S1, and this has implications both for school —i=
TS socety as a whole: success or failure in English
I 'Ill "hl"‘ he :Iu.m\'. for cducatlonal and career prc-specrs I

¥ tll'urt't programmes, meaning that Eanh is aM-
i fur higher educational qualifications; much interz
liavinn discourse, at conferences and in
als, tukes place in English, meaning that English is
teally o necessary professional skill. Major Scandinavian
vy nercasingly use Enghish as the in- company lan-
(Hollyvise 1984). Many programmes from core English-
Wi countries are shown on tae_\}"ﬁiﬁn, the oniginal
nun tomsmmers fleed to be able to read product
stions and instructions in Engllmmr]y
whe wordi Torrowed from English, and even thmeir
SItent-troquenicy s not very high, the degree of their
W lion nto the Scandinavian languages and the ways in
Iltlh lh:' loans are used-fesult in a feeling) that the English
onspicuoys (Chrystal T988). Unquestionably the
winber of domains where English is becoming indispensable in
Seandinavia is increasing constantly. In a real sense English can
e pegarded as a second language rather than a foreign language
i the Nordic countries.

Niatistics for the number of speakers of English are not in
thesiselves particularly revealing unless we look at the functions
m hh English serves and at the relationship berween tngllsﬁ and

ot languages. ESL and EFL coumntries 1av

“Ountric

wi together as periphery-English counitries. are
penipheral in the sense that nqrms for the Tangnage are regarded
s Hlowing from the core English-speaking fountainheads.; The h/{]
[ﬁ[g_ln Tanguage teaching is English as it is spoken in one of rhefbj‘v
unrilu,lnh speaking countries. 1his mmay nowever be an
Tattainable and irrelevant target in many English-teaching .
stuations. Some ESL periphery-English countries are in the 3 ‘:Efﬂ/kl
West African Enghsh; and so on (see Wong 1982 hru K {'M
I986a). Each variant functions in its own mulriiingual@%ﬁ@%
{'Thumboo T983) and has its own formal and tunction Sy V-z‘
characreristics.
The essential question then is the nature of the relationshi

academic

process of establishing their own norms,, for Indian English,
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between the standard English of core English-speaking countric.
and periphery-Enghsh variants. Do they form one language o
are there now several “Englishes’, as the title of the journal,
World Englishes unambiguously proclaims? The political,
social, and pedagogical implications of any declaration ol
linguistic independence by periphery-English variants are con
siderable. Randolph Quirk has, in a succession of papers,
dubbed such efforts as ‘liberation linguistics’ and insists on
standard British English, as endorsed in the Kingman report,
being the target for English learning worldwide (1989, 1990).
Braj Kachru (1991) regards the issue of international standard
ization _as ‘an_unprecedented challéfige to language policy
makers’(bup feels_that Quirk’s “deficit linguistics’ approach
ignores the sociolinguistic ragmatic realities of the huge
range of contexts in which English is used as a secon and
fofeign language, and 1s thercfore misgmided, This debate rajses
important issues: linguistic and pedagogic standards, language
variation, the status of indigenized varieties of English, and the
norms that should hold for learners of English in a variety of
contexts. These issues are of central concern, as is the underlying
question of who has the power to impose a particular norm and
why. :
There is a similar divide in the realm of literature written in
English. There are writers from many parts of the periphery-
_English world who have refashioned the English language so as
to meet their own cyltural and linguistic needs. It appears Thar
“therr capacity to draw on English and other local languages, and
to blend their own culture with the canons of certain genres has
not resulted in attempts to reassert a global standard, meaning
one that conformed to British or American expectations.
Significantly the title of the book celebrating the fiftieth
anniversary of the British Council refers to a single language but
plural literatures: English in the world: Teaching and Learning
the Language and Literatures (Quirk and Widdowson 1985).
A good example of the need to see dominant languages in
. terms of power is provided by the familiar expression *English-
speaking African countries’. English is indeed an official lan-
guage in the countries in which nearly 60 per cent of Africa’s
population live. But as in many other periphery-English coun-
tries, only a minute proportion of the population acrually speak
English. This aspect of the multilingual African reality is
obscured by the term. The language of pawer (the language of
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b coloninl power) is_referred to, and the powerless

e, evint those with large numbers of s are passed

AT
Wi o sl but growing number of Western-educated
ik, the trend is to use English as the language of the home.
Wi obwerved in Ghana in the early 1960s (Chinebuah
0 19, and has led one East African scholar to predict th:at
e year 2000 there will probably be more black people in
W W I‘ril wha speak English as their native tongue than Fher'e
I e Wiitish people’ (Mazrui 1975:9). The pull of English is
b ihly strong in periphery-English arfas Tior omty among

ony, the masses, who appreciate that the Tanguage
u ALCess to power amd resources, whether in the slums of

'l; rnl:rﬂ- 1986: 46) or in Kenya, where parents have ‘an acute
putunding of the competitive nature of life chances’ {Qbura
ﬂlm A21). In Kachru’s image {19863].}h05_in possession of
' ; ;whi an eria
wid sowial gain and advantage. Not surprisingly, attitudes to the
MMM tend o be very favourable. _ "
dubally, what we are experiencing is that English is both
v other languages, as in Mazrui's example, and displac-
them, as is happening in Scandinavia (Fishman 1977;
ﬁfm—l'{ﬂngas and Phillipson 1985b and 1986a). Disglr_lce-
Wittt oceurs when English takes over in specific domains,
w'!imlu-r n_computers or cniertaiment.. In many former
volinies there 1s a diglossic_or triglumdﬁ—'it!j the
&olonial language still being used in@igh status activitieg, a
RNt Tocal language [for example, Swahili] being used for™ )
IS Prestigious funcoions, and local languages used for other
TR PSS, ‘
“When the Organization of African Unity was founded in
1963, one article in its charter stipulated that the official use of
loreign languages—the former colonial languglg_es—u'ould be ‘4@“‘;‘
only provisionally tolerated. An OAU Inter-African Bureau of
| anguages was set up to ‘assist and encourage the use of
indigenous African languages for educartional, commermlal and
communication purposes on a national, regional and continental
level® (see Kalema 1980: 1). However, these goals have only been

realized _to a very small extent. The dominance of Eur can
¢ languages s still virtually complete. With few exceptions
o S ————
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(Swahili and Somali are the best examples, see Scotton 1981
{ African languages tend to be marginalized and lose out in the
| comperition with European languages. Proficiency in the latter is

essential for upward social MobitiTH privileged positions 1
B ) >
| sociefy. Just as schools were the principal instrument Tor

| »alienating indigenous minorities from their languages and
| traditional cultures (as in the case of the Welsh, the American
| native peoples, and the Australian aborigines, Jordan 1987a and
I b, 1988), it is schools in Africa which are stifling local languages
and imposing alien tongues and values. ‘“The foreign colonial
languages are more favoured now than they were before
independence’, writes the director of the Inter-African Bureau ol

i Languages (Mateene 1980:vii). ‘The use of vernaculars in
,/C.JJU'" education has been gradually phased out’ (Bokamba and Tlou
1980: 49). There has been a gradual shift ‘in the direction of
europeanisation of the media of instruction with a concomitant
neglect of the teaching of African languages’ (ibid.: 49). In 1986
the OAU’s Inter-African Bureau of Languages was disbanded,
ostensibly for financial reasons, but doubtless the bureau’s
championing of indigenous languages, following the spirit and
the lerter of the OAU Charter, was a thorn in the flesh of
political leaders whose destiny is viscerally linked to proficiency
in the colonial languages.

The trend is not exclusively away from indigenous languages.
For instance, a considerable amount of experimental work in
introducing African languages in francophone Africa has been
undertaken (see Treffgarne 1986 for a review), and in Kenya
there are indications of an increased emphasis on Swahili and
less on English (Njoroge 1986:349), although many factors
impede this development (Obura 1986). In Tanzania, English is
still favoured in secondary and higher education, despite the fact
that Swahili is used for most social and official purposes
(Rubagumya 1990). The general picture is one of massive
dominance of the European languages in formal domains.

The relationship berween the learning of languages in educa-
tional establishments and the use of languages for a range of
societal purposes is not a simple one, but there is no doubt that
education is of paramount importance in transmitting values
and modes of thought from one generation 1o the next. English
Ras retaned its privileged posiiion in the educational process in
Asia as well as Africa. '

Singapore has four official languages, Chinese, Tamil, Malay,
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Al Faglish, but virtually all children are educarted through the
wiliien ol English and are expected to study their mother
e, the language of their ethnic affiliation, as a second
e (Kuo and Jernudd 1988: 13—14). University education
i 1o longer offered in Chinese and is only available through
W mediim of English. In fact, although Malay is the sole
Watlonal language, the medium of education at the National

vuruity of Singapore is English. It is government policy to
alabilish English as the language of Singapore’s public, indus-
Ahul, andd modern business sectors, which means that people in
el thirties feel handicapped by their limited English, as
sumpared with those who have been at school more recently
Hhiky 1), English is being promoted as a supra-ethnic language
ul atlonal integration, and it is claimed that this accounts for
the lack of inter-ethnic friction in Singapore. Officially there is a
pulicy of pragmatic multilingualism, with a commitment to
alaining Malay and promoting Mandarin Chinese, but
plioctively English appears to have been established as the
laninge of power.

Iy Mong Kong there is an increasing realization, among some
wilysts, that language policy to date has not been based on the
ppalities of language use in the colony and that the products of an
Fuplish-dominated education system emerge as ‘cultural
pumchs . . . with insufficient command or literacy in either
Puglish or Chinese” (Lord and T'sou 1985: 17). These writers,
leel that Hong Kong is sitting on a ‘language bomb’, which can
wnly be defused by the adoption of a bilingual education policy!
which strengthens the teaching of Chinese and delays the
istroduction of English as a medium of instruction in secondary
sehools until as late as possible (ibid.: 22).

I iroughout India, at the secondary school stage a student has
v learn at least three languages, one of which is English
(Annamalai 1988:9). The medium of instruction in higher
gducation is generally English, despite efforts to reduce its
importance. The quality of tertiary education in the humanities
i India is sharply criticized (Kachru 1975 and Partanayak
|981), among other things for excessive adherence to the
weademic tradition inherited from the colonizers. English func-
tions as a Pan-Indian language, particularly among éTite groups,
Jiipite the impressive spread of Hindi smce independence 1
(iAIY parts of the country and i spite of the consolidation of the
dominant languages in each state (Khubchandani 1983). English

—
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,is also the mother tongue of the relatively small group of Anglo
| Indians, who, like all Indians, are bilingual or often multilingu.|
. | (Bayer 19886).
! The privileged position of English is in part perpetuated by the
dominance of English in th€ mediy. ATthough two or threepe:
Ilcent of the population 15 Merate in English and 35 per cent
literate in Indian languages (Kelly and Altbach 1978:37), 42 pe:
ent of the books published in India in 1982 were in English—
otal of about 7,000 ritles (Annamalai 1988: 13). India is the
ird largest publisher of books in English after the USA and
ritain. According to Indian government figures for the larc
1970s, 20 per cent of the registered newspapers were written in
English, accounting for 22 per cent of circulation, compared
with 23.8 per cent for Hindi (Kachru 1983a: 71). There has since
been a decline in the proportion of English language newspapers,
primarily because of developments in computer technology,
which has made it possible to print newspapers cheaply in Indian
languages. However, the English language press is still highly
influential, and reaches the more affluent sectors of the popula-
tion, as indicated by a 53 per cent share of advertising revenue,
as compared with 15 per cent for Hindi newspapers.
The importance of English in such African and Asian
periphery-English countries is twofold. English has a dominant
occupying space that other languages could
possibly AIl. English s also the key external link, in politits,
commerce, science, technology, military_alliances, entertain-
went, and tourism. [he relationship between English and other
linguages is_am unequal one, and this has important con-
sequences in almost all spheres of life, ——— )
Prior to 1949, English also had a privileged role internally in
China, as it was the medium of education at universities run by
British and American missionaries in Beijing and Shanghai (Pride
and Ru-Shan 1988: 42). Since China opened up to the West in the
late 1970s, English has been extensively studied—an estimated
50 million are currently learning English (ibid.: 44). At tertiary
level institutions, extensive use of English is encouraged (ibid.:
51). Academic apologists for the spread of English estimate that
the rime has come when the use of English should be ‘extended
from almost exclusively international communication to com-
munication among the Chinese people themselves . . . a
foundation can be laid for societal bilingualism in Chinese and
English® (ibid.: 67-8). This proposal is put forward in the pages
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slennhic journal, and reveals applied linguists actively

il i marketing English, in artempting to entrench English
o language in China, ostensibly in order to facilitate
ning of the language.

e promotion

present distribution throughout the world of the major

it ages-—._ﬂxrabie, CWh,
ash 1s evidence of conquest and occupation,
adoption of the invader’s language because of the

but the significance of
ok . OIT TS ToTm Been recopmized.

I e very year that CONTIS SeroIT 1ot another continent—
N2 Queen Isabella of Spain was presented with a plan for
#iablishing Castilian as “a ool for conquest abroad and a

Wiipon to suppress untutored speech at home’ (quoted in Illich W

AUK1135). For its author, Nebrija, ‘Language has always been
g yonsort of empire, and forever shall remaiils mate Tibid.: ;
W), In order to counteract the centripetal force of the many
Yimaculars of Spain, the queen’s tongue was to be codified into
thie first grammar of a modern European language and then
Might as a standard in an education system. lllich regards this
#yent as momentous for the creation of the modern stare: “Here
st modern Tan Pert advi vay
W make, our of a people’s speech and lives, tools that befir the
state and its pursuits’ (ibid.: 43). (There are affinities between
Nebrija’s arguments for the use of Castilian as a domestic and
Iiternational norm and Quirk’s endorsement of the Kingman
Weport as a norm for Britain and worldwide.) There is some
suntroversy as to how far Nebrija’s project was ever imple-
fented, in Spain itself, excepr under the extreme monolingual
pulicy of the fascist period, or in the new world (Bierbach 1989).
It would doubtless be fascinating to undertake a comparative-]
sudy of the distinctive characteristics of empires, and the role |
played by language in their establishment and maintenance from|
ancient to modern times. It would also be of more than historical
mterest to study the promotion of the Russian langua
throughout the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and tie
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relationship of Russian to other languages. Such studies un-
fortunately lie outside the scope of this book.” British colonial
langnage policy will be contrasted with the policy of the major

competing imperialist power, France, and an assessment of their

“significance for the contemporary world will he made. Initially
we shall consider some of the ways in which Western powers
promote their languages. A few examples will serve to illustrate
how they have jostled for linguistic and political influence.

Many of the missionaries who descended on Africa in the
nineteenth century were strongly nationalistic as well as being
interested in the souls of the natives. For instance, the naval
officer in charge of French Gabon in 1882 reported to the French
Foreign Ministry that American missionaries were unwelcome
because they were incapable of teaching in French; and the
apostolic mission in the French Congo reported in 1890 thar to
do their humanitarian work properly required preventing the
English, Germans, and Belgians from extending their influence in
the area (Moussirou-Mouyama 1985: 79). Promotion of religon,
language, and national economic and pommm’l%;u
offen gone hand in hand, even when The—exertionms—of the
niisstonaries revolved around the triad of the church, the
dispensary, and the school

mely true in the contemporary world.
The missionary activity of the Summer Institute of Linguistics
(SIL) has been severely criticized in several Latin American
countries, because of suspicion that they are paving the way for
American commercial interests, and failing to meet the needs of
the indigenous groups they are ostensibly helping via a pro-
gramme of alphabetization and conversion (Hvalkof and Aaby
1981; Calver 1987; Patthey 1989; the German journal Pogrom
1988/144). Even if the SIL is nominally independent and does
not have formalized links with the CIA, it is certain that the USA
is held up as the ideal in their work, which involves conditioning
indigenous people for participation in a ‘modern” world. The
language teaching programmes are transitional, literacy in the
mother tongue being merely a stepping-stone on the path
towards incorporation into mainstream society and literacy in
the official language of the state.

The other dominant language, French, was unchallenged as
the international language of diplomacy until the peace talks at
the conclusion of the 1914—1918 war, when parity berween
English and French was agreed. The fact that the two languages
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I aivonded equal validity at the peace conferences and that
Wy ol Versailles was drawn up in both French and
bl lod 1 (hese two languages becoming the official
e Gl the | eague of Nartions and of the Permanent Court
Rnatong| Justice (Lieberson 1982:42). The French were
Wty Opposed o the upgrading of English, but the presence
e Amieticans at the peace conferences was decisive. The
1 I were well aware that the recognition of equal status for
Il miitked the end of the era of French linguistic pre-
Wb,
Wil overseas language promotion has a long history. The
o Pvangaise pour la propagation de la langue frangaise
WS [os colomics et a I'étranger was established in 1883. In view
the vapid expansion of English in the post-World War 11
Wl the French stepped up efforts to strengthen French
tutionally by the creation of appropriate bodies such as the
e Comite pour la Défense et I'Expansion de la Langue
Fiangaise (1966) and the promotion and encouragement of
Weophonie. The French still devote a substantial part of their
HRRERRAs representation budget to cultural and linguistic affairs,
Ml see i need 1o step up efforts along a broad front (particularly
W sdication sysiems, the media, technical and scientific collab-
uration-—see Haut Conseil de la Francophonie 1986; Coste
19H4). The French are also concerned at the diminished use of
Pl i international organizations and are attempting to
foverse this trend. In point of fact, there are now more speakers
I French as a first and second language than at any time in the
Calver 1987: 2837, Trom which one can conclude that the
tuneh are relarively suclessful in_promoting their language
ahponid—cxcepr when this is compared with the advance of
lish. For 3 Comparative study etition between
PRI nd French globally se (but for a
cHitical analysis see Chapter 4 below
-~ The Germang3re also anxious for German nort to lose ground
father languages, and therefore campaign, with some measure
il success, for German to have equal status with the more visible
iternational languages in newly established international or-
anizations, for instance the Conference on Confidence-building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe, and the Centre for
Medium-range Weather Forecasts (Bericht 1985:16). It is
Gwrman government policy to strengthen the position of
Lwrman as a school subject around the world because it is
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recognized that spuce on i school timetable indicares respect for
the cultural, commercial, and political potential of the country
where the |-'":~1“-lﬂ" i spoken_[ibid 7T The sarme argumtn‘r
holds tor English and French as foreign languages, but as
German is slighly i recession (ibid.: 6), a more deliberate policy
needs to be arriculated. The government report referred [;:-
contains an extensiyve rationale for language promotion as a tool
of diplomacy. There s nothing new about such strategies. Nazi
Germany resented the intrusion of English into areas such as
Seandinavia, where German used to be the first foreign language
(Thierfelder 1940: 14),

_Polirical leaders are dismayed at seeing their languages being
c%lsplaced or underused, whether in intranational or interna-
tfunal settings. In European Community (EC) institutions, equal
rights are nominally accorded to the official languages of all its
member countries. French was de facto the dominant language
until 1972, when Denmark, Great Britain, and Ireland joined the
EC. Now the primary working linguages are French and
English. This has serious implications for the languages of the
smaller powers and their influcnce. Germany felt obliged in
September 1984 to insist that German has not only the right to
equal use but that it should in fact be so used (Bericht 1985: 17).
Judging by an editorial in The Guardian, entitled *Just stick ro
!E.ng]ish’ {29 June 1986), the British are convinced that negotiat-
ing in their mother tongue gives them an advantage and hope
that they will be able to continue (o compete on (unequal) terms
that favour English.

Recent attempts to ensure that all western Furopean children
|e:¢1rn wo foreign langu;lgES at school need o be seen in the ]ight
of European concern at the dominance ol Fnglish. It is hoped
that if continental children learn at least one foreign language in
a_ddition to English, this will strengthen gt and cultural
links between Europears of different nutions, The British refused
to agree to this plan in May 1987, Tl mdicates that even when
language promotion has been taken on boaid by o supranational
body, in this case the Furopean Community with its ‘Lingua’
programme (there is anequivalent prograne promoting higher
education mobility, ‘Erasmus’), 1t 15 naticnal interests, and the
prur?-mticn of official national lwgnages, which are prime
motive sources for the programmnics

The British were not galm:m-ﬁ-i,ruu;-_muun.uu_mg;ial

agency for the promotin of Enplish vl the British empire
-"_d
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iy needed to counteract cultural propaganda on the part
31 Uidiiiany and Fascist Iraly, who were particularly active }&
PRTLLTTE Tast, Latin America, and soutn-east EUrope. Fire

el was established i 1934 to serve this purpose (see

pier 6 below). The Annual Reports of the British Council

¥ i 'competition” in winning friends abroad: for instance the

Aiinan stresses in the 1982-83 report that Britain’s ‘com-

. spend far more money than the British on culrural

lomacy.

pltain, the United States, France, Germany, and, on a smaller
le, many other countries promote their languages by similar
s, among them the following: training and research, for
ves and non-natives, in the ‘mother country’; scholarships
it longer or shorter periods, courses, specialist visits; the
praduction and promotion of rextbooks, audiovisual materials,
. library services and gifts of books; the supply of teachers
verseas and experts in curriculum development, advisory work,
and in-service training; and cultural manifestations.

Ihere are therefore essential similarities in the way that
western nations promote the continued use of their languages
ibroad, both in education and in society at large. A study of the
promotion of English will therefore in many ways reveal
processes which apply to most languages which are cultivated as
an international asset.

Opposition to the dominance of English

To the thesis of the increased dominance of English needs to be
added the antithesis of opposition to the advance of English.
Opposition has come from many parts. Those protesting include
colonized people, European parliamentarians, political enemies
of core-English nations, guardians of the purity of languages that
English trudes on, and tellectuals from core and periphery-

EngitstrTotmeries ¥ T profcsicis have In common 1S 3,
recognition of evidence d{ linguistic imperiatismund dominance,
and a-dcsite to combat it. THeTollowing Brict examples provide

~anindication of some of the sources and types of protest:

_ leaders of oppressed groups like Gandhi (1927), who pro-
tested against the alienation induced by English in India, the
intoxication, denationalization, and mental slavery which the

language brought with it, in public and private life. He also
held English responsible for distorting education, where
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because of the time spent learning English the standard

réached in other subjects was “pitifully inadequate’;
—Theoretical and empincal work on the ideotogy of colonizers
and on the colonized consciousness of Third World subjects,
in particular the role of language in causing colonized people
to internalize the norms of the colonizers, which leads to
cultural deracination (Fanon 1952 and 1961). This work has
been of central importance in the development of racism
studies (Mullard 1985; Gilroy 1987);
—.analysis of the forms and psychology of contemporary
.imperialism, for instance the work of Ngiigi wa Thiong’o,
{who, in a series of fictional and philosophical writings,

lanalyses neocolonialism in Kenya, a typical periphery-English

country, and shows how English serves to uphold the
domination of a small élite and of the foreign interests that
they are allied with (Ngigi 1981, 1982, 1983, 1985, and
1986);

— denunciations of cultural imperialism, for instance a Nazi
. eritique of the British Council, which identified the advance of
English with the destruction of western civilization (Thier-
| felder 1940), and a recent official French study which sees the
worldwide extension of English in almost identical terms, as
[the imposition of a linguistic uniformity which is intellectually
"and spiritually cramping and a threat to cultural and creative
values (Haut Conseil de la Francophonie 1986: 341):

— ant-imperialist studies, such as Soviet analyses of English as

Ithe language of world capitalism and world domination
(references in Goodman 1968);

— political measures, for instance initiatives taken as a result of
the concern of some European parliamentarians that the
preponderance of English in economic life, and science and
technology represents a threat to the languages and cultures of
the European Community, and the concepts and modes of
thought embodied in these (Ewropean Parliament Working
Document 1-83/84/B: 27). Equivalent concerns have influ-
enced the policy of Quebec and also of Mexico, a country
which is, as one of its Presidents said, ‘so far from God and so
close to the USA™.®

The continued advance of English involves the suppression
(displacement and replacement) of other languages and the

defeat of competing imperialist languages. A full understanding
of the mechanisms of the spread of English cannot be under-
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¢ considring thesis and antithesis, and the legitim-
Mk cons

o Wity { both those who promote English and

ol thy arguments ©
why, protest ng;.lnst 1T.

nies

For ay attempt at a taxonomy of En ;:;l;g societies, with
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3 Linguistic imperialism:
theoretical foundations

A cautionary word on terminology

Many of the basic terms used in analyses of language and
imperialism are ideologically loaded. They reflect a Furopean
way of conceptualizing the issues, and tend to_reinforce
eurocentric myths and stereotypes. It is therefore imperative to
Clarify a few central terms before proceeding to the theoretical
amalysis and historical narrative.

Many eurocentric concepts conform to the pattern of how
racism is affirmed, namely by means of 1) self-exaltation on the
part of the dominant group which creates an idealistic im;g-é of

itself, 2) the devaluation of the dominated group, and the

suppression and sragnarion of its culture, institutions, lite-styles
and ideas, and 3) systematic rationalization ationships
between both groups, always favourable to the dominant group
(Preiswerk 1980).

Two of the_mgst central label colonialist__culrural
mythology arelgibe Ind Njalect) They both express the way the
dtlm_lﬂ:‘lnl‘ group differentiates itself from and Me
dominated group. They therefore form part of an_essentially_
racist ideology. The rule is that we are a natior-with a language
whereas they are tribes with dialects. This has applied irrespect-
ive of the numbers involved. It is assumed to apply to
communities which by Europeans are perceived as being trai:&ped
in ‘primarily local self-concepts, concerns and integrative bonds’
whereas ‘nations’ have got beyond this (Fishman 1989: 106 ). A
comment by a Ugandan political scientist stresses the eurocentric
nature of the terms:

One might further ask what a tribe is. There was a time when
the word possessed scientific content, when it characterized
social formarions that did not possess a state structure—the
communal, classless societies, as, for example, the Germanic
tribes. Today, however, every single ethnic group in Africa is
referred to as a tribe regardless of the nature of its social
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development. What is it that makes two million Norwegians'
4 people and just as many Baganda a tribe? A few hundred

thousand Icelanders a people and fourteen milken Hausa-
Fulanis a tribe? There is only one explanation: @
{Mamdani 1976: 3)

Calvet makes a similar point in his study of language and
colonialism, in which he concludes thar traditionally linguistics

has failed to define rigorously enough such concepts as %

languiage and dialect in relation to social power. For him _‘a
alnlcct s mever anything other than a defeared language, and a
fihpuage is a dialect which has succeeded politically” (Calvet
[974:54). In colonial discourse all African languages were
¢lassified as dialects or patois (Calver 1974:51 and 1979: 127).
Calvet refuses to use the binary opposition language and dialect,
because colonial discourse abused the rerms and because his
analysis requires terms which express the power relationship
between competing languages. He therefore refers to the
dominant language and dominated languages (Calver 1974: 54
Ad 1987). This usage will gencrally be followed throughout this
book, even though the terms are not exact parallels to language
and dialect.

In so mother tongue jmay b red, for
which the defining criteria are origin, unction. competence, self-
identificat identificadion by s (Skutnabb-Kangas

1984a), and the assumption is that rWre
than one mother tongue. The term itself is not unambiguous, as
4 ‘mother’ tongue may be the language of the biological mother
or father, or a local vehicular language (Calver 1987: Chapter
6). (For a study of the theoretical and sociopolitical construction

of the concept ‘mother tongue’ see Skutnabb-Kangas and
Phillipson 1989.)

The mother tongue/language/dialect concepts are not simple
to operate, and criteria_adopted in_ong contexf may be less
(ZTevant in another™In the Nigerian Rivers Readers Project it was
Jecded Thatthe single most determining factor in determining
what is to be a language from the point of view of the project is

Jhe expressed feeling of a group of people that it constitutes a
istinct and internally coherent linguistic community, although
the acceprable il"l_t-gl_:_nﬂ coherence differs widely from one area to
another’ (Williamson 1972:2). This criterion has the virtue of
focusing on the self-identification of the people in question.
Concepts can be revitalized and redefined. In Canada the
€
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indigenous people refer to themselves as the First Nations
{Longboat 1984, quoted in Jordan 1988). The indigenous Nortli
Arl'nerl-cans hgve broken with the eurocentric label ‘Red Indians’
with its racist associations, and now call themselves ‘nativ—s;
:?)T;erkl,cgn peoples’. Tl}is term destigmatizes ‘native’,” much as

<k’ is now a positive ascription. If the label ‘tribe’ is to be
retained, it needs to be purged of the myths and overtones it
E\-'{ka:s.. Kashoki (1982) criticizes much western research for
regardmg the tribe as a static monolingual group, and quotes
evlc!ence from a number of sociolinguistic 511rve;*s in several
.'e’s.fr.:cajm countries which shows that the norm in Africa is for
ﬂwmwﬂmmm
multilingual. He concludes that ‘the present conception of
Mi.l.ages as essentially tribal tools of communication
might have little basis in fact’ (ibid.: 163). It seems unlikely
hOWE‘:’Clj at present that the word ‘tribe’ can be stripped of its
colonialist ideological load.?

Vernacular is another loaded term. The word comes from an
lndp-Germanic root meaning ‘rootedness’ and ‘abode’. As a
Larin word it referred to whatever was homebred homeérown
or homemade, as opposed to whar was obtain'ed in form*ii
exchange. Varro used this distinction in classifying langua :3-
vernacular language is made up of the words and parrerns groir‘l
on the speaker’s own ground, as opposed to what is grown
elsewhere and then transported (Illich 1981: 57). “Vernacular’ i
now generally used, both in its technical sense anm—'_p{;[nfl’a‘i

— -
fSpeech, to mean a localized nonstandard or substandar

C))M&g' Iamguage in contrast to a literary, cultured, or foreign language
6 "

(Webster's 1hird New International Dictionary). The term
iherefore stigmatizes cerrain languages and holds othe?gm
Mrenorm. At the Unesco conference on African Langu_a_fs
and English in Education, Jos, Nigeria, 1953, participants wgre
unal_:lf: to agree on a definition of a vernacular and used the label
‘African languages’ (Tiffen 1968:104). The Unesco mono-
graph on “The use of vernacular languages in education’ defines
a vernacular language as ‘a language which is the mother tongue
of a group which is socially or politically dominated by anotiir
group spea_king a different language. We do not consider the
!angl_zage of a minority in one country as a vernacular if it is an
official language in another country’ (Unesco 1953 46).

The Unesco report also has useful definitions of two terms

which are often confused. A national lauguage is “the language
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nolitical, social_and enlrural entity’,and an official language
'y lanpuage used in the business of overnment—Ilegislativ

ecutive, and judicial’ (ibid.: 46). It follows that the same
puage or languages may serve either or bothjthese purposes.
AN Terms are widely but iconsistently Tised, 1n part because of
Luimpeting and ambiguous presuppositions. “While the designa-
Won national_tends to stand for past, present, or_hoped for
suciocultural authenticity in The ethnic realm (nationality being a
AGider Tevel of integration growing out of coalescences berween
watlier and more localized ethnicities) the designation official

tends to be associated primarily with current political-opera-
'Hunal —=ds ... The term national language . . . designates that
“Tinguage (or those languages) whose use is viewed as furthering
wociocultural integration at the nationwide (hence ‘national’)
Jevel' (Fishman 1972:215). Mateene has pointed out (1985b:
I8) how problematic these terms are, and the reality behind
them, when African linguistic resources are neglected: . .. in
Africa very few national languages are official languages, and the
(St practice of the_majority of our atesys to honour the
foreign European languages with the exclusive status of official
[inpuages . The result is that the linguistic heritage ot the nation
15 undervalued and marginalized. —_—
““The term lingua franca is also an ambivalent one, where the
historical development of the term is revealing. The term is now
frequently applied to dominant international languages which
Tppen to be the former colonia anguages—for instance
‘Thghsh as the lingua franca of international scientific contact’.
In colonial times, by contrast, English and French were placed ar
the apex of a linguistic hierarchy and the vernaculars ar the
bottom, while lingua franca was restricted to domi ican
Tanguages. Thus French was not Considered a lingua franca in
the Belgian Congo, and also ceased being designated as a
‘vehicular language’” when four local languages emerged as the
key languages of interethnic communication, education, and
labour relations. They ultimately radiated as mother tongues in
this multilingual community (see Fabian’s detailed study of the
appropriation of Swahili in the Belgian Congo 1880-1938,
Fabian 1986). In the Report on the Conference on the Teaching
of English as a Second Language, held at Makerere, Uganda, in
1961, a lingua franca is defined, for the purposes of the report,
as ‘any non-English language which is widely used, or taught in
schools for use, between nationals of the same country, but
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v_vh:ch is not _thr; mother tongue of all” (Makerere Report 1961
J?. The restriction of lingua franca to country-internal |.1se'1 :
blzarr_e, but the placing of English in a cate;gorv of its h- .
superior to all other languages which are merely [ingua fr-m\‘“‘
or vernaculars, is a clear example of colonialist discour t];“_k-"‘
us;d here as the neo-colonialist order was ushered in S
fmnci;opte:n]laorary dlcnc-na!r)-' definition is as follows: a lingua
o 1s ‘a language that is used for communication berween
|FEFenr groups of people, each speaking aml-l

‘ < HTIg'L.ia t_ranca could be an mnternationally used ]angui :‘Li
communication (e.g. English), it could be the native Ial]ggfg::l'
s:;:ﬁ; t'he groups, or it c?lzld be a language which is not SPEken
Smj;r;)} .an'} of tl.w rgroups@ug has a simplified sentence
| amd vocabulary and 1s often a mixture of two or more
anguages™ [Kichards, Platt, and Weber 1983). =
~ The pendulum has now swung the och

tendency is to promote English as the@nly lingu frandy
TIMWTMS discourseatsoputs Englis
a class of its own. This reinforces the dominant ideolo g\ _-']:;E;)
presupposes that_English he most eligible lan gua, ~ fc}
virtually all significant purposes. On the other hand ufa é%f-' =
entirely consistent: there is a tendency in academic,disccg:-u et
label European languages as ‘international’ and non-E —
ones as Hngua francgs (Calver 1987). S
lThere is alsq a fundamental problem with terminology deali
:.:juer;}:dsoagl ph:enzmena under investigation. "ﬁne !a]l?eg!
reloped evolved as a euphemisti i F

colona';_alisr epithets backiward arlljd i;l:;zz.tff;:f?bnlll;l::ﬂrzo? fo tg[he'
was still an ethnocentric term, as it was pre;ltised on fle lf:ld'
tfhat other cultures should Tfollow along a Darwm:; %ET
fowards the technical heights of western ‘ci'.-'iIiZ“ltE—HEE
E;;h L:;-}I:,t ;hc liberal neologisms developing and e.:nerge;:rne':c:
ey appear to be more positive terms, are crimnc;entri-:

%@; ttfln,\. hukf up ourselves as the norm. They are implicitly
: hat they assume that the countrics to which the Tabels
are ;appllcd have lived in_darkness and lack anv past w ;

Enowing about. However, ‘underdeveloped’ can ;1'~;up he u‘;ﬂﬂ
an active sense as a term o refer to the colonial process ":"
f-.ubmgatmg _the economies of colonized countries to Euro -0
interests. It is here a scientific term for dL‘SCI’ihiI‘I-g apa t_Pf‘iﬂﬂ
historical phenomenon, namely mm‘frdwefnpmwu'(I:"r'tl;lz Ilcﬁ?uﬁi’r
Rodney 1972). This term specifies the active agents ‘uf undcr-‘
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namely colonial and post-colonial economic,
ideological interests. Colonized societies had their
underdeveloped in order to provide the raw 7\[(
forthe development’ of western

wlopment,
fonl, and

B

T TICCCSodl Y
the present world, the WEStern powers are still

pplics of food and raw materials, and
anderdeveloped countries (the North- G
1s 1n this sense that 1

TTween them and
ivide) has progressively increased. It
e the term -underdeveloped’.

e awareness generated by using the word in this way
urally makes one suspicious of the apparently innocuous
Wi development. In non-technical language it has a purely
ve ring to it. Tn the study of the post-colonial Wworld,
wlopment, however, refers to a particular vision of economic
anidl technical advance. It generally embraces all_aspects of
W&}mlwial and cultural as well as economic and

Tinical change. At times it refers to the abolition ot poverty,
¢ progressive equalization of Tiving standards, and a process of
\ational and nternational integration [Open University 1983).
11i¢ Term 15 a misnomer in that 1T 1S now an economic fact that
ilie expectations created by the development message have not
been fulfilled for the so-called “developing’ countries (see Brandt

980, 1983). Development is therefore in a symbiotic relation-
ship to underdevelopment, and the term Tieeds to be understood

frrpty. A further critique of “deve opment’ is th
Sialysis of it as implying a patriarchal notion o goals, w
J%clude most of the ideals embodied n a femining principle’

{French 1986).
A similar problem arises with the analogous term moderniza;
tion. ‘Modernization’ is used as a technical term to describe the

“development’ process, the transition from traditional to so-called
modern principles of economic, political, and social organiza-
fion, The traditionalism-modernity dichotomy is _a_continuuin
~with behavioural, attitudinal, and valuational elemcn[sJ NMod-
Hrnization implies westernization in the sense of socio-cultural
and politico-economic developments which were initially set in
motion and have been most continuously developed in western
nations (Fishman 1972:216). The term is therefore based on
western experience and ideologyfifor a critique, see Leys 1

slightly ditterent terminological problem arises with the
term . Third World, a concept which assumes some degree of

among an immensely varied group of nations. The

o

homogeneity

—
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tein “Third World Joriginally arose as a meraphor for countries

which were not part of the rnich capitalist world or th

Communist world, and WRich hoped to improve their Ifn' tl:f
Tinding an unaligned "third way’. The term was Arst used in 195;:
E’T‘Fﬁnch demograg)her, Alfred Sanuy (Worsley 1990: 83

Ec;o_nomlsts now classify groups of countries as ‘newly ind. 1
‘dll_?_:lllg?, ‘oil-producing’, ‘low income’ and ‘mid :3 ‘usm?
countries, which iffer m'-w'mg
Unesco classifies countries according to the extent E?mzimn.
rional provision rather than gross national rnd?: :’ l"Ilf:la-
assessment of relative economic prosperity is a cnfm Ie;c: . .13
rion, relaring as It does to indebtednes; the dis[gb t'opem;
wealth within the country, the traditional n,on-marker l‘l ki

and_ the role of transnational corporations, quite aeu.oncf:my,
_soual indicators. Any of the following six ch;lracteri t_PﬂlT : y be
involved in the classification of a country as belo e
Third_World: non-aligned, non-industrial ex-colr(])iliﬁ e
populist, and perip]'lf—‘l'illfrmal'giﬂalfdeptnde;lt (Open Un!' crsits
1983). A further characteristic is thar they arg ex Fors it
lab(_mr to North countries, both of qualiﬁed Iabour- gﬁﬂ?;s ")f
ffl‘ﬂli‘l’:l and unqualified (the immigrant proletariat). Th ey
ism of the 1950s has faded, as no easy third way sélutisuo Phﬂﬂj'
been found, so it is more appropriate for those countries ; rh:'l::.l-nEf
find themselves in the lower section of the North-South di :‘?d l

be called ‘underdeveloped’. Of course, when this blank e
used, the considerablEMHmuug such cuunrriese;z;?tﬁ

_beborne in mind.

_ The same need for terminological clarificati i sith
imperialism. Ambiguity can W
the term is being used in a technical sense, most D'f[::n in \:-B;et‘wr
to an -:c.(:-nomic system, or in a more general political sense ﬂ{_l]fl‘_ﬂ
f"lmblg.llll'}' can be traced back to the nineteenth century, | 'h IS
imperialism embraced both an economic order and 1i‘T'dﬂl
‘i{l\'llllzing' goals. Hobson’s classic study of imperialism {19‘3; =
dlv{ded into two parts, one on the ec-mmmics and gl
politics of imperialism. it

The imperialist powers ascribed to themselves a missi .
role which was based on explicitly racist p;ehllcz:: %ﬁl

ideology 1s encapsulated in Earl Grey's remarks i 1899:

P_rubalb!y everyone would agree that an Englishman would b

right in considering his way of looking at the world and ar ]'fe

better than that of the Maori or the Horttentot, and no one l'l‘i
; wi

= ubyject in
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the abstract to England doing her best to impose her
hetter and higher view on these savages . . . Can there be any
doubt that the white man must, and will, impose his superior
divilization on the coloured races?

{(Quoted in Hobson 1902: 158)

Pt of that “civilization” was, needless to say, language.

Waymond Williams unravels some of the competing meanings

ul imperialism:

If imperialism, as normally defined in late 19th century
Ingland, is primarily a political system in which colonies are
governed from an imperial centre, for economic but also for
other reasons held to be important, then the subsequent grant
ol independence or self-government to these colonies can be
described, as indeed it widely has been, as ‘the end of
imperialism’. On the other hand, if imperialism is understood
ystem of external investment and
the penetration and control of markets and sources of raw
materials, political changes in the status of colonies or former
colonies will not greatly affect description of the continuing
cconomic system as imperialist. In current political argument
the ambiguity is often confusing. This is especially the case
with ‘American imperialism’, where the primarily political
reference is less relevant, especially if it carries the 19th
century sense of direct government from an imperial centre,
but where the primarily economic reference, with implications
of consequent indirect or manipulated political and military
control, is still exact. Neo-imperialism and especially neo-
colonialism have been widely used, from the middle of the
20th century, to describe this latter type of imperialism.
(Williams 1976: 159)

Lenin is a key theorist of imperialism, building on earlier work
by Kautsky and Hobson, whom he quotes, largely with
approval. In Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism he
wrote: ‘If it were necessary to give the briefest possible definition
of imperialism we should have to say that imperialism is the
monopoly stage of capitalism’ (Lenin 1973: 49, written in
1916). His theory and empirical documentation are primarily
economic. An essential feature of imperialism is Cvalrnperween

I wers, a competition that culminated 1n the rirst World
War._Lenin wrore in 1910 that the Europeans were ngnting
about colonial power: ‘they are fighting a war for the purpose of

primarily as an economic s
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retaining the colonies they have grabbed and robbed. . . . Britain
is grabbing at Germany’s colonies” (ibid.: 39). (Germany’s
colonies were indeed confiscated.)

Though much analysis of imperialism has been primarily
economic, later versions of imperialism theory also encompass
the political, social, and ideological dimensions of exploitartion,
and integrate all these strands into a coherent whole. The
theories attempt to account for the structure which perpetuates
inequality in the world.

Imperialism theory will be expounded more fully later. Prior
to that, a cautionary note is needed on the implications of using
a label such as ‘imperialism’ as a technical term. It follows from
what has already been said abourt imperialism that individuals

with possibly the most altruistic motives for their work may—

Tevertheless funcrion in an imperialist structure. This might for
Tnstance apply to anyone concerned with educational aid (‘aid’,
‘educated’, and many additional western concepts need to be
used with critical caution). That the individuals in question
would be disconcerted at being classified as cultural or linguistic
imperialists 1s to be expected. Whereas for most of this century
many Europeans were proud to be imperialists, confidently
participating in the radiation of their culture, most would resent
being accused of imperialism now—even if they represent a
dominant culture and their role is to disseminate it. There is
likely to be a gut reaction against an accusation of involvement
in any form of imperialism, linguistic or otherwise. This is
because there is an element of the unethical and morglly
reprehensible attached to the term, as there is with the words
‘racism’ and ‘sexism’, In order for analysis of the issue to go
Beyond the level of individual perceptions, roles, and self-image,
it is essential to dig down to the underlying structures which
support {or counteract) individual efforts. This highlights the
need for the elaboration of an adequate theory for this purpose,
preferably one which also elucidates how individual actors can
influence the structure so as to change ir.

A working definition of English linguistic imperialism

I shall now suggest a working definition of English linguistic
imperialism and relate it to imperialism as a broad theory
enabling us to understand exploitation. We live in a world
characterized by inequality—of gender, nationality, race, class,
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liwome, and language. To trace and understand the linkages
hetween English linguistic imperialism and inequality in the
political and economic spheres will require us to look at the
thetoric and legitimation of ELT (for instance, at protestations
that it is a ‘neutral’, ‘non-political’ activity) and relate what ELT
luims to be doing to its structural functions.

A working definition of English linguistic imperialism is that
Wid " dontmance of English is asserted and mamntammed by the
MiabThment and continuous reconstitution o] Structurar and
Yilinral inequalities between English and other languages-Ticre
STiiiciiral refers broadly to material properues [for example,
ifititutions, Ainancial allocations) and cultural to immaterial or
ileological properties (for example, attitudes, pa?gogu; prin-
iples). English Tinguistic imperialism is one example of linguic-
i, which is dehned as “ideologies, structures, and practices
Which are used to legitimate, effectuate, and reproduce an
unequal division of power and resources {both material _m'r-:i
finmaterial) berween groups which are defined on the basis of
mguage' (the definition is an elaboration of varants evolved
over several years, see Skutnabb-Kangas 1988, first published in
P'hillipson and Skutnabb-Kangas 1986; Phillipson 1988). Eng-
lish lingusitic imperialism is seen as a sub-type of Iingmcg‘n:
=rfestructural and cultural inequalitics ensure the continued
sllocation of more material resources to English than to other
laipuages and beneht those who are prohcient in English.
| figicism occurs, [or instance, if there 1s a policy of supporting
several languages, if priority 1s given in teacher traimng,
Curriculum development, and school rimerables To one language.

15 was the familiar pattern in core English-speaking countries,
and one which was exported to the periphery. One forum in
which the legitimation of this linguicism takes place 1s in
political discourse on language issues. Another forum in '?a.-"hich
linguicism is legitimated is in language pedagogy. The legmmg-
tion of English linguistic imperialism makes use of two mamn
mechanisms T retation to educational language planning, one :_rl
fespect of Tanguage and culture Tanglocentricity), the other n
respect of pedagogy [professionalism). _

The term anglocentricity has been coined by analogy with
ethnocentricity, which refers ro the practice of judging o@
cultures by the standards of one’s own. There is a sense In which
We are escapably committed to the ethnocentricity of our own
world view, however much insight and understanding we have
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of other cultures (for a philosophical analysis see MacCabe
1985). Anglocentricity takes the forms and functions of English,
and the promise of what English represents of can lead to, as the
nmage ATTIVITY Ot use should be measured.
1t simultaneously devalues other languages, either explicitly or
mphcuhj. For the concepts ethnocentricity or anglocentricity to

¢ anything more than useful cultural relativist terms they need
to be integrated with structural power.

Professionalism_refers to seeing

-~ ollowed in EL T, including the theories of language
learning and teaching adhered to, as sufficient for understandi

— - N
and ar?al','smg language learning. 1 would argue that ﬁ.i?
Bmfessmnalism excludes broader societal issues, the prerequis-
ites 'fmd consequences of ELT activity, from itsmﬂ

Ar}gluccn_tricit)-' and professionalism legitimate English as the
dominant lapguage by rationalizing activities and beliefs which
connlfibute to_the structural and cultural inequalities berween
];rjghsi:f_md_nﬂmg&ges. The professional discourse around
ELT(isconzieetzxulture from structure by limiting the focus im
Tanguage pedagogy to technical marters, that is, language and
¢ducation in_a narrow sense, to the exclusion of social,
economic, and political marters. Sl

These working definitions have been formulated so as to
attempt to see whether ELT contributes in education systems to
the reproduction and distribution of political, e-::onodmic, and
cultural power, and if so, how. If we were studying the role of
American films in cultural and linguisitic imperialism, we would
need to focus on matters other than anglocentricity and (ELT)
professionalism. In order to illustrate the relationship between
global language promotion and economic and political interests
on the one hand, and English linguistic imperialism in educational
!a!nguagc planning and in the classroom on the other, I shall now
give some brief examples of ELT activities. They shed some light
on where the ‘power’ of English comes from, an issue I shall
return to later.

n the contemporary world, ELT seems to be marketable
worldwide. There is a demand for material products and
resources (books, jobs for English teachers, space on timetables)
anﬂ'__for immaterial resources (ideas, teaching principles). This is
of significance to Britain, as the Director-General of the British
Council stated in the 1987/88 Annual Report (page 8): ‘Britain’s
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al black gold is not North Sea oil but the English language. It
& [uny; been at the root of our catrare T oW 1s fast becoming
o global language of business and information. The challenge
wlig us is to exploit it to the full,” ELT therefore has economic
s well as ideological aspects. It is concerned with culeure and
e,

When China shows a BBC English teaching series on television
Athere were an estimated 100 million viewers for the series
Jullow me in the mid-1980s), the way language is presented and
practised (‘culture’ in the definition of English linguistic imperi-
alism) is one level of an operation that also demands financial

Ivestment and may have economic consequences (*structure’).
Ihat this type of language pedagogy export is considered a good
pulitical investment can be seen by the fact that the United Startes
Information Agency felt prompted to begin work on an
puivalent multi-media English teaching series aimed at false
beginners, in collaboration with the Macmillan Publishing
(ompany (United States Advisory Commission on Public
Diplomacy 1986: 39).
An carlier example of ELT professionalism in operation was
the American audiolingual doctrine which was widelv dissemin-
red T The posowar period. The doctrine was available (a
pr:I;lg:)gical method had been worked out), as were the material
révotrces Tor disseminating it (hooks, teachers Aid projects). Itis
rhimkable that audiolingualism would have had such a
significant impact globally without American economic might
behind it. It is also possible that it would never have taken rhe
form it did without its genesis in the Defence Language Institute,

ser up to teach foreign languages to US armed forces: learners *
AT - : »

ilitary di

were un
F . . - - -
success) which does wonders for motvation. he impact of
audiolngualism was great i untries which were t es
economically weak and lacked an effective pedagogical counter- 7
weight, that is, in underdeveloped countries, whereas western
Furopean countries were largely sceptical and either resisted or
modified audiolingualism. The propagation of audiolingualisn

was itself the result of a combination of cultural and structural
factors, including a military element, and it had both cultural

and structural implications.
A key issue in ELT ar present, which is_a{test caseor

anglocentricity and professionalism, 1s whaf norms)learners of

= = : e -
English in underdeveloped countries should aimat (mentioned
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earlier as the dispute between liberation linguistics and deficit
linguistics). Are learners supposed to have standard British
English as the targer, or a local educated variety of English? The
conflicting answers to this controversial question provide reveal-
ing insight into the nature of professionalism at the local level, as
well as at the international ‘expert’ level. Classroom practice
may, of course, continue oblivious of the niceties of academic
policy formation, but the answers have implications for the
official policy on classroom practice, choice of teaching mater-
ials, and learning strategies. The answers also reveal what kind
of relationship there is berween the core English-speaking area,
from which ‘international” norms are derived, and the periphery-
English areas in question. Key questions are raised: why should
norms from Britain be considered ‘global” at all? Why should
‘experts’ from the core English-speaking areas be listened to
rather than local people? It is likely thar adherence to a British
global norm is symptomatic of dependence rather than self-
sufhciency. It is also probable that dependence in the ideological
sphere 1s matched and to some extent caused by dependence in
F‘fﬁ_?tecﬁwa], economic, and political spheres. There is a clear
link berween the targer norm thar a periphery-English teacher
aims at (a vital question at the micro level) and the relative
power of the core country in the periphery (a macro-level
structural question).
The issues touched on here will be analysed in greater depth
later, particularly in Chaprers 7 and 8.

Linguistic imperialism and linguicism

As indicated earlier, there are essentially two competing para-

digms for understanding ;North-South links, modernization
, theory and imperialism theory. Development aid inspired by
western modernization ideals has had to concede that the vision
of underdeveloped countries retracing the steps of western
democracies on a guaranteed route to prosperity has not come
about. This sobering r-:alizafiun_.napligs equally to the massive
education ‘aid” inspired by(human capital theory and the belief
that South countries could be galvanized from the top dewn-
wards. These empirical facts serve to discredit the modernization
paradigm, and possibly to strengthen the claims of imperialism
theories which focus on political economy, class structure, the
dynamics of capital accumulation within a global matrix, and
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tion of precapitalist societies by colonial and
pitalism. But there are other possible interpreta-
while accepring many of the claims of
pt'ri-.tlism theory, at the same time question some of the
¢rlying assumptions of both theories. Galtung (1988) -:.ioes
thiis lrom a comparative philosophical humanistic point of view,
Liiticizing both theories for economism, and suggestiflg orient-
wlly-inspired, more flexible theories which put b.-151_r: human
Meeds in focus. French (1986) arrives at similar conclusions from
& leminist point of view. The science paradigm criticism of
Harding (1986) and others can be used to further undcmﬁnc the
wedibility of some of the basic unquestioned assumptions of
hoth modernization and _imperialism _theories. In choosing
Caltung's version-of imperialism theory as the main_starting
point ;mg,dﬁping notions abour linguistic imperialism, [

ve tried to incorporate some of this criticism and to avo
soim¢ of the most obviots reductionist fallacies.
actical-“aid’_terms, the realization that the hopes-of the
1960s have 0 ~fulfilled means that the focus of such key
hodies as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund
has shifted to attempting to supply the ‘basic needs’ of the
underprivileged (Hayter and Watson 1985; Hoogveldt 1982),
and more recently, to enforcing ‘structural adjustment’. How
this is experienced by the poor countries is expressed by ex-
President Nyerere of Tanzania, who is quoted in the Danish
journal Kontakt as saying in a speech in London in 1985:

transtorma

Instead of gunboats, economic power is used one-sidedly to
push through the will of the powerful"The Tnternational

mstrument for the economic and ideological control of the
pOOT countries.

In the elaboration of a theory of linguistic imperialism that
follows, a primary source will be Galtung’s theoretical work, as
this represents an attempt to integrate all the various dimensions
of imperialism, and therefore permits linguistic imperialism to be
situated in relation to other types of imperialism. Galtung’s
theory does not refer to linguistic imperialism, but this can be
seen as a sub-type of what he refers to as cultural imperialism.
Other theorists of cultural imperialism will be drawn on, namely
a theory dealing with global incorporation and theories of other
sub-types of cultural imperialism, such as media and educational

Monetary Fund has more or less become the rich_countries’

| ME
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imperialism. These are relevant in relation to the dissemination
of the fundamental teaching norms of ELT, where there is an
intermeshing of language and pedagogy.

e Galrung’s imperialism theory posits six mutually interlocking

| types of imperialism: economic, political, INTATY, communicat-

(’l e [here meaning CommunICATTO amre-teansport s rmitrra—atd

oot 1980128 tmperialism is ‘a type of relationship where-

By one society (or collectivity in more general terms) can
v four mechan-
1§Ths, the most essential of which is exploitation, the others being,
penetration, fragmentation, and margmahization. Exploitation
NvoIVes asym Tinteraction between partics which exchange
goods on unequal terms.
- Galtung's goati5 “an image of imperialism rich _enough ro
capture a wide variety of phenomena, vet specific enough not to
B¢ a_tautology’ (ibid.: 127). The theory operates with a division
of the world into a dominant Centre (the powerful western
countries and interests), and dominated Peripheries (the under-
developed countries). There are centres of power in the Centre
and in the Periphery. The Peripheries in both the Centre and the
Periphery are exploited by their respective Centres. Elites in the
Centres of both the Centre and the Periphery are linked by

shared interests within_each type of imperialism and, it 1s
claimed here, by @nguagfi._'}lhc TOrms, Whether economic,
military, or linguistic, are dictated by the dominant Centre and

have been internalized by those in power in the Periphery. The,
interlocking of the various types of imperialism can be seen in
the—way cultural imperialism serves to reproduce the material
conditions for exploitation [an cconomic-reproductive function )
afid to legiimate exploitation (an ideological-reproductive
TuncrionT. 3

~In the early colonial phase of imperialism, the élites in the
Periphery consisted of the colonizers themselves, whether settlers
or administrators. In present-day neo-colonialism, the élites are
to a large extent indigenous, but most of them have strong links
with the Centre. Many of them have been educated in Centre
countries and/or through the medium of the Centre language,
the old colonial langifage. In this phase international organiza-
rions play a key role. These organizations are economic (private
or governmental transnational corporations), polirical (supra-
national governmental organizations), military (various systems
of alliance, treaties), communicational (shipping and air com-
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Wiiley, news agencies), and cultural (film companies, book
Ihors).

i the next phase of imperialism o-neo-colonialism, Ce:ntre-
Mphiery interaction will bg7increasingly sby means of inter-

il communications, Computer technology will obviate the

'y consciousness. This will play an ever-increasing role in
" . p—— = =
801 (0 strengthen control over the means of production. For

getiation of the Periphery. ) T
T progression from one type of imperialist control to

uther parallels the way power can be exe_rt_ed by means of
ks (impositional force), carrots (bargaining), and ideas

s Therefore an increased linguistic penetration of the
{eTy 15 essential for completing the move away trom'crude
%, the sticks of colonial nmes, and even the more discreet
erf e Tico-colonialist phase of assymetrical bargaining, t0
Weo peo-cotoratist control by means of ideas. »
Srtring mentions the dissemmation of Lentre languages in
the Periphery and the role of governmental organizations in
promoting dominant languages. For our purposes it is necessary
1 establish linguistic imperialism as a dlsflnf:[ type o_f |mpe:r1§1-
Wi, in order to be able to assess its mle.wlrhln an imperialist
situcture as a whole. Linguistic imperialism_permeates all [-he
fypes of imperialism, for two reasons. has 1o do = i
Oim (language as a medium for transmitting ideas), thgSecon

~ With Tontent. As regards the hrst, language is the primary

medium of communication for links in_all_helds—indeed
Iaﬂguﬁw for most forms of contact other than
hrute Torce, Communication presupposes mutual m}ders[andmg
on the basis of a shared code)lr is hardly rising therefore
that it is the Centre’s language which is us  Secondly _
imperialism dovetails with other types of |‘m;_>.er1a1-|5m andl is ag_ X
integral_part_of them. Linguistic imperialism is a primary
component of cultural imperialism, though it must be»remleuj:-
bered that cultural dissemination can also take non-linguistic
forms (German music, Italian_painting) and can_occur in
translation (ranging from_highbrow works to \K‘fall: Disney
Jomics). Linguistic imperialism is also central_to social imperidl-
jsm, which relates to the transmission of the norms and

wil for the physical presence of the exploiters. New a:-:nmnum1 lww
s technology will step up the Centre's attempt to contro Hx{-,

tu be cffective requires the Lentre s Cultural and NAGUIStC yo - o

Lasion). Language 1s the primary means for communicating —,

el

[ YN
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I - - snrari inant language, to
behaviour of a model social structure, and these are embeddei i1 o 1 ulves representation of the dnmm:n ufuois‘ -
- - Bl TIcs or
anguage. This occurs wherever a socializing inHuence is excri | S olle Tharactersnics are attributed, purp

anid  the oppos

e for dommated languages, for

for nstance from the example set by(*aid Jpersonnel in the ficl|

ol exlusion. The b

nmary opposition Tanguage/dialect and

It also ucwmmﬂn
education system of an underdeveloped country and transmi
Focial valucsy

ndividuals who operate internationally, whether by workin;

abroad or through the dissemination of their ideas in books a1l
other media, can be described as inter-state actors (Preiswerl

Hernational Iangua

I A
% ol linguicist disco

Focent times, will be

ge/lingua franca/vernacular_already

By Lharactersnc examples of inguicist discourse. Sample

nirse, both i the colonial period and
analysed later.

' ISHC 1 iali i -ty f linguicisim.
diali linguistic imperialism is one sub-type o o

1978). English language teachers working abroad and applicd Wil imperialism on
inEuisrs in their writings both fall into this category. 1 e exemplifics iing_uic
[ The working definition of English linguistic imperialisi Wianeously with sexism

attempts to capture the way one language dominates others,

the part of the speakers of any
ism. Linguicism may be in operation
, racism, or classism, but linguicism__

pxclusively to ideologies and structures where language is

with anglocentricity and professionalism as the central EL |
mechanisms operating within a structure in which unequal
power and resource allocation is effected and legitimated.
Linguicism is the central concept here. Linguicism is distinct
from other *-isms’ such as sexism and racism, in so far as it is
language rather than gender or race which is the crucial criterion

“Which  the
Wt ant or in

Weration i a teacher stigm

WAl Tor cffecting or maintaimng an unequal allocation of

1 ' ' i Id a
i ail resources. This could ‘ _
" mother tongues of some children, from an

digenons minority background, are ignored, and

. = ———T— .
consequences for their learning. Linguicism 1s ilso in

v, for instance, in a sc ool

atizes the local dialect spoken by the

in the beliefs and structure which result in unequal power and

Wlidren and this has conse

quences of a structural Kind, that 1s,

resource allocation.
Sexism has been defined as ‘words or actions that arbitrarily

i

ivisi es as a result,
WIS a0 unequal division of power and resourc

assign roles or characteristics to people on the basis of sex
Originally used to refer to practices that discriminated agains

women, the term now includes any usage that unfairly delimits W another. Thus it 1s I

i on supported by an
plesiipposes that the (Actorsy In _question are_supp ——
1 1St Structure of exploitation of one society or collectivity

Wt lor linguicism also to constitute !irr‘gr:rsriﬂwﬁsgn
- !X:

ngui fmperialism_if_the knghsh

the aspirations or attributes of either sex’ (from the Guidelines

for Nonsexist Use of Language in Publications of the National lie Ugandans, and

wape s imposed (by sticks, carrots, or tdcas) on the Welsh mi
Tra Tnguicism is in operation. In the neo-colonia

Association of Teachers of English in the USA, Nilsen et al.
1977:182). Racism involves a similar process of ascription,
racialization. One definition of racism is that it is ‘hoth a
structural and ideological form in terms of a race relations
structure in which the inequalities and differentiation inherent in

fepresentatives of the elite
~ and collaborators) are the

and
phase of imperialism inter-state actors from the Centre

in the Periphery (their counterparts
key agents of this linguistic imperial-

jam. Like racism, linguicism may be COnscious Or unNconscious on

the wider social structure are related to physical and cultural
criteria of an ascriptive kind and are rationalized in terms of fore concrete (resource

the part_of fihe 3CTors) and OVEIL Or COVCIT, It may be of] a)nr
abstract kind (regulations for the use of particular languages) «

allocation to one language but not

deterministic belief systems which tend to make reference to

: . i ; uthers). S e
biological science’ (Mullard 1980:7). Miles (1989:38) notes "There is no reason to restrict lmguu':lsm to matters ology
how the crystallization of racism in the colonial period, drawing alone, as Miles (1989) does v velation 6 racism. 11.1 I?l_ = 0
Of ceepiiries of st ical tepiesentutions of e Other, encilla shed Li the relationshi een ELT and imperialism, 1

dialectic of representational inclusion and exclusion. By attribut-

ing a population with certain characteristics in order to ,
categorize and differentiate it as an Other, those who do so also university has 20 posts in
establish criteria by which they themselves are represented’. indigenous languages of t

the structures which are uphe y

"deolozies. Thus, 1T an African
English and a minute number in the
he country, then there is prima facie
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evidence of a linguicist structure, which may well be under
pinned by linguicist beliefs. If the country/collectivity in question
is part of the global imperialist structure, then linguistic
imperialism is in operation. In Galtung’s terms, imperialism is
effected by penetration and the establishment of a bridgehead.
for instance the establishment of a colomialist education system,
within an exploitative structure. As English is also used widely
for supranational and international links, English linguistic
imperialism operates globally as a key medium of Centre-
Periphery relations.

Even if the definitions of linguicism and of English linguistic
imperialism are exphicit and unambiguous enough To permmt
_identihcation_of what is linguicist or Tinguistic imperialist in a
given historically-determined context, this does not mean that
“Prettsirtinguistic impenalism and INGUICISITare straightforward
and invariably functional, They operate within a wider socio-
political structure which is always itself full of contradictions.
Just as Miles regards racism as ‘a necessarily contradicrory
phenomenon rather than that it is functional to the mode of
production’ (ibid.: 129), linguicism is a set of practices and
beliefs which represent an artemprt by those involved in language
matters to give signification to a complex segment of reality,
which itself meshes with political, ideological, and other factors.

Few authors have attempted to define linguistic imperialism.
Calvet (1987) refers to linguistic racism, but he does so in a
general sense without defining it. The Ghanaian sociolinguist,
Gilbert Ansre, describes linguistic imperialism as:

The phenomenon in which the minds and lives of the speakers
of a language are dominated by another language to the point
where they believe that they can and should use only thar
foreign language when it comes to transactions dealing with

the more advanced aspects of life such as education, philo-~

sophy, literature, governments, the administration of justice,
etc. . . . Linguistic imperialism has a subtle way of warping the
minds, attitudes, and aspirations of even the most noble in a
society and of preventing him from appreciating and realizing
the full potentialities of the indigenous languages.’

(Ansre 1979: 12—13)

Ansre’s description has the merit of specifying the types of belief
that characterize linguistic imperialism. It fleshes out and
animates anglocentricity, and describes the consequences for the
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Wininant and dominated languages and for the indi'.fidual. His
JALLption is reminiscent of the way in which racism is afﬁrl.ncd
il stresses the tenacity of this form of ideological reproduction.
W references to the lives of those who have internalized
Wiiistic imperialism and the institutions typically affected
wetch the description beyond that of a set of beliefs to the
Ltices involved, and implicitly to structure. On the other hand
bisre's detailed description of linguistic imperialism is not

neerned with language pedagogy and imperialism, and it is '.she
icular logic of this professional world that needs scrutiny

tural imperialism in science, the media, and education

We can now revert to the insights from other areas of
mperialism theory which can support the study of Epg{lsh
Nimguistic imperialism. Galtung exemplifies cultural imperialism

by a sub-type which he calls scientific imperialism:

If the Center always provides the teachers and the definition of
what is worthy of being taught (from the gospels of
Christianity to the gospels of Technology and Science), :and
the Periphery always provides the learners, lfhf:n there is a
pattern of imperialism . . . a pattern of scientific teams from
the Center who go to Periphery nations to collect dara (raw
material) in the form of deposits, sediments, flora, fauna,
archaeological findings, attitudes, opinions, behavioral pat-
terns, and so on for data processing, data analysis, and theory
formation (like industrial processing in general). This takes
place in the Center universities (factories), in o_rder to send the
finished product, a journal, a book (manufactured goods)
back for consumption in the center of the Periphery, first
] having created a demand for it through demonstration effect,

Training in_the Center country, and some degree of lo.w-level
participation in the data-collection team. This parallel is not a
foke, it is a structure.
(Galtung 1980: 130)

Most of the benefits and spin-offs of this relationship accrue to
the Centre, while the Periphery remains in a dependent situation.
Linguicism is in operation if the Centre language is always used,
and Periphery languages are not accorded enough resources to
develop so that the same functions could be performed in them.
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The imperialist structure ensures that the West has a near
monopoly of scientific research, whether into technological
TOTTS, T hi orld developmentissues, or English language
Dedagogy. The structural resources of the Centre [universities,
research institutions, publishers, funding agencies) are vastly
greater than those available in Periphery countries. The cultura
resources of the Centre (ideas, theories, experience) are con-

~Stantly rencwed, partly also thToug scientiiic imperialism, with
thePeriphery remaming in 2 depemdent situation. ThisSTrocture
is the framework within which the relationship berween the core
English-speaking countries and periphery-English countries in
the ELT field needs to be seen.

Cultural imperialism has also been analysed as ‘the sum of
processes by which a society is brought into the modern world
Syster and Row 1ts QOMIMAting SITAtuim 15 attracred, pressured,
Torced, and sometimes bribed mto shapmg social MSTITALons to

“Torrespond [0, O CVel PromoTe, e values and structures of the

mnter of the system” (Schiller 1976:9). The means

“Tised Tor this purpose are manifold: commercial products of all
kinds, films, television serials (the USA dominates telecommuni-
cations and satellite communications worldwide), advertising
agencies abroad (the majority of which are American), youth
culture; the entire battery of activities in cultural diplomacy (in
the sense of government-financed operations), among them such
key items as study in the Centre country, ensuring the place of
the dominant language as a school subject or even as the medium
of education, the stationing of inter-state actors abroad, and the
export of books and other reading matter (referred to, in relarion
to subsidized textbooks for higher educarion, as ‘literary
colonialism’ by Altbach 1975); examinations ensuring inter-
national ‘standards’, higher education links, educarional ‘aid’
projects, etc. Many of these could be classified as educational
imperialism.

If the concept ‘culture’ is defined broadly, economic, political
and military impenahst links all have ideological implications
and consequences. They can there e considered as having a
cultural impenialist dimension efinition—of cultural
imperialism is necessarily a broad one, as he is describing the
gtobatprocess of structural and ideological incorporarion. His
definisiorrmeshes usefully with the definiion of Eaglish lin-
guistic_imperialism: English is the langnage in which this

incorporation is taking place (form), and the structures and

e ———
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lealopies connec ish operate globally (content). If
fficanization’ or *Westernization’ is what Schiller is describ-
i, then English is the key medium for this process.

Schiller’s focus on global incorporation into the norms of the
L entre is relevant for a language which has to some extent a
\lobal® reach. It is less relevant when describing the kind of

Islocation that occurs when one language advances at the
wxpense of others in a more restricted local context. Thus in
Tanzania, English is a dominant language vis-a-vis Swabhili,
which in turn dominates the other languages. A linguistic
higrarchy of this kind is found in many other contexts, for
instance French remains the language of power in post-
independence Mali, and the recent advance of Bambara,
including widespread literacy in it, has been at the expense of
ather Malian languages (Calver 1979). In such cases there is
dlear evidence of linguicism, but whether there is a situation of
linguistic and cultural imperialism would depend on the links
etween the language(s) in question and a wider framework of
exploitation.

English _linguistic imperialism is often advanced by such
cultural activities as Alm, vidcos, and Tefevision. For mstance,
hesides pop music, television 1s the greatest source of the
considerable amount of English that children in the Nordic
countries know before they meet the language as a school
sibject: television accounts for Finnish children knowing
such existential lexical items as ‘shoot’, ‘kill’, and ‘hands up’
(Palmberg 1985). A considerable proportion of programme time
on television in the Nordic countries is of foreign origin, largely
from English-speaking countries, and broadcast in the original
language.

There are studies of loans from English into Danish (Serensen
1973), Finnish (Sajavaara 1983), Norwegian (Vinje 1977), and
Swedish (Ljung 1982; Jones 1983), and a wide range of
Furopean languages (Filipovic 1982). These studies are generally
restricted to study of the forms of language and do not analyse
' es or structure of linguistic or cultural impenalism.
This exemplifies the principle, note i
definition of English linguistic imperialism, that language spe-
cialists disconnect culture from structure. Sajavaara’s Finnish
study has also mvestigated arnTades to the imperialist language,
but in a form which attitude studies often rake, namely
investigating ideological phenomena only rather than both these
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and their structural connections. There is a Danish study of the
Americanization of Danish cultural life in the decade following
1945, in particular the ideology of comics, paperbacks, and the
Danish-language version of the Reader’s Digest, and the
considerable social impact these had (Christensen et al. 1983).
Although the role of language or language pedagogy is not
covered in this study, it is clear that the socio-cultural shift
inherentin and rtriggered by Americanization facilitates English
l‘ing{r\-}%:m]\aﬁmar study also demonstrates clearty that -
no aspect of imperialism can be analysed in isolation from
imperialism as an all-embracing, multifaceted phenomenon.
Many cultural imperialist activities are engaged in by private
enterprise for profit. Government agencies also assist the private
sector when this serves their political goals. F6r instanck in the
immediate post-war vears, Reader’s Digest, Time, an Life-w-ere
provided with a substantial tiS—government subsidy so as (o
assist their establishment in the Furopean market and to

ATCOSTOM Europeans to AMerican tastes A Taeas TTor details see
Christensen et al. 1983). The same strategy s een successful

in underdeveloped countries, where choice of informed reading
matter tends to be restricted. ‘African intellectuals read Tinre
and Newstweek’, is the terse comment from one eminent African
(Achebe 1975: 38).

A similar example of cultural imperialism is the promotion of
the British book trade by government finance. This is primarily
designed to boost the Centre’s commerce with the Periphery and
the dissemination of the Centre’s ideas and language. While
many books are of undoubted relevance, jglso appears that

ooks can be offloaded in the Periphery, (like Jpharmaceuticals
and pesticides which are banned, suspect, or no longer wanted in
the Centre. The British Council's Annual Report 1987/88 (page
12) states that on “April 21, 1988 the Minister for Overseas
Development, Chris Patten, announced the Textbooks for Africa
Project, designed to get surplus British textbooks into African
schools.”

In northern Scandinavia in the 1930s, a similar pattern, with
more explicitly ideological goals was followed. Free books and
journals in Norwegian and Swedish were given to Finnish and
Sami indigenous minority groups as part of the Norwegian and
Swedish governments” policy to assimilate these communities
linguistically and culrurally. Minority groups were provided
with cheaper radio licenses. The radio programmes were, of
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pourse, in the dominant languages only. As late as the 195_’05
there was a ban in the relevant part of Sweden on importing
Finnish-language books and journals, and libraries were for-
Isidden to buy them (Eriksen and Niemi 1981: 241-5). r

A central feature of the imperialist structure is that the
Interaction 1s asymmetrical, This can be clearly seen m media
mm:mm}’)_fm’e-ﬁlches of cultural imperialism which
las been extensively researched, and which has afﬁnities. “fith
linguistic imperialism in education systems. Media imperialism
lias been defined as follows:

The term refers to the process whereby the ownership,
structure, distribution, or content of the media in any country
are singly or together subject to substantial external pressures
from the media interests of any other country or countries
without proportionate reciprocation of influence by the
country so affected.

(Boyd-Barrett 1977: 117)

There is a trickle of products, ideas, and influence from the
Periphery to the Centre, but the overwhelming flow is from
Centre to Periphery. For instance, many underdeveloped coun-
tries and Scandinavia are dependent for their overseas news on
Reuter’s. The flow in the opposite direction is minimal. Finnish
research indicates thag Reuter’spa London-based private agency,
has operated as “the window to the world for Finland (Kivikuru
|9¥5: 207, Thisphrase must have a familiar ring to those versed
in the arguments advanced for the use of English_ as an
‘international’ language. Many politicians and applied linguists
credit English with this ‘window” function. In both instances,.the
news agency and the language, the window serves as the medi um
for information, and the phrase does not refer either to content
DEto the hltering processes involved. Nor does it disclose that
visibility through the window is asymmetrical.

“In the process referred to as cultural synchronization (Hame-
link 1983: 5), the Centre cultural products serve as models for
the Periphery, and many aspects ot local cultural creativity and
social inventiveness, evolved over centuries, are thrown into
confusion or destroyed. The seqﬁﬁc_e_ of events 1s tor the new
mode to be adopted in its alien form initially and to be gradually
transformed. This is akin to what happens when loan words are
adopted and used initially in their foreign form—typically in a

fast-developing Reld like computers—until a neologism 1in the
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borrowing language is coined, or else the word is partially
modified in the direction of the linguistic norms of the host
language. Modelling is the term used for following a foreign
Tecipe and ftransforming it _into a Jocal production. It s so
Widcspreadin the media that the hgures for ‘Toreign® and
‘domestic’ production (of, for instance, television programmes)
are only partially revealing, in that much of the indigenous
output follows a foreign model.

This description of the processes involved in media imperial-
ism could also apply to such aspects of ELT as curriculum design
or textbook-writing. Professionalism is a key element in ELT, as

it is in broadcasting and journalism. The mechanisms of
—_— e —

professional transfer to_underdeveloped countries in media
f rialism have been described as threefold: institutional
framsfer i the case of British colonies, export of BBC principles
and practices), training and education, and_the diffusion of
occupational ideologies (Golding 1977). Dependence on the
technology and professionalism of the Centre, and the availabil-
ity of relatively cheap products from the Centre, serve to ensure
the reproduction in the Periphery of the institutions and
practices of the Centre and militate against finding more
appropriate local solutions. In view of the absence of the self-
regulating autonomy which ‘characterizes professions m  the
Centre, what effectively is transferred is the 1deotogy rather than
the practice of professionalism (ibid.: 293).

It is highly likely that the professionalism of ELT has a similar
pedigree. The same mechanisms of professional transfer have
operated: the transfer of Centre institutions as models for those
in the Periphery (in underdeveloped countries ‘the organization
of education systems, from kindergarten to research institure,
reflects western models’, Altbach 1982:472). Training and
education is what most ELT ‘aid’ has been about. ELT has aimed
at the diffusion of an {Gccupatiopal ideologyy an accepted
H-‘E_Tﬁjltlon of what legitimate behaviour, skills, and knowledge
characterize the profession at its various levels. The mechanisms
of professional transfer from Centre to Periphery thus seem to a

large extent to be identical to those described in media
imperialism. Like\a,'ise.—m%d
professionalism of Centre ELT, and the availability of relatively
cheap products (the most signihicant of which is books), serves to
facilitate the reproduction in the Periphery of the institutions

and practices of the Centre and militates against finding (more
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propriace) lacal solutions. One can classify this structure as
m vart of educational imperialisn. _
ymperialism theory 1 have elaborated 'tries o .avmd
dietionism by recognizing that whart happens in the Periphery
Wit irrevocably determined by the Centre. The efforts of the
Wit do not mesh in precisely with what the Periphery’s I'I{.tEdS
understood to be. Nor are the Periphery representatives
wlve spectators. They have a variety of motives, at the state
the personal level, as do the Centre inter-state actors.
iiphery decision-makers have some freedom of manoeuvre in
thating with the Centre, in deciding whether to ;}ccept aid’)
il under what conditions. A conspiracy theory is therefore
deguate as a means of gra$ping the Tole of The Key actors i
fic or Periphery. The conspiracy explanation tends to be too
Spiie and undifferentiated to merit being called a theory. It also
lnores the structure within which the actors operate. The extent
W which individual actors can influence the structure is a more
apen question, and one of major importance for those who seek
hinpe. _
:ll"ll:' mixed experience of educational ‘aid’ efi’_orts demon-
Mrates clearly how the Centre improvises within a ge?eml
siutegy of extending influence. “The history of f:du_canc-nal
"aid” agencies shows the difficulty of both the dmgnu:ms of the
Wroblems to be solved and the selection of remedies for them.
"fhcrc is little agreement even as to the broad purposes_of
‘sducational “aid”. As we move through the objectives, strategies,
Jationales, and tactics of the programmes, their pveral] coher-
‘ehce, (and frequently their internal coherence) rapidly decres&.ses.
Par from the conspiracy theorists’ nightmare of planned capl_raL
st seduction, the realities are much more of ad hoc and ﬂn}\:ﬂ:h:
programmes whose original coherence is among the ﬁr.5[ t!ung to
go as they come under the pressures of implementation’ (Dale
and Wickham 1984:43). _ ‘ ‘
This does not however reduce the impact of Centre aid agencies.
American foundations have spent vast funds on educlatmn in
underdeveloped countries, the impact of which has, for mst-:mce,
been analysed in relation to Africa (Berman 1982a and 1982b) and
India (Sancheti 1984). (See also the World Bank Report on
Education in Sub-Saharan Africa, 1988, analysed in a thematic
issue of Comparative Education Review, February 1989.) These
analyses indicate that one of the most significant outcomes of
educational imperialism has been that the parameters
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of educational reform and innovarion in recipient narions
have been to a large extent defined by the Centre. This creates
continued dependence on the Centre. The international aid
organizations have occupied the available space. The fact that
they have had ambiguous or unclear goals, some of which were
unquestionably humanitarian, or that there has been a dialogue
between donor and recipient, does not alter the basic structure.
Even if an organization such as the British Council is guided in
its work by principles of ‘reciprocity and mutual respect’ (Burgh
1985:vii), the relationship between the participants is asym-
metrical and the resources available ro each party unequal. The
flow of funds and ideas is predominantly unidirectional.
Reciprocity is in fact a myth that serves to uphold western
’Eﬁmbny. A Nigerian scholar’s review tor the World Bank of
African curriculum research concludes unambiguously: “The
current trend in African countries of creating curriculum
development centres is a result of the impact of educational ideas
and practice from the United States of America . . . The direction
of research is . . . heavily influenced by the policies and
orientations of the donor agencies’ (Yoloye 1986: 41-2).

ELT aid consists of the transfer of a language, a preferred
approach to teaching and Tearning the Tanguage, a certain type of
training, know-how, and skills. It merges elements of linguistic
and educarional imperialism, and spans structure and cuitare. It
is_comparable to the transfer of technology in the sphere of
economic production. In both areas—education and production
—there is serious concern about the viability of the exercise. One
can therefore have doubts as to the extent to which ELT
professionalism has in effect been successfully transferred, for
instance whether Periphery ELT people have become adepr at
writing textbooks or syllabuses or handling classroom work
according to Centre professional norms. Irrespective of the
degree of ‘success’ of such an operation, if English is adopted as
a school subject, and particularly where English is the medium of
education, serious consequences ensue both for English and for
local languages. These consequences are of a structural kind,
affecting publishing, jobs in schools and higher education, and
the relationship between education and the community around
it. There are also copsequences of a cultural kind, among them
“attitudes to different languages, and the norms, values, and

acriviries of the classroom. These m_m;m?ware
intimately related to the macro-level of a global imperialist
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stiucture and the relationship berween Centre countries and

To sum up the presentation of theory thus far, imperialism
‘theory provides a conceptual framework within which English
linguistic imperialism, the dominance of English worldwide, and
glforts to promote the language can be understood. Scientific
Amperialism, media imperialism, and educational imperialism
are all sub-types of cultural imperialism. So is linguistic
Amperialism. Linguistic imperialism also permeates all the other
Aypes of imperialism, since language is the means used to mediate
nd express them. Each is a theorerical construct forming part of
Imperialism as a global theory which is concerned with the
sructural relations between rich and poor countries and the
‘mechanisms by which the inequality berween them is main-
fuined. Each type overlaps and interweaves with the others and
must be seen as aspects of imperialism as an over-arching world
structure. Acrivities in each area contribute to the incorporation
ul the Periphery into the ‘modern” world system. They all involve
‘modelling’, presenting a norm and an example for the Periphery
o follow, the transfer of institutions, ideals of training and
education, and occupational ideologies. In each area the
telationship berween Centre and Periphery is asymmetrical, that
Is, it lacks reciprocity. It is in relation to such concepts and the
general theory of imperialism that some aspects of English
linguistic imperialism will be explored.

The State, hegemony, and ELT

A basic question that needs to be confronted is how ELT serve
tlie interests of the core-English State. The issue will be explored
By analysing the contribution of education systems to social
teproduction, and probing into the complex concept of hege-
mony, and relating ELT o these.

A practical starting point would be to ask whether members of
the ELT profession regard their work asgfon-political>This has
been a widely held view, though there may be a variety of
answers ro the question, partly depending on how the concept
‘political’ itself is understood. The question has been raised
mainly because the non-political ideal was explicitly invoked in a
conference report which was seminal for the growth of ELT.
This was the report of the Commonwealth Conference on the
Teaching of English as a Second Language, held ar the University

aM]
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College of Makerere,” Uganda in 1961, and attended by

delegates from 23 Commonwealth countries. The conference

played a key role in crystallizing the principles which were to
govern ELT aid in the immediate post-colonial period. In the
assessment of a Ford Foundation review (written by a retired
senior British Council officer), the Makerere conference was
‘undoubtedly the most important landmark’ of the period of
ELT expansion (Cawson 1974:3935).

In the opening address by the conference chairman (Michael
Grant, President and Vice-Chancellor of the Queen’s University.
Belfast), the non-political nature of the conference was asserted.
Whereas English had, in many countries inside and outside the
Commonwealth, become a political issue, the delegates at
Makerere were not ‘in any way concerned with politics’
(Makerere Report 1961:46). A possible objection is deftly
parried when the text continues: “Nor can there be any question
of believing that we propose, by our efforts, to supersede or
weaken or dilute any of the cultures of Asia and Africa’ (ibid.).
This is an implicit rebuttal of any possible charge of cultural
imperialism or, to use the chairman’s term, ‘cultural nationalism’
(ibid.: 47). Drawing a clear dividing-line between the technical
concerns of the conference and ‘political’ issues is such an
important premiss for the conference (as it is for the ELT field in
general) that the introduction to the conference report picks up
the same point, namely thar there is no clash betrween meeting
the demand for English and the requirements of Asian and
African cultures (ibid.: 10).

However, educartional aid has lent itself to the achievement of
political goals by ostensibly non-political means, as studies of
American foundations indicare.

There can be little doubr that the Ford Foundation, Carnegie
Corporarion, and Rockefeller Foundation have used their
largesse since 1945 ro ensure the conrtrolled growth and
development of African societies through the strengthening of
strategic cultural and political institutions. The primary means
to accomplish this has been through support for African
education, as well as complementary social science research
and public training institutes . The emphasis on the
provision of a commodity which ostensibly had no political
overtones and which is in greatr demand has enabled founda-
tion personnel to appear in the guise of disinterested humanit-
arians . . . Education was perceived as the opening wedge
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wusuring an American presence in those African nations
wotsidered of strategic and economic importance to the
woverning and business élite of the United States.

(Borman 1982b: 225)

I hcllcf that ELT is non-political serves to disconnect culture

structure. It assumes that educartional concerns_can be:
calitie It

i um:h to ELT. divorced even from wider educarional issues.
mits the English language to be exported as a standard
uct without the requirements ot the Tocal market being
. deXcept in @ supcricial way. [ The aspects of the local
lllite or Tanguages which are referred to in the Makerere
wport are limited to such matters as sound patterns which can
jience pronunciation, Makerere Report 1961: 12).

Virtually all the delegates at Makerere were government
wmployees, either directly as civil servants or indirectly as
aeademics, but this is not seen as being inconsistent with the
tlaim of political purity. Most, if not all of them, 7St have feld)
that their participation_in the conference was in their pay-

Sters interests, and thar the education they were planning
WS such as governments would wish to support. In that sense
(¢ conference was in the mterests of the states represented
{some independent, some still colonies). The more general
(juestions that then arise are whose interests the state serves, and
what the role of state-organized education is.

In liberal political science and popular belief derived from it,
the national State js regarded as being raised above particular
Interests, so as to serve the interests of all. This fails to explain

' social inequality is reproduced, in which process the State
gducation system plays a decisive role. In classical Marxist
political science, the capitalist State is regarded as emerging from
{h¢ Tetarions of production, and serves to protect and reproduge
th¢domimance of the bourgeoisie, m part by mediaring class
gonfiicrs (Carnoy  1982: 837 trmeo-Marxist theories which
J0d7ess the issue of the role of education in capitalist societies,
the State is regarded not as an lnsntun@as a relation by
“ieans of which the class SIrucrure 15 reproduced (1Did.: 99,
summarizing Poulantzas]. I[he State is heavily and actively
involved in the economy (and thus not distinct from it) by
financing operartions (defence) and by regulating production.
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Schools contribute to the continuation of a mode of production
by allocating learners to different occupational roles, that is, by
distributing and producing knowledge which is useful and
marketable. Education serves the State by fulfilling threc
functions. These are economic-reproductive @ process of quaf-
“heation for work in the economy), 1deological {the mculcation of
Fathitndes and values), and Tepressive [the Imposition of sanctons
for not complying with the demands of school. In many
Soummries there 15 no alternative to the education offered by the
State) (ibid.: 116).

ELT is mostly funded and organized by the State, in the Centre
and the Periphery. The specihc functions performed by ELT
within State e'au-:ariurz systems are fairly simple to place within
Carnoy’s analytical framework. (First, part of the widespread
legitimation for English is to q&ﬁﬁ' péople to bwld up the

10, cchi v i ACCEess [0,
which the State has deci z foTe hias an
is 15 whar language skills,
such as those specified in syllabuses, are to be used for. This is an
argument which ‘aid” work in more recent years has specifically
endor

English is also supposed to bring ‘modern” ideas
_with it, to be a channel for interpersonal, social, and cultural
values. Tt theretore has an@gng@mncnon. English was
TTeginmated at Makerere in terms of two criteria or promises, the
one a goal, namely material advance, the other a means, namely
efficiency. English was supposed to represent ‘a gateway to
Wmmunica[ions, better education, and so a higher
standard of living and better understanding™ (Makerere Report
961: 47). Ethaiency m ELT was regarded as so uncontentious a
principle as to need no justification (ibid.:46). It was a
cornerstone of imperialist ideology, and is, of course, a central
ideological pillar of the capitalist, patriarchal mode of produc-
tion. The ideological goals of ELT are sometimes specified,
mostly in very general terms, in official regulations. Thus in the
Danish school system one of the goals of the subject English is as
follows: ‘The teaching should enable pupils to become well
informed dbout the life and culture of the countries where the

——

W1

[Ingnage is spoken, so that they acquire a more solid foundation

For-mtermational understanding’ (quoted in Farch, Haastrup,
and Phillipson 1984: 724, where the subject-specific regulations
are related to the overall aims of schooling).
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{ hirdly, English has a £gp _nctiont in thar there is n 3 ik
hvice other than to use the language in English classes. T_hls has ble
gt Tmptcations if Engish 15 used as the medm?'n. of: :"1‘_1""
Jucation for other subjects. (There may be more v1§|bly .
nressive uses of English, when English is the only pf:fmlttcgl
ijjuage 1 courts of faw, 1m derention, dealings with the
Tities, and so on.)’ :

e examples given here of the functions of education, and '_:h_e
Wity ELT fulfills them, have all been of the formal, explicit
Surriculum. In addition, the socializing effect of the hidden
rriculum (the ‘tacit teaching of social and economic norms and «
wpectations to students in schools ', Apple 1979: 44) permeates
ACIvof The three fanctions. _
I'he State not only ensures that certain types of knowledge and*
WilT are ge ted or reproduced in schools. l_t also, to an
creasing d:giae}mulmissions the knowledge it needs frf)m
higher education reséarch institutions, This in turn s a reflection
T The 13 T Gver the past 50 years the Srate has taken a,
'.ifimgressivel}-' more active role in many doniains of Tife; 50 a8 T0 ;
':mcuryn. to—TImaTagE The crises of the capitalist system. Most,
fiSEarch activinies serve that purposc, and are mcreasingly under
Wic direct Anancial control of the State (Carnoy 1982:99).
Iitellectual activities, such as aged in by researchers
an fomal planners, are divorced from manual work, the

Foccss of direct production. The role of the planners s tends to be
.-Eﬁﬁﬁed to that of pyrvevors of re-:hnocra}nc_‘ tacts’, ar}d (QM
ideological legitimation of a particular type of society, and its YlAmag tle

s of production and reproduction.

What has been said so far about the role of the State and
gducation is abstract and general, and may have given th:e
jmpression that the whole system functions smoothly’ and_ is = .
without contradictions. This is not the case. The needs of capirtal r{““@‘
fluctuate, and the demands made on education systems reflect
this. There are genuine conflicts and clashes of interest at many
Jevels, although they may not be apparent. Ther§ is a constant
dialectic berween the national State, capital (which is interna-
tional), and civil society (Dale and Wickham 1984). The goals of
¢ach of these are constantly being readjusted to adapt to an .
ongoing situation. . i

An_example of manifest contradictions _in_education IS'that
many teachers and educational adminisgrators are enuinely 'KQZ
"motivated by a wish to help people. l—@:ver, enerated out of
e — :Ef

-
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educators’ common sense assumptions of what constitutes
| normal and abnormal behaviour, and important and unimport-

nt knowledge are forms of action that have latent functions.
These functions relate to economic and cultural power in
society. Many such connecrions are not immediately obvious,
even to educators (Apple 1979). Structural inequalities of power
and access to resources are reinforced and reproduced by schools
through curricular, pedagogical, and evaluative activities. This
does not imply a conspiracy to keep the lower classes in their
place. But granted that education is pyramidically structured, in
western and underdeveloped socictics_education SeIves  to
condemn underprivileged groups to less rewarding positions _in

Thciery | As schools focus on individual responsibility and employ
thetoric of freedom of choice, it is the victim who gets the
blame for failure, rather than the structure which generates
failure or the society which is permeared by hegemonic ideas
which make this state of affairs appear natural and unavoidable,
_and possibly even just. | ——
There is a wealth of educational research on reproduction in
education, some of it more economically oriented, some more
culturally (see Apple 1979 and 1982). The issues are more
complex when it comes to exploring reproduction and depend-
ency in education in a Centre-Periphery relationship. There js
little theorv-building specifically on_the role of education in
crearing_or maintaining dependence, but a considerable amount
of data and analysis of the issues exist (Dale 1982b; Xirtrrch,
“Arnove, and Kelly 1982; Treffgarne 1984a and b). Much of
what western researchers ‘discovered’ in the 1970s about the
psychological dependence of the Periphery on the Centre
(*facademic colonialism’, ‘servitude of the mind’, Altbach 1978
and 1982) was the subject of intense debate within the Periphery
long before (Sancheti 1984: 5). The nature of the consciousness
of the colonizer and the colonized had been penetratingly
analysed by Fanon (1961}, and had indeed been anticipated by
Edward Blvden in West Africa a century earlier. He wrote thar in.
subjecting the African to ‘unmodified European training’, the
“missions were producing a slavery far more subversive of the
t€al wellare of the race than the ancient physical fetters (quoted
n Ashby 1966: 1337
The analysis of dependence in education can benefit from
being integrated into an imperialism theory, but the theory must
not be so rigid or simplistic as nort to allow for the substantial
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womplexities of operations in this area. At the same time the
theory must be able to reveal the structural functions of
eilucational activities. There is a risk of the latent effects of ELT,
lke those of any other activity in the Periphery, not being
ymediately obvious, and of the dominant ideology making us
Wlind to structural realities.

~ The relationship between an ELT operation and its latent or
structural functions can be demonstrated by considering the
\ypothesis that ELT is neo-colonialist in relation to the work of
ane scholar who analyses neo-colonialism in education, namely
j@ Comparative educationalist, One dictionary dennition

wolonialism, according to Altbach, is related to the Centre-
Periphery and dependency concepts, in that it is based on
Inequalities between nations, and for him it also posits a
gonscious policy on the part of the Centre nations to maintain
‘their influence and power over the Third World (Altbach 1982:
471). Altbach suggests thar there is an element of choice on the
part of both donor and recipient as to whether aid should be
iven or not, and that it is difficult to prove whether donor
wations are neo-colonialist or not when they attempt to meet the
declared development needs of receiving countries. Foreign
policy goals may be explicit or covert. Altbach is relucrant to
hrand activities as neo-colonial in a field which is ‘complex,
politically sensitive, and necessarily controversial’. However he
marshals a massive amount of evidence of dependency in
edducation, publishing, and research, aﬁﬁwm

the prevailing strucrure is imperialist.

The impact of the industrialized powers extends throughout
the intellectual life of Third World Nations. The organization
of education systems, from kindergarten to research institute,
reflects western models. In_many Third World nations,
especially those that were under colonial dommation, the
|lfiguage of education and intellectual discourse is that of the
olonial power and change to indigenous languages has been

dow and awkward. The administrative structures of schools
and universities reflect Western 1Hans.
(Altbach 1982:472)

It therefore does not seem to be unduly censorious or unscientific
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to classify the outcomes, if not the activities, of Centre policies as
neo-colonialist. That being so, the motives of the donor
governments are irrelevant, as they can scarcely be unaware of
the outcomes, and they probably have no illusions about the
structure within which the aid takes place, nor about the degree
to which they are pursuing their own interests in their aid
policies. In fact Altbach’s insertion of a consciousness criterion
(one which much research, for instance in pedagogy or psycho-
linguistics, has difficulties in handling) into his conceptualization
of neo-colonialism is spurious and diverts attention away from
the issue of structural power. Neo-colonialism is therefore the
present-day form that imperialism takes vis-a-vis former col-
onies. In view of the evidence compiled by Altbach (corroborat-
ing the findings of other researchers) there is a very strong case
for claiming that some forms of ELT and the intellectual
tradition behind it are neo-colonialist.
ust as imperialism does not depend for its functioning on
wicked people, cultural reproduction is not ‘caused (in the
strong sense of the term) by an elite group of managers who sat
r now sit around rables plotting ways to “do in” their workers
at both the workplace and the school’ (Apple 1979: 40). The
values and norms o Mant groups are transmitted Dy

hegemomc processesk Hegemony Bas been a signihcant copstrict

m critical social theory T recent decades, building particularly
on the ideas of Gramsci (1971, see also Bocock 1986).
G—l%jk gemopy can be defined as ‘a whole body of practices and
,,.% expectations: our assignments of energy, our_ordinary under-
standing of man and his (sic) world. It is a set of meanings and
values which as they are experienced as pracrices appear as
reciprocally confirming. Tt thus constitutes a reality for most
people in society, a sense of absolute because experienced reality
beyond which it is very difficult for most members of society to

move in most areas of their lives’ (Williams 1973),

Hegemony refers to dominant ideas that we take for granted.
English has a hegemonic position in many former colonies, with
the result that, for instance in Zambia, ‘language teaching has
come to mean English language teaching’ (Chishimba 1981:
169). Because of the investment in teacher training and
publications, and because of the acceptance of ideas which
legitimate a dominant role for English, this comes to be accepted
as the natural state of affairs rather than a choice which reflects
particular interests.
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Hegemony sees ‘the relations of domination and subordina;
Waih, n their forms as practical consciousness, as in effecr a
WiTiTaTon of the whole process of living—not only of political
Tconomic activity, nor only of manifest social activity, but of

Tubstance of lived identities an ~To such
W UIEpTR that the pressures and limits of what can ultimately be
WP @ specific economic, political, and cultar ™ scem to
MITRT OF us the pressures and limits of simple experience and

WOimmon sense” (Williams 1977: 110). -
whre—otions of hegemony, legitimation, and ideology are
wlosely interrwined, But need to be distinguished one from the
wther. _

The advantage of hegemony over ideology is that whether or
not ideology is taken as intentionally distorting, it tends to
have about it some notion of contrivance, of deliberate
manipulation, and at the same time of having an identi_ﬁable
source, of being devised to forward or protect a particular
interest. Legitimation has rather more of a negative connota-
tion. Its role typically seems to be of a post hoc compensatory
or remedial character; it fills in for shortcomings in the desired
course of events.

(Dale 1982a: 147)

Fngli ic hegemony can be understood as referring to
¢ explicit and implicit values, beliefs, purposes, and activities
which characrerize the ELT protession and which contribute to.
¢ maintenance of English as a dominant language. Hegemony
I& & more useful term for this set of practices and experience tha_n
Is ideology, for the reasons given by Dale above. The hegemonic
ideas associated with ELT are not simply a crude ‘deliberate
manipulation’ but a much more complex and diversF set of
personal and insziruriofmm
villues' (Williams 1973). The source of these can be found in
[oth Base and superstructure, as they derive from the economic
foundations on which ELT activity rests [i_n:s_tiru[ions, project
funds, publishing houses, and ultimately the mode of production
which these are an outcome of) and from the consciousness of
the ELT profession (the ideas and practices which are its
intellectual manifestations, and which evolve in dialectic inter-
action with the economic base).

The legitimation of ELT is embodied in a_rguments‘use@ to
justify the use of English or the learning of English in given
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de—matcr
and personal resources), and the—wse—to—wchich English is put

W (Phillipson and Skutnabb-Kangas 1985
mtabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1986b). Whereas Dale (op. cir.)
seems to restrict legitimation to a reactive role, here it is seen as
covering the explicit verbalization of arguments for a particular
language policy, and may be proactive. It thercfore applies to
any description of the capacities of English which can be used as
advocacy for the language.

.@eﬁg}' is not a simple martter of manipulation or
indoctrination. ‘It has continually to be renewed, recreated,

defended, and modified. It is also continually resisted; Timited
altered, challenged by pressures not all its own . . . The reality 0;
any hegemony, in the extended political and cultural sense, is
that, white itton it 1s always dominant, it is never either
total or exclusive’ (Williams 1977: 112-3). Hegemony does not
imply a conspiracy theory, but a competing and comﬁlementarw
set of values and practices, with those in power better able o
legitimate themselves and to convert their ideas into material
power.

Bocock, in his analysis of hegemony stresses thar a major
component in Gramsci’s theory is the capacity of the dominant

group (the ruling class or alliance of classes, or class fractions) to

\_)rprowde intellectual, moraf; amd phitosophical leadership and to
: 1 leadership

urfsuf-pohaes “which are not in the direct, narrow interesr of
_cgglta!xsm but rather which can be presented plausibly as being
in the interests of the whole people, of the nation (1986: 63). The
“focus on_mor d philosophical values and goals is important
en studying the structure of a scientificceducational activity,
suchas e dominant paradigm in ELT and applicd Tinguistics.
MEME:S of value judgements which reﬂm and
socio-historical determinants, though positivistic science at-
tempts to exclude such martters from its purview at its peril.
Non-authoritarian hegemonic leadership in a nation is able to
tap the emotional commitment of citizens, who sympathize with
overall goals which are reproduced and renewed in the media,
fﬁ']iginn, and other sites of civil society. An educational discipline
is on the borderline berween civil society in which norms are
negotiated, and the coercive power of the State which dictates
policy. ELT projects values over and above those of the
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sipline proper, and these values are typically what is referred
i legitimatory discourse. An ideology of the superiority ofa
guage, or of the superior skills of a particular professionalism
similar to a hegemonic political philosophy. We can thus
dict that ELT is projected as being in the interests of the entire
pion rather than particular interests.

In analysing ELT and imperialism we are therefore inevitably
wncerned with values. (One aspect of this was raised in Chapter
namely the ethical aspects of aid.) Making values explicit
es epistemological problems. It can also raise hackles and
d to unfruitful debate.

The problem with values being introduced, from the outside
as it were, into a social science, is that they appear to be
arbitrary, the personal whim of the author, and can easily be
rejected by someone who disagrees with that particular set of
values. To counteract this kind of perception, the re-introduc-
tion of philosophical, rational discussion of values and politics
into social theory and the social sciences is necessary. This
needs to be embedded within social theory rather than left
outside the discourse.

(Bocock 1986: 123)

What we should therefore aim at is contributing to ‘rational,

- ycientifically-based discourse’ on the issues, in the hope that

those who react defensively or have an alternative view of ELT
and imperialism will make their value judgements explicit, and also
in the hope that an adequate, theoretically explicit foundation
for analysing the issues has been provided.

Inspiration for the study of the ELT profession, its academic
and political roots, can be found in Said’s v of orientalism
{ Said links up the micro-level of academic norms and
practices in a specific discipline with macro-level historical
developments. He demonstrates how an image of the oriental
was created in the west. Orientalism was a multi-faceted way of
‘coming to terms with_the Orignt that is based on the Orient’s
special place in Fyropean western experience’ (ibid.: 1), with
Toors in_conceptions of ‘the Other going back centuries,For

Taid, ‘oricntalism_is a label covering a vast range of hegemonic

beliefs and pracrices by-means of which adominant group cou d

ape a dommared group, with the academic world playing a

decisive a5 it did 10 racism, Miles 1989). Most relevant Tor
this study, Said documents that in the immediate post-1945
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period ‘Oriental studies were to be thought of not so much as
scholarly activities bur as instruments of national policy towards
the newly independent, and possibly intractable, nations of the
postcolonial world® (Said 1978:275). A central issue in tﬁs
book is the relationship between the scholarship of ELT and its
function as an instrument of national policy in the post-colonial

peri

Several studies of the sociology of science and the sociology of
knowledge distinguish between the internal and external con-
straints which influence how a particular science is established
and develops.¢Externalisdy refers o the social factors which
influence the cognitive structure of a science, either strongly or
weak"ly.Cfntemafiszr:refers to the mtrinsic determination of a
science, the pursuit_of knowledoe for intellectual, personal
mortives. Haberland 1988 briefly reviews the establishment of
sociolinguistics as a distinct branch of academia in the light of
this distinction, and such factors as degree of professionalism
(when the subject becomes independent of the judgement of
outsiders), the degree of autonomy of the researcher, and
insticutional frameworks. He considers the growth of socio-
linguistics in two key areas, the global national interest of the
USA, and the American disadvantaged, and concludes thar ‘the
real battlefield is not so much research, but the area where
experts really are indispensible: the preparation of teaching
materials, the development of teaching programs, and the actual
teaching . . . much more money is spent on “development™ than
on “hard-core research” " (ibid.: 1822).

The existence of alternatives to the prevailing hegemony

provides openings both for influencing the dominant order and
for challenging it. For a description of a successful challenge to
the establishment orthodoxy in the area of research into race
relations, within an explicit framework for analysing competing
ideologies, see Mullard 1985. The English language and English
language teaching are hegemonic if they uphold the values of
dominant groups, and 1T Thc pre-eminence of English 1s legitim-
ated a5 teimg—r—common sense social fact, thus concealing
~whose frerestsare heing served by the dominant ideology and
dominant professiomat—practice. Analysing English linguistic
imperialism n a context ot hegemony, with its reproduction
under continuous contestation and with its own internal
contradictions, holds open the possibility of change.
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Notes

The population of Norway is in fact 4.1 million, but this slip
does not invalidate the argument.

On ‘native’ and ‘native speaker’, see English Today 7, July
1986: 14-15. .
In Indian official and academic discourse, ‘tribe’ aqd ‘tribal
are widely used, even by those who are working for increased
rights for such people.

Walt Disney comics are produced in 18 different languages,
including four Spanish-language editions. The content re-
mains basically the same. See Dorman and Mattelgrt l_S‘?S.
Ansre’s significant contribution to unmasking the 1.]I‘eg1t|mate
arguments used by such people to preserve the position qf the
dominant language, and the privileges that go with it, will be
analysed in Chapter 9.

Pronounced with stress on the second syllable.

An example from Nigeria from Ayo Bamgbose (personal
communication): ‘In my own country, there are no legally
enshrined language rights, and hardly any concessions are
made to citizens who cannot speak the country’s official
language. The situation even becomes absurd‘ whf:ﬂ an
accused person or plaintiff in court has to h:_nre his evidence
interpreted into English when he/she and the judge may share

the same indigenous language!”



4 Earlier work relevant to
linguistic imperialism

In analysing theorerical approaches which can shed light on
English linguistic imperialism, the next step is to ask whart help
can be obtained from language-related fields of study, such as
language spread, the sociology of language, language planning,
theories of language teaching and learning, and linguistic human
rights, and to see what contribution they can make.

Language spread

Language spread is a_metaphor for the adoption of a given
language by individuals. Language spread can be defined as ~an
Mcrease, over time, in the proportion Ef__é_l__gg_gym.nmiun
network that adopts a given language or language variefy for a
given communicative Tunction’ (Cooper 1982b:6). Sociolin-
guistic studies of language spread analyse who adopts whar
language, when, why, and how (ibid.: 30), concentrating mainly
on three aspects—form, function, and pervasiveness.

A considerable number of factors are involved in any language
spread situation. Lewis groups them into four sets (1982: 215):

f_l’ language attitudes, for instance the strength of efforts to
maintain a threatened language or to restrict the functions

\l of an indigenous language;

2 the nature of the between-group interaction, e.g. geo-

graphical contiguity, ease of communication, conquest,

colonization, the nature of the relationship between the

colonizing Centre and the Periphery;

modernization, including the intensity of economic devel-

opment, the degree of external exploitation of indigenous

resources, urbanization, demographical features such as the

degree of educarion of mobile and stable population

groups;

4 the polirical theories and religious and cultural character-
istics associated with a language, especially the distance
berween the spreading language and other languages in

—
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contact with it with respect to these theories and character-
1S1ICS.
These factors interact in complex ways, as can be seen from a
few examples related to the spread of English. Atritudinal factors
i[l," is's first set), for instance strong adherence to the mother
fonpue, may be relatively powerless 1n the Face of structural
I ittries—witich Tavour Thgfish. Thus strong identiication
i and loyalty to the mother tongue in Ghana does not reduce
the impact of English, which is structurally favoured (Ansre
|975). Ghana is a multilingual society, in which English benefits
from the ideological and structural association with moderniza-
fon (Lewis’s third ser). The material and social benefits which
weerue to speakers of English elude those restricted to other
Hinpguages.
In social interaction in East Africa, use of English symbolizes
witation and authority ercas~yse_of Swaniti or a local
“liguage symbolizes solidarity of Tocal ethnicity (Scotton 1982].
In practice in sucmmmhe educared éljtes
leirn to use English effectively. As in India, it is only bilingualism
i multilingualism of the ehte kind that is produced by formal
learning in schools (Annamalai 1986). Since socio-economic
Integration in countries such as Kenya and India is restricted,
learning English may not on its own guarantee access to privilege
womething thar is clearly visible in high levels of the ‘edueated’
pnemployed in underdeveloped countries, see Foster 1975 and
977 for Ghana, Adiseshiatt T98U Tor Asia, and Coombs 1985
for a general assessmenr}qﬁ\‘f%ereaszproﬁciencv_in_ other local
ngua_francas is essential for low-level employment and inter-
) on, and this contributes to a posituve atttude towards them.
i the terms of Lewis’s fourth set, there is too wide a distance
~ between the underprivileged masses and the m
Landyschooling through the medium of English does Tittle"to
wlleviate this. The prestige and prosperity linked with English are
heyond the reach of those whose home background does nor
support the acquisition of English. This does not hinder parents
wiven pride of place, even thoug
ate for their children (Obura 1986).
As these examples show, language spread theory can provide a
useful framework for analysing processes of language spread
ane for synthesizing the results of such studies. It is however
little more than a heuristic formula and not specifically concerned
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with analysing structural forces in society. It is therefore ol
limited scope for our purposes.

Durmiiller (1984) has investigated by means of questionnaires
and interviews the extent to which English is used for intrana
tional purposes in multilingual Switzerland. Among the findings
are that young adults prefer speaking English to speaking their
second language (French or German) and that a clear majority of
the public do not resent the presence of English in their everyday
lives. Also included in the project are statistical analyses of the
language of radio music, films, and mural graffici.

A study of the spread of English in France and the extent to
which the language is ‘ideologically unencumbered’ also uses
interviews as a means of gauging attitudes, and collects
statistical data on language borrowing, the status of English in
school education and adult education, use in the television,
cinema, the press, science, and business and industry (as
measured in job advertisements) (Flaitz 1988). While accumulat-
ing a great deal of useful information on trends, her concluding
remarks indicate the limitations of this type of study. ‘The
notion that English carries an ideological message has been
suggested, not proven, through the findings of this research.
Correlational studies of this kind can only point to relationships
between variables. They do not imply cause and effect’
(ibid.: 203).

¢~ Attitudinal factors are accorded great importance by Kachru

in “The power and politics of English® (1986b: 130). He
tabulates the parameters of the power of English as follows:

Demographical and numerical: unprecedented spread across cultures and
languages; on practically every continent (see e.g. Fishman et al.: 1970; and
Crystal 1985).

Functional: provides access to most important scientific, technological, and
cross-cultural domains of knowledge and interaction.

Attitudinal: symbolizes—certainly to a large group across cullures—one or
more of the following: neutrality, liberalism, status and progressivism.

Accessibility: provides intranational accessibility in the Outer Circle and
international mobility across regions (cf. Ylink language,’ and ‘complementary
language’).

Piuricentricity: this has resulted in the nativization and acculturation of the
language. These two are, then, responsible for the ‘assimilation’ of English
across cultures.

Material: a tool for mobility, economic gains, and social status.
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¢hiu's paper is an exploratory one, identifying theoretical and
sirical landmarks, rather than producing an integrated
wunt of the spread of English. He seeks inspiration in
Wiicault's theories and stresses that hitherto work in this field
I i0T Tackled the issue of linguistic power per se. He underlines
i ¥XTent to which the pluricentricity of English has diversified
language so that it 15 no Tonger_only an exponent of the
‘- Christian tradition and western concepts (an issue which
malyses elsewhere in retation to literary creativity). Peri-
liery-English élites (his ‘Outer Circle’ of English) seem to be
oked onto English, to the detriment of other languages. He

Wtilies psychological factors, particularly strong emotional

wige of ideological change associated with the language, as
ng of decisive importance for the current spread of English.
Kuchru identifies four basic areas in which the power of

nglish manifests itself (ibid.: 132). These are linguistic, the
1' stion of norms referred to earlier; [literary, likewise a
Ajiestion of the compet orms ot the Centr

igemonic control. These are:

[ (1) the model for the teaching of English and its socioio;igll
[ and pragmatic validity; (b) the bﬂiﬁM—(oﬁen
| tommercially motivated), which'se w&m‘

tion the local needs and various limitagions in the Ourter
Circle; (c) the teacher-training pmgmms@r‘%@ which have
been developed in the Inner Circle (the core-Erglish Centre)
for the training of ‘specialists’; (d) the fast developing industry

of tests for evaluating Wﬂﬂwﬂiﬂmi
and the underlying Tulturally biased assumptions for the
l-::unstructicm of such tests; and (e) the agw:gl;gw:ich

paradigms for English for Special Purposes (ESP).

(Kachru :133)
He also points out thar there is an economic dimension to eac
ol the four areas, particularly the pedagogical

mper identifies 111arﬁml;e&gl.ﬁilready single
out in Chapter 1 as being in need of research. His paper
voncludes with an insightful prompt to further research (ibid.: 137):

This paper essentially raises questions and does not n-:_'cess:l.rily
provide answers. Concerning the global funcrions of English,
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as yet not many meaningful questions have been asked. It is
not that one does not think of such questions since most ot
these are rather obvious. It seems to me that perhaps in the
suppression of such questions, if one looks very carefully, one
might find an interplay of ‘power’ and *politics’.

S0, far. af Foucault s a source of ihencengal inspiration) is
ol concemeg,\t{—w' i ‘pfngablv his_em i Way power is
?&,W established in discourse which is most helpful. This is parricu-
Ia7ly so when conceptualizing the discourse of academic profes-
A J‘,.p_'s,i{}nalism. as illustrated in his detailed study of the medical
s 5@“ profession. Texts about language, language policy, and language
t / planning can be seen as exemplars of discourse. They can be
studied for the way they reveal power issues being dynamically
worked out. The issue here is less one of language spread than
the spread of a particular scientific tradition. Whar needs
analysis is the anatomy of the discourse of one particular

example of scientific imperialism.

Of considerable potential relevance for the analysis of
linguistic imperialism is the new field of language spread policy,
which concentrates on government promotion of a language
abroad. A themartic issue of the International Journal of the
Soci ¢ of Language, number 95, 1992, edited by Ulrich

mmon,jattempts to elgborate on the concept ‘language spread
poficy’. This is defined in a planning paper Tor the volume as
‘comprising ‘all endéavours, directed or supported Dy Institutions
of a state, which either aimm at spreading a Tanguage bevond its

~present area and domains or wRiCh aim at preventing the
retraction of a language froni its present area and domains . . .
mbiecrives for the volume are twofold: (1) to gather and
present some comparative data on language spread policy, (ii) to
contribute to the development of a general framework of
analysis of language spread policy.

The sociology of language

The sociology of language offers relarively richer theories and
empirical data than language spread theory. For instance, the
 factors impelling underdeveloped countries to opt for English or
another language of wider communication as a national
fa}-t:gffm?e, eithier permanently or_transitionally, have been ana-
Iy v Fishman T a heuristic medel which postulates three
types of decision (Fishman l9?2]@f& national [anguage
.

—
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mational languages in periphery-English countries is deter-
e Dy th of local élites to promote sucm-culmraj
gTion. (Choice mational language depends on whethel
X18ts y a Great Tradition (for mstance Arabidl’s_ﬁ?"n
7 oI the oriental Ianguages!cufmres], in which case_tﬁ_ 18 18
or, nationalism can Buwild on 1t, and a fusion nm‘m!
1 TTn spheres is attempted. Tshr or modern
Wi Tons, and it is intended that this should only be transitional
ading the evolution of the indigenous 'la[}guag " Secondlyy
(e may be competing Grat Traditions wqhm the same nation
% The case in India) requiring a compromise l):_zm'een political & i
gration and separate authenucites. English is gdopted here
\ linifying compromise within a national and regional pattern
“TTrdiS where there s o Grear Lraditon at the
selection of a national language is gm*t:rncd.by
of jical 1 ation (which™ Fishmanm s
med nationism’). English is adopted as a p:_:rmanent_nanonal
winbol, and the goal is modernity, with E.nghsh replacing laFal
languages. In the first two cases a sui:_nstannal language p‘iannmgl
wllort goes into modernizing respectn.'ely one and seffcml locaa
languages, in the third no such effort is undertakeri with respect
1o local languages, and the norms of the metrnp(_:-lltan I;mg!.u_lge
are accepted as being valid locally. In such countries the (%emsmn
1o favour the former colonial language and the 1_110dcmlzat_mn-
ariented élite is ‘justified by the basic need to obtain and retain as
much tangible aid, as much trained personnel and. as mgch
influence abroad as possible in Ordtlt to meet th" immediate
operational demands of nationhood” (ibid.: 193). Fishman con-
cludes that ‘Languages of wider communication seem hk_c!}- o
tetain long-term significance under all three types of degsmns
{ibid.: 207). He sees no prospect of them being ultimately
dislodged in the third rype (exemplified by _Kenya or Ghana) or
the second type (exemplified by India or Sri Lanka), whereas in
the case of the first type (where Fishman’s examples are lsraf—:l.
Thailand, Somalia, and Ethiopia. Tanzania, perhaps surpris-
ingly, is not included), the language c-.f \wderl communication
¢ontinues to serve as a vital language n certam more modern
domains, bur it may be hoped that they can ultimately and
ideally be dislodged. _
The purpose of Fishman’s analysis is to evolve a [he_oretic_atl
framework in which specific dimensions can permit valid
comparisons and anlysis, preferably of a quantitative kind. The

o
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dimensions identified by Fishman are the factors that influence

isions on language policy. Some have to do with the goals of

decision-m perceived socio-cultural integration needs,
bilingualism goals, and biculturism goals. Others reflect the
SIS quo=—"TiTe TXISTEICE of pre-colonial and colonial traditions.
Que facfor, namely language planning concerns, is a con-
sequence of the decisions taken. Ihe pressures on leaders to take
‘decisions™of onc Type Tather than another are diverse and
complex. ‘Expert’ professional advice on language planning has
tended ro be western-inspired and based on Western experience,
which is of dubious relevance in multilingual Third World
contexts. Whether the decisions taken serve the interests of the
mass of the population as well as the élites will depend on the
nature of the state in question, and the degree of popular
participarion in decision-making.

Several sociological studies on the spread of English have been
undertaken (Fishman, Cooper, and Conrad 1977). A wealth of
data documents the use of English worldwide in education
systems and the printed word, and the number of foreign
students in the core-English countries (Conrad and Fishman
1977:55). The use of English in 102 non-English mother-tongue
countries has been correlated with a range of economic,
educational, and demographic variables (Fishman, Cooper, and
Rosenbaum 1977:105). Not surprisingly, there is a positive
correlation between English and military imposigon, duration of
mrﬂ{colongl_nﬂe), linguistic diversity in a given country;,
material advantages (particularly exports), urbanizag eco-
nomic_development, and religious composition, It was also
found that poorer countries are more likely to depend on English
as a medium of instruction than were richer nations. Complex
cross-tabulation of the statistics shows, among other things, thar
the level of educational development does not contribute much
independently of the other variables.

While all such data are usefully informative, they seem to be
short on explanatory power. For instance, the education variable
covers quantitative expansion, but not the issue of education as a
bridgehead for western cultural or linguistic influence, a bridge-
head being a symptom of imperialist penetration. Such analyses
can therefore not begin to clarify the contribution of language
pedagogy to the global diffusion of English. The sociology of
language has sophisticated measures for analysing language
maintenance and language shift, the extent to which different
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piguages are used for different funcri-::_ns, and Fhe role of
titudes to language, as well as stimulathg reﬂecnm:ns on _the
wlovcultural processes affecting the diffusion of Engl!sl.u (Fish-
W 1977: 113 ). Fishman is illuminating in describing the
‘many factors involved, and the insight to be_ expected from
apecific types of sociological research, but his approach_}.zas
venknesses. As we saw in Chapter 1, he has rt;centl_v l‘lllf)dlf!Ed
4 position on the relative ‘neutrality’ of English, but a major
ullection of his writings (Fishman 1989) reproduces work from
e mid-1970s on the spread of English in relation to !apguage
waintenance and language shift, and his primary book (Flshman
“al. 1977) on the spread of English is still the undisputed
nehmark. It does, therefore, need critical analysis.

i lootnote and future research (ibid.: 128). He lends -:redc:nce.r

the idea ofj[E?Tgiish being ‘neutral’,\though acknowledgmg it

yule in facilitating access to power. He eloquently champ;or}

dominated languages, but seems to be c_onﬁdent that English i

not replacing other languages in the Third World, and _that the
present global displacement is no cause for alarm. He claims tl_mt
the spread of English has been assisted by the lan:gua_ge being
yeen as ethnically and ideologically unencumber.e.d. It is part of
ihe relative good fortune of English as an additional language
that neither its British nor its American fountainheads have been
widely or deeply viewed in an ethnic or ideological context for
the past quarter century or so.” (ibid.: 118), bur‘recognr;es .[ha[
the language has been associated with patmnahsm, nationism,
development, modernity, efficiency (which he treats as process
yariables), western civilization, and many other culturally-
loaded values, all of which are features of contemporary
capitalism. There are pleas for more Fesearch and for lar}gl{age
planning at the international level (ibid.: llﬁ}, but Fhere is lictle
attempt to come to grips with global inequality and its 5tru(':tur‘a|
dererminants. Perhaps of greatest relevance (though sober}r!g in
view of the considerable effort that Fishman and his‘assocmtes
have put into this field) is the observation that “we s_t:ll bave no
study encompassing all of these factors and viewing the
acquisition of English as an additional language as a process
which interacts with the major social, cultural, economic, and
political processes of the national (let alone the international)

context’ (ibid.: 116).

. Fishman regards English as not being ‘imposed’ {ibid.:'114}, ;
it relegates discussion of non-military means of compulsion t
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Language planning

Language planning has traditionally been concerned with
harnessing the skills of linguists and others to the solution of
problems of the status and corpus of languages in situations
where it was felt that language engineering could help. Language
planning theory has recently attempted to incorporate wider
social, economic, and political concerns, and to explode the
myth of objectivity in such activities (Neustupny 1983; Haar-
mann 1990). Dissatisfaction with the principles of the rechno-
cratic approach of the 1970s has led to new labels for the
activity, ‘language policy’ (Kachru 1981), and ‘langnage man-
agement’ (Jernudd and Neustupny 1986), but these have not yet
been widely adopted. The paradigm advocated by Neustupny
(op. cit.) assumes that for language treatment to be regarded as a

language planning activity, as opposed to colonialist or imperial- _

ist Tanguage TMpOSTiom, T TMsbe informed by a theory of »

Tanguage planning. The key elements of his theory are identifica-
tion of a langua mb!‘e@at any level from the phonetic to the
societal) and language {orrem‘—”ﬁ ito remedy the problem (using
“methods integrating macrolinguistics and rmcrolmgulsncs and
situating language problems in discourse). His theory requires
language planners to identify the socio-economic determinants
and consequences of language problems and to contribute
actively to their solution. The value judgements of Tanguage
“planners have to be made explicit—*Any theory of language
planning must provide a full account of all political values
involved in language planning processes’ (ibid.: 3); “The cri-
terion of “development™, which favours those who control the
process of economic production is receding in favour of the
criterion of “equal access” to resources, in other words to the
criterion of “democratization”. The issue includes language
rights of ethnic minorities, the disadvantaged and those dis-
criminated against’ (ibid.). The theory recognizes that western
conceptions are not automatically valid for the Third World.
Neustupny also criticizes western social scientists for tending to
view their own perceptions and values as universally valid.

This paradigm for language planning combines the technical
aspects of earlier models (typologies and techniques for various
levels of problem) with increased political and social sensitivity.
One aspect of this must be greater insight into the role of the
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‘state and its agencies. Another could be the role of international
“rganizations active in the language field.

An expansion of language planning to cover ‘acquisition
lanning’ in addition to corpus and status planning has been
proposed by Cooper (1988). His goal is partly the micro-level
Iaal of mcludmg decisions by teachers on choice of teaching
materials within the reach of language planning (this empowers
teachers to contribure to language policy), and partly the macro-
level goal of including within language planning the contribution
sl education systems to spreading or maintaining particular
languages. In Cooper’s vlew, languagf: pIannmg can be viewed as

J ’nguage plannm It would clearly beneht from a requirement

ar the socio-economic determinants and consequences of
s nguage planning decisions, and the value |udgements of
J]mgmge planners should be identified. This is particularly
iulportanr in language teaching situations where policy is subject
10 external pressures, for instance where foreign ‘experts’ (or
Mmajority group experts in the case of minority language
Ipcakers} are part of the scene.

There is however a distinct risk that such a well-intentioned
und informed language planning model might reflect western
ponceptions and be fundamentally inappropriate in multilingual
Anderdeveloped countries. In India there has been a fruitful
ialogue for many years between indigenous and international
language planning experts. Language planning has been im-

sely complex in_India, bécause of the extremely diverse
fting points, an uneasy coalition between federal and state
Micrests, and language serving as a mobilizing factor in social
*Uonflict. Pattanayak notes that in India hifteen languages have
Lonstitutionally guaranteed privileges and that those dominated-
minority languages which have succeeded in being ‘recognized as
Wssociate administrative languages or even as media of primary
giliication . . . have been so recognized only after such grotuips
geTicrated sufficient pressure and not as a result of 2'prioriyolicy
nning (Pattanayak 1986D: 23). This empirical reality applies
;q%}lm non-official languages in the west, but in addition he
ilistinguishes the predominantly monolingual ethos which holds
i the west from the multilingual ethos of Third World societies:
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From a predominantly monolingual point of view, man,
languages are a nuisance, as their acquisition is considered a
burden. They are uneconomic and politically untenable. Even
translation services are computed to be more economical than
use of an additional language. In the case of mulrtilingual
countries, the reverse is the case. For them restrictions in the
choice of languages are a nuisance, and one language is not
only uneconomic, but it is politically untenable and socially
absurd.

(Pattanayak 1986b: 22)

The use made of languages, and attitudes to language are
different in the two social contexts. This means that language
planning experience in each context is not necessarily of direct
relevance elsewhere. Other Indian scholars also question the
validity of a universal modernization norm for all languages
along western lines, and(reject¥he characterization of languages
in—the underdeveloped world as ‘deficient’ communication
systems (Khubchandani 1983:22).

Many scholars from underdeveloped countries are convinced
that the attempt to copy western language planning models is
theoretically untenable and has been directly harmful to domin-
ated groups in underdeveloped countries. Ev ihin its own

rame of reference, it is not economically viable:

The amount of resources spent to produce the four per cent of
English-knowing persons in India over the past two hundred
vears proves the absurdity of efforts to replace many lan-
guages by one under democratic planning. The cultural
deprivarion and sociopolitical inequality introduced by the
approach of monolingual control of a multilingual policy
make nonsense of any talk of economic benefi.

(Pattanayak 1986b: 22)

Pattanayak’s reference to replacement and monolingualism does
not imply that individuals are monolingual, nor thar the declared
planning goal is monolingualism (India has officially followed a
“Three ¢ Formula' since 1956), but rather to the
promotion of the exclusive use of English in certain key high-
status domains, and the linguicist structure and ideology that
support this. Similarly, the social, economic, and political costs
of the monolingually-inspired miseducation of minority children
in the west itself are enormous, and are a direct consequence of
linguicism (see Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a, 1988). Awareness of
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uch social realities and of the limitations of available theories
nkes the task of informed language planning more urgent in
wliication, and particularly in multilingual situations in which
nglish tends to be a dominant language.
‘Three further points need to be made in relation to language
anning. The first is that the relative status and power of
(maysvolve in directions not foreseen by the planners.
berween policy and practice:

“The English language is accepted in practice as thF cu_ltura]
lafiguage for the modern values and aspirations, but is rejected
- Il policy as thc language of cultural domination and distor-
o G T i s T policy of
liiequal bilingualism with the Indian languages being poor
Lousins its (that of English) current position was
‘unplanned by the policy makers.

(Annamalai 1988: 14-135)

i s essential therefore to identify th@?for?&ﬁ internal and
wternal, which determine the outcomes. Ihe market forces
\iicliide discordant hegemonic practices and beliefs. The realities
“of English Tinguistic hegemony in Tndia are stronger than the
rotestations of political leaders in favour of Hindi or other
lominant Indian languages.

Secondly, language planning is something that all states
“engage in, whether they have othcial agencies fnr_t_ﬁrf: purpose or
fioi. A very large number of policies and decisions involve
Miiiguage planning: educational policy for indigenous and
mmigrant minorities, in particular the attention accorded to
heir languages (status planning); policy for which foreign
languages should be learnt in school (acquisition planning,
“which has implications for status planning); bodies set up to
mionitor the purity of a language or establish a common core
girriculum in the dominant language, such as the Kingman and
Cox Reports in Britain; a decision by an underdeveloped

gountry to conduct education in a different language, for
instance to open an English-medium university (acquisition and

status %l_aﬂggJ, etc.

* Thirdly, language planning also ta e_supra-
,ﬂf_fwllﬂfl- As one dimension of the Europeanization process,

~ " nultilingualism is increasing in Western Europe. One wppders,

though, how long the EEC will survive as a multl]lngl:lal

organization which in principle accords equal rights to the nine
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official languages of the twelve member states. Running a
translation service ar a cost of over 11 billion dollars a year
constitutes 40 per cent of the EEC's administrative budget
(Henriksen 1990). Will economic pressures lead to curbing the
rights of less powerful languages? And if English and French
‘become official working languages, what factors other than
economic_ones will trigger off such "a decision, and whart
‘t_fascquencr:s will follow for other languages? Such supra:
national language planning has major implications at the
national level, as indeed do a range of EEC decrees and practices,
even if education, culture, and language were deliberately
excluded from the Treaty of Rome.

The EEC treaty aims at guaranteeing free and unhindered
economic acrivity across intra-Community borders. As lan-
guage is the medium of all economic activity, the rules of the
EEC treaty also, implicitly, establish the principle of free
language use in transnational economic activity. As this
linguistic freedom is often limited by national rules on
language use, a conflict may arise, which, due to the principle
of the supremacy of Community law, is to be decided in
favour of the EEC rules.

(de Witte 1991}

Choice of language has been contentious in such marters as the
right to employment in a given country, transfrontier television,
and product labelling. There have been cases at the European
Court of Justice which have established that this Court has the
right to decide on matters of language use (ibid.).

Theoretical models of language teaching and learning

Theoretical models of language teaching and learning do not
totally ignore the social and political contextr in which such
acrivity takes place. For instance, Strevens’s ‘theoretical model of
the language learning/teaching process’ distinguishes twelve
essential elements, one of which is ‘policy and aims’ (Strevens
1976: 131). The others relate to administration, teacher training,
the syllabus, the learner, etc. The elements represent a kind of
flowchart of the teaching/learning process. Policy and aims
reflect ‘the public will, the social sanction for the organized
provision of language instruction, the response to the linguistic
needs of the community . . . This element is where the
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sociolinguistic facts of a community . . . find their general
xpression, and where this general expression is to some extent
yehned into opinions about how many of the population shou!d
e encouraged to reach what kind and level of proficiency in
which languages™ (ibid.: 131). Like earlier models (Mackey
|970) and Spolsky’s recent (1989) synthesis of second language
learning theories, there is explicit recognition that language

olicy and educational policy reflect social pressures and
swernment decisions. However the nature of these pressures
d decisions is not pursued, nor is the question of what
ernational or national factors influence the public will. The
slicy and aims element seems to reflect national consensus, as
though there are no conflicting sources trying to influence it, and
Is regarded more as a backdrop which is not of central concern
10 language pedagogy. It is seen as a ‘given’ which language
pedagogy should not seek ro influence.

A good example of a textbook on foreign language pedagogy
wonceived within such a paradigm is Ferch, Haastrup‘,. and
Phillipson (1984). The book makes a break with more traqunal
_approaches to language study and the organization of le:!rmng,
hy adopring a learner-centred approach, the goal being to
evelop the theory and practice of language pedagogy so as to
facilitate the teaching and learning of English in a more efficient
way. Theories of language learning and teaching principles, from
the identification of objectives to classroom activities, are
explicitly placed within a political and educational frame-work,
but the relationship between the various components is not
analysed, and the overarching political and educational frame-
‘work is of peripheral concern. It remains a backdrop.

A substantial amount of empirical research work into foreign
and second language learning currently takes place, the general
purpose being ro analyse what happens and why, and to
contribute to improved teaching and learning. However, several
contributors to a state-of-the-art survey of interlanguage studies
{Davies, Criper, and Howatt (eds.) 1984) point out that much
research is limited by an exclusive dependence on the methods of
linguistics, sociolinguistics, neurolinguistics, or psychology.
Meclaughlin (1987) analyses theories of second language ]rf-ammg
in an analogous way and concludes that each approach ignores
many variables. Lightbown (1987) suggests that adequaFe thf:o.nes
of language acquisition must draw not only on linguistics,
psychology, and ‘neurology, but also on sociology. This is
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evidently not yet the case in much research into foreign/second
language learning either in schools or among adult immigrants,
although one can envisage that it is particularly in connection
with immigrant language learning that more coherent multi-
disciplinary theories might emerge.

There is a move now to expand the range of variables which
are considered important conditions for successful second and
foreign language learning within a framework of curriculum
rather than merely syllabus development (Johnson 1989).
Rodgers notes that educational innovation has a low success
rate, and that this may be in part explained by language
pedagogy tending to ignore work in education and ‘political
concerns, in the largest sense’. He suggests a concentration on
‘polity determination’ in the sense of ‘1) the analysis of the
existing socio-political context into which a new educarional
program is to fit as well as, 2) the development of strategies to
optimize the probable success and effectiveness of the program
in such a political context’, and exemplifies how such a scheme
can be operationalized (1989: 29-34). He refers to several ELT
projects which list a large number of constraints that influence
curriculum development, and proposes a framework for inte-
graring the variables (knowledge factors, learner factors, in-
structional factors, and management factors) into a dynamic
planning process. There is certainly, as we shall see later, a good
deal of creative thinking along similar lines in the ELT
profession, propelled, as is Rodgers, by dissatisfaction with the
‘conventional’ paradigms in this area. What we shall be
concerned with in the first place is uncovering why the dominant
paradigm took the form it did.

More attention is paid to the policy dimension in Stern’s
‘general model for second language teaching’ (Stern 1983: 44),
which is described as a general conceptual framework for
language teaching, designed to make it possible to identify,
develop, or evaluate commonly held theories, views, or philo-
sophies on the teaching of languages, and cull insight from
scientific disciplines (linguistics; sociology, sociolinguistics, and
anthropology; psychology and psycholinguistics; educational
theory) (ibid.:45). Stern’s model is more comprehensive and
multidisciplinary than that of Strevens (it is in fact the skeleton
which an entire book fleshes out), and posits a dialectical
relationship between theory and practice and berween the
various elements in his model. Contextual factors are grouped
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into six sets: linguistic, socio-cultural, historical/political, educa-
tional, economic/technological, and geographic (ibid.: 274), all

uf which impinge on educational language planning. When the

effectiveness of a foreign language or bilingual education

programme is evaluated, the relative influence of each factor can

assessed. This model does not relegate contextual factors to

the background, but it cannot account in detail for processes of
Anternational language spread, or for structures of domination
und inequality berween languages, or for professionalism as an

deology with structural implications.

Linguistic human rights

One way of campaigning for greater justice for speakers of
dominated languages is to mobilize supranational human rights
vovenants in their favour. Human rights have a pedigree going

hack several centuries, to the transition from absolutism to more

democratic social structures in Western societies. The treaties
signed at the conclusion of the 1914-1918 war attempted to
ehsure international recognition of the rights of many minorities
in central and eastern Europe. Since 1945, a substantial effort

has gone into codifying and extending ‘universal® declarations,

with the aim of establishing generally agreed minimal conditions

* pecessary for a just and humane social order. The primary goal of

all declarations of human rights, whether national or interna-
tional, is to protect the individual against arbitrary or unjust
treatment. Human rights declarations have progressed through
various phases: the first generation related to personal freedoms,
¢ivil and polirical rights (extended in the decolonization phase
Arom the rights of individuals to the right of oppressed peoples to
wlf-determination); the second generation relared to economic,
wocial, and cultural rights; and the third generation covers
“solidarity’ rights (peace, development, an unspoilt environ-
ment). A corollary to the notion of a ‘right’ is the obligarion of
wome other party, generally the state, to refrain from unjust
treatment, or to provide conditions which permit the enjoyment
ol rights. Universal rights represent a normative standard, an
inherent right which the state cannot be justified in restricting. In
this sense they do not need arguments to legitimate them. They
are absolute or inalienable rights.

Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Iights (1966) declares:
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In those States in which ethnic, religious, or linguistic

minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not

be denied the right, in community with the other members of

their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice
their own religion, or to use their own language.

A major survey was conducted for the UN (Capotorti 1979) to
analyse juridical and conceptual aspects of protection against
discrimination, and to solicit information from governments
worldwide so as to assess how minorities are treated de jure and
de facto. Immigrant minorities were explicitly excluded from
consideration. The report concluded that most minorities, not
least linguistic ones, were in need of much more substantial
protection. It stresses the key role of education through the
medium of the mother tongue for linguistic and cultural
maintenance and vitality. It also interprets article 27 as imposing
an obligation on states to actively promote minority languages.
This presupposes that the state provides adequate financial
support for them.

, There is, however, abundant evidence that groups and
individuals are deprived of their linguistic human rights, and
that language shift occurs as a result. Many covenants, begin-
ning with the UN Charter, declare that discrimination should be
outlawed but do not oblige states to promote minority lan-
guages. Most stares in fact expect their indigenous and im-
migrant minorities to assimilate to the dominant culture and
language. A range of national constitutions and international
covenants have been analysed (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson
1986a, 1989), in order to gauge to what extent these texts
provide support for dominated languages. We devised a grid on
which the essential dimensions of language rights can be charted.
The two dimensions are degree of overmess (from covert to
overt) and degree of promotion (from prohibition of a language,
via toleration of it, non-discrimination prescription, permission
to use it, to promotion of it). The results of our review of a
number of national constitutions indicate that a few countries.
such as Finland, India, and Yugoslavia provide for the promo-
tion of some, but by no means all, minority languages. Our
review of international and European conventions and decrees
(Charter of the United Nations, Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, etc.
Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1989: 13—19) indicates that no
declarations ensure the maintenance of the mother tongue,
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Wlespite the many clauses condemning discrimination. A valid
vonclusion is therefore that the existing international or “uni-
I declarations are in no way adequate to provide support
fir dominated languages. The evidence shows unmistakably that
vhile individuals and groups are supposed to enjoy ‘cultural’
*social’ rights, linguistic human rights are neither guaranteed
o protected.

Awareness of this has led to a number of concerted initiatives
itended to promote minority languages. Several organizations
involved—European supra-national bodies, UN bodies, and
age teachers’ associations.

1ol to university, and that these languages should be used in
he media and in dealings with public authorities. The problem is

it such resolutions have no legal force in individual countries,
but their value in shifting public opinion should not be
The European Community lends cautious support to the
romotion of these languages, and supports a ‘European Bureau
Lesser Used Languages’ for this purpose. ‘Lesser used” refers
31 of the 60—65 autochthonous European languages, the
uther tongues of close to 50 million of the 320 million citizens

Il Member States.

LSCE, the Helsinki accords) also seeks to guarantee the rights
minorities in participating countries: there are, for instance,
weral clauses guaranteeing linguistic rights in the closing
loenment of the Copenhagen meeting, June 1990,

~ Bur the most comprehensive and substantial document is the
suncil of Europe’s proposed European Charter for Regional
it Minority Languages (Resolution 192, 1988, of the Standing
wnference of Local and Regional Authorities in Europe. For the
_Iltnf}' of the charter, its rationale, form and thrust, see
Woehrling 1990). This has been passed by the parliamentary
Jusembly of the Council of Europe, and is awaiting approval by
Ahe Council of Ministers. It is significant that while recommend-
A massive support for minority languages, the charter assumes
@ multilingual context, and expressly states that support for
ininority languages in no way represents a threat to official
Iniguages.
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Within the UN system, there are several interesting develop
ments. The Draft Universal Declaration on Indigenous Rights (as
contained in document E/CN.4/Sub.2/1988/235) constitutes a
step in the right direction, as it establishes as fundamental
human rights that indigenous peoples should have:

9 The right to develop and promote their own languages,
including an own literary language, and to use them for
administrative, judicial, cultural, and other purposes.

10 The right to all forms of education, including in particular
the right of children to have access to education in their
own languages, and to establish, structure, conduct, and
control their own educational systems and institutions.

Unesco is also now committed to the eclaboration of a
Universal Declaration of Linguistic Human Rights. An interna-
tional seminar on Human Rights and Cultural Rights held in
October 1987 in Recife, Brazil and organized by AIMAV (the
International Association for Cross-cultural Communication)
with Unesco support, elaborated an extensive rationale
expounding the need for linguistic human rights to be explicitly
protected, and recommended that steps be taken by the United
Nations to adopt and implement a wuniversal declaration of
linguistic rights. A preliminary four-point Declaration was also
adopted by the Seminar.! Among its goals would be to ensure
the right to use the mother tongue in official situations, and ro
learn well both the mother tongue and the official language (or
one of them) of the country of residence. Such a declaration
might provide some protection for immigrant minority lan-
guages, which are not covered by the European resolutions or
Charter (and which ger only marginal support from an EC
Directive on their teaching).

A conference on linguistic human rights was held at Unesco
in Paris in April 1989, organized by the FIPLV (Fédération
Internationale des Professeurs de Langues Vivantes). It expanded
the Recife Declaration and endorsed the call for a Universal
Declaration of Language Rights. As a resulr of the conference a
document is being circulated to a substantial number of
professional associations and researchers, and the elaborate
machinery for processing such a declaration is being set in
motion. The exercise will involve a major task for the scientific
community in clarifying concepts, drawing international com-
parisons, and elaborating a declaration of universal relevance
and applicability.” Substanrial co-operation berween linguists
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sl lawyers already exists (Pupier and Woehrling 1989; Turi
uitheoming). y
‘I'here is a serious risk of disagreement about what the scope of
¢h a declaration should be and what exactly a linguistic
yman right is. The FIPLV would like a broad definition, and are
vassing the notion of the right to learn any foreign language
fur purposes of ‘international understanding’ as a human right.
jonically, a major factor influencing them in this direction is the
lpminance of English in Europe and a wish to provide a
sonnterbalance. As European barriers are progressively lowered
preparation for the integrated market in 1992, freer market
rees will intensify the movement of goods, people—and
lnguages. The attempt in 1989 to ensure thar all Western
opean children learn two foreign languages at school was
wigned to promote the learning of the official EC languages,
t it also reflected European concern ar the dominance of
Wnglish. A two-foreign-languages proposal was blocked ar a
¥ 'mg of EC Ministers of Education by British resistance (for
Jwnalysis of the reasons given by Britain see Stubbs in press).
Rritain is well aware that linguicism favours English at present.
Clearly those foreign languages that can succeed in legitimating
massive presence on school timetables are dominant languages.
Ihere is a curious paradox here: continental European govern-
ments allocate huge resources to the learning of a langnage which
threatens the continued viability of their own culture and language.
(ne means of sugaring this pill would be to ensure that more than
wne dominant language was learnt, which is whart politicians,
aberted by language teachers’ associations, are aiming at. The
following comes from a submission to Unesco on foreign
language education up to and beyond the year 2000 by the FIPLV:

Increasing economic pressures on governments and local
authorities has produced in many national curricula the
linguistic and cultural hegemony of one foreign language,
which, as an albeit diluted form of outmoded imperialism,
frustrates the aim of international understanding insofar as
the opportunity for young learners to study other languages
and cultures, or to be receptive towards them, is thus
removed. Single language dominance must be avoided for, in
this respect, it is not defensible on educational grounds.
Moreover, it tends to favour the ‘privileged’ languages of the
world and neglect utterly the legitimate interests of others.
(FIPLV 1988: 1)
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The underlying rationale of this submission seems to be that
dominant international languages have a legitimate interest in
their promotion in foreign education systems, bur only if
diversity is assured. But however laudable the goal of interna-
tional understanding may be, there is a serious risk of this
proposal leading to a blurring of the distinction between
languages which are mecessary for cultural maintenance and
survival, and languages for personal enrichment and national
benefit. There is thus a tension between

— the struggle of dominated indigenous and immigrant lan-
guages for basic human rights and justice

— the interest of European nation states in maintaining the
integrity and vitality of their official languages by ensuring
that there are some limits to the advance of English, where the
hope is that this will be achieved by ensuring that European
schools equip people to operate in two foreign languages.

How this tension will be resolved, at the level of professional
associations (several are likely to be involved)® and of Unesco,
is unclear ar present, but there is no doubrt of the commitment of
scholars, politicians, and a substantial number of supra-national
organizations to this cause (see Giordan 1992; Skutnabb-Kangas
and Phillipson forthcoming). It also needs to be recalled
that there are limitations to all such international covenants.
Their precise legal status is unclear, though some states
incorporate obligations undertaken under international law into
their domestic law, and Europeans have the right, if they fail in a
case in their national courts, to take it to the European Court
of Human Rights. Litigation is, however, inevitably a lengthy,
expensive, and chancy business.* Another weakness is that there
is a tendency for covenants to be conceptually vague, allowing
nation states to interpret them as they please. However, the
assertion of a normative, inalienable standard is of major
significance for minority groups, and can help to legitimate
dominated languages and delegitimate the claims of dominant
groups and languages.

Two approaches, Wardhaugh and Calvet

As a final indication of how some of the issues raised in this book
have been approached, two recent books which deal with similar
topics will be analysed. They are Languages in Competition:
dominance, diversity and decline by Ronald Wardhaugh (1987),
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il La guerre des langues et les politiques linguistiques by
Louis-Jean Calvet (1987). The comparison shows different
woretical standpoints, different perceptions of what is signific-
in the study of language dominance, and different value
Midgements underlying their positions. This highlights the
jwimplexity of coming to grips with this area, and also raises
hical issues in relation to professionalism.
" The two books are general introductions to glottopolitics and
w languages rise and fall. Both authors see languages as living
jganisms which emerge, grow, and prosper or die. Languages
Battle with each other for dominance and survival. But the biases
il each author are clear from their respective titles. Wardhaugh’s
& i liberalistic approach to a free marker of linguistic competi-
flon. For Calver, some languages are killed, as the expansion of
e language often means the disappearance of another.
Linguistic warfare is for him a reality and not merely a metaphor
fisr the politics of language and relations berween languages. The
le links warfare with language policy, which can influence the
utcome. That is where linguists come in.
It is a source of strength that both books review a large
Humber of linguistic situations, but when coverage is inevitably
Dief, the success of the venture depends crucially on the overall
structure of the book, the chosen theoretical framework, and the
Wiy empirical material is handled. Theory-building is notably
lacking in this field, despite the massive documentation of
linguistic inequality worldwide. Hymes (1985:v) has noted the
absence of a unifying theory of linguistic inequaliry.
Wardhaugh’s first three chapters are a summary of the
approaches of several disciplines to such issues as language
~apread, diversity, ethnicity, and nationalism. Thereafter the
book is mainly geographically and historically motivated (lan-
guage in Britain, France, and Spain, the promotion of English
il French worldwide, sub-Saharan Africa, Canada, USA, etc.).
Linking these topics is what for Wardhaugh is the core issue—
the struggle for power berween English and French worldwide.
Competition from the original indigenous languages in Britain
and France is accorded serious attention, but the same principle
Is not followed in analysing the Europeanized countries of the
tew world. In the description of the USA and Canada, the
languages of Native American peoples are totally ignored, and
Australian Aborigines only merit a passing reference. It is the big
languages that interest Wardhaugh. As these have experienced a
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modest challenge from the languages of recent immigrants, the
competition from them is also described. Even in Africa, the key
drama is held to be the competition between the former colonial
languages, though of the major local languages, Arabic in the
Maghreb and Swahili in East Africa are regarded as strong
enough to be considered good competition, and are therefore
given substantial coverage.

Calvet’s book is divided into three parts, on, respectively, the
origins of linguistic conflict (covering the origins of language,
religions and language, multilingualism, and doctrines of lin-
guistic superiority); the battlefield (covering ‘gregarious’ and
‘vehicular’ languages, ‘mother tongues’ and the family, markets
and mulrilingualism, language death); and headquarters (lan-
guage policy and imperialism, language planning—various case
studies—the war of the alphabets, the war of lexis, the defence of
French as a case of trench warfare, and Esperanto as an example
of the pacifist illusion).

From these panoramic synopses it can be seen thar the
unifying theme for Wardhaugh is the empirical facts of language
competition in nation states, viewed against a background of
potentially relevant theory, whereas Calvet’s military theme
provides a structure for an analysis of key influences on linguistic
struggle and on the main actors in the field. Wardhaugh’s
descriptions in fact draw very little on the theoretical and
conceptual tools he initially presents, whereas for Calver the
necessary theory is introduced ad hoc in order to explain how
language relates to power, whar socieral processes are mediated
by language, and the relationship between ideological and
structural phenomena. The appealing symmetry of his book is
bolstered by a coherent, multidisciplinary theoretical frame-
work. His scientific position is explicitly stated, whereas
Wardhaugh aims at presenting competing analyses, without
declaring his own hand directly.

Theories of the kind reported by Wardhaugh tend to be
restricted to typologies of large numbers of variables, as noted in
the discussion above of language spread and the sociology of
language. He writes as a professional linguist, and makes no
attempt to integrate the perspectives of several disciplines into a
unified theory in order to account for the evidence of his
analyses. Calvet’s book follows on logically from his earlier
work, particularly Linguistique et colonialisme: un petit traité
de glottophagie (1974), which analysed the history and nature
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ol scientific paradigms and some central concepts Wéfhl')“
linguistics in order to identify the social interests serve El
scientific activity, and in particular the way linguists legitimate
colonialism. His new book treads new ground in relation to
many familiar concepts such as diglossia, ‘lingqa fraﬂlfﬁi(az
‘mother tongue, and his major contribution is 1o mn 'et:fl
guistics, and language planning in particular, with the Soiﬂa 5
and political framework within which it operates. His F;eand
‘that linguists should be aware of their own value |udgelllﬂff1 S .
Nist their democratic antennae whenever they Wark or t ‘?f
State, which is almost invariably the commissioning Sﬂufci Of
their work. This is necessary because there is always the 1"? o
. erful ‘experts’ dispossessing people of their languages- 1 d“"aft
s the continuation of politics by other means, then the conduc
‘of linguistic policy is the civil form of the barﬂ-c b;m’iig
lunguages, in which case the linguist needs to strive or ;
maximum amount of democratic control of all aspects
language policy. . o
¥ \%’arﬁhgugl?s study is mainly anchored in the‘socl_ﬂl‘_’g} a?v:-
language, even if he is a linguist. Linguists a-nd ]1ngu|5t?cs o
guriously absent, and there is relatively lictle sign in rhf] 00 ;
e contribution that the linguist might make to the wslﬂf fumf'“ .
ongoing linguistic struggles. Here, too, Calxter dtbt?:;- e
frequently shows how the linguist is in a key position, o i
language planner (for instance in relation to ch_un:e of Sf'npui’s -
the promotion of a particular dialect) and in soci0 mgl -
yesearch. He has himself done extensive rese_arch on rl;f_ ro :md
languages in the family and the marketplace in W'E?t Africa, .
the richness of his empirical observations, from Latin America
{ hina, permeates the book. el
As a linguist Wardhaugh is interested in tl_]f: vali ;UG .
norms for a language. Here he sees decisive differences Et‘?’_"—‘ﬂ
i monolithic French approach, with insistence on a metropo 1‘_[3“
standard, and multipolar English (British, American, AUStT?ﬁ'i“i
Indian, etc.) positions. He is strongly influenced by the g 1_“?
thetoric surrounding French, the idea that French pcopl'ﬁ" e rl_f‘ ¢
their language is inherently superior, and the pres\C“me15“;1f
which this entails. This has of course been a key comPGﬂfgtl?
Veance’s mission civilisatrice. So far as English is cchﬂmz r'h e
helieves thar the language-culture equation is wr:al-fef an ‘:‘;
‘wpeakers of English are much more accepting of _d:ff;l'ﬁ“cz;d_
ihe ways in which English is spoken and used in th€ W
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(op. cit.: 14). He assigns this difference in attitudes a causal role
in accounting for the spread of English as a second/foreign
language and the relative failure of French to do likewise. In this,
he is on shaky ground, for two reasons. Firstly, it is an empirical
fact that French now has more speakers of the language, as a first
and second language, than at any time in its history (Calver
1987:263). This scarcely indicares decline, though it does not
alter the fact that English is expanding faster in many domains
(including key ones such as academic writing and internarional
organizations) at the expense of French—in the sense that
previously French was the favoured language, providing irs
native speakers and their culture with advantages and simultan-
eously excluding others. Secondly, beliefs and attitudes are
integrally related to the relative power of languages, which has
multiple causes, of which the most important are economic and
political. While it is correct to note the importance of attitude, it
cannot be seen in isolation from structural power (which neither
linguicism theory nor Kachru’s approach does). The British,
Americans, and French have all been keen to impose their
linguistic norms worldwide. The issue here is essentially one of
control. Wardhaugh's theoretical framework provides no means
of assessing the truth value of his assertion that attitudinal
factors would be of more significance in the case of one
dominant language than of another.

Wardhaugh's book is flawed by a number of errors of fact (for
details, see Phillipson 1990), and also by contradictory state-
ments. On the one hand he rightly notes that in Africa
proficiency in the former colonial language is crucial for access
to élite social strata. On the other he claims that language has
‘not yet been tied to the spoils system’ (op. cit.: 175). Similarly,
he regards English as ‘neutral’ and divorced from cultural
associations (op. cit.: 15), while at the same time it is linked with
Anglo-American values, influence and ‘modernity’ (op. cit.: 132).
These conflicting messages may in some measure derive from the
way Wardhaugh has chosen to present the issues. Many analyses
and interpretations are presented in terms of ‘there are those
who think’, ‘some critics/advocates claim . . . 'y with no
indication of their source. This is a characteristic feature of a
book which is guided by a ‘parliamentary theory of knowledge’,
and which presents the main views and then lets the reader make
up his or her mind. The preface explicitly states this as a strategy.
However, this stance leads to muddle and inconsistency. Thus,
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wo-colonialism is identified correctly as leading to ‘the
sitinuation of certain types of linguistic influence and to new
easures’ (op. cit.: 12). A whole chapter is devoted to fiescr:blng
Wich activity, namely the efforts of the British, Americans, an.d
tench to promorte their languages worldwi'de. Yet the claim is
iimultaneously put forward that “The majority of states pursue a
wilicy of linguistic and cultural assimilation c_:-f minorities within
\eir borders while observing the convention that one state
wuld not interfere in the internal affairs of others, ar least not
rectly” (op. cit.: 28). Such conflicting signals are compounc_ied
‘the way Wardhaugh mostly puts conceprs ll_kc ne.o—culf)ma]-
m and race in inverted commas, as a way of distancing hlm_self
jom the terms rather than using them as rigorous analytical
ficepts. ‘
When it comes to analysis and drawing cnncluspns, ho:.a.revgr,
Wardhaugh almost invariably does rake sides. He is partisan in
weording different trearment to English ar_ld French _{for detqlls,
see Phillipson 1990). His approach is typical of native Englzsh-
speakers who uncritically applaud the spread of !Engllsh. Thf:re 15
strong element of the triumphalism of apologists of dominant
linguages that Fishman so c!eplores[l_&lgﬂ}. _ S
In general, Wardhaugh feels that it is Ll[‘lll]w.lel}' rha‘r .mmonF.-.
lunguages (Irish, Gaelic, Welsh, etc.) will survive. This is largely
Pecause his analysis of language competition is coloured and
kewed by a monolingual view of the world. Hc !ms a
ubtractive view of bilingualism, regarding it as leading inevit-
ably to societal and individual m{}nulmgl%allsm. He. Iblurs .[he
wistinction between grassroots multilingualism and bli:ngualism
hieved through formal education (European languagcs n
‘Africa can only be learnt in formal education). He is not
persuaded by any of the evidence of resistance to _I;mgu‘agf
isplacement and shift and is suspicious of f!it? muinlmgu.ailsm
‘which is the norm for many, perhaps a majority of people in the
world.

Calvet begins with how languages emerge, the ‘paleontq!ug}'
~ of language’. There is neurolinguistic f_“._'ldC!'llCE that spcgahz-
ation of the brain for communication functions was directly
telated to humans becoming bipeds and starting to use tools,
which indicates that these evolutionary processes were clos?]y
linked. Verbal communication evolved to meer specific social
iieeds, when gesture and grunts were no longer adec!ual:t?.
Language emerged therefore polygenetically, and humankind is
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multilingual. The socio-historical and biological evidence thu.
conflicts with the Biblical myth of a single language and with
multilingualism as the curse of Babel. Language evolved as 4
result of social pressures, including the pressures of languag:
conract. Its origin is inescapably linked to relations of force, 10
power and its negotiation. Calvet concludes that humanity i
thus in a constant state of semiological conflict.

Calver expands the concepr of diglossia so as to anchor u
more firmly in societal power and permit analysis of nested
multiglossic siruations (Pride 1982 also refers to triglossic
situarions), such as in Tanzania. Calvet then presents a typolog:
of diglossic situations, exemplified in relation to countries in
which French is spoken. His types are: multilingualism with a
single dominant language (France); multilingualism with minor-
ity dominant languages (the Maghreb, with ‘official’ Arabic
sharing cultural dominance with French and monopolizing
socio-political dominance); multilingualism with a single minor-
ity language dominant (francophone Africa); multilingualism
with an alternative dominant language (creole countries in the
Caribbean); and multilingualism with dominant regional lan-
guages (Switzerland, Belgium).

Calvet’s ‘linguistic racism” has similarities with linguicism, the
most obvious example being the ideology of linguistic superior-
ity associated with dominant languages. This can be traced back
to the Greeks. The French later harnessed it to a linguicidal
policy at home and abroad. The eighteenth-century idea of the
‘universality” of French, at a time when only a minority of
citizens of France spoke the language, was due to French being
the international language of the European ruling groups. In
addition to functional arguments, a fundamentally racist ideo-
logy of superiority (elegance, clarity, the ‘natural’ order of its
syntax) was propagated: those languages which did not have the
same syntax as French were not ‘logical’ and were therefore
inferior. This ideology was used to legitimate an unequal

distribution of power and resources o the dominant language.

Central theorerical constructs for Calvet in categorizing the
vast diversity of language functions are two poles, the *vehicular’
and the ‘gregarious’. Gregarious language serves purposes of
social intimacy, shared identity, the small group. Vehicular
language by contrast serves the purpose of wider communic-
ation, an extreme type being pidgin. Calver's use of vehicular
corresponds to what Anglo-Saxons generally refer to as lingua
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v (see Chapter 3), but is brrf}ader and 'perrmts a lmk—upf t-:;
il languages. Social mobility necessitates the use 0. A
hcular language (the gregarious Ianguage. with power), a
wiiistic shift may mark the demise of gregarious ]anguages. .
" alver shows that language sur'.—'iva!fl depends _-:maally- on tl e
igage(s) of primary socialization in the family, a point afi:-
l¢ by Fishman (1990) in his t}'pnl-:.)g}‘ of factors neclﬁjssar:yfr ;
wrsing language shife. The family is th}ls a microcosm 01_ :1 e
wuistic conflicts of the wider community. Calvet exempli bes
: pecking order of languages and thf‘rlr establtéhmént : :1
wsenting empirical dara on language use in mar}fets in D::: (i)te
hina), Brazzaville (Congo), and ?Qlamey lgNrgTer). 2 pur-
pultilingual diversity, languages achieve necessary 50:.':1 fprh‘3
aes, and language use is a mirror of the 50c1?[al power o
suages in question. The market is a catalyst for the t?n1er_gen§e
{ vehicular languages. Presumably the same applies in the
ubal marketplace, with linguicism operating to concentrate the
power ¢ dominant languages. .
:;:lrvl:f rz:-:::c:h-;)rs. la;u'lguage%l1 policy clearly to the .mtcrest? 0f<the
slite. As language planning is one aspect of national ]:Ill.mnmg,
i as intervention can change both tije corpus qu_-.l anguage
a new
i relationships between languages, 'El'I'IS casts ].mgm..«.ts'm : 1
yole, They are no longer merely observing a.nd 1dennf)'mg. rf.l.ei:
liey are now making the rules._ If one includes acqum:;;[
Ep'lnnning within language pfannm.g. this \.?muldd m;:r;n i
applicd linguiits ir:vr;flved in planning language educ
! ‘making rhe rules’. _
.I'h:';::v:::al; cfse studies are presented in_sor‘u_e deta_llz rh-z c?nsul-
{dation of Pu tong hua in China and HII}dI in lndla, an| (r;u_f use
ol local languages as the mediuln of educarion ”:hr ume:;
‘Calver’s conclusion (op. cit.: 180) is tl'_tat in e_ach of the e;: Ciii
there is a State thrust towards r:;c;nolm{guahsm, to boost the idea
3] neuage, nation, and State. , _
nrfl:l?\gtle;iefemf one case study of successful re.sgs:anceq ::;
linguistic imperialism. The jiv:_lros of Ecuador, mi . ;a; -
they call themselves, are, according to Calvet, Fhe' only Im. ig ey
Latin American group who have succ-eedcd in |ntegrqat|.ng -
own language and culture into educano‘n and in Fldmatmrg t ::;
people bilingually in Shuar gnd Sp;?msh. (Simll ngn;}o;esshuar
apparently gaining strength in Mexico, Hame - ; e
schools operate independently of State control, make ext .
and TV. and demonstrate that a periphera

use of radio
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dominated group can liberate itself from the linguistic and
educational norms of the centre, and can, through its own
efforts, upgrade its gregarious language, and ensure its transmis-
sion from one generation to the next.

The “defence’ of French is traced back to the establishment ol
the Alliance Frangaise in 1883. Only a language which is in
decline needs ‘defending’—though much of the rhetoric of
declining standards and linguistic sloppiness is also heard in
relation to expansionist English. One embarrassing parallel for
the combartants for French purity is that the legal measures
enacted to buttress French closely parallel those of Fascist
regimes (Italy, Germany, Spain): intolerance of dialects and
minority languages within national borders, xenophobic na-
tional linguistic purity, and an expansionist urge externally.
Calvet is critical of French efforts to protect the intrinsic
structure of French, mainly on two counts: they are doomed to
be ineffective, and they ignore the root cause of the problems of
French, which has nothing ro do with French at all but is, in facr,
English. This is an external factor, rooted in politics and
economics rather than language.

On the global diffusion of American culture, Calvet has lictle
to say, apart from a rather limited study of the Summer Institute
of Linguistics (SIL). Calver reports some of the criticism of this
missionary body—that it has been accused of CIA activity—and of
furthering commercial interests, and in general of serving the
interests of the West and the central governments that permit
them to operate, rather than the indigenous people they are
purportedly ‘helping’ (via alphabetization and evangelism) on
the road to western ‘development’. There is abundant evidence
that the SIL is patronizing, holds up the USA as a model,
stigmatizes indigenous cultures, and that their influence js
disastrous for indigenous people. Even if the missionaries
themselves have the best of intentions, and have been instru-
mental in alphabetizing some threatened languages, structurally
they are cultural imperialists. There is no analysis of how
language policy and language pedagogy have served American
interests worldwide.

Some of Calvet’s theoretical principles are stated more
explicitly in his study of linguistics and colonialism (1974). The
thrust rowards monolingualism, both in France and in the
French empire, involved the dominant language “eating up’ the
dominated ones (glottophagie = linguistic cannibalism). The
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istic division of labour was an integral part hoftﬁt::z
¢lusionary practices of colonial raCisrrl.-Cal?et. uses the 25
guistic superstructure’ to refer to the -lmgulstu: stalms w e
acterizes certain  power relatl_onshlps {_n_ot only in .
lonial situation), bilingualism with opposmon‘bem;een .
sminant and the dominated ]ang}mg&, the crushlrfglt; ?(;1}2 ;:)}
¢ languages by another, cxclusm? !angugge. etc. {ﬁ 74: olf
is definition manifestly has affinities W}fh_ the de ]nmon :
dpiicism, has some elements of strucrure in it, ;112:1 also cover
¢ consequences of this ‘linguistic superstructure 1. o
Calvet’s analysis of dominant and domln?tcd alz.lgu?ge;, Lim
@ way linguistics serves to legitimate such- inequa ity rea s s
gonclude that in underdeveloped countries ° . . . any l'l{l-IIf] :
beration which is not accompanied b?' an overthmwl 0 thz
jistic superstructure is not a Iibe‘ranon_ of the peop‘e.! ul.r :
k the dominated language, but a liberation o.f the sclncza class
hich spoke and continues to speal-.c the don-n.na;'lzl anlgua}g:_
isidl.: 137). “There cannot be economic and pohtlc-a ET'O on.lzt.
Hon without in the course of this process, there being a mgéns ll:
toco lonization’ (ibid.: 152). Itis time_now to lgok in more dept :
i colonial linguistic policies and their legacy in the contempor

world.

: i i i ical with a proposal

' Recife declaration was almost identica

:::: foi'ward by Tove Skutnabb-Kangas (1984). The four

ints were: B A

r::;mEvery social group has the right to positively }dent_if:. '.n.inh

one or more languages and to have such identification
accepted and respected by others. ‘

(b) Evcr]; child has the right to learn the languagel(s) of histher

oup fully. g

{c) Eg.i'er}? peréon has the right to use the language of his/her

oup in any official situation.

(d) ?‘il:.rerg person has the right to learn fully at leasf_ one oé the
official languages in the country where she is resident,
according to her/his own choice. e N

2 Debate about whether rights are individual or _cullecm]ei

tends to be somewhat sterile, as r'he one is ir_equen‘r ¥
meaningless without the other. Likewise, whether ngél}[ls can
inhere in a language (which the proposed European Charter
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opts for) or only in its speakers also seems something ol i
chicken or egg discussion.

3 AILA, the Association Internationale de Linguistique Appli
quée, is already involved.

4 The standard textbook on human rights conventions

case law is Sieghart 1983. A case of extreme interest lo
minorities is currently being heard in the Norwegian court.
(Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1989, Chapter 11). A Sanu
is suing the state for compensation on the grounds that i
failed to provide him with the education he was entitled 10,
and thar his life chances were adversely affected. He arrived

at school speaking no Norwegian, and the teachers spoke no
Sami.

5 So far as India is concerned, there is substantial counter

evidence to a monolingualism hypothesis: constitution.l
protection for linguistic minorities, élite multilingualism via
schooling, the three-language formula, etc., quite apart from
the reality of grassroots multilingualism.

6 Calvet’s terminology here is drawn from Marxist theory. He

relates his framework explicitly to Stalin’s comments on
language not being a superstructural phenomenon (see also
Goodman 1968). He is critical of Sralin for ignoring
multilingualism and the way different classes use different
forms of a language, or, in a diglossic division of linguistic
labour, different languages. For Calver, Stalin’s concern,
whether language belongs to the superstructure or to the
base or both, is a false way of conceptualizing the issue. It is

not a language that is a superstructural phenomenon but
*social linguistic organisation’.

The colonial linguistic
inheritance

jeir masters” language

' i i ion, and made it
{ was greatly delighted with my new companion,
\bu%i‘i'ness to teach him everything that was proper to mﬁ_ke
Wim uscful, handy, and helpful; but especially to make him
.k, and understand me when I spake, and he was the aptest
sehollar that ever was.
{Defoe 1719; 1965: 213)

Whinson Crusoe’s version of how and .why he tagg}}t Ms;}
i 'ny English is one of the first published descriptions :
plish teaching. The motivation for a shared Ianguage}wz_u;
vious, the power relationship berween the two Ipeopc |e
Diefoe's fantasy clear-cut, faithfully reflecting the racia struc‘r;;l 3
Wl western society at the heyday of slavery. Qrusoe sou
adventure and fortune overseas, like so many of his cn_m}pamnts.
\erever the British have sertled, Fl}e}' have talcen.thmr anguag_tz
“with them. It has been suggested (frivolously, but in anf academl f
" ing) that Robinson Crusoe is Ii;t; ]Lmacknuwledged ounder o
the British Council (Politi 1985: 195). .
4 :'ltB?smr]:m frivol-:l:lus to regard Defoe’s book as having ;11
yignificant and widespread impact. In the wqrds of an EXEEH on
r ighteenth-century European literature, Rc_)bmson Cf’!fsﬁ:e ega
{ set a style and dominate a reading public on the continent . '1,;.
I was much wider in its influence than had been any slmg_c
I nglish book up to that time’ (Stone 1959:17). Defoel ds ﬁ:n
adventure story has followed the British rouqd_ the wb:? h. g
simplified readers were first produced by a British publis T:r sa:a‘1 ;
to assist colonized subjects in acquiring English as ; l;r:-.r»: En
language, the first title published was none other than Ro masbl .
Crusoe (the Longman New Method series, 1926). Pl;sufrn thl
the subject matter was regarded as pre-eminently suitable for
wlll’:'l:i;]:ixz;e::.English was essential for functioning in colqnial
periphery-English societies, at least for those who had dealings
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with the colonizers. This was true in lands which were being:
Europeanized by settlers, from North America ro Australia, an
which now have the status of core-English countries. It wa.
equally true in all parts of the periphery-English world where the
British flag once flew.

Colonial educational language policy and practice

The significance of language was understood from the early
expansionist phase of imperialism. In India, the English languag,
was regarded as a force for the ‘modernizing’ of the country, th
purpose being to educate a class of Indians who could function
as interpreters berween the British colonial power and the
millions of Indians they governed, ‘a class of persons Indian in
blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals,
and in intellect’, to cite Lord Macaulay’s dictum of 1834 (quoted
in Khubchandani 1983: 120; see also Pattanayak 1981: 174 ff.).
Macaulay was chairman of the Governor-General’s Committec
on Public Instruction.
Macaulay’s formulation of the goals of British educational
policy ended a protracted controversy which had excercised
planners both in India and in the East India Company in
London. Education in ‘orientalist’ traditions, through Sanskrir,
Arabic, or Persian, was weighed up against a scientifically-
oriented ‘anglicist” approach. When Macaulay one-sidely fa-
voured the British model, he doubtless quite genuinely believed
that English could do for India what Greek and Latin were
assumed to have done for western Europe. The same argument
was still in use in the 1950s (Nuffield Foundation and Colonial
Office 1953: 82). The decision to promote English language and
thought needs to be seen in conjunction with accompanying
political, economic, and social pressures, and not least the role
assigned to indigenous education. The administrative decree
effectuating Macaulay’s policy in 1835 is unambiguous on this:
‘the grear object of the British Governmenr ought to be the
promotion of European literature and science among the natives
of India; and thart all the funds appropriated for the purpose of
education would be best employed on English education alone’
(Khubchandani 1983:120). This decision on funding firmly
slammed the door on indigenous traditions of learning. The
power of English was further strengthened by a decision in 1837
to replace Persian as the official language of the law courts with
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lish, By 1844, when results of the educational pgiicy were
fing to show, it was decreed that when Indians were
ilted to posts under the government, prefcr:?ncc would be
i\ to those who had received an English education. ‘
{he result of this policy was that throughout the Inc_han
continent ‘English became the sole medium mf education,
Iinistration, trade, and commerce, in short of ‘al] forn_-ual
Whains of a sociery’s functioning. Proficiency in 'El'lg!lsl‘l
me the gateway to all social and material benehts” (Misra
2. 150). This was one of the main achievements of ncau:ly wWo
Wiuries of British rule, and one of the most durable legacies. :
Macaulay had a seminal influence on language policy
whghout the British Empire. His strategy was endorsed at the
iperial Conferences of 1913 and 1923. In the words of the
ad of the British Council’s English teaching operations f'or
uny years, Macaulay ‘derermined whar we sht_mld do, quite
terally, from Hong Kong to the Gambia’' {?(mg 196}:23].
Wplish was the master language of the empire. The job of
ducation was to produce people with mastery of Engl:sh..-
ducation” was of course conceived very difft:renﬂ}_r then, as it
w intended for a limited proportion of the subjects of the
smpire. Linguicist beliefs about the superiority t_}f one language
ere embedded in an educational structure which gave prefer-
is language.
f:i::}\:?de]y b%liefcd that a comparison berzv:e'en the Bn:tfsh an:d
Pyench empires reveals a fundarflf:nm! dlffercn'ce in their
Janguage policies. The justification for this contention seems to
I that the French were more singleminded in the prosecution of
their language, more conscious of a ‘civilizing mission’, more
Intolerant of the use of indigenous languages at any stage n
wducation, and more effective in educating black men (El]:ld far
fewer women) to speak the metropolitan langu_age beaut{fxﬂly.
Mowever, this is a very selective over-simplification of the issues
involved. While it is true that in the Arab wc_)rld and sub-SaharzEn
Africa virtually no reaching was permitted in local languages, in
Indo-China the French departed from their _F_rench-?n]}{ pOIl(:,')-’
and allowed educartion in local languages. British policy in India
followed Macaulay in excluding Indian languages for many
| years, but shifted to a linguistically stratified system b'y‘ the enc!
of the nineteenth century. The British policy of ‘}ndlrect rule
was to be effectuated by educating the élite exclusively thruug_h
the medium of English; primary education could for others be in
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the vernacular, and for the few who continued into secondar
education, a switch to English was made (Khubchandani 195 |
121). In British colonies in Africa, African languages generally
served as the medium of education for the first few years of the
primary school. But instruction through a local language wa.
invariably seen as a transitional phase prior to instruction i
English. Local languages were never accorded high status in any
colonial society.

The overall goals of the colonial powers were conceived
differently, the French aiming at la France outre-mer and
ultimate union with metropolitan France, the British accepting
the principle of trusteeship, leading ultimately to self-govern
ment and independence. Whether these variants were experi
enced differently by colonial subjects, or have had differen:
major long-term effects of a structural or ideological kind i
doubtful. Educarion served the interests of the colonizing power,
and large areas of social life were unaffected by colonial
education or linguistic policies. Even if the French organized
education exclusively through the medium of French in Africa,
the proportion of the population involved was minute, and only

slightly larger in British Africa. A few examples will illustrate
this.

— According to French government sources, when the French
arrived to “civilize’ Algeria, the literacy rate in urban Algeria
was 40 per cent—far higher than in France at the time. When
the French left after 130 years of colonization, the literacy rate
among Algerians was, according to an optimistic reckoning,
10-135 per cent (Colonna 1975).

— Figures for French Equarorial Africa for 1938 and 1955
indicate that, even when accorded the most favourable
interpretation, less than 1 per cent of children attended school
(Calver 1979:132). In (British) Tanganyika and the Belgian
Congo by comparison, roughly 4 per cent attended school in
the same period (ibid.: 145). However, such figures are
themselves misleading, because of the annual attrition: in
Tanganyika in 1950, 58,144 pupils attended the first year of
the primary school, 40,201 the second, 30,464 the third, and
23,142 the fourth. The same pattern was true elsewhere in
British tropical Africa (Nuffield Foundation and Colonial
Office 1953:77). The study group which compiled these
figures estimated that for children who completed less than
four years of schooling, no lasting literacy benefits material-
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jeedd and the experience of school could well have been
psychologically damaging (ibid.: 77).

e big expansion of secondary education dates from the
|950s, following the recognition that some form of independ-
e for colonies was much more imminent than had been
uppreciated earlier, but the educational pyramid was still
steep: for instance in Central Africa the number of :::hlldrn?n
wompleting the fourth class, as a proportion of the children in
any one year of school age, ranged from 10 per cent in
‘Nyasaland to 39 per cent in Northern Rhodesia (now
Zambia). But by the eighth class the figure was under 3 per
went in both countries, and by the end of the twelfth class the
Migure was 0.05 per cent. Expansion took place rapidly. For
Jnstance in Nigeria the number of secondary pupils increased
from 9,908 in 1947 to 134,799 in 1959 (Spencer 1971: 539).

Ihese figures relate only to schooling run by the European
wlonial power and ignore traditional African methods of
Wpbringing and training for adult responsibilities. They conceal
the fact that in some African countries there was widespread
feracy in Arabic for secular as well as religious purposes. _51_.1ch
hooling was not considered ‘educational” by the French {1b|_d.:
A41). The French and the British were in concert in stigmatizing
ot simply ignoring local traditions in educational practice. -
Although the imperial powers had slightly different ultimate
yoals and education policies, and considerable autonomy was
llowed to the many Christian missions who bore the brunt of
i iching, the goals tended to be formulated i_n idcptica] terms.
,'5 he French “civilizing’ mission was an explicit policy, ar_lc_l was
hased on the myth of Reason as an ideology for all citizens,
which the French language ensured access to (Achard 1986: 18).
“Ihe reformist French Third Republic set out on a programme of
Wemocratizing education in France after 1870 and incorporating
social classes hitherto regarded as inferior and not worth
widucating. The overseas possessions were under the direct
Jurisdiction of Paris, and the same educational laws were put
into cffect throughout the French empire. The purpose and
~ historical mission of education in the French empire was
‘outlined by Rambaud, the Minister of Public Education in 1897,
I relation to Algeria:

The first conquest of Algeria was accomplished militarily and
was completed in 1871 when Kabylia was disa_rmed. The
second conquest has consisted of making the natives accept
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our administrative and judicial systems. The third conquest
will be by the School: this should ensure the predominance ol
our language over the various local idioms, inculcate in the
muslims our own idea of what France is and of its role in the
world, and replace ignorance and fanatical prejudices by the
simple bur precise notions of European science.

(quoted in Colonna 1975: 40)

The French attitude was expounded by a senior inspector with
responsibility for overseas education in 1910 as follows:

. to attach them to the Metropole by a very solid
psychological bond, against the day when their progressive
emancipation ends in a form of federation, as is probable . . .
thar they be, and they remain, French in language, thought,
and spirit.

(Foncin, quoted in Ashby 1966: 363)

School had a specific role in achieving this transformation.

To transform the primitive peoples in our colonies, to render
them as devoted as possible to our cause and useful to our
commerce . . . the safest method is to take the narive in
childhood, bring him into assiduous contact with us and
subject him to our intellectual and moral habits for many
years in succession, in a word to open schools for him where
his mind can be shaped at our will.

(Hardy 1917, quoted in Taleb Ibrahimi 1973: 12)

Macaulay’s statement of British goals in India has already been
quoted, and is in the same vein as the French policy statements.
That period saw similar British pronouncements, with a rather
more explicitly Christian bias, for South-East Asia and Ceylon
(now Sri Lanka) (see the examples in Kachru 1986).* British
involvement in education in Africa also dates from the beginning
of the nineteenth century, in the first place on the initiative of
missions. Whereas in India there was controversy over the
relative merits of competing systems of education, in Africa the
decision to introduce education of a British kind was raken
‘instinctively, on the assumprtion that no other course was open’
(Ashby 1966: 148). The first schools were modelled on the
charity schools in Britain, and taught basic literacy and
numeracy skills bur concentrated on religious instruction.

There was considerable diversity in educational practice in the
colonies of the British empire:
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Fducation in each colony tended to be greatly influenced by
individuals—governors, directors of education, _and particu-
Jarly by heads of schools or institutions. Colonial educartors
Land administrators were very wary indeed about the refeva‘nce
of Indian examples and experience, and Macaulay had litdle
influence . . . The Colonial Office published reports by its
“advisory committees, often composed of those with direct
‘experience in various colonies, but did not lay down rules,
‘only principles. In pracrice there were great differences
between the various colonies.

(Perren, ms)

¢ much of the nineteenth century Sierra Leone was the on?}'
ritish colony in West Africa, the Gold Coast being added in
#74, and Nigeria not being unified under one governor until
914. Meanwhile the missions, who provided most of the
ropean) education available, and who were by no means all

dtish, had a fairly free hand. The goal in any case was limited:

When modern education was first introduced into Africa there
was little expectation that its purpose would be more than to
provide a limited number of craftsmen, catechi.sts_, teachers,
¢lerks or minor functionaries for the service of missions or the
colonial administration.

~ (Perren 1969: 198)

A plan presented to the Colonial Office in 1847 recommended a
Fractically--:}riented curriculum, ro be devised after careful study
of local customs and needs. This in many ways enllghteped
document however reflects faithfully the thought of the time
when it proclaims that a grammatical knowit:c-ig‘eiof ¥he English
language was ‘the most important agent of civilization for the
coloured population of the colonies’ (quoted in Ashby 1966:
50).
1 T;te hegemony of the dominant colonial languages was
buttressed by a linguicist ideology in both empires. Whereas. rhe
French more actively propagated a discourse of linguistic
supremacy, the British, though apparently more pragmatic and
laissez-faire, had a fundamentally similar attitude to the virmes
of English and failings of other languages. )
There was genuine uncertainty about what the essen‘na]
content of primary education should be in British Africa,
reflecting the duality of an evangelizing, transforming cause .and
the need for sensitivity to local acceptability. However a visit to
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Sierra Leone in 1867 by an Inspector from London was decisiv
in consolidating the transfer of a strictly British education.l
model. This had far-reaching consequences, because Sierr.
Leone was unlike all the other British colonies in Africa. Sierra
Leone was founded as a home for freed slaves and had thereforc
an untypical ethnic and linguistic composition. The first In

spector for West Africa, the Reverend Metcalfe Sunter, who held
office for a decade from 1873, was an inflexible ethnocentric: he
felt that the Africans had no history of their own, and was
staunchly opposed to the study of indigenous languages. His
utilitarian arguments in favour of English and against the use of
local languages have a curiously contemporary ring about them:
the local languages were still imperfectly reduced to written
form, the dialects were no more than locally useful, England was
a country ‘of which they ought to know something’, and English
was the language of commerce and the ruling power (ibid.: 154).

His main achievement was the administrative one of having
brought all British West Africa under the effective operarinia
of the educational system inaugurated at Sierra Leone. He had
thus helped to fix the missionary approach in an essentially
English image of education, which took little account of the
practical needs of the African and almost none of his cultural
susceptibilities.
(quoted in Ashby 1966: 155)

This verdict seems to apply as much when missions learnt local
languages and used these as the medium of education as when
English was used.

In ignoring the African past, the Rev. Sunter faithfully
mirrored imperialist ideology. Even in academic fields such as
ethnography a similar blindness to African cultures prevailed
until the 1950s (Davidson 1982:445). The eurocentric bias of
such social sciences as economics, psychology, and social
anthropology has impoverished these disciplines by making
them unaware of alternative sources of knowledge Uoseph:
Reddy, and Searle-Chatterjee 1990). The functionalist anthro-
pology school which dominated the field in the 1920s and 1930s
was committed to studying contemporary African societies in
order to make colonial administration more effective or func-
tional (Fisher 1982:249). Their work was largely financed by
the Rockefeller Foundation, which had such a pervasive in-
fluence thar, to a great extent, it ‘determined nor only “what”
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whould be studied in the social sciences but also “how™ these
studies were conducted’ (ibid.: 233). The best known of these
upplied anthropologists was Malinowski, whose efforts were
motivated by a wish to assist colonial control. His advice on the
wurriculum was that it should not develop in the African ‘the
lope that through education he can become the white man’s
“hrother” and his economic and political equal’ (Malinowski
1936: 504). Malinowski’s position was in fact ambivalent. In
uch of his writing he attempted to educate policy-makers into
much greater awareness of the complexity and strengths of the
Indigenous cultures of Africa. For instance his Introduction to
Kenyara’s analysis of Gikuyu culture (1938) praises it as
gompetent scholarship, warns against the folly of ignoring
[rican intellectuals or treating them contemptuously as ‘agit-
ators’, and points out thar western culture in the 1930s
{lascism, Stalinism, complicity in Italian aggression in Abyssinia,
teligious sectarianism) was riddled with the kind of superstition
that ‘primitive tribes’ are accused of, and was, indeed, scarcely
fevilized™.”

Although colonial educational policy was fundamentally
pacist (there was still separate education for Europeans, Asians,
and Africans in Kenya in the 1950s) and linguicist, there is no
doubt that many of the policy-makers and the workers in the
field were well-intentioned and genuinely wished not only to
export what was best in British education to the colonies but
also to adapt the education to perceived local needs. In Africa
serious attention was given to the question of standards, not
least because the Africans themselves did not want to be fobbed
off with anything second-class or to be confined to vocational
training. In India in the second half of the nineteenth century
there was debate about whether the emphasis on literature
should be changed towards more technical subjects (Bolt 1971).
Literature was taught in Britain through a canon of “difficult’ set
books, and this tradition was exported overseas, via examina-
tion boards and British personnel: ‘British-trained teachers and
inspectors have, often without question, assumed that what was
believed right for Britain (especially anything concerned with the
English language) would also be valuable overseas™ (Perren
1963: 113).

There was a call for the creation of a university in West Africa
as carly as 1872 (Ashby 1966: 163). Some colonial governors in
the nineteenth century could see the advantages of creating
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thriving local institutions, and it appeared then that by analogy
with Western Europe after the reformation, flourishing univers-
ities could come into existence even when secondary schooling
was embryonic. However the Colonial Office was cautious, and
keen to learn from developments in university education in
Europe, North America, and India. It was only after the Second
World War thar the prospect of independence for many colonics
was seriously envisaged. From that point education was ex-
panded dramatically ar all levels.

Policy reports on various aspects of colonial education were
produced ar regular intervals throughout the first half of this
century.” The first thorough investigation of colonial education
was undertaken by representatives of an American philanthropic
trust, the Phelps-Stokes Fund, at the request of the Foreign
Missions Conference of North America. They visited Wesr,
South, and Equatorial Africa in 1920-1 and East, Central, and
South Africa in 1924, with the blessing of the colomal
authorities. The Phelps—Stokes Reports criticize the education
then offered to Africans, at all levels, for being too divorced from
life outside the classroom and not being adapted to African
conditions (Jones 1922, 1925).” The reports stress that the
mother tongue of the learners should be used in the early stages
of education. There is a clear analysis of relevant factors to he
considered when forming policy for education in multilingu:!|
settings. Many of their proposals, for instance on the use of th
mother tongues and avoiding the creation of a class of Africans
who would be estranged from the masses who had not had o
European-style education, were incorporared into a Colonial
Office policy statement, a Memorandum on Education Policy in
British Tropical Africa in 1925. This lays down thirteen ‘broad
principles’, among them a focus on African languages, th
provision of appropriate textbooks, the education of women and
girls, a principle that ‘education should be adapted to tl«
mentality, aptitudes, occupations, and traditions of the various
peoples, conserving as far as possible all sound and health,
elements in the fabric of their social life’ and the fostering and
educational use of African arts and culture so as to ‘narrow th
hiatus between the educated class and the rest of the communiry,
whether chiefs or peasantry’ (from the summary in Nufficll
Foundation and Colonial Office 1953: 3).

The key investigator for the Phelps-Stokes Fund was Thomus
Jesse Jones, a Welsh American who was closely associated with
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the policy of separate education for the blacks of the USA. The
hilosophy behind the policy of providing appropriate educartion
i)r the blacks was formulated clearly at the turn of the century:
‘the white people are to be the leaders . . . the Caucasion will rule
... in the negro is the opportunity of the South. Time has proven
that he is best fitted to perform the heavy labour in the Southern
states . . . He will willingly fill the more menial positions, and do
he heavy work, at less wages, than the American white man or
any foreign race’ (quoted in Berman 1982: 180). Special educ-
ation for blacks, associated with the Tuskegee Institute and the
Jeanes schools, was set up with foundation money. Jones wrote a
two-volume survey of Negro educartion in the American South in
1917, which lent an aura of intellectual respectability to what
was basically a discriminatory pedagogic practice (and which
was spuriously legitimated with quotations from the Bible—
Macks as ‘hewers and drawers of water’ for Whites, Joshua
21).
~ British missions had been pressing the Colonial Office to
provide a more coherent educational policy before the First
World War, and influential missionary-educators visited Tuske-
o¢ in 1912 (Berman 1982:1835). It is not surprising that policy-
makers on both sides of the Atlantic approved of the idea of a
wview of African education being entrusted to the Phelps-Stokes
und, of which Jones was educational director. The first of his
wo reports stressed the importance of agricultural education
il simple manual training, and showed clearly what literacy in
the mother tongue was to be used for: ‘an emphasis on
wentional rather than literary education was the surest way to
Whieve the formation of a malleable and docile African worker’
hid.: 187).
~ Ihe Colonial Office was so enthusiastic about the first report
liat they prevailed upon the Phelps-Stokes Fund to despatch a
wond team to eastern, central, and southern Africa, where the
pdcational problems were regarded as more intractable because
| the presence of white settlers. Jones regarded the American
Sumth experience as being even more centrally relevant here, and
Nix second report makes similar recommendations. This suited
Mhe colonial officials and settlers admirably. Kenya’s colonial
Antetary appreciated that a restricted educational offering
ol ensure ‘an intelligent, cheerful, self-respecting, and
- tally docile and willing-to-learn African native® (ibid.: 188).
m was the official line in other colonies, such as Malaysia in
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the late nineteenth century, where education was not to ‘unfit them
for the duties of life and make them discontented with anything
like manual labour’ (Benson 1990: 20). The Governor of
Northern Rhodesia wrote that Jones had urged ‘very strongly
that the direction of Narive Education should not be in the same
direction as European, and he convinced me of the correctness ol
that view’ (ibid.: 199). The architects of apartheid education in
South Africa were in close touch with Jones and with Tuskegec
philosophy and practice, and hoped that education run alony,
these lines would reduce racial friction and make the whitc
minority in South Africa more secure (ibid.: 194).

This analysis of the background of the Phelps-Stokes reports
demonstrates that educational and linguistic policy recommend
ations need to be analysed in a wider historical and social
perspective. An apparently sound focus on the mother tongue as
medium of education does not in itself provide a guarantee ol
enlightened education (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a). The Bantu
education offered to blacks in South Africa, and until 1990 i
Namibia, is not redeemed by the fact that the mother rongue i
the medium of education (Phillipson, Skutnabb-Kangas, an
Africa 1985). Language policies are one part of education.l
policy, which is itself determined by the overall societal goals o
the community in question. The Phelps-Stokes reports conforim
to a colonial vision of education and attempt to expoil
repressive strategies from part of the English-speaking Centre,
the American South, to the colonial Periphery.

The significance of the reports lies more in their impact on
educational and administrative thought than on African children.
Despite official endorsement of the policy, education in the
colonies continued bookish and alien, and did not affect the lives
of the masses of the people. It also impinged in a negative win
“This deep belief that only European ways of thinking, ol
clothing themselves, of playing games, of buying and selling
goods, are right, and that all things African are of inferio
quality, is one of the most destructive and undermining
influences in Africa’ (Malinowski 1936: 490).

Kenyatta, speaking as a representative of a colonized people,
complains of European educators not appreciating that they
have anything to learn in Africa (1979: 125):

The European should devote more time to the study of African
language and culture before he starts teaching in Africa, I
without a proper knowledge of the functions of Alricin
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~ institutions, the more the European tries to influence his pupils
in the direction of new habits, standards of life and general

~ Europeanisation, the more he comes up against a social
background which he does not understand.

J

Policy on colonial education or language matters was not guided
by academic research, as no scholars were giving regular
Oligoing attention to the problems. J. R. Firth, who held the first
whair in linguistics ar London University (at the School of
Oriental and African Studies) and was a delegate to the Imperial
Jucation Conference in 1923, wrote in 1930:

It comes as something of a shock to realize that we English,
largely responsible for the future of the only real world
language, partners in a world Empire with hundreds of
millions of Asiatics and Africans speaking hundreds of
languages, representatives of the civilization of all Europe in
the four quarters of the globe, have up to the present made no
adequate provision for the study of the practical linguistic
problems affecting educational technique, the spread of
ignglish as a second language in foreign countries, the cultural
toblems arising in India and Africa, and our furure relations
with the rest of the English-speaking world.

(Firth 1964:211)

Liitle changed during the period of the two world wars and the
tervening depression (except perhaps for efforts to convert the
ilil Coast into an ‘advanced’ colony). The results were seen in
M2 as follows: primary education produced ‘the boy who
% that the Stockron and Darlington railway was opened in
2% but has no idea what a railway is like . . . it is probably true
i the African child after, say, four years in school has imbibed

ie factual knowledge than his English counterpart; it is
¥t that he has gained less understanding’ (Nuffield Found-
Wi and Colonial Office 1953: 22). This judgement comes from
njor study of ‘African Education: Educational Policy and
Buctice in British Tropical Africa’, consisting of reviews of West
Il Fast African practice and comprehensive coverage of policy.
L inajor stimulus for the study was an awareness that all was not
Il with education in Africa, despite official guide-lines and the
Wivated efforts of those involved. The report is informed by a
awareness of African education and indeed African sociery
Wy i crisis, but does not question the colonial mandate or
Wbt that colonized societies are being put on the right path.
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The solution to the ‘moral crisis’ in African colonial societies,
symbolized by crime and urban rootlessness, is more religious
instruction and teachers who can set a good example (ibid. 71).
The report is optimistic that education will contribute sub-
stantially to the solution of Africa’s economic and social
problems, and a very large number of specific recommendations
are put forward, on the content, organization, and methods of
education at all levels, on the teaching profession, the special
needs of women and girls, agriculture, adult education, etc. The
report was then debated at a conference in Cambridge which
brought together people from all the territories concerned.
Working parties discussed organization and control, the ex-
pansion of the education system, the problem of wastage,
teacher education, the curriculum, improved examinations, etc.
The report contains sensitive and constructive coverage of
many pedagogic and linguistic issues, and stresses the signifi-
cance of literacy in the ‘vernacular’ (ibid.: 80). However, when
deliberations on complex issues are formulated as recommend-
ations or summarized pithily, there is a tendency for the
complexity to be blurred (perhaps inevitably) and for the
discourse to focus uniquely on what is of most central concern to
the dominant ideology. This can be seen in the following extract
from the appropriate working group summary at the conference.

In some areas, where there is no dominant vernacular, the
choice may rest berween teaching both a vernacular and
English as foreign languages, or concentrating on English
alone: in Muslim territories the necessity for teaching Arabic
for religious reasons will mean that children must learn both
Arabic and a vernacular, with perhaps English as an
additional language: in other areas it may be right to aim a
permanent literacy in the vernacular with a working know-
ledge of English in addition . . . A large majority of our group,
including all our African members, feels strongly that the
teaching of English should have priority, and that, in the long
run, this will not prove detrimental to the development of
vernacular languages large enough to evolve a literature of
their own. We are unanimous in our opinion thar great
artention must be paid to English in the training colleges, and
that the problem of teaching English as a foreign language
should be studied in centres of educational research.

(Nuffield Foundation and Colonial Office 1953:172)
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s is a clear example of the discourse of English linguistic
mperialism in operation. After careful consideration of the
wptions, the dominant ideology of the ‘priority” of English is
Mlirmed. The views of Centre and, significantly, also those of
iphery representatives are used to legitimate the allocation of
material resources (jobs and time in teacher training colleges) to
nglish rather than other languages. Anglocentricity is invoked:
those languages which succeed in becoming like English, by
developing large enough literatures (for which no support is
ulfered) may at some unspecified date in the future be on a par
with English, and until then must take a back seat. Arabic is to
w confined to the private devotional sphere. No claims are made
the professionalism of English teaching, the dearth of which
sovokes a proposal for research into EFL. English linguistic
Wnperialism is thus asserted in the domains of teaching, teacher
raining, and research. A foundation is laid for the maintenance
of strictural and cultural inequalities betiween English and other
guages in the post-colonial age.

The first Commonwealth Education Conference met in
Oxford in 1959 to consider how education could be boosted in

riphery-English countries, and made a number of proposals
Er improving the teaching of English. It noted the distinction
Ietween English as a subject and English as a medium, and
pecorded thart the topic of English as a second language was “still
2 relatively unexplored field” (Commonwealth Relations Office
1959: 8). The Conference of Commonwealth experts which was
palled, at the suggestion of the Commonwealth Education
L onference, to pursue the marter, and met at Makerere, Uganda
I 1961 felt that English as a second language was ‘still a field
Inndequately  cultivated, imperfectly understood, and
Insufficiently financed’ (Makerere Report 1961: 3).

That the teaching of both English and African languages
feeded urgent artention was appreciated long before this. Two
gommissions on higher education (the Ellior and Asquith
wommissions) which reported in 1945 made wise recommend-
ations regarding the study of linguistics and indigenous lan-
Huages:

They realized that the teaching of English as a foreign

language raised problems unfamiliar to conventional English

scholars, and that these problems needed special study . . .
colonial universities should study the local languages and
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particularly the comparative linguistics of English and verna-
cular languages, in order to understand the differences in
patterns of thinking berween those whose native language is
English and those whose native language is (say) Ibo or
Hausa. This research, in close association with anthropo-
logical and sociological studies, ‘might with advantage’ (the
Asquith report says) ‘be put in hand during the earliest stages
of the development of a Colonial university institution.”
(Ashby 1966:221)

Ashby, in his history of colonial higher education (op. cit.)
reports that this advice was not followed, nor was full advantage
taken of the flexibility which the University of London offered
the West and East African colleges which were established soon
after 1945.* The colleges prepared undergraduates for London
University examinations. Unfortunately the concern to ensure
that degrees came up to an international standard (which in thar
anglocentric world meant British standards) was given priority
over developing African institutions so as ro respond to local
needs. As a result, experiment and independence were stifled.

Ashby, a Cambridge don, was himself a policy-maker in
Africa. He produced a report on higher education for Nigeria in
1960, which served as a blueprint for expansion. The local
languages are not referred to in his report—there is no mention
of Hausa, Igbo, or Yoruba (Firth 1961:15). In this linguicist
discourse, Nigerian languages are not merely stigmatized as
‘vernaculars’, as in the earlier reports referred to. They are
invisible,” hence banished to the extreme point of an exclusion-
ary division of linguistic labour. Nigerian languages are assumed
to be irrelevant, so that ink is not even wasted on English having
to legitimate itself. Ashby’s report is a clear case of linguicism
supporting English linguistic imperialism, carefully packaged in
an ambitious plan for how the new nation could be pur on its
academic feer, and doubtless with the best of intentions on the
part of its progenitor. When the linguicist ideas and plans
(immaterial resources) are converted into budgets and insti-
tutions (material resources), the linguicism acquires more
concrete forms, and the structure of dominance by English at the
expense of other languages is consolidated.

Although several official reports in the colonial period had
recommended that a School of African Languages should be
established at Makerere College (situated in Uganda bur serving
Kenya and Tanganyika too), this was never put into effect.
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(ieorge Perren reports (ms) that when he was involved in teacher
training at Makerere in 1956, ‘it was impossible to get students
to take any serious interest in their languages, they seen_n?d to
think it a bit infra dig’. In the early 1960s courses on Swahili gnd
l.uganda were offered to students training as teachers: of English,
mainly as an aid to the diagnosis of interference in la_nguage
learning (Brumfit, interview). After independence, English was
the only language raught, according to Mazrui (1978a). Later
Makerere (by then a university) added French and German,
followed experimentally by Russian. All this occurred before any
iction was taken towards establishing departments for indigen-
ous Ugandan languages or for Swahili (which is wide%y' ur:gcr-
stood in Uganda and throughout much of eastern Africa),”” or
for Arabic (the language of the most important of Uganda’s
neighbours in the Nile valley) (ibid.: 336). :

A principal reason why higher education in Africa so closely
tesembled the parent British model was that the staff were
yecruited from Britain by the Inter-University Council for Higher

Education Overseas, a body representing all British universities,

which was given the task from 1945 of building up Common-
wealth universities and ensuring that standards were inter-
pationally valid (Kolinsky 1983). Higher education il? Frcn_ch
colonies in Africa was also run in close collaboration with

“metropolitan universities. In the more centralized French case,

the entire education system was run from Paris along identical
lines to those applying in France.

The unsuitability of the education offered to Africans is a
recurrent theme in reports in the nineteenth and twentieth
genturies. Report after report comments on the need to
strengthen general education and the vernaculars, and expresses
concern at the amount of effort being devoted to English. The
Colonial Office Memorandum on Language in African School
Education, 1943, warns that if the teaching of English was
over-emphasized, both general education and vernacular teach-
ing might suffer (Tiffen 1968:78). The Unesco conference on
‘African Languages and English in Education’, held at Jos,
Nigeria in 1952, warned that public demand for a greater
emphasis on English in the early stages of education was
misguided and conflicted with the overall aims of education and
the psychology of language study; the conference saw the need
to make African languages more functional, recognized that
teacher attitudes are influential, and recommended that African
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languages should be taught right through secondary school anl
that consideration should be given to using them as media ol
education in training colleges (ibid.: 104). The Leverhulme
conference on universities and the language problems of tropical
Africa, held ar Ibadan, Nigeria in 1961 warned against discard
ing the study of vernacular literature in secondary schools and
foresaw the risk of creating ‘millions of culturally displaced
persons in Africa’ (ibid.: 109).
These anxieties were expressed at a time when there was an
increasing tendency to believe that the most effective way of
ensuring a high standard of English at the more advanced levels ol
educarion was by using English as a medium of education from as
early as possible (see Chapter 7). Unlike the French, the British had
encouraged the extensive use of local languages in the early vears of
primary schooling. In 1950 there were ten ‘vernacular’ literaturc
bureaux or committees in British Africa for the production of
teaching and reading materials and for studying the technical,
practical, and linguistic problems involved. Figures for languages
actually used in education are unreliable, partly because the
colonial governments themselves had an incomplete idea of how
many languages were used in the mission schools in their
territories. This is not altogether surprising when one realizes the
staggering number of mission schools involved. In Nigeria in 1946
there were 1,910 Roman Catholic mission schools, 1,654 run by
Anglican churches and the Church Missionary Society, 365 by the
Methodists, 175 by the Presbyterian Church and the Church of
Scotland, along with a further 25 categories of denominational
missions (Nuffield Foundation and Colonial Office 1953:46). The
International African Institute estimated that nearly 400 languages
were spoken in British tropical Africa, that literacy materials were
available in 40 languages and that nearly one hundred languages
were in use in education in British Africa (ibid.: 1 and Unesco
1953:17). These figures probably err on the low side. Perren
conducted a questionnaire survey for the Kenyan colonial educ-
ation service in the mid-1950s, which revealed that in Kenyan
education alone 47 languages were in use, including Arabic and
eight Indian languages (Perren, interview). It is easy to understand
why the idea of English replacing this patchwork of African
languages must have been one that appealed to administrators and
teacher trainers, initially in order to provide for a common
language of instruction in ‘inter-tribal’ schools and training
colleges.
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Although English was the master language of the empire, the
tish colonial service was aware of the importance of Ioc?j
anguages, perhaps to a greater extent than_ thcllr successors in
the education or aid field are now. It was primarily missionaries
ho did the pioneer work of alphaberizing _Afncan- languages
s writing descriptions of them, but colonial service officers
Id not function in English alone. They were required to lca'rn
Jeast one local language and to take three language examin-
atlons in the first decade of their career overseas. If they failed to
o 50 there were financial penalties.

A major limitation on the African langu_ages was that so few
teading materials were available in most of them. In some cases
there was literally nothing more to read once the primer had
completed, in others the few texts available were on the
of Christian living and the perversity of venereal d!sgase.
2 genre is still available (at least in Eng]ish-szngl_zage editions)
In African bookshops. A second major limitation was thar
Inglish was invariably the high prestige language, and reading
matter in English was consequently much more saught after.
dteracy in the local language was merely a stepping-stone
towards literacy in the dominant language, English, for the_ i.few
who succeeded in climbing the educational ladder. The pnl{ucal
context of this education was that the British ‘saw‘an unbr.ldgej
able cultural gap berween themselves and their Rfru:an sub;e;':rs
(Spencer 1971: 541), and pursued a policy of racial segregation
and ‘separate development’ which held_qut only _the lung-te_rm
prospect of a limited élite group of Africans |:1It1matel;.' being
taised to a European level. Huge discrcpanc:v.fs berween the
walaries paid to Africans and Europeans underlied the cultural
pap materially. -
a“'?i'l*lis aparﬁ-;'eid inberitance is of great significance for African
perceptions of their mother tongues and European la{}guages.
Alricans in the periphery-English nations seem, .\".:lth few
exceptions, to feel that support for African languages is mt;nded
o confine them to an inferior position. The French policy of
simply ignoring indigenous languages may h:_l\-'e had EX:&C'E'}"I.}IE
same effect on their subjects. The tiny ‘assimilated’ African élite
who were proficient in French were in theory as g,o-:}d as French,
which implies a rejection of African linguistic and cultural
values. Thus apparently major differences in the form of [l‘.tf.'
language policies of the colonial powers may prove to be of cniy
minor consequence or long-term significance. Education has had
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a similar structural role in both the French and the British
empires, namely of producing a limited élite with Europeanize
values and skills. What the French and British empires had in
common was:

— the low status of dominated languages, whether these were
ignored or used in education

— a very small proportion of the population in formal educ-
ation, especially after the lowest classes

— local traditions and educational practice being ignored

— unsuitable education being given to Africans

— an explicit policy of ‘civilizing the natives’

— the master language being attributed civilizing properties.

The continued dominance of French and English in indepen-
dent African countries indicates that these countries have
inherited the same type of legacy. This is a legacy of linguicism in
which the colonized people have internalized the language and
many of the attitudes of their masters, in particular their artitude
to the dominant language and the dominated languages. This
linguicist legacy was the foundation on which French and
English linguistic imperialism were to build in the neo-colonial
phase of imperialism.

The importance of English as a colonial inheritance

What is clear from this analysis of the history of colonial
language policies is that both the dominant language of
education, English, and the content of education were alien, had
their origins in totally different social and economic conditions,
and were of very dubious relevance. Yer naturally the successful
products of the system and its progenitors were to a high degree
committed to it and dependent on it. Their success was in large
measure due to their proficiency in the colonial language, as a
result of which they were caught up in the exciting process of
building up something new in their country.

The successful learning of English was the primary goal in
colonial education systems. Here it was felt thar the major
obstacle to a greater degree of success was that the vast majority
of primary and secondary school teachers were underqualified.
Blame was therefore attributed to the individual Africans, rather
than to colonial policies or to misconceived educational prin-
ciples. A similar policy is followed in immigrant education: the
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warning problems are falsely attributed to  deficits in t:e
Wimigrants themselves, their languages, or cultures_., with the
esult that educational policies inspired by sucl? atritudes, and
Which ignore structural factors, are doomed rto failure (Skutr]abl_:—
snjgas and Leporanta-Morley 1986). Much the same a]?phe.s in
luss-biased education and ‘compensatory’ programmes inspired
y a deficit approach (Bernstein 1970). . :
[he transition to formal independence for Afnca_n colonu::s
about much more swiftly than most of rhose‘mvslved in
Jucation had expected.'' The lack of preparation for the
iversified challenge of a post-colonial educ-._atlon system may
\ave given the possession of English an even.hlgher value than it
Would otherwise have had, though the evidence from colony
\ter colony of the supreme importance of the coloma]llaqguag-e
¢hoes the description of English in India quoted earlier in this
| isra 1982).
IEI:I:I:- [ﬁlere British rule lasted for only a relatively s_hc-rt
period, as was the case in much of Africa, English was eftecrixfe]}-
‘stablished as the dominant language. This was so, for instance,
i Tanganyika, which was transferred from Germany to British
M rusteeship” by the League of Nations gfter the First Worl.d
‘War, and became an independent nation in 1960. Here too, it
was the school system which determined access to mﬂne’ncc. Ell:ld
I school ‘English . . . was the real key to success (Whirte
1980:269). _ ‘ ' }
The same was true in West Africa: “Education to many peop lf
came to mean simply the ability to speak and write English
E;"um a history of Ghana, 1963, quoted in Mazrui 1968: 186).
¢ same refrain is echoed in Kenya:

The colonial system of education, in addition to i[_s apartheid
racial demarcarion, had the structure of a pyramid: a broad
primary base, a narrowing secondary middle,‘and an even
narrower university apex. Selections from the primary into the
secondary were through an examination, i‘n my time called
*Kenya African Preliminary _Examinatlon’, in which on::- haﬂ
to pass six subjects ranging trom I\-‘lath-s to Nz_lturf: Srudy an

Kiswaheli. All the papers were written in Enghsh._ﬂut nobody
could pass the exam if he/she failed t!-le Engllsh-ian[%uage
paper, no matter how brilliant the result in the nthe.r subjects.
I remember one boy in my class of 1954 who had dlsn’ncnons
in all the other subjects but did not pass in English. He
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therefore failed the entire exam and went on to become
turnboy in a bus company.
(Ngiigi 1985: 115)

The key to success in secondary education in colonial times was,
in the view of a Zambian scholar, ‘the ability to transpose one’s
mind from the immediate environment to the European one’
(Chishimba 1981:171).

English was equally privileged in the entrance requirements at
university level. A credit, rather than a pass in English was
required. ‘Thus the most coveted place in the pyramid and in the
system was only available to holders of an English-language
credit card. English was the official vehicle and the magic
formula ro colonial élitedom’ (Ngigi 1985: 115).

‘Those who rose to the very top as Africa was emerging from
colonial rule owed a good deal of their success to the gift of the
gab in the imperial language’ (Mazrui 1978b: 15). English
therefore came to play a decisive role in the consciousness-
formation of élites, whether in Africa or Asia. The way English
was defined, used, and learnt in formal education influenced
the forms of nationalism which ultimately wrested political
independence from the imperial power (Mazrui 1975). The
English in question was a replica of British English. It was
generally taught by native speakers from the secondary level
upwards. The content of secondary and higher education was
essentially the same wherever the sun set. As the education had a
strong literary bias, leading periphery-English representatives
became familiar with a literary tradition which contained
potentially subversive ideas that could be ar variance with
colonial interests. However it is unlikely that the potentially
revolutionary content of literary works loomed large in the
classrooms of the colonies. An article in the journal English
Language Teaching in 1958 reports that first year students at
Makerere struggled with seventeenth-century English poetry,
and that final year students had trouble in understanding British
texts because of their entire lack of familiarity with English
background, exemplified by Father Christmas, cricket jargon,
and potring-sheds (Warner 1958. Warner held the chair ol
English at Makerere). Even so, this sort of literature was
regarded as the prime channel for African students to acquire the
English language and the culture it emanated from. Thiy
socialization had deep consequences.
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~ University graduates in Africa, precisely because they were the
most deeply Westernized Africans, were the most culturally
dependent. They have neither been among the major cultural
revivalists nor have they shown respect for indigenous belief
systems, linguistic heritage, modes of entertainment, or
aesthetic experience. The same institutions that have produced
nationalists eager to end colonial rule and to establish African
self-government have also perpetuated cultural colonialism.
(Mazrui 1978a: 334)

lnglish fulfilled simultaneously a number of conflicting roles.
Revelling in the English language stressed ‘what the polirical
Mintellectuals™ had in common with one another regardless of
ibal affiliation—but it was also to emphasize what they had in
common with the imperial power from whom they had
borrowed that language. The same language that helped the
growth of solidarity between “natives”™ reduced the foreignness
ol the foreign power’ (Mazrui 1968: 185). The Africans were
Intent on demonstrating that they were capable of mastering the
lmperial culture. ‘Competence in the English language was
therefore a step towards contradicting the racialist myth of the
Negro’s “retarded mentality™” (ibid.: 186).

" T'he Africans and Indians who learnt their masters’ language
in this way took the language to themselves. As a result, there is
immense variety in the types of English now spoken
worldwide, and the domains and functions these Englishes serve
(Bailey and Gorlach 1982; Pride 1982; Platt, Weber, and Ho
1984). One outcome of this development is the rich flowering of
“ ative writing in English from English-periphery countries
{Thumboo 1985). Such literature, written in the language of the
wolonizer, and partly inspired by familiarity with liberal political
und social ideas of the west, has been a viral medium for
working over the colonial experience and its afrermath. These
‘works are intended for an international English readership and
the small minority in periphery-English countries who can read
books in English. Successful Indian and African writers in
Inglish, whose work blends elements from centre and periphery
ultures and languages, aim to ‘decolonize’ literature written in
English (Chinweizu, Jemie, and Madubuike 1983). The choice
between writing in English or in a local language has implic-
ations not only for the intended readership bur also of a wider
political kind. One successful English-language novelist who
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now chooses to write in his mother tongue, Gikuyu, is Ngiigi wa
Thiong’o. He sces language as being ar the heart of the
continuing struggle for Africa:

The choice of language and the use to which it is put arc
central to a people’s definition of itself in relation to its natural
and social environment, indeed in relation to the entrc
universe. Hence language has always been ar the heart of the
two contending social forces in the Africa of the twentieth
century.

(Ngtgi 1985:109)

For Ngtigi, these contending forces are imperialism on the onc
hand, which includes the legacy of linguicism, and the struggle
for liberation from imperialism on the other (Ngiigi 1972 and
1981). For Fanon too, the problem of language in the relarions
berween the dominant and the dominated was of ‘capital
importance’ (Fanon 1952: 21).

Over the past 30 years, a colossal effort has gone in periphery-
English countries into promoting and improving the reaching
and learning of English, the dominant language. The educarional
scene has been characterized by anglocentricity, and, with few
exceptions such as the promotion of Swahili in Tanzania and
Malay in Malaysia, other languages have been overshadowed.
The professionalism of ELT has been built up and propagated.
These developments are a natural extension of colonial language
policies and are legitimated analogously. They also reflect an
internalization on the part of many periphery-English leaders of
linguicist norms which can be traced back to their socialization
in pre-independence dayvs. How and why the post-independence
policies were evolved, and what the contribution of centre inter-
state actors was to some periphery-English country policies, will
be pursued later, but two points can be made in concluding this
analysis of the colonial linguistic inheritance.

Firstly, many of the analyses and reports over the years have,
with considerable insight and sensitivity, raised the relevant
issues (the role of the mother tongue, integrating education into
the community, getting relevant research done), but there has
not been effective action thereafter. This may be a theoretical
problem, in that there has been no framework for identifying
and weighting the various factors which make up and account
for a complex problem, or for specifying which variables can be
influenced and which cannor. Some of the major tenets thar have
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derpinned ELT, the theoretical basis that they have sprung
m, and their validity in the light of current understanding of
¢ issues, will be looked at in Chapter 7. Alternatively there
ay have been a lack of political will to achieve more equitable
d less linguicist goals. This seems to be an inescapable
onclusion to draw from the evidence of the colonial period.
Secondly, since its modest beginnings 30 years ago the intense
tivation of ELT has resulted in the educartional scene in
riphery-English countries continuing to be massively influ-
need by the core-English countries. The British Council Annual
port for 1960—61 has a dertailed state-of-the-art summary of

English language abroad, which makes it clear that the
itish at least were exploring this field very actively. The British
wd been co-operating with the Americans since the mid-50s,
nd a senior British Council representative reported in 1960 that
¢ Americans were planning a ‘great offensive’ to make English
~world language, an ‘English language campaign on a global
ssis’ on a hitherto unprecedented scale (King 1961:22). The
underdeveloped world’s ‘need’ for development was to be
assisted by support for English teaching from the English-
speaking powers. The British Council Annual Report for 1960-
i 1: 16, prophetically anticipates a global melting-pot and draws
analogies between the monolingualism imposed internally and
English as a common world language:

America, with its vast resources, its prestige and its great
tradition of international philanthropy, no less than because it
is the largest English-speaking nation, is one of the greatest
English teaching forces in the world today. Teaching the
world English may appear not unlike an extension of the rask
which America faced in establishing English as a common
national language among its own immigrant population.

It is to the British and American motives in this venture that our
attention should now turn.

Notes

I Macaulay’s role in the elaboration of educational policy has
tended to be exaggerated and misunderstood. Derailed
studies by a British Indian education administrator (May-
hew 1926) and an American historian (Clive 1973) point
out that the policy which Macaulay enunciated was a fait
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accompli by the time Macaulay reached India, and never
fully implemented. The famous Minute was written only 1
few months after his arrival. Macaulay’s contribution was
the actual formulation of the Anglicist argument in .
Minute in which his propensity for bombastic rhetoric led
to gratuitous rudeness about Indian culture, of which he
was ignorant. During his time there he made no effort to
learn any Indian language. This is puzzling cultural myopia
in a2 man whose breadth of reading in European languages
was phenomenal. His major achievement in India was
writing the penal code, a task which he accomplished in
two years, and which would have taken lesser intellecruals «
decade.

Trevelyan, Macaulay’s brother-in-law, was one of the
most impassioned Anglicists, seeing English as a first step
towards the ‘fltrarion’ of Western ideas via an educated
élite, mainly through translation into vernaculars, the
ultimate goal being the Christianization and moral reform
of Asiatics.

The male orientation of ‘mastery’ is appropriate in this
context, as females were neglected in colonial education.
An awareness of the need to counteract discriminanion
against women and girls in education is however nor a
recent phenomenon (see Nuffield Foundation and Colonial
Office 1953: 107-115).

For basic statistics of colonial education the best source is
the series of annual or triennial departmental records ot
each colony, available in the Colonial Office library.
Comparable policies were followed in ‘internal colonial’
situations. On the linguicist assimilation policies used
against the Sami (called ‘Lapps’ by the dominant group)
and Finns in northern Scandinavia, see Eriksen and Niemi
1981; Gaski 1986; and the analysis in Skutnabb-Kangas
and Phillipson 1989.

For a critique of colonial anthropology, see Onogo 1979,
Kenyatta’s book was published within a couple of years of
the more celebrated Out of Africa of Karen Blixen, whose
African farm was in Gikuyu country. Ngigi has in several
articles analysed Blixen’s racism.

The major ones are Jones 1922 and Jones 1925 (the Phelps-
Stokes Fund reports), Higher Education in East Africa
1937, the Elliot Report 1945, the Asquith Report 19435,
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and Nuffield Foundation and Colonial Office 1953; ft_)r
extracts from five conference reports relating ro language in
education see Tiffen 1968.

For a summary of missionary activities in Zambia and the

Phelps-Stokes Commission recommendations for improve-
ments there, see Ohannessian 1978: 274 ff.

The University of Ibadan, Nigeria was founded (as a college
affiliated to the University of London) in 1948, the
University of Legon, Ghana, also in 1948, Makerere
University College of East Africa in Uganda in 1950, aqd
the University of Liberia in 1951. Fourah Bay College in
Sierra Leone was affiliated to the University of Durham in
1876 but only achieved the status of a University College in
1961 (Yoloye 1986: 32). For detailed histories of colonial
universities, see Ashby 1966 and Maxwell 1980.

The invisibility of Nigerian languages is comparable to the
invisibility of women in male-dominated sexist language.
The Nuffield Foundation and Colonial Office report (1953:
$4) advocates a reduction in the use of Swahili in schools,
without the underlying reasons for this policy being made
very clear. On the varying roles of Swahili in different East
African states, see Merrit and Abdulaziz 1988. George
Perren (ms) reports that in the 1950s ‘Swahili was disliked
Uganda because of its association with the slave trade,
Islam, the army (it was the language of command of the
King’s African Rifles), the police (ditto) and with those
Kenva settlers over the border who used it to shout at
Africans in general.”

“The mess which we left behind in practically every colonial
territory was simply because we were caught on the hop, in
every case, I think, with the possible exception of Ghana,
no one had quite foreseen how quickly independence was
coming, and the preparation for it educarionally was very
small indeed’ (George Perren, formerly of the Kenyan
Education Service, interview).
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Our language . . . stands pre-eminent ev
en amon

ligguaages of the West. . . Wl}oever knows that }anguagegh::.l.tl
5% y access to all the vast intellectual wealth which all the
visest nations of the earth have created and hoarded in the
;:ourse of ninety generations . . . It is likely to become tl*:L-
anguage of commerce throughout the seas of the East L
(Thomas Babington Macaulay, 1835, in Trevelyan 13.81: 290)

Withi R s

lanth];l a ge}ll-lera_non from now English could be a world

Couitirig;—_—t aii_l is i:l:r_salj.', a universal second language in thosc
in which it is not alread ' i

count y the native or primary

(British Cabiner Report, Ministry of Education 1956)

l‘;)?e will now look at why the British and American governments
ave br&en so eager to promote English, and what sorts o
pro_fcssmnal platform were used for launching this new int
national crusade. The British Council has established itself a:r-;
.ke?; agency for nurturing the teaching of English worldwide, a d
it is therefpre -imporrant to look into its origins and srruc‘m:c
Thc organization is at the centre of the promotion of En Iish-
with government, academic, and commercial interests radiirint:
to and. fm_-m it. The USA has a variety of government and privatt:
organizations exercising a corresponding range of functions L!
shghtl}; different constituencies at home and abroad British‘ an;l
Aljntirzcan efforts are to some extent co-ordinated W’h and Ia" '
this is done will also be examined. o
There is a grear deal of source material documenting th
developm_ent.s of the past 50 years in this area. The ??na'e
protagonist institutions have needed rto justify their existence ;“
thm_r paymasters and have regularly advertised their wares a 3
achm\:'emenrs {the British Council in its Awmnual Repo I:
American agencies through the Linguistic Reporter, the ﬁe;s‘
Iet‘te‘r of the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washil; ton) T]:'
British government has also subjected the British (%oum:ii t:;
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peated reviews of its activities by investigatory committees.'
\¢ promotion of English has sailed steadily through the ebb
Jd flow of fluctuating budgets and definitions of Britain’s
sweign policy. In view of the widespread political consensus on
potential value of Britain’s linguistic asset, the important
Miles to scrutinize are the origins and legitimacy of expertise in
is area and the measures taken to invest in and capitalize on
o asset. Of theoretical interest is the question of the role of the
fate in commissioning English linguistic imperialism, and the
stionship between the legitimation of global English linguistic
pgemony and the professionalism of those involved in ELT. A
ogical starting-point for the analysis is to look at when
pvernment first saw the need to fund the promotion of English.

1he origins and structure of the British Council

The British were slow to see the need to promote their interests
ihroad by cultural diplomacy. Both the French and the Germans
yad promoted their language and established schools abroad in
the nineteenth century. Funds came from public and private
sources. This promorional work, for the benefir of expatriate
communities and local élites, was intensified in the first decades
of this century (Haigh 1974: 30). In the inter-war years, both the
Soviet Union and the Fascist powers were increasingly acrive in
cultural propaganda overseas, using methods developed by the
major combatants in the First World War. Private foundations
wuch as the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
established in 1910, financed academic exchanges between the
ISA and abroad and supported the teaching of English
(Ninkovitch 1981: 12). At this time it was felt that one of the
sources of international conflict was linguistic misunderstand-
ings.” Efforts were made on both sides of the Atlantic to devise
simplified forms of English in the belief that this would facilitate
international understanding (ibid.: 21).2

A Foreign Office investigation in 1920 into the ‘position of
British communities abroad® suggested an expansion of cultural
propaganda activities, but failed o win Treasury approval
(Nicolson 1955:7). The Foreign Office began cultural work
cautiously in 1934 as a result of prompting from the business
world. A committee, designated ‘The British Council for
Relations with other Countries’, ‘assembled a body of business
men and educational experts under the chairmanship of Lord
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Tyrell to consider a scheme for furthering the teaching of Englisl
abroad and to promote thereby a wider knowledge and
understanding of British culture generally. The scheme was to be
partly financed by commercial firms and the earlier meetings o!
the committee were held in Shell-Mex House™ (ibid.: 10). The
government grant, on the Foreign Office vote, rose rapidly from
£6,000 in 1935 to £386,000 in 1939, while donations from
commercial firms dwindled to a few hundred pounds a year by
that date, ‘although substantial funds from private sources werc
still available for work in the Near East’ (ibid.: 11), presumably
a veiled reference to oil company activities. The funding of the
British Council is a copybook example of the state raking over
responsibility, including financial and ideological control, for an
activity which initially had a mainly private, commercially
sponsored budget.” Curiously enough, the wheel has come full
circle again, as a result of the government privitization drive ol
the 1980s. It is particularly activities in the arts, exhibitions,
theatre tours and the like, which attract sponsorship. The
amount involved, £2.5 million in 1989/90, is a fraction of the
Council’s overall budget, £321 million.

A proximate cause for establishing the organization was the
concern of the Foreign Office to combat German and Italian
propaganda. The potential value of a semi-autonomous organiz-
ation of this kind, and the symbiosis of linguistic promotion with
political benefits was appreciated from the start. Royal patron-
age was soon forthcoming. At the ceremony of official inaugur-
ation in 1935, the Prince of Wales (later Edward VIII, and later
still Duke of Windsor) stated:

The basis of our work must be the English language . . . (and)
we are aiming at something more profound than just a
smattering of our rongue. Our object is to assist the largest
number possible to appreciate fully the glories of our
literature, our contribution to the arts and sciences, and our
pre-eminent contribution to political practice. This can be best
achieved by promoting the study of our language abroad . . .

(White 1966)

Under the terms of a Royal Charter, granted to ‘The British
Council” in 1940, the purpose of the organization was ‘promot-
ing a wider knowledge of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland and the English Language abroad, and
developing closer cultural relations berween the United Kingdom
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other countries, for the purpose of benefiting the British
monwealth of Nations' (quoted in the Annual Report
A)-1941: 10). 20y
¢ Commonwealth then consisted only of Grear Britain and
¢ dominions—Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South
ica. India and the colonies were dependencies and part of the
itish Empire, and might accede to men:nbership of the
mmonwealth on gaining independence. It 1s th_e Common-
Ith in this restricted, Europeanized sense which is referred to
 the Charter and in the first British Council An.nua! Report, for
.40—41, which proclaims boldly that “British life, thought, and
hievements are the life, thought, and achiwem;gts of the
tish Commonwealth of Nations. In spreading Bl"msh culture
¢ Council is therefore spreading a culture which is that of the
ole Commonwealth . . . (ibid.: 44).° _
T'he aims of the organization were formulated thus in 1941:

The Council’s aim is to create in a country Overseas a basis cff
friendly knowledge and understanding of the ‘peopi.e of this
country, of their philosophy and way of l-.f_e, whr;h will lead to
4 sympathetic appreciation of British foreign policy, whatever
for the moment that policy may be and from whatever
political conviction it may spring.

(quoted in the Annual Report 1940-1941:15)

National interpretation, a happier phrase than cultural propa-
ganda, implies the employment by the state to the _nan(mal
advantage of the whole cultural resources ‘of the nanc-n.lTht:
term *cultural resources’ may be deemed to include all i‘l.ChlE\-'E-
ments of the nation past and present in the spherfrs of intellect,
art, science, government, education, anc’! invention, an_d that
intangible but powerful force, the national personal!t}f, as
manifested in a country’s past history and present way of life.

(1bid.: 16)

This élitist, idealist notion of culture was to be dis§en'{1nared.by
siich means as ‘the encouragement of English studies in foreign
schools and universities . . . the encouragement throughout ti't_es;cl
institutions and elsewhere of the kno_v.flnf»dge o_f the Eng a:sl .
language’ (ibid.: 22) and a range of activities which Inﬁcessan }f
used English as their medium, such as the e:s.tablts megtrg
cultural centres, anglophile societies, scholarships for study i;
Britain, support for British schools abroad, book donations an
exhibitions, theatre performances, etc.
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There is a clear awareness of the role of language in this worl
‘It is firmly believed by the Council, and indeed would appc.
self-evident, that a knowledge of the English language is ol

major assistance in securing a proper understanding of thi

country. On the extension of this knowledge lies the surca
method of developing permanent cultural relationships witl:
foreign peoples’ (ibid.: 27).

The term ‘understanding’ is still used in Council discourse.
though this seems to have been played down in recent years. Th
Annual Report for 1984/85 declared on the title page that ‘the
aim of the British Council is to promote an enduring understand
ing and appreciation of Britain in other countries througl
cultural, educational, and technical co-operation.’ The following
two annual reports had pruned this down to ‘The British
Council is an independent body which promotes Britain abroad.
It has offices in eighty-two countries.” By 1987/88 this had
become a brisk “The British Council promotes Britain abroad
through educational, cultural, and technical co-operation. We
have offices in eighty-two countries.’ In Council discourse
‘understanding’ is equated with making good friends for Britain
and making foreigners anglophiles (for example in the Prim
Minister’s letter of congratulation to the British Council on its
fifrieth anniversary, quoted in the Annual Report 1983-84).

The Annual Report for 1940—41 also noted that a central bur
controversial issue was methods of teaching. The writers
anticipated that a method which had the virtues of all systems
and none of their defects could, after careful investigation, be
achieved. The report does not contain any suggestion that the
imperial venture had made Britain specially qualified in this area.
Indeed, because of the limited scale of Council operations it did
not have access to experience in the dominions or colonies. The
Council’s acrivities were concentrated in four main areas: Egypt
and the Middle East, the Balkans, South America, and Portugal.
This was where the Italians and Germans had concentrated their
propaganda efforts. In other words they were areas of strategic
importance. A contemporary German writer pointedly asks
why, if the Council was really committed to international
understanding, it had not been active in Nazi Germany where
presumably the need was greatest (Thierfelder 1940: 64).

The competitive, eurocentric nature of cultural relations is
apparent in the following: ‘In Egypr the predominant cultural
influence among the educated upper class of Egyptians was
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Viench, following many years of well-conducted French propa-
wnda’ (British Council Annual Report .15_'40—41: 17% ol
‘Almost the entire budget for the. Brl_nsh Counc:h ¢ s
\rliament via the Foreign Office, ‘it will be clear there rc?r:e o
the Council’s work must be carried on under the superv lsmln'm
o Foreign Office’ (ibid.: 13). This report dm?s dnor :::lz::ce
utonomy for the Council, though its proclaimed indepen ‘t; <
jom the government machine is central to th:e orgl,amzatzlaim
dentity. At the time it would have be:en dlfﬁcut t(} c s
idependence for the organization, as Its chairmandir}o .
srevious four years, until his death in 1941, was Lord Lloyd,
Secretary of State for the Colomes in
hurchill’s government. The pragmgtic motives focr crez?irjsgﬁ?;
independent organization are explained by the ‘211-.1“[? i
sificial biographer: ‘It was felt that, on the analogy with t ed e
Broadcasting Association, better results woyldlbe SﬁC}Il’E i
'uncil, in its administration and fun‘ctmr}mg, w:ir';-s 5{-‘311}
secorded the greatest possible autonomy (Nicolson : ﬁou‘;d
There is, significantly, no suggestion that the Council s
decide its own policy. .
Pl:licy is thv:[;r responsibility ‘of the government OL ﬂ:; ri?}{;
supported by the relevant government deparrmentls (¢ ie()fﬁcj_
l-'Ofﬁcc, the Commonwealth Relations Office, the Co c;ulz e
all now superseded by the Foreign and Commontwealt K=
and the Board of Trade). Post-war B-rl_nsh government p p}r
eas has been the responsibility of t.h.ese departmen hs,
ices of the BBC, and the Brirish Couz_u:ll. T ;
velative autonomy of the Council is a complf,-x que;n?n wtt;e
several strands to it. They need to be unpicked betore
e miuemceglmcil is dependent on grants

So far as funding goes, t Ao
ign i realth Office (FCO) and the
from the Foreign and Commen\;ﬁon o o it

ceas Development Administr | :
-l{s'?ii?:i:ivities, '13 accountable to them,_and nccessaily g.ror::;z
close liaison with them. A review of .rh1s aspect of t E oun:in
work states that too tight a control 1sle>.cerc-=sed by t E. gra{f ‘Ehigs
department (Seebohm 1981: 15), but it is clear thar even 1 o
supervision were relaxed, the funds are allocated for fpu?ggg;
which are defined by the government. Th.e Fatal budger })r Lo
90) was £321 million, of which £110 m1111‘m1 are a g-::-\-t;_ninls?
grant via the FCO, intended for cultural diplomacy -\Enr ,h i
million are from the ODA and the FCO for specihc sche

vho was simultaneously

panda overs
the external serv
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(‘aid’, rechnical assistance, scholarships, etc.); and £55 million
are earnings by the Council through English teaching activitics.,
publishing, education projects, etc. (Amnual Report 1989/90: §).

So far as activities are concerned, the Council has offices in 86

countries, has 55 English teaching centres in 32 countrics.
maintains 116 libraries, recruits specialists for teaching and
advisory posts, and organizes a vast number of exchange visits ro
and from Britain (for details see the Annual Repaorts). In Britain,
the Council works closely with the academic world, local
authorities, civil servants, publishers, and professional people ol
all kinds, acting as a facilitator of international exchange.
Abroad it has distinct status and premises except wherc
diplomatic protection is required, which has been the case in
communist and socialist countries. It is clearly an advantage in
dealing with the general public and with key professional
contacts (universities, teachers, the arts world, etc.) nor to be
idenrified with government or with a diplomatic mission. The
independence of the Council is therefore true at the operational
level. The ideological significance of the notion of autonomy is
that it serves to strengthen the myth that the Council’s work is
non-political.

So far as policy-formation is concerned, the Council’s activ-
ities are under constant government and public scrutiny, and the
organization has repeatedly had to prove that it gives good valuc
for its (public) money (Donaldson 1984). Quite apart from
external reviews increasing accountability and synchronizing
Council activities with government priorities, the leadership
structure of the Council ensures that a considerable range of
interests is represented on its managing board, including
nominees from government departments, the business world.
and publishing. Abroad, the Council liaises closely with the
British Embassy so as ro maximize mutual supportiveness. The
most senior officer of the Council, the Chairman of the Board, is
a part-time appointee with a decisive role in representing the
Council vis-g-vis the government and the funding departments.
The present head of Britain’s cultural diplomacy organization
was appointed after a career in international business.” The
Director-General, the senior executive of the Council, has
generally had a government service background, and none has
ever been appointed from within the Council’s own ranks. The
Director-General since July 1987 is Richard Francis, formerly
Managing Director of BBC Radio. The Council’s substantial
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headquarters staff is responsible for ti}e‘ nperaFion o.-f Cc-;ncn]
‘tivities in each of its spheres of activity. It is ass:sred: v a
work of advisory committees, covering such_ topics asf
wedicine, agriculture, the fine arts,-and 'f‘l]l th-e main areas]_oh
“ouncil activity, including publishing, hhr‘.'mes, and Epg IS}
npuage teaching. These committees of eminent professiona ds
wure that the organization has access to key peopiie '.1111
evelopments in the relevant field, but they have not played a
wjor role in forming Council policy (Seebohm 1981). e
This complex network of links permeates thc? str:im LR
unding, operational activities, afnd pohcy-fm_‘manoln. t guar;
tees that the Council is sensitive to a c?nSIdeFab e range 0
wessures from both government and private interests. It s
yelatively autonomous at the executive level, but clul.ll(:i no;
unction effectively unless it was attun.ecl to rh_e nee S;-O.
syernment and to relevant sectors of private business. Policy
ur the organization is only made CXP[IC‘IY in very general terms.
¢ overseas representations have considerable frFedum to run
leir activities flexibly in response to local perceptions of ne‘ec_is,
there is a broad consensus on what form legitimate activity
tkes. The ODA decides where activities funded.h}' them are to
ke place. Major policy decisions, such as opening up a% Ojﬁ;f.:
I A new country, or a shift in global priorities, are dcc_l € | ¥
the FCO, in consultation, naturally, wuthl Fhe_Counul. Thus
unds were made available for increa_sed activity in %Zurope when
iitain joined the European Economic Community in '19'?.7..f -
We can now resume the narrative of tht_z t:v-;}lut_lon o t e
fganization, prior to probing in more depth into poin:}'-n}?iklrxg
st the promotion of English. The fate of rha-e British C(?lllnLl was
Wncertain after 1945. During the war it !1ad built up'[;a[n
ghormous network of contacts in Britain, as it was responsible
fur the welfare and the linguistic and cul.tural_ needs of tiﬁelgl;:y
telugees from all over Europe who were in Ent.am (Haig 194}5.
Uncertainty about Britain’s overseas role in the post- :
world, and extreme financial austerity meant that the Co'le;l
was only given a provisional lease {E-f life. It was not until the
publication of key policy documents in the 1950s that the future
ol the organization and the expansion of_ EL‘T were secufe.
lIncertainty about priorities in foreign policy in the posrjwfati
period reflects the fact that Britain was undergoing the painfu
adaptation process from major world power to second-r?t;
power. All post-war British governments have been preoccupie
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with fundamental problems, notably how to cope with a flagging:
economy, how to reduce excessive military spending to a level
commensurate with reduced global influence, and how to align
Britain in relation to the USA, with whom it had a ‘speciil
alliance’, to the Europe of the Common Market, and to the
Commonwealth. Commercial needs have become the priman
concern of diplomacy, a policy confirmed in a review of oversca,
activities of 1969 (Duncan Report 1969).

Within this perspective it is possible that cultural diplomacy
might to some degree compensate for the new more crampc
world role. This hypothesis is put forward by a historian, in .
study of diplomacy and foreign relations.

There exists another dimension to Brtish external policy in the
realm of culture and institutions. In such things as the English
language, the BBC World Service, parliamentary government,
legal processes, sport, university structures, intellectual and
literary exchanges, it has been argued, there can be seen not
only the residues of the past but also those features of politicil
and social behaviour which are of continued and growing
importance. Here, even more than in its cosmopolitin
commercial connections, Britain still occupies a role in the
world our of all proportion to its area and population.
{Kennedy 1981:382)

The English language is arguably the key facror, in that it is the
medium for acquiring influence in all the areas enumerared here,
just as it is the medium for commercial and military links.
Government policy-makers have been well aware of th
significance of English. The British Council has reiterated the
message constantly over the past 50 years, in case anyone was
unaware of the profitability of investment in English and the wa,
that linguistic influence dovetails with other types of influence.
The Chairman has drawn these threads together very neatly and
explicitly (British Council Annual Report 1983-84:9):

Of course we do not have the power we once had to imposc
our will but Britain’s influence endures, out of all proportion
to her economic and military resources. This is partly becausc
the English language is the lingua franca of science, techno
logy, and commerce; the demand for it is insatiable and we
respond either through the education systems of ‘host’
countries or, when the market can stand it, on a commercial
basis. Our language is our greatest asset, greater than North
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Sea Oil, and the supply is inexhaustible; furthermore, while
‘we do not have a monopoly, our particular brand remains
highly sought after. I am glad to say that those who guide the
fortunes of this country share my conviction in the need to
nvest in, and exploit to the full, this invisible, God-given
asset.

A rationale and plan for investment in English, and a strategy for
wilding up a worldwide English teaching profession did not
wist until the British government commissioned some key policy
icuments in the 1950s. These founding texts of the ELT
tlession need to be considered in some depth.

e British strategy for expanding ELT

lie Report of the Independent Committee of Enquiry into the
Dperseas Information Services, chaired by Lord Drogheda, and
ublished in 1954 (Drogheda Report summary 1954), is a key
pust-war British foreign policy statement. The Drogheda Report
avered the projection of Britain by Embassies, the BBC, and the
iitish Council. The committee were initially sceptical of the
Value of such activity and suspicious of ‘this invasion by
Luvernment of a field which in the not very distant past could be
Jult ro non-official agencies’ (ibid.: 4), but after a year and a half
Wl analysis and foreign rours of inspection they could not “avoid
Ahe conclusion that a modern Government has to concern itself
With public opinion abroad and be properly equipped to deal
With it (ibid.: 4). National propaganda overseas was needed for
e following purposes:

o support our foreign policy
+ 1o preserve and strengthen the Commonwealth and Empire
10 increase our trade and protect our investments overseas.

(ibid.: 4)

" I'he aim of the Information Services must always be to achieve
‘i the long run some definite political or commercial result.
Overseas propaganda which meets a demand without produc-
ing some ultimate political or commercial benefit for this
gountry represents so much public money wasted.
(Drogheda Report 1954: 6) )

At the height of the Cold War the strategic importance of
iiwvestment in English was clearly appreciated. At the United
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Narions *as a Colonial Power, the United Kingdom was the
target of ill-intentioned and ill-informed criticism. The evolution
of the Commonwealth implied the development of new relation
ships between its members to be cherished and strengthenc
Progressive constitutional advance in the Colonies made it mor
and more necessary to strengthen the bonds of understanding,
between the United Kingdom and the Dependencies. There was .
growing need to counter communist machinations in the
Colonies and to meet the increasing interest of the world in
Colonial affairs . . . We need to build up our export trade and 10
protect our overseas investments, which are increasingly
threatened by the extreme nationalism in many parts of the
world. In our opinion the Information Services can help in this
regard by explaining our economic situation and commercial
policies; by maintaining an atmosphere of goodwill towards this
country; and by increasing the use of English as the comman
language in the East’ (ibid.: 8).

‘In the very long term we have no doubt that the work of th
British Council, especially in regard to the teaching of English in
Asia, will be highly beneficial to our overseas trade’ (ibid.: 29)
Singling out Asia as the part of the underdeveloped world whert
the British Council could make a big impact was logical in the
mid-1950s. The Council was not then active in colonial Africa.

The learning of English was seen as reaching beyond instru-
mental needs: ‘A knowledge of English gives rise in its turn to o
desire to read English books, talk to British people, and learn
abour British life or some aspect of it. Indeed a knowledge of
English is almost essential today for the study of many branches
of science and technology as also, of course, for the study of
English literature, history, and British institutions’ (ibid.: 32).

The British Council’s various activities were seen as contribut-
ing to the single process of strengthening links with the potential
leaders of political and economic development abroad. The
British Council ‘had a great task to do in India, Pakistan, and in
the Far East and Middle East. The opportunity was provided
because of the importance which English had assumed as a
lingua franca and as the language of science, technology, and
sociology (sic)’ (ibid.: 33).

The British Government endorsed the Drogheda Report and
made funds available for implementing it. Further policy
statements on the ‘overseas information services’ followed and
specified where expansion should take place (Overseas Inform-
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it Services 1957 and 1959). From the mid-1950s the British
uncil expanded its work dramarically in the periphery-English
untries and retrenched in Europe. '
e British Council’s expertise in English teaching at that time
us mainly of two types. Firstly, the Council ran English
e ing operations in a large number of anglophile associations
South America and in Institutes in major Europn?an cities.
swondly, a small number of Council officers were in 1nﬂucnt;a|
wlish teaching posts (mostly in higher education) apcl_ increas-
tj in advisory work on syllabuses, teacher training, apd
wihods of teaching in periphery-English countries. In the mid-
§()s there were about ten such ‘Education Officers’. The
suncil’s minimal experience of the problems of education in
wiltilingual societies was to have significant consequences for
the way ELT was to develop.” .
“I'he Government appreciated that if English teaching world-
yide was to expand, special steps would have to _be taken. An
Official Committee on the Teaching of English Duersf:as
weported to the Cabinet in March 1956 (Ministry of Education
1456). The committee consisted of representatives of the Foreign
UMfice, Scottish Office, Commonwealth Relations Office, Colonial
‘UMfice, the Board of Trade, the Ministry of Education, th_c
Lpiversity Grants Committee, and the British C(_}um:ll. Th:?u

sin conclusion was that ‘opportunities unquestionably exist
for increasing the use of English as the main secomfl !anguage in
most parts of the non-English speaking world’ (1'3[(;.53}. The
introductory summary then states that if the opportunities are to
hve scized, the supply of teachers overseas, in all subjects, had to
e increased and such employment made relatively secure, that
more potentially influential teachers from overseas should be
lirought to Britain for training, that more university departments
should offer training courses both for Brirish and owverseas
teachers, and that BBC English by Radio should be expanded.

Under the heading ‘The Opportunity’, the report states:
‘Within a generation from now English could be a world
language—that is to say, a universal second lang_uage in those
countries in which it is not already the native or primary tongue.
The tide is still running in its favour, but with slackening force_. i
it is important thar its expansion should t_ake place mainly
under Commonwealth and United Srates auspices’ (1b14.: 3).

The threat to English is mainly seen as coming from
alternative lingua francas, Hindi, Chinese, or Arabic, which are
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identified with political achievements or nationalist aspiratio.
and from communist countries, where English is efficiently
taugh-t but ‘such rteaching is politically partial, and it 1
flssc?ma_ted with books that misrepresent British history il
mstitutions and often grossly distort the facts of our nationl
szeE’ {_Jbid.: 4). There is also a clear wish to monopolize the Iifl..l
Bnram ought not ‘to stand by—to take two recent example«
whllle L_ibya is offered a German professor of English for her ey
university and Egypt exports Egyptian teachers of English a1l
other subjects to Kuwait’ (ibid.: 4).

Tl'fere is explicit recognition of the commercial relevance o
English, though their view of the spread of English is remarkall,
ahistm:ical. ‘The interest of the British and American peupl;ta i
spr-:.rzfdlng their language abroad has never been narrowls
political or chauvinistic. A great deal of the expansion that hs
already occurred has been almost accidental; but many n;l[llf-||
forces and inducements have been at work’ (ibid.: 4). One i'II}J'lLI".
that this is self-deception rather than more sinister imperialii
rhetoric. l
‘ Tht: eurocentricity of the times is apparent in blindness 1o
indigenous languages, which do not seem to have been ‘dis
covered’: ‘In Commonwealth countries, for example, English
has. been either a mother tongue—one of two in Canad; and the
Union of South Africa—or the language of government, law
trade, and secondary and higher education’ (ibid.: 4). In’ E‘luri;
Canada and South Africa the cleavage is seen as being betwecn
two groups of European origin rather than between European
and indigenous cultures. Nor are indigenous languages in an:
way seen as a threat to English in the colonies and protectoratcs
where the main problem in education is ‘the maintenance o
_smndards'. The report forecasts thar English will survive
independence not merely as a lingua franca but as a secon
morhjzr tongue, even in areas where Swabhili is a lingua franca o1

Arabic is available “for religious purposes only” (ibid.: 4).

Part of the justification for this confidence comes from the
considerable effort made by the Colonial Office to provide
reacl?ers, inspectors, and administrative staff in education in the
empire. A figure of 3,500 people so employed is mentioned, with
pq?ss!bly almost as many employed by such private agenc‘ies as
missions.'" “‘Colonial schools are a major means of spreading .
knowledge of English’ (ibid.: 6). This was so even though t|1:.'
teachers and supervisors had nor been trained for this work
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Wi+ 12). In higher education, the Inter-University Council for

her Education Overseas was recruiting an increasing number

Weitish staff for the burgeoning universities in periphery-

lish countries, where the medium of education was of course

lish. It was stated in the House of Lords in 1977 that no

ot than 10,000 academic appointments of this kind were

(e in the post-war period; ‘in the English-speaking waorld this

tribution dwarfs what has been done by any other country’

wul Fulton, quoted in Kolinsky 1983: 66).""

[he report notes the extensive use of English in science and

hology. A recent Unesco estimate was that over half of all

W scientific publication throughout the world was in English

il 5).

The report indicates that private funds may be available. For

tance the Nuffield Foundation had agreed to finance a teacher

\ning programme in Allahabad. The report recommends rhat

enable the Council to increase its influence’ in the vital field of
ining facilities overseas for teachers of English, more govern-

t-financed projects should be set up (ibid.: 14).

On textbooks, the report recommends more consultation
piween publishers, authors, linguistic scholars (where USA is
sarded as far in advance of Britain), and the British Council,
0 is to improve the quality of textbooks (ibid.: 16). A problem
yhich needed a policy decision was what British Council officers
yore to do when they were asked to write a syllabus or teaching
Wterials for a local, as opposed to a British, publishing house.
report recommends that the Council officer’s first duty is to
wish British publishers’ “excellent textbooks’, but that if that
iies not work, to press ahead with local publication. “For if the
Mttitude of the foreign authority is such as to offer no hope of the
ork being done by a British publisher, it is better thar it should
done by a qualified British educationalist than that it should
s into the hands of some other foreign adviser, or even of
¢ indifferent local author’ (ibid.: 17). Clearly no role was
seen for the Council in assisting local publishing to get well
wtablished, and the implication seems to be that any local
‘wuthor would be indifferent. The course of action recommended
s paradoxical in so far as elsewhere in the report there is an
dmission that little professional expertise was available, that
‘nly one university department specialized in English teaching
overseas, and ‘very few UK teachers overseas have had any
special training in teaching English as a foreign language’ (ibid.:
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12). Even if one concedes that professionalism may have been i
short supply everywhere, this policy statement smacks ol
commercial opportunism and cultural imperialism.

The report also considers what should be done aboui
countries which are unable or unwilling to buy foreign bool «
(Brazil, Chile, Indonesia, Turkey, Israel, and Pakistan) anl
which receive large quantities of American books. “The supply o
books as an instrument of US influence is being backed up
teacher exchanges, subsidization of the salaries of a lary
number of US teachers in Pakistani universities, and arions
other forms of aid associated with the local currency accruiny
from books’ (ibid.: 17). It was outside the scope of the report 1
propose how to counteract this threat to traditional exports
from Britain, but the report states thar this was a ‘serious
problem’, and appropriate measures should be taken.

So far as university training and research facilities an
concerned, the report notes that the only university in Britai
involved in English as a Foreign Language was London
University, but that plans for a new department in Edinburyli
were advanced. This was on the initiative of the British Council,
and with the backing of the Foreign Office, Commonwealtl
Relations Office, and the Colonial Office, and with a guaranic
that the Council would detach its own staff for training there s
well as sending foreigners there on scholarships. The repor
welcomes this development, and hopes there will be expansion
elsewhere (ibid.: 13).

The American effort in support of English teaching 1.
summarized, and the report feels that even if there may be som¢
rivalry, the UK has ‘nothing to lose and much to ga:in by the
closest possible collaboration with the United States’ (ibid.
8).

Whereas until the 1950s British anglocentricity was the ordes
of the day in most of the English teaching world, the repor
recognizes the arrival on the international scene of a rival
‘English’ centre. It clearly regards American cultural imperialisin
as a threat to traditional British markets and spheres of interes,
and seces the need to resist this by increasing British activiry,
while aiming at a framework of friendly collaboration. The fac
that linguistics was better established in universities in the USA
than in Britain provided an additional spur to British universir,
expansion. It also resulted in confirmation of the widespreal
belief of the time that what language teaching and marerials
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sroduction needed most was linguistics, a focus that was a
mixed blessing for ELT (see Chapter 7).
‘Cabinet approval of this report, and the measures instigated to
st its recommendations into effect, ensured financial support
for the massive expansion of the ELT field. The creation of
Wniversity departments for teaching and research, the provision
ol ELT training in Britain and more attractive conditions of
mployment abroad for British teachers of English (as well as
ather subijects), training in Britain for key ELT people from
road, co-ordination with British publishers, support for
ritish books overseas—all these were to be promoted in order
y provide professional and logistic backing for the effort to
ke English a world language, an undisputed ‘universal second
nguage’.
' The declared motivation for this investment was purely British
¢lf-interest, the ultimate purpose being to achieve the foreign
pulicy goals set out in the Drogheda report. The sections of the
seport which whitewash English linguistic imperialism and rar
Hindi, Arabic, and Chinese with ‘nationalism’ or ‘“political
achievements’ are clear instances of cultural racism, whereas the
yoals and methods of the rival imperialist power, the USA, are
ylearly understood and not misrepresented. In the context of a
festricted policy document intended only for the eyes of the
Writish cabinet, little effort is made to legitimate the expansion of
Lnglish in terms of anything other than British self-interest.
The reports looked at in detail in this chapter provide very
wlear evidence of the integration of the British Council into the
wovernment machine, and of the interdependence of cultural
iplomacy with economic, political and, by implication, also
wilitary diplomacy. It may also prove something of a shock to
wmbers of the ELT profession, who regard themselves as being
oncerned exclusively with cultural, intellectual, liberal or non-
solitical pursuits, to realize that the foundations of the academic
i professional world in which they operate were laid by a
Lonservative British Cabinet which was preoccupied with the
L old War and the security of worldwide British investments.
Such a realization should not lead us to conclude that here we
Iave evidence which supports a simplistic conspiracy theory
Wecording to which cigar-smoking leaders manipulate ELT and
ull its works. What it does mean is that when State backing was
put into boosting ELT, the motives were various but that
mitional political and economic interests were paramount. ELT
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was seen as a means of strengthening Britain by influencing il

parameters of education in other ‘independent’ states. ELT wu«

seen as a means towards political and economic goals, a means
of securing ties of all kinds with the leaders of ‘developing
countries’. The global linguistic scene could be influenced Iy
active engagement in consolidating English as a world second
language, and this would help the capirtalist system ro adapr 1
and dominate a changing world. The evidence thus far, from
looking at the evolution of ELT in a broad historical perspective,
is therefore that ELT is unquestionably neo-colonialist an
operates within a framework of imperialism. Whether one can
conclude that English linguistic imperialism has in fact raken
place will depend on more detailed analysis of specific structures
and professional ideologies. Before going on to these issues, lol
us first look at what the Americans were doing in order 1o

Erc])motc English and at Anglo-American co-ordination in this
eld.

American promotion of English

The British Cabinet committee report of 1956 on the teaching ol
English overseas was anxious that the expansion of Eng‘lisll
globally should occur ‘mainly under Commonwealth and United
States auspices’ (Ministry of Education 1956:3). The report
noted that although the Americans had extensive experience ol
teaching English to immigrants and members of allied armc
forces, there had as yet been little promotion abroad (ibid.: 8). I
also stated thar the British Council had already started co
ordinating strategy with their American counterparts. In fact by
this stage the British Council and the State Deparrment had
issued identical circulars to their overseas offices endorsing co
operation between the British and the Americans in the field.
What the Cabinet report does not refer to is the fact that the
USA also had experience of imposing the English language as .
colonial power. For instance, from the beginning of the century
the Americans introduced English in the Philippines as the
primary medium of instruction. “With American textbooks,
Filipinos started learning not only a new language burt also a new
way of life. Mastery of English was passed off as the mark of the
educated man . . . The colonial relationship between the US and
.[he Philippines demonstrates that language is power. With the
imposition of the English language, the country became depen
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it on a borrowed language that carries with it the dominant
deulogy and political-economic interest of the US. With the
ypendence of the country on a borrowed language, it became
apendent too on foreign theories and methods underlying the
hurrowed language, thus resulting in a borrowed consciousness.
lie people’s values were then more easily modified so thart they
juate foreign interest with national interest. Thus it became
er for the US to further subjugate the Filipino people and
mpose its will on them’ (Enriquez and Marcelino 1984: 3).

‘?’he Philippines became officially independent in 1946, but the
fructures and attitudes imposed by the Americans have largely
gmained in force since. In the quest to legitimate local cultural
orms and languages, a few scholars have made strenuous
forts to decolonize and de-anglicize such university subjects as
pwychology. There has been debate about the appropriate
medium of education in schools, but there is extreme resistance
t any switch away from English as the medium of instruction.
I recent years the World Bank and the International Monetary
Jund have been pressing for a renewed emphasis on English n
urder to further the ‘goals of national development’ (ibid.: 4).

Other US possessions in the Pacific have suffered a similar
fate. In an article entitled “ESL: a factor in linguistic genocide’
{Day 1980), the experience of Guam is described. In 1906, eight
years after the island was ceded to the US, an English-only policy
{in court proceedings, land registration, government offices, etc.
‘was introduced. In 1922, the indigenous language, Chamorro,
was prohibited on school grounds and Chamorro dictionaries
‘were collected and burned. Even though Chamorro was declared
un official language in 1974, the linguicist attitudes of carlier
times prevail: English is regarded as the key to economic success,
and Chamorro is felt to be inadequarte. Day expresses the fear
that current ESL programmes are reinforcing such prejudices by
focusing on the limited English proficiency of learners and
stressing the learning of English, rather than bilingual compet-
gnce. On English in the South Pacific, see the themaric number of
World Englishes, 8/1, Spring 1989.

By the mid-1950s all American foreign policy activities were
sibordinated to the strategic needs of the Cold War. Prior to the
Second World War, Washington had been reluctant to take on
responsibility for work that was done effectively by private
agencies, particularly the philanthropic foundations. It was not
until 1938 that the State Department acquired a Cultural
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Relations Division. It was then expected that most activin
would continue to take place on private initiative. It was hopod
that the foundarions would continue to fund the international
activities of such bodies as the American Council of Learne|
Societies and the American Library Association, with the Stan
pepartment playing a co-ordinating role. In any case the sanu
individuals who dominated politics and business were al.o
trustees cf-f the Carnegie, Rockefeller, and Ford foundations,
representing a microcosm of the American power élite (Berman
1982b: 204), so it was unlikely that divergent goals would |x
pursued.

During the war a much more active foreign cultural policy was
pursued, mostly in Latin America, the chief goal being to combat
the propaganda of the Fascist states. During the immediate post
war years, outwardly an initial policy of internationalism was
pursued. The Americans were very active in the creation ol
Unesco, and determined to ensure that the organization
would serve American purposes (Ninkovich 1981).1?

It goes without saying that foreign cultural policy serves
f)verall foreign policy goals. What is not so immediate]y'ob\-'i::m
is that in core English-speaking states foreign policy goals arc
decided by those who determine domestic policy g—:;:-ais. This can
be seen clearly in American policy-making, as Chomsky's
analysis shows: ‘

On foreign policy since the Second World War a principal
source is the memoranda of the War and Peace Studies of the
Council on Foreign Relations during the war. Participants
inclulded top government planners and a fair sample of the
‘foreign policy élite’, with close links to government, majos
corporations, and private foundations. These memoranda
deal with the ‘requirements’ of the United States in a world in
which it proposes to hold unquestioned power, foremost
among them being ‘the rapid fulfillment of a program of
complete re-armament” . . . The areas which are to serve the
prn.oﬁperiry of the US include the Western Hemisphere, the
Brmsh Empire and the Far East, described as a natural
integrated economic unity in the geopolitical analysis of the
planners. The major threat to US hegemony in the non-
German world was posed by the aspirations of the British. The
contingencies of the war served to restrict these, and the
American government exploited Britain’s travail to help the
process along. Lend-lease aid was kept within strict bounds,
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gnough to keep Britain in the war but not enough to permit it
{0 maintain its privileged imperial position . . . In this conflict
within the alliance, American interests succeeded in taking

wver traditional British markets in Latin America and in

\¢ war was effectively turning Britain into an economic
tellite of the USA, a process which has accelerated since the
¢ and come out into the open in the 1980s (for instance in the
It in the Thatcher government over the sale of Westland
licopters and part of British Leyland to American corpor-
ions). In the circumstances it seems highly unlikely that Anglo-
inerican collaboration on English teaching would be uninflu-
jeed by this inter-ally struggle. At the same time each nation
ubscribed in principle to similar democratic goals. The pro-
Wotion of their common language could be of benefit to both
Sowers. The Americans were as aware as the British of the
ndivisibility of economic and cultural policy, and developed
ir own version of a civilizing mission to legitimate the spread
ol American influence. The meshing of economic-political
trategies with legitimation of such goals is a logical expression
ol corporate self-interest in our times. This is well documented

by Chomsky:

In modern state capitalist societies such as our own, domestic
decision-making is dominated by the private business sector in
the political as well as the strictly economic arena . . . Those
who have a dominant position in the domestic economy
command substantial means to influence public opinion. It
would be surprising indeed if this power were not reflected in
the mass medias, themselves major corporations—and the
school and universities: if it did not, in short, shape the
prevailing ideology to a considerable extent. What we should
expect to find is 1) that foreign policy is guided by the primary
commitment to improving the climate for business operations
in a global system that is open to exploitation of human and
material resources by those who dominate the domestic
economy, and 2) that this commitment is portrayed as guided
by the highest ideals and by deep concern for human welfare.
(Chomsky 1982:5)

An example of this legitimation rhetoric is found in a National
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Security Council report of April 1950 on a strategy for world
:egen‘{or}', writtendw];fn the cold war had frozen and it v
ssential to persuade the gen i i ;

‘The Amerifans should ugdeii:i:g L'l‘ttjllll; :::;0][[15‘1‘]:; i il

. ty of warlil
leadership™, “foster a world environment in which the American
system can survive and flourish”. This should not be difficult lm
the light of our moral ascendency, the essential tolerance ol ol
world outlook, our generous and constructive impulses, and (/i
fll?sence of covetousness in our international relarior;s’ (cied
ibid.: 22). .

This imperialist rhetoric did not dupe the British Colonial
Office, which had earlier been suspicious of the Ameri l-”
attempt to dismantle the British imperial preference system. *1 il.
Amer[cans are quite willing to make their dependencies polin
all}f- “mde_pendenr“ while economically bound to them and
no inconsistency in this’ (quoted from Colonial Office sources i
Chum§ky 1982: 8). What is perhaps most revealing abour il
quotation is that it demonstrates that a spokesperson for o1
!mper!allst power was perfectly conscious of the naturc ol
|mp::r1alism. It somehow always seems to be easier to credi
one’s competitors with self-interested motives than to acknow
ledge them in relation to oneself.

Language promotion forms part of the American glohul
strategy. Some measures had been singled out for attention as [
!Jack as during the war, among them book promotion and -m
increase in the number of foreign students in the ll'xl\
Independently of each other, British and American publislﬂ:u-.
were Preparing for the post-war world. The Americans .\\'rn
1nvest_lgating how to break the European dominance of the Latn
Amf{rlﬂ&l‘l market and were exploring the possibility of a state
suEfsu:ly fpr the purpose. The British were plotting how to Eu.'r .
their preferential position in the British Empire, and to perpetu :|IL
what the American Embassy saw as the maxim ‘trade follows 1I|..
book.’ (Ninkovich 1982: 90). As the British domestic market w.r:
Felatwely small, the proportion of books exported was lm-
important factor in British book prices. Exports of Aml—:'l;itj1l|
books amounted to 5.5 million volumes per year, or 2.5 per ceni
of total book sales, whereas British publishers t:xp:orred 48 million
-.-'olumes_ per year, roughly 30-35 per cent of their gross annual
f)utput (ibid.: 90). A cartel for American exports was establinh‘:‘l
in 1945_, burt it was wound up after two years because the Buyers
were still too impoverished, and little government funding' for
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ultural diplomacy was available then. Within a few years such
\ids were forthcoming on a massive scale.

‘A sccond ingredient was the education of foreign students in
e USA. Numbers rose from 7,000 in 1943 to 26,000 in 1949
d.: 139). Here, too, there was a problem of finance, but this
s solved by the simple device of transforming funds owed
broad to the USA in non-convertible currencies into Fulbright
wirds, so named after the senator who moved the relevant
wislation. The number of foreign students in the USA rose to
40,000 by 1971, as compared with 27,000 in Britain
Jesco 1974). Of those in the USA in order to learn English,
Hor to technical training or study of some kind, the largest
or is military (Coombs 1964). The military have been
xiensively involved in foreign language learning since the
nd World War, and have had a decisive influence on the
wolution of American ELT methods.

American government funding for all types of educational and
ultural work throughout the world became increasingly avail-
ghl¢ in the 1950s. By 1964 at least 40 governmental agencies
were involved, berween them- spending 200 million dollars per
annum  (Coombs 1964). Large though this figure was, it
| pn:scn[ed less than 1 per cent of the military budget. Coombs,
appointed by Kennedy to provide for more coherent admini-
tration and policy-formation in this area, dubbed education and
(ulture the “fourth component” of foreign policy, in addition to
eonomic, political, and military components. He was convinced
that the area was under-financed because of the ignorance of
paoliticians of its value. While this may be correct, the argument
appears a trifle disingenuous when one recalls that the found-
Wtions were disbursing vast funds for educational and cultural
work (see Arnove 1982: 6).
~ While the meshing of cultural diplomacy with political and
¢eonomic interests is assumed on both sides of the Atlantic, itis a
proclaimed principle of American aid that economic and
ilitary goals are indivisible. A recent policy review (Com-
fitission on Security and Economic Assistance 1983) srates
nambiguously that ‘the instrumentalities of foreign assistance
e potent and essential tools that advance our interests . . . The
keystone to our recommendations is the conclusion that econ-
pmic and military assistance must be closely integrated’
(ilyidl.: 2). There is no pretence that foreign aid is disinterested: “a
judicious use of foreign assistance tools can optimize US
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influence and contribute importantly to the success of American
foreign policy’ (ibid.: 38).

American goals for cultural diplomacy are stated in the
Fulbright-Hayes Act of 1961: ‘to increase mutual understanding

between the people of the United States and the people of othe
countries . . . to promote international co-operation fo
educational and cultural advancement; and thus to assist in the
development of friendly, sympathetic, and peaceful relations
between the United States and other countries in the world’
(quoted in Coombs 1964:51). No fewer than six government
agencies were involved in English-teaching activities: ‘the D¢
partment of State through the Fulbright program; the Agency for
International Development; the US Office of Education, througl
the International Teacher Exchange Program; the Department ol
Defense; the Peace Corps; and the Department of the Interior,
which has the responsibility for English instruction in the Indian
schools in this country and the Trust Territories overseas’
(Marckwardt 1967:2). There are also many private organiz
ations which sponsor activities with similar goals of promoting
understanding of the language and culture of the USA, fo
instance school exchange programmes. The main government
agencies can be described briefly.

The United States Information Agency has the mission, in the
words of its former director in 1963, to ‘further the achievement
of US foreign policy objectives . . . by influencing public attitudes
abroad in support of these objectives . . . through personal
contact, radio broadcasting, libraries, television, exhibits, Engl
ish language instruction, and others’ (Coombs 1964:60)).
Abroad, USIA has equivalent operational functions to those ol
both the British Council and the British Embassy’s Information
Deparrments. USIA forms part of the American Embassy and i«
more closely geared towards pursuing short-term foreign polic
goals than the British Council. Although the English language
was described in the 1960s as USIA’s most ‘booming item’, fa
fewer specialists in ELT are employed specifically for work in
this area than by the British Council. In USIA-supported
*bilateral/biculrural’ reaching centres, 381,500 people artend
English-language classes annually (United States Advisory Com
mission on Public Diplomacy 1986 Report: 39).

Substantial numbers of young volunteers have been sent all
over the world under the aegis of the Peace Corps, comparablc
to the British Voluntary Service Overseas {(VSO) scheme. A
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Migure of 7,000 is quoted for those involved, formally or
informally, in the teaching of English in 1964 (Center for
A pplsed Linguistics 1964: 21). Those participating in other types
of *aid’ work (in health care, technical tasks, etc.) operated
through the medium of English, though they were also given
'yome proficiency training in a local language. The official aims of
the Peace Corps are to meet the need for trained personnel, to
promote a better understanding of Americans among the people
ed, and to promote a better understanding of people of other
Gountries among the American people (Development Issues
1985: 133). Over 100,000 Americans have participated in the
scheme.

The Agency for International Development has a substantial
budget for training non-Americans in the USA and posting
Americans abroad. As an example of the beneficial results of
such collaboration Coombs cites relations between India and the
|ISA. These have been cemented by a massive American presence
in Indian universities and ministries and a huge training
programme for Indians in the USA (Coombs 1964:105).
‘L oombs is also optimistic that-the groundwork had been laid for
‘4 ‘common political and economic interest’ with African
wountries as a result of the establishment of educational and
wocial ties. “Tomorrow’s historians are likely to label education
ws America’s most strategic investment in the new Africa of the
1960s” (ibid.: 110).

~ Coombs’s book is a revealing sample of American culrural
i’ ideology of the early 1960s. He regards the four compon-
pits of foreign policy as inextricably related. He also appreciates
that the flow of ideas and influence is not exclusively unidirec-
fiunal. However, even if he recognizes that educartional aid
nvolves a bilateral learning experience, he refers frequently to
merican ‘leadership’ and sees no reason to legitimate the right
ol Americans to ‘lead’.

(Coombs moved from Washington to become Director of the
Lnesco International Institute for Educational Planning. This
Institute conducted research in English-speaking and French-
Apeaking African countries in the mid-1960s in order to
wuntribute to the solution of ‘important problems confronting
pducational planners in virtually all developing countries’
(lnesco 1969:5). The ‘development’ paradigm favoured by
Unesco in this work was scarcely likely to be uninfluenced by
American ways of thinking.
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The American foreign policy élite still consider that they 1o
only represent the interests of the American state but those of
entire world. “The US leadership role requires thar it take an
active interest in the support of the institutions of the worll
order per se. As distinguished from most other powers, th
impact of US action is global’ (Commission on Security and
Economic Assistance 1983: 38). The world order issues coverci
in this particular report are global economic conditions, assisi
ance to developing countries and the long-term national interes
(such matters as that 40 per cent of US exports go to developing:
countries, and 25 per cent of US investments have been placeil
there and give a rate of return which is nearly 40 per cent highc:
than for investments in the developed world, ibid.:41), and
conflict with the developing countries (conflagration points and
the Soviet threat). It is within this framework thar America
reserves the right to intervene in the affairs of foreign countries 1l
it assesses that human and ethical ideals as understood
American ruling circles are at risk. “The United States—founde
on principles of freedom, democracy, and humanirarianism-
cannot be indifferent to the international neglect of these same
principles without imperilling its own future’ (ibid.: 42).

Such a policy statement is a blueprint for imperialism in all
domains. Not only is the fusion of economic and military aid
declared principle of American hegemony, but ideologicl
conformity is also required of the recipients. Not surprisingly,
such official discourse from the early 1980s, on the pre
Gorbachev cold war front, does not refer ar all to such relatively
subtle concerns as cultural diplomacy or the role of English
internationally.

The Reagan administration, unlike that of its predecessor, has
chosen to base its human rights policies not on the principles ol
international covenants such as the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights but rather on exclusively American tradition and
documents, a tradition which defines post-war human rights
issues as a competition berween East and West. A study of the
aid policies of the Carter and Reagan administrations however
shows thar they were broadly similar, despite a change in
rhetoric, thatr political-military considerations are paramount,
that economic interests play a significant role, and that it is false
to separate out ‘development’ and ‘security’ assistance pro
grammes (Lebovic 1988).

The foundations played a decisive role in establishing ESL as
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i academic discipline. This was one component of a general
trategy to link the education systems of periphery-English
wuntries to the values, institutions, and ways of work of the
mited States. The strategy of the foundations ‘led to (1) the
ation of lead universities located in areas considered of
strategic interest and/or economic importance to the US; (2)
i emphasis within these institutions on social science research
i related manpower planning programs; (3) programs to
fiin public administrators; (4) teacher training and curriculum
clopment projects; and (5) training programs which shuttled
Mrican nationals to select universities in the US for advanced
sining and returned them home to assume positions of
padership within local universities, teacher training institutions,
ministries of education’ (Berman 1982:208). A corollary of

Wi’ has had a considerable and durable impacr.
The specific impact on the growth of ELT can be seen from the

rovided grants to develop resources in English teaching abroad.
the mid-1960s it had projects in 38 countries (Fox 1979: 4)13

According to Alan Davies of the University of Edinburgh, the
ford Foundation was also involved, along with the British
Louncil, in the original planning of the establishment of the
School of Applied Linguistics in Edinburgh in 1957 (Davies
1991). The Rockefeller Foundation supported several projects

Joundation funds have been decisive for the establishment and
lﬁnntinued existence of the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL)
In Washingron. One of its chief functions is to promote
Amproved ESL teaching by stimulating research and the produc-
‘flon of teaching materials, and by serving as an information
“wentre. CAL has focused more on ESL in bilingual education in
the United States than on ELT worldwide.'*

Among the reasons given for the establishment of the Center
“was that the Fulbright programme for the export of American
academics worldwide was in short supply of qualified ESL

teachers and wanted some to be produced fast. Another gcal was
10 stimulate foreign language teaching in the United States. More
vompetence in foreign languages was needed, partly to equip
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America to recover from the ‘Sputnik shock’, partly in order 1
qualify people for aid work (Center for Applied Linguiii«
1959)."

There has always been relatively closer collaboration betw e
the modern language teaching profession and ESL in the US (/1.1
in Britain.'® The Center for Applied Linguistics was for the (114
six years of its life a unit of the Modern Language Association of
America (which had always included English among 1.
philological and literary research interests). The first dircctor,
Ferguson, regarded the affiliation of CAL to the MLA s .
guarantee of its academic respectability and some defenc
against too much direct influence by government agencics o
particular foundations like Ford (Perren, ms). Ferguson i«
mained an active scholar in linguistics throughout his time i
CAL.

ESL {and CAL that was set up to nurture it) has tended to |«
dominated by linguistics rather than educationalists. The mujor
influence on training, professional identity, and teaching methols
has come from the dominant linguistics tradition of the time,
structuralism, and its kindred ally in psychology, behaviourisi
The major pedagogical experience drawn on was the intensive
teaching of foreign languages to service personnel in the wu
The methodology elaborated here tended to be transferred
uncritically to other learning situations. The first Englisl
teaching projects that Americans were involved in were
countries like Indonesia, where English was needed by adults (s
professional purposes. The experience of the American linguists
involved there came to set the tone for future work, even when
the learning problems were quite different, in particular i
contexts where English is learnt as a medium of education
schools.

The ELT profession acquired solid institutional foundartion:
on both sides of the Atlantic by the 1950s. It emerged as an
‘autonomous profession’ (Howart 1984:212), straddling
government bodies for the promotion of English, academic
institutions for research, teaching and information, and privarc
sector interests, in particular language schools and the found
ations. The USIA was keen to forge a shared identity for this far
flung profession: their policy was that ‘nothing was more
important to the world today than to have solidarity among the
English teachers’ (Center for Applied Linguistics 1959: 195).
Attractive career prospects were a necessary part of this,
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ppealing to many motives, including the idealistic one of
Usliing to lift a little of the white man’s burden off .the backs_of
lird World® people. The rationale for teaching English
yerseas is explicitly formulated in the principal article of '_fhe
ptish Council’s Annual Report for 1961-62, entitled “Teaching
Werseas’. The same argumentation was used by American
\ruiting agencies.

Jor many years there is likely to be a massive, woyldwid_e
“lemand for British teachers, which is already presenting this
wountry with both a challenge and an opportunity. Th_ose wh.-:a
et the challenge will have the satisfaction of serving their
‘uwn country as well as the other country, and of making some
ontribution to international understanding.

(British Council 1962: 18)

pglish teaching is legitimated as being in the .mtional and
iternational interest. Such interests are not specified, but are
wsumed to be generally valid. ‘A typical thesis o.f the propa-
anda system is that the narion is an agent in llnter_natlrz')nal
airs, not special groups within it, and that the nation is guided
certain ideals and principles, all of them noble’ (Chomsky
.932: 87). ‘In the United States, the prevailing version of “the
hite man’s burden” has been the doctrine, carefully nurtured
hy the intelligentsia, that the US, alone among powers of mc-c.!em
lilstory, is not guided in its international affalrs by the perceived
material interests of those with domestic power, but rather
wanders aimlessly, merely reacting to the t’nitiatiw_wes o_f othgrs,
while pursuing abstract moral princi!ales: the Wilsonian prin-
wiples of freedom and self-determination, democracy, equality,
wnd so on’ (ibid.: 73). This myth of American bc.nrjvolence is the
contemporary version of the ‘civilizing mission’ {ibid.: 74). _
In the ELT world the myth of ‘academic freedom’ combined
with the myth of the non-political nature of the lapguage
eaching business. The profession acquired slighri}'. (Eflffﬁ‘l‘ﬂl‘lt
agendas on each side of the Atlantic, IJ_ut eaci} was explicit on 1_:he
technical concerns of ELT and relatively silent on:s'rhe foreign
policy element of their work. With both _the Brlush_ and the
Americans rapidly expanding their international E{1gi|s_h teach-
ing effort, there was an obvious need for co-ordination. The
British and the American civilizing missions needed harmoniz-
ing, so as to ensure thar the gospels were complementary rather
than competing.
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Anglo-American collaboration

It was clear by the mid-1950s that the leading ELT figurcs i)
Brirain and the USA needed to learn from each other, as well 1
to compare notes on strategy, means, and goals. The Brily
Council organized a conference for its own specialist ELT 1.l
in July 1955 in Oxford, to which members of the USIA woii
invited ro send delegates. Any reports of this conference ar (l
British end have been destroyed, consigned to the shredding
machine in a later purge of files not thought to be of any
permanent interest.

In May 1959, USIA, in collaboration with the Cenrer li
Applied Linguistics, and with Ford Foundation funding, organ
ized a conference on ‘Teaching English Overseas’ in Washington
to which the British Council sent five participants. The delegarc
were academics and cultural diplomacy bureaucrats from head
office and the field. The proceedings of this conference wor
published verbatim (Center for Applied Linguistics 1959).

The conference report contains detailed descriptions of all th¢
main activities in English teaching abroad undertaken by the
British and the Americans. There is description and evaluation o
experience in key countries, of teacher training, methods anl
materials, examinations, audio-visual aids, bibliographies, ¢
Although the report is predominantly about technical practic.l
ities of this kind, ideological anxieties also come to the fore. One
American delegate’s concern that books produced in communis
countries are explicitly anti-imperialist is compounded by th
fact that the cultural content of American-produced teaching
materials was ‘more nearly a vacuum than you would think
possible” (ibid.: 46). The British proclaimed less worry on this
score because there was close liaison between the British Council
and publishers, meaning that any available expertise was being
used (ibid.: 106). The orthodox British view was in any case that

the reacher made more impact than the book (ibid.: 68).

The report indicates that there was a consensus amony
delegates that they were in the business of fighting communism,
but the language experts seem to regard their work as untainted
by political motives. A British Council delegate stated: * . . . we
have an autonomy of our own. We have our Royal Charter
under which we operate and so we are not bound by any dictares
of foreign political policy” (ibid.: 108). The Director of the
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iy, Center for Applied Linguistics, Fergus‘on, seems t0 “;shr
Jyoid political contamination in a sumlar_ way: ‘policy
wlons have to be made by government agencies and so on,
think we’re going to play a zero role here, a small (mef
* (ibid.: 182). These declarations are clear examples ;
th of non-political ELT. They show l]tr'ie awareness ?é the
tribution of professionalism to the constitution ar‘ld a rn;—
i of hegemonic ideas. The experts are probably intuitively
t¢ that central professional practices, procedures, a-nd riorms
gsent a paradigm that is bein_g export-ec.l, direct ydc-;
rectly, to periphery-English countries, yet this is not regarde ;
ducational or culrural imperialism, !e'f a!Ol:lk‘{ poyncal. in ar}:y
s, Their narrow interpretation of this nnplu.:lFl}.f ldE]‘l[lﬁE.Sl‘l e
litical® as the discourse of professional politicians or §1p ?
%, They are also inconsistent, since they_can immediately
itify the political motivations of communist textbooks.' yet
it their own to project Western valu'es. Th'c1.r pr_otestan:ns
Wi somewhat hollow, when their work is explicitly intended to
. tate they represent.

ﬁtp:l:: F:ln idn:{:rl)-:r.ngjg;p of political purity, the delegates gavcf
ous consideration to the question of a 'papal_ line o
arcation for British and Americar_l spheres of ELT mﬂuer_lce
(he world. This idea was rejected in fav-:}ur'of collaburanim
lubally, including the joint staffing of teachers’ courses, rcg% };:r
Wison, and comprehensive exchange of information. A e
portance assigned to such work is apparent from the factrt at
¢ next Anglo-American conference was held only two years

- Ol.'u: further conference report from rlhis period sheds hglln .f:unf
e ideology of the founding fathers (sic: they were all rr;aa ei.oh
P11, In June 1961 an ‘Angh}-Amencan.Cnnfercncel on bng |:1
Yeaching Abroad’” was held in Cambridge, organized by the
Witish Council, with a strong Americar! presence. As before', t ﬁi
elegates consisted of trusted afadcm1cs and the professmnad
L1 T bureaucrats and field staff.!” The conference report quotgl
helow (Anglo-American Clc;nferezice EI{e_po:ri, t_15'61} was publ-
British Council for internal circulation.
Ilh';ﬂchrnt;]iis covered art the conference inlcluded‘ the state of r_he
it in teacher training, the use of educational aids, existing u)-r
uperation, research needs, etc. The: delegates =_1|so dec!ded t»:}f try
fo go beyond practicalities and pious rhemr-u.:. T%IE}' rheF:'e orﬁ;
chose to reaffirm some ‘fundamental propositions. The first 0
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these indicates that they were well aware that the ‘developmicut’
process that English represented for Third World countries w i«
revolutionary:

The teaching of English to non-native speakers may perm.

ently transform the students’ whole world. Such teaching
should be within the total linguistic and educational requir

ments for the economic, social, and human development o
the host country.

(Anglo-American Conference Report 1961: 7)

This seems to be a reformulation of a point made by Professo
L. A. Richards in his opening address:

If and when a new language becomes really operant in .1
undeveloped country, the students’ world becomes restru
tured.

(Anglo-American Conference Report 1961: 2)

This process has close parallels with the imposition of a standar
language within a nation, and is as fundamental in its repes
cussions, as the French sociologist, Bourdieu, explains:

The conflict between the French of the revolutionary intell;
gentsia and the dialects or patois is a conflict about symbaoli
power where what is at stake is the creation and re-creation ol
mental structures. In short it is not only a question ol
communicating but of ensuring the acceptance of a new
discourse of authority, with its new political language, it
terms of address and reference, its metaphors, its euphemisms,
and the representation of the social world that it expresscs.
and which, because it is linked to the new interests of new
groups, is not expressible in local tongues shaped by usag:
linked to the specific interests of peasant groups.

(Bourdieu 1982: 31)

What is at stake when English spreads is not merely the
substitution or displacement of one language by another but the
imposition of new ‘mental structures’ through English. This is in
fact an intrinsic part of ‘modernization” and *nation-building’, 4
logical consequence of ELT. Yet the implications of this have
scarcely penetrated into ELT research or teaching methodology .
Cross-cultural studies have never formed part of the core of ELT
as an academic discipline, nor even any principled consideration
of what educational implications might follow from an aware

ness of this aspect of English linguistic imperialism.
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e second proposition formulated by delegates to this Anglo-
rican conference is that ‘increasing self-sufficiency of the
country in English teaching is the objective. This can best be
thered by the closest collaboration between resource and host
ntries’ (ibid.: 7). It was felt that the ‘resource’ countries—
in and the USA and some Commonwealth countries—
Id respond to host countries” needs, but that although the
countries must decide policy for themselves, they need firm
ance so that they appreciate what is good for them. What
means in practice is brought out in I. A. Richards’s summary
ression’ of the conference, published as an appendix to the
Tt

I'hiis recognition of national independence went along with a
realization that nationalistic spirit could wreck all hopes for
English as a second language. Resource countries—those
which have potential teaching services to offer along with
what is needed to supply it—must do all they can in the
\nterests, first and foremost, of their hosts. That was heartily
“agreed on. It had to be reconciled somehow with awareness
that a Ministry of Education—under nationalistic pressures—
may not be a good judge of a country’s interests. And
reconciled, further, with the remembrance that, insofar as a
second language becomes truly operative, the view that the
mind rakes will change. Firm words were said on this and on
the dangers of propaganda to host and resource country as
well. An important consideration here is that English, through
its assimilations, has become not only the representative of
contemporary English-speaking thought and feeling but a
vehicle of the entire developing human tradition: the best (and
worst) that has been thought and felt by man in all places and
in all recorded times. It is equally the key to the prodigious
mysteries the swift oncoming years will bring upon us.
(Richards 1961: 19)

This is an apologia for English at all costs. The language is all
that any human can need so as to understand the past or face the
future. If Ministries of Education fail to appreciate this universal
truth, because they are blinkered by ‘nationalism’, it is the duty
of the core English-speaking representatives to override them.
When the imposition of English thought processes has been
elfectuated, these hindrances to the ‘hopes for English as a
second language” will no longer exist.

Richards’s ideas are a direct echo of Matthew Arnold’s
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doctrine that the educated élite, as men of culture, were “tru
apostles of equality’ whose duty it was to ‘make the best thar has
been thought and known in the world current everywhere’ (from
Culture and Anarchy, 1868/9, quoted in Sutherland, 1973: 183
Arnold was an educationalist, and was quoted in Chapter 2 o
his linguicidal view of how the Welsh language could be
extirpated. The Anglo-American gathering appears to be con
tinuing along the same linguicist line, casting ELT in o
traditional classist mould, in which education implied alertnes.
to ‘real thought and real beauty’, and with ELT missionaries .+
the twentieth century version of the great men of culture, who are
‘those who have had a passion for diffusing, for making prevail,
for carrying from one end of society to the other, the beu
knowledge, the best ideas of their time’ (ibid.).

To describe English as a *second’ language in such contexts 1.
a gross misnomer, at least if it contains a notion of ‘secondary’
The whole thrust of Richards’s argument is thar English should
become the dominant language, replacing other languages and
world views. The mother tongue will be learned chronologicall
first, but English is the language that by virtue of its use and
functions becomes the primary language. The issue of how 1
categorize English in various contexts (second, foreign, etc.|,
particularly in relation to societal bilingualism and languay
teaching, will be discussed in Chaprer 8.

The report analysed here was written for British Council
internal purposes, and consequently has a different tenor fron
equivalent papers intended for open circulation. It provide,
telling insight into the dominant ideology and what lies behind
the public rhetoric of ‘international understanding’. It shows
language experts stepping outside their field of specialization
and pronouncing on what is good for other, dependent societics
It advocates English linguistic hegemony, the saturation of the
Periphery with Centre ideas to the point where there is consent
to Centre policies. The Centre’s right to ‘leadership” is taken fo
granted. The report proclaims that the Centre has a monopoly ol
language, culture, and expertise, and should nor tolerarc
resistance to the rule of English.

By the early 1960s the governments in Britain and the USA
had created an ELT professional base from which ELT activitic.
could operate. The French had embarked on a similar, and even
more ambitious operation (Coste 1984), imbued with tly
conviction that ‘where they speak French, they buy Frenclh
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{ibid.: 33) and France as an intellectual and cultural leader. The
five-year plan formed in 1957 explicitly states the goals of
ureign cultural policy, and unlike the covert British operation,
these were published and discussed in the media. They were fully
Wnplemented in a ‘spirit of mission’ (ibid.: 30). The British (FCO,
itish Council) and the Americans (State Department/USIA)
uve maintained regular contact, but at a fairly low-key level.'®
[here were divergences between the views and approaches of the
fitish and the Americans on the methods and means ot ELT.
ach had a fairly narrow but open-ended professional ortho-
xy that the major ‘aid’ tasks that lay ahead could build on,
vith various academic interests better positioned than others to
Il the obvious gaps. Little separated the British and Americans
i regards goals, either for the ELT task per se or for the more
eral political task of promoting national and Western
terests. Manifestly, English linguistic imperialism both facili-
el global imperialism and was a consequence of it. The
minant professional discourse was technical, and awaited the
liy when scholarship would make it more scientific.

Notes

| For a detailed narrative, with a main focus on Whitchall
drama, see the semi-official biography of the British
Council, Donaldson 1984.

This argument is not often canvassed, but it reappeared
when there was speculation that the Gulf crisis of 1990 was
triggered off by a misunderstanding between the American
Ambassador to Iraq and President Saddam Hussein at a
meeting just before Iraq invaded Kuwait.

Basic English was the most celebrated of these. It became
politically significant when Winston Churchill returned from
a visit to the United States during the Second World War
convinced that Basic English should be promoted widely by
Britain as an ‘international auxiliary language’. Basic stands
for *British American Scientific International Commercial’
and is a compressed selection of the vocabulary and grammar
of English, and unsuitable to serve as a medium for social
interaction (Howart 1984:250). The British Council was
given responsibility for its promotion, a task which it
undertook with so little enthusiasm that interest for the
construct died out rapidly. The official explanation for this
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was that the British Council did not partisanly support
one method for learning English (White 1965: 47).
Verschueren (1990) raises the issue of the ubiquity of
English blinding us to the fact that the huge variety of forn
of English does not ensure communicative efficiency. O
the contrary, different cultural starting-points are bound to
lead to misunderstandings.
The same pattern holds for university institutions wlh
would never have come into existence but for a foundati
grant. This was the case, for instance, of several high
education institutions in India, set up with Ford FOLlHLLJII‘ i
money and which the Indian government provided capital
and running expenditure for and for which it is now solely
responsible (Sancheti 1984: 10). The extension ol il
State’s range of activities is of course a general feature of thi
twentieth century (see Chaprter 2). How business interesis
commissioned academic work of considerable social anl
political importance, nationally and internationally,
through the creation and management of the Institutc ol
Race Relations, has been studied in Mullard 1985, whul
?,lso describes how a palace revolution evicted the busine.,
interests.
The present-day Commonwealth by contrast is commitied
to such goals as the promotion of peace and individual
lil?crry, the abolition of colonial and racial oppression anil
of the wide disparities existing between different sections
mankind, Commonwealth Secretariat 1982.
The ODA is now a department of the FCO, but has becn o
separate ministry in earlier administrations. A substantial
proportion of its staff worked originally for the Coloniul
Office.
The present Chairman, Sir David Orr, had a career with
Unilever, ending up as chairman. He lists his interests in
Who’s Who as golf, rugby, and travel. His predecessor, Si
Charles Troughton, who now has the honorary appointment
of President, was chairman of W. H. Smith Li;'uited‘ and has
held directorships in several multinational concerns, includ
ing Barclays Bank International and William Collins.
Prt?sident Pompidou’s worries about the French languag,
being eclipsed by English were fully justified. Pc—mpich‘m
stated on British television on 17 May 1971 that Frencl
was the natural language of the peoples of Europe, English
that of America (Haigh 1974:33).

British and American promotion of English 171

U (weorge Perren (ms) notes that in the late 1950s and early

19605 the Colonial Office was reluctant to accept the
British Council’s claims to educational expertise. The same
applied to the Ministry of Education, which claimed
exclusive competence in the area of the learning of English
in British schools.

The figure of 3,500 may be a modest one for the territories
covered by the Colonial Office, including Malaya, the West
Indies, Ceylon, and the African dependencies. Very few
British Local Education Authorities were willing to co-
operate in secondment schemes. The French were able to
post teachers overseas for a tour of duty as part of their
ordinary service, and did so on a massive scale (Perren, ms).
Figures for Inter-University Council for Higher Education
recruitment are given in Kolinsky 1983:56. In the 1970s
the Ministry of Overseas Development reduced funds for
subsidizing the appointment of British academics to peri-
phery-English universities, preferring to aim aid at less
privileged sectors of Third World societies. The IUC was
assimilated into the British Council in 1981.

A conference of Ministers of Education, an embryonic
Unesco, was started among the many governments in exile
in London during the war. The Americans were quick to join
this and to influence plans for what became Unesco.

For a review of Ford Foundation funded activities in
language and development see Fox 1975.

For a survey of CAL’s activities, see the 20th anniversary
commemoration issue of The Linguistic Reporter, 2117,
1979. For an evaluation of its international impact see
Cawston 1975,

In Britain the two wings of the language teaching profession
(ESL and foreign languages) have in recent years experienced
a rapprochement in the policy co-ordination work of the
National Congress for Languages in Education. It is ironical
that in both countries, while ESL has become a flourishing
profession, foreign languages remain a low educational
priority. In the US the need to train a more substantial
number of American speakers of foreign languages has been
reiterated officially at regular intervals, while the languages of
America’s ethnic minorities have not generally been regarded
15 a useful resource. For a nation aspiring to world leadership,
American incompetence in foreign languages is dysfunctional.
‘Uffective leadership in international affairs, both in govern-
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ment and in the private sector, requires well-trained .l
experienced experts. And in a democratic society such as our+,
leadership is paralyzed withour a well-informed public /.1
embraces all our citizens. But the hard and brutal fact is th.
our programs and institutions for education and training
foreign languages and international understanding are boly
currently inadequate and acrually falling further behin’
(Report to the President from the President’s commission o1
foreign language and international studies 1979: 4). Things are
no better on the British side of the Atlantic. The Departmons
of Educarion and Science noted in a consultative paper tl
abysmal record of traditional modern language teaching i
Britain (Department of Education and Science 1983).
Ferguson’s main assistant, Sirapi Ohannessian, was an edu
ationist by training and experience, with no illusions abou
the limitations of American applied linguistics or British FI |
Perren’s assessment (ms) of CAL in the early 1960s is that it
was ‘remarkably free from political, national, or indeed ac:
demic bullshit, more so than any comparable organization.’
Perren (interview), who was closely involved in the organi
ation of these gatherings and the joint Anglo-American
French meetings of this period on the British side com
ments: “CAL convened the meetings, and they also involved
USIA and AID, and selected academics, these were ver
carefully chosen, because they were reckoned to be the sor
of chaps who would say the right sort of thing. It wasn't
free academic discourse at all.”
Biennial meetings between the British Council and the USIA/
State Department are still held. Small numbers of senior stafl
are concerned, and the meetings are an exchange of views
rather than more ambitious attempts at co-ordinating
strategy. Throughout the 1960s regular conferences on
second language problems were organized by the Center for
Applied Linguistics, the British Council’s English-Teaching
Information Centre, and the French Bureau pour I"Enseigne
ment de la Langue et de la Civilisation Frangaises a I'Etranger
(BELC). Details of these can be found in The Linguistic
Reporter. The need for such academic gatherings is presum-
ably now met by the triennial conferences of such professional
associations as AILA, the Association International de Lin-
guistique Appliquée, the creation of which was encouraged by
the national institutions named above.

Creating a profession: the
structure and tenets of ELT

Uhat was the professional base on which ELT expanded wher;
political will to promote English had c-reated the prospect o
jereased funding for the new profesm:cm-? \)F’here-was the
spertise to be found? Who took the initiative in laying down
j¢ academic foundations of ELT in Bnt-am? What was the
inirce of the legitimacy of ELT, and whose interests was it 1111(-:13,r
i serve? T shall attempt ro answer these questions and ana Yie'f
in particular, some of the key tenets that were to g!.nde E :
‘work in the major expansion of the 1960s, look at theu: genesusci
yelate them to the state of academic knowledg_e at the time (an |
1 some extent also at the present), and consider the structura
and ideological consequences that follow from them.

(reating a British academic base for ELT

Ihe two main pillars on which ELT coul_d build “rerehFhe
widespread but largely unanalysed experience of teaccl: n}':-g
Jnglish as a foreign language on the one hand, and the
theoretical disciplines which were thought to t_&e of relevance lto
Junguage teaching on the other. These-two p]!lars_are comple-
Jnentary and interdependent. In the 1950s, Fheoretical expl:ertl_se
\n ELT was in very short supply on both sides of the Atlantic,
‘which meant that the field was to some extent open to
: istic initiative. . .
-Wﬁ‘:f;];‘mim the Institute of Education at the Univers;'fy of
London offered teacher training for ELT, and had experience
poing back to the 1920s, bur little attempt ]was madF the:re. t-::;:
pursue ELT in a theoretically explicit way. The University 0
London also had a strong phonetics tradition, founded by Daniel
Jones, and a strong linguistics department art the_ School of
Oriental and African Studies, spearheaded by J. R. Firth. As ;he
name of the school implies, the primary concern was w;th
foreign languages, essentially those of the .Brmsh empire, rs}t Er
than with English. Said (1978: 214) describes the genesis of the
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school. Lord Curzon, formerly the Viceroy of India, argucd 1
1914 that it was an ‘Imperial obligation’ and ‘patriotic duty 11/
establish a School of Oriental and African Studies, so that il
‘genius of the East’ could be properly understood, and I
solicited financial support from the City for the purpon
(ibid.). Its establishment reflected the utilitarianism combiil
with liberalism and evangelicalism which characterized Briii.l;
rule in the East. This departure from the Macaulay doctrine w.i.
motivated by an urge to consolidate British interests in Indi.
Firth was quoted in Chapter 5 as lamenting that the impcrial
remit had not resulted in any research on language planning o
the teaching of English worldwide.

As a result of the shortcomings of the available theories 1l
reference works for ELT (see below), it drew in its early years on
fragmenrary principles for describing language, and inadequan
descriptions of English. Although the considerable ELT experi
ence of nearly a century had produced several books on language
learning and considerable refinements in materials development
(see the review in Howatt 1984), until the late 1950s nowherc i1
Britain was there an institutional base for the scientific study ol
language learning and teaching, either for foreign languages o1
ELT. Research into ELT was mostly small-scale developmen:
projects (Wingard 1959, at Makerere in Uganda).” There were
few channels for exchanging experience with colleagues on tl
continent or further afield.’

This situation changed with the establishment of the School o1
Applied Linguistics at Edinburgh University in 1957. The school
was set up at the initiative of the British Council, which
guaranteed to supply the new post-graduate courses with
students. These would be the British Council’s own career EI |
staff,* and foreigners on scholarships. The university could draw
on expertise in the departments of Phonetics, English Languagc
and General Linguistics, English Literature, and Education. The
new School succeeded in attracting people with extensive
experience of ELT, as staff and students. The overall goal of the
school is stated in its prospectus (quoted in Center for Applicd
Linguistics 1959: 148): ‘The primary aim of the school is to

provide a theoretical basis for the teaching of English as
foreign language within the wider framework of language
teaching in general, which in turn is treated as a branch of
Applied Linguisrics.™

The name of the Edinburgh department is slightly surprising.
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iy does it highlight linguistics and none of the other dis‘:mplmes
hich contribute to an understanding of language !earmng a-nd
thing? Was the department only concernEfi with appl){mg
wiistics? Why is there no reference to Eng]lslh as a foreign/
wond/ world language in it, if English was the raison d’étre of the
sitution? What does the term ‘applied linguistics’ connote, and
Jiy was it chosen as a designation for the new department? _
I lhe term has a long pedigree going back at least to the Danish
\wuist, Rasmus Rask (one of the three founding fathers of
! parative philology, with Grimm ar_ldlBopp) in 1814, He
inguished between theoretical linguistics, the study of Fhe
inciples governing language form and use, _and applied
wuistics, the preparation of useful, informatl'_vc reference
wrks such as grammars and dictionaries (quoted in Gregersen
W91). The Polish-Russian linguist Jan Baudouin de CourFena:.'
1871 distinguished between the more scholarly pursuits of
pplied linguistics and more practical ones [Catford-l%l: 13),a
istinction which still characterizes the activities wl'!wh go under
e name of ‘applied linguistics’. The Americarll ]{}u?nal _L{m-
age Learning, subtitled The Journal of Applied Linguistics,
s appeared since 1948, -
" The theoretical/applied dichotomy is of course a familiar one
{in mathematics and the natural sciences, in OECD reports, etc.),
ut there are problems in using the label “applied lingm?ncs‘ for
the theoretically supported study of language 'learn‘mg_ and
It aching. There has also been considerable cnn_fusls_}n within the
LLT profession as to what applied _Iingui:?tlcs is. and what
language teachers can expect from it. If *applied’ points onl;r' to
practical implementation in a language teaching situation,
heoretical pursuits seem to be a secondary -.":onmderam.)r}.
_!L-thrcas if applied linguistics means the theoretically e:;phcir
exploration of scientific questions about Iangufage learning, it
cannot be immediately concerned with the solution of prob]e:ms
in language pedagogy and should perhaps be called ‘theoretical
applied linguisrics’. ‘ el
Why, though, is linguistics alone singled out? Wh{lg it is true
that linguistics can be drawn on in many applied activities, as is
shown in the range of activities engaged in by rncmt‘:-ers _of_ the
national affiliates of the Association International de ng}nanue
Appliquée (AILA), the theoretical study O.f ELT requires Fhe
application of other disciplines as well as linguistics (cognitive
and educarional psychology, sociology, anthropology, etc.).
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A further problem is that of the epistemological status of il
activity, where there are two main positions. In one, applil
linguistics takes over theories and methods from other arca. ol
scientific study, which then have the status of feeder discipling:,
in the other, it is an autonomous scientific activity requiring (|
elaboration of its own theoretical base in relation to its intended
applications. When all these ambiguities in the term exist, it i
not surprising that there is uncertainty about whar ‘applicl
linguistics’ stands for.

The name of the Edinburgh department also seems restrictive
as a designation for the theoretical study of language learny
and teaching when one looks ar the very broad course conten
that students were exposed to in the early days at Edinburgh
This embraced psychology and education as well as linguistioy,
in a broad social perspective. ‘First of all they have to kiow
something about the theory of bilingualism, of languages i
contact and of the problems thar arise in language cona
situations . . . They have to be able to cope with the analysis anil
evaluation of the wider setting of language teaching operations,
of geographical, political, educational, and linguistic conditions
in the country where the teaching is going on, and the relation ol
these factors to the design of syllabuses and so on’ (Catlonl
1961: 35).

Such concerns have in practice seldom loomed large in EL'T
applied linguistics as they have evelved. For that to haw
happened would have involved bringing in sociologists, econom
ists, political scientists, anthropologists, and comparative cdu
ationists from the start. One might then have seen ELT develop
along comparable lines to the sociology of language or languye
planning, or, a rather closer parallel, minority education ani
bilingualism (see, for instance Skutnabb-Kangas and Cummins
1988). In fact it was linguistics which dominated theory-building
in the first phase of ELT expansion, on both sides of the Atlanu,
even at the expense of education. The name of the Edinburgl
department correctly reflects this bias.® The reasons for omitting
‘English’ from the name of the department can only be guessid
at. They possibly reflected a wish on the part of those concerne
to stress that a theoretical approach was needed.

In Britain in 1960 the output of trained British postgraduates
in ELT was modest in the exteme. The average was 20 a year, tls
majority from Edinburgh, and a few from London (Waymcni
1961:59), Whereas the Edinburgh course was intended I
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crienced teachers, the London course was for initial training
{I'L. (The number trained at European universities as teachers
JF1. was astronomical by comparison, but somehow never
tered into the calculations of ELT planners in Britain or the
A.) British people were in a minority on the London course,
it their proportion increased as career prospects abroad began

wpen up. From 1959, the British Council offered 14
Wentships a year to young graduates for the duration of the
WEse, tO attract recruits (White 1965: 113). In the USA at this
e, more foreigners than US nationals graduarted from ELT
wrammes, and the balance only swung over to a much higher
yetion of Americans during the 1960s when ESL work in
i LISA expanded.

y 1960, in order to identify ELT expertise at British
versities, and elaborate a blueprint for university expansion,
il at the suggestion of the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and
incipals of United Kingdom Universities, the British Council
el a conference on University Training and Research in the
leaching of English as a Second/Foreign Language (the Nutford
louse conference, reported in Wayment 1961).” The list of
icipants contains few names of people with first-hand
xperience of ELT. The gathering essentially consisted of
Lidemics whose departments (linguistics, English literature,
lucation, etc.) could potentially contribute to the expansion in
{11 and benefit from it. The participants discussed the
Wertinence of their own academic parch, identified a range of
earch needs, and made a set of recommendations which could
legitimate increased funding from the University Grants Com-
tlc::.

The British cabinet had decided in 1956 to make teaching
Jyerseas more  secure and arttractive. The Nutford House
ference of British academics expressed its approval of this
prospect and made recommendations which were designed to

wire that British universities could train the recruits to the
profession appropriately. Their main recommendations covered

pport for overseas and British institutions, a worldwide career
service for ELT experts, and an expansion of training facilities
list British and foreign ELT people in Britain. Financial support
for overseas institutions was not specifically intended to build up
periphery-English country expertise, but was earmarked for the
sppointment of British staff to work in them. Subsidizing British
people abroad was seen as ‘a pre-condition for the further
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development in the United Kingdom of properly planncd il
effective training in the teaching of English as a foreign or seconl
language’ (ibid.: 58). The career service recommendation
likewise seen purely in terms of the benefits that would accrue 1
the Centre, and only indirectly (and this is not spelt out) to thi
Periphery. ‘A worldwide career service for key British expert. i
English teaching must be created not only to encourage a flow ol
suitable recruits, bur to ensure that British universitics « i1
establish and correlate training within a proper acaden
framework of the necessary disciplines’ (ibid.: 59).

Even granted that the report may have been mainly written 10
impress and extract funding from the University Grants Com
mittee, this seems an ethnocentric perspective.® There is frank
admission that British ELT has an inadequate academic base anil
that one needs to be built up. It does not appear, however, thu
British academics in 1960 thought in terms of partnership o
reciprocity in establishing a worldwide corps of English-teaching
experts, nor that they appreciated that Periphery countrics
should have a decisive influence on what was required there. |l
view from the Centre was that professionalism could only |
developed in the Centre, along with a considerable Cenire
presence in the Periphery. All the recommendations are designed
to strengthen the ELT base in Britain so as to qualify Englisl
people to meet the need for English teaching abroad. Th
ideology of English linguistic imperialism is thus implicit in the
suggestions made by the conference, and the structure i
asymmetrical. The recommendations are deeply imbued with
anglocentricity, which was defined earlier as taking the forms
and functions of English as it is used in the core English-speakiny,
countries and the promise of what English represents as the
norm by which all language activity or use should be measure
Implementation of the recommendations would lead to .
strengthening of the structure of English linguistic imperialism.

The eurocentricity of the approach can be seen in the facr that
the Centre arrogated to itself the right to decide whar ‘needs the
Periphery had and how they should be met. One paper to the
conference pointed out that there was no simple relationship
between the use of English for various purposes in periphery
English countries, the needs that arise in order to equip people 1
use English, and the demand for English teaching as an
expression of these needs (King 1961:24). Needs are in faci
notoriously difficult to specify, the more so when instrumentl
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uage use merges with general educational goa]_s. Needs also
Wl 10 be defined top-down, whereas a human rfghts perspec-
would tend to favour a bottom-up approach with the learner
powered with rights (see Gomes de Matos 1985'1. At the
ilord House conference it was the Centre’s perception of the
dphery’s needs that served as the justification for the
wnsion of ELT. The possible benefits for Britain are not
tioned, and it is not thought necessary in the report to
mate why Brirain should play a prominent role.” The
mble to the recommendations refers to 11n5pcc1ﬁffci. ‘respons-
ifies” which are part of the justification for the British to step
| their efforts: “There exists an increasingly urgent dem_and for
ute English teaching overseas. It is believed that this overt
wind is but the visible aspect of a still greater and as yet
lompletely assessed nmeed for wider and more spe-::lahzeld'
uplish teaching, and indeed for teaching in English, not only
ithin the Commonwealth but throughout the world . . . This
mlerence believes that Britain and British teachers have spi:c-ial
wponsibilities for securing both more and better’ English
hing abroad’ (Wayment 1961: 58). The white man's bun#en
been metamorphosed into the British native-speaking
ucher’s burden. -
Ihe architects of ELT considered the whole world as their
horatory. Linguistic imperialism thus paralleled economic,
silitical, and military imperialism. The structure of SCIE_?I'I'ElﬁC
il educational imperialism ensured thar it was mainly in the
Lentre that expertise and theory-building \.\fould accumulate
wsisted by the brain drain, which sucked Periphery scholars to
the Centre). The structural relations between Centre and
eriphery ensured thar all the beneficial spin-offs \?'nuld accrue
w the Centre, as it built up its research and tramning capacity.
Lialtung sees close parallels berween the extraction of raw
waterials and the extraction of ideas in the Periphery: mn &_u:
‘wkill and education” field, not much is needed ‘F:—eyond.a- hole |1}
the ground’ (Galtung 1980: 114). The international dw.is;onl{:
lbour means thar the Periphery supplies the raw materials, the
Centre the finished products, whether manufactured goods,
hooks, or theories. _ oy e
This process can be seen in relatmn_ to expertise UL ¢ ]e
description of English, and the way this is built up in schools
and universities. The participants at the conference agree‘d that
une of the fields where scholarship was lacking was n the
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description of the contemporary English language. “Therc v i
acute shortage of specialists in contemporary English who liave o
rhoroug-h training in linguistics and phonetics’ (Wayment |41
61). Quirk’s contribution to the conference also points out th
unr!I 1960 it had been extremely difficult to obtain funds I
bas.m rf_:search into the structure of the English languay
University departments of English were dominated by literan
concerns, which matched up with the teaching of E.ngliull i
schoo_is, where literature dominated at the upper levels. 1l
practice had been exported to the periphery English-spcaking
countries (Press 1963; on Nigeria and Pakistan, Wayment 16 1 :
13; on India, Kachru 1975; on West and East Africa, Neville
Grant, -intervif:w]l, where it reportedly still dominates. ,
English people going abroad to teach English were unlikely 1
have studied their mother tongue much beyond ‘O level
‘Hundreds of British graduates who are not spe'cial])-' trained o
overseas to teach every year, but they are by no means qua]iln:d
for Fhe responsibilities which may fall to their lot, nor does the
undirected experience necessarily generate the expertise 1
quired’ (from the Nutford House conference recommcndz;riun-.
in Wayment 1961: 59). ;
The conference appreciated that the growth of ELT could
have a useful influence on the teaching of English in Britain. Tl
copference believes that English language teaching in schu‘:ﬂx i
Britain should be extended in the upper forms beyond il
customary ‘O" level, and that it could well be related more
CIOjSE_l)r' to the study of contemporary English; the kind ol
training in general linguistics and contemporary English envis
aged by this conference could make a valuable contriburion 1o
the teaching of English as a mother tongue, both in universitic:
and schools’ (ibid.: 63). Even if the dominance of literature |1.|-I.
been }ml}-’ partially checked since 1960, the vastly increascd
prominence of English language study in higher education in th
core ‘Eljlglish-speaking countries, as a result of the boom
linguistics, ELT, and other ‘applied’ linguistic concerns, is in no
sn_nall measure due to the impetus generated by the i}1cre aseid
v1sibilit_v‘ of the ‘needs’ of the periphery-English countries. o
The picture that emerges is one of state and academic interests
dovetmh_ng. It would be naive to assume that the state, via the
go-?d offices of the British Council, was manipulating the
university world into raking on a production line of loyal inter
state actors. The universities had their own axes to grind,
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swonal empires to be built, and certain ideas of liberal research
(|l teaching to defend. At the same time, ELT meant money,
ulents, departments, stimulus, and growth. The meshing of
M¢ and university interests permitted the university depart-
wits that evolved, with ELT as a principal legitimatory motor,
h to have its own stamp. This seems to indicate a combin-
o of external and internal definitions (in the sense presented
| Chapter 3) for the new academic field, but with a relatively
uh degree of external definition, in view of the state’s interest
i harnessing the expertise generated by ELT. The Edinburgh
hool of Applied Linguistics was set up specifically to service
LT, as indicated above. This the school has done, very
yubably in a more distinguished way than any other university
W Britain (Davies 1991). Ithas simultaneously been influential in
reating applied linguistics as a theoretically coherent discipline,
ol relevance to all language teaching rather than ELT alone {with
Jime uncertainty as to how directly relevant it is to language
(eaching, and with linguistics still as the dominant influence).
Other universities have played the ELT card in order to create
ther academic empires. For instance ELT at Leeds has had a
rong bias rowards linguistics rather than pedagogy: in the
|960s ELT cohabited uneasily with the School of English, which
s primarily a literature department and which it forsook for
linguistics when the university established a distinct department
of linguistics, in a merger with phonetics.

One consequence of the callowness of the ELT academic base
in the 1960s was that the courses offered reflected local, often
{umbling attempts to evolve appropriate content. A more
fundamental problem was that although the entire exercise was
an attempt to build Centre-Periphery bridges, it was firmly
anchored in Centre perceptions and structures.

ELT and educational language planning for under-
developed countries

While ELT was planting academic institutional roots, the British
were simultaneously involved in a great deal of educational
planning for underdeveloped countries. Unfortunately this was
not co-ordinated with the efforts to build up a qualified ELT
profession. Nor did language occupy a prominent place in much
of the international activity of the period in the field of
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education. ‘The first conference of African Ministers of Edu.
ation, called by Unesco in Addis Ababa in 1960, makes no
mention of language at all in the main body of the report. I
main concern is to set a target for attaining universal literacy: the
language in which literacy is to be achieved is not considered’
(Cawson 1975:413). One might have expected that leading
educationalists from countries under British dominion, wher
language had been a controversial policy issue, would appreciate
the importance of language. However this is not apparent from
the policy documents of the time.

Education commissions sat in most African countries at about
the time of independence. The normal pattern was for 4
majority of Africans to be chaired by British university men
unassociated with the colonial period. Their reports either
ignored the language situation altogether or made a few
routine references to improving the teaching of English. The
Malawi report of 1960 gives 3 2 out of 360 pages to languag:
(ways of improving English teaching); the Kenya report ol
1964 gives 5 paragraphs out of 531. It isolates for special
study 16 problems facing Kenya; language is not one of them,
The improving of English is likewise the only marter con
sidered in the Uganda report of 1963, in 3 pages our of 83; in
the Ghana report of 1967 in one page out of 160; and in th:
Nigerian report of 1960, in five lines out of 8,000,

(Cawson 1975:412)

This linguicism is perhaps comprehensible so far as the British
report-writers are concerned, though it reveals inexcusable
ignorance of African realities (and of their predecessors’ work |,
and demonstrates anglocentricity of an insensitive kind. It is onls
comprehensible, so far as the Africans are concerned, if on
recalls that political power was transferred in such countries 1
leaders who were themselves the products of colonial education
They seem to have internalized the colonialist mythology of th
inadequacy and divisiveness of African languages, which is whui
the description of colonial educational language policy (sce
Chapter 5) leads one to expect.

There is no doubt that there were major constraints when
arcempts were made immediately before and after independence
to expand education simultaneously at all levels. There was in
fact an educational vicious circle: to provide the new universitic:
and rechnical colleges with the necessary students there had to he
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more secondary schools, these need qualified African teachers,
which only post-secondary education could supply (Perren, ms).
at many of the African élites were familiar with was a highly
selective system, with one or two schools in each colony
modelled on British élite schools. Educational planning efforts
nded to go into providing more of this, rather than revising
educational aims. There was a focus on increasing the number of
ools and teachers, rather than on potentially controversial
atters like language policy.
The effect of such planning documents was to clear the way
r Centre ‘aid’ in teacher training to be conducted through the
edium of English and to focus on English, to the exclusion of
her languages. Language teaching was inspired by the new
professionalism of applied linguistics, and relatively unen-
mbered by experience of multilingual countries elsewhere in
e English-speaking Periphery such as India. It was even less
ikely to draw on the experience of multilingual non-English-
speaking countries such as the USSR, Yugoslavia, or Switzer-
land, or bilingual countries like Finland and Belgium.

The key conference which decided on priorities for ELT in the
newly independent countries was the Commonwealth Conference
on the Teaching of English as a Second Language, held at
‘Makerere, Uganda in 1961. It was a direct outcome of a
proposal of the first Commonwealth Education Conference, held
at Oxford in 1959. The conference brought together represent-
Atives of 23 countries who were assumed to have ELT aid needs,
und expected support from Britain. The British ELT world was
well represented, with, among others, ]. C. Catford, Director of
‘the School of Applied Linguistics at Edinburgh University, Bruce
Pattison, the Professor with responsibility for ELT ar the
Justitute of Education, University of London, Terence Mitchell,
later responsible for ELT courses at Leeds University, and
Arthur King, head of the British Council’s ELT operations.
There was also a strong American team of ‘observers’ (three
Ninguists, Marckwardt, Prator, and Ferguson—the latter,
lirector of CAL—and representatives of USIA and the
International Cooperation Agency). Missionaries with first-hand
feaching experience in underdeveloped countries were under-
‘tepresented. The purposes of the conference were to ‘provide
‘upportunity for the exchange of ideas and experience among
people from different parts of the world who may not be aware
of developments elsewhere; and to discuss ways and means of
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increasing the efficiency of teaching English as a seccond
language, particularly in the difficult initial stages, and
accordance with the needs and wishes of the countries concerned’
{Makerere Report 1961: 2).

The deliberations of the conference focused on principles (o
teaching English to beginners, teacher training, literatuic,
English for Special Purposes, tests, and research needs. Amony
the many recommendations made, the first was for a massiv
increase in the training of teachers of English for all levels. Tl
second covered the shortage of teachers and contains a rationale
for stop-gap aid. *Our aim is to provide at all levels qualitic
teachers who are indigenous to the country in which the teaching
takes place. However, in view of the present scarcity of qualifici
staff, the services of teachers from countries where the mothe
tongue is English will be required in other countries as well .4
their own, either in teaching posts or at seminars and special
courses dealing with the teaching of English as a seconl
language. Expatriate teachers from the English-speaking coun
tries will be needed for many years to come; they should b
employed increasingly as teacher trainers or university lecturci.
rather than as teachers in schools, since the world demand is «o
great that the so-called “resource countries™ may not be able
much longer to provide a substantial supply of school teachers’
(ibid.: 6).

This paragraph succinctly formulates the Centre-Periphcry
relationship in ELT. The laudable goal of Periphery countrics
becoming self-sufficient is made dependent on the authority and
example of the Centre, whose agents are to occupy multiplice
positions so that their impact is maximized. The Centre’s inter
state actors may not be well qualified, they are almost certain not
to have insight into the cultural and linguistic backgrounds of
the learners they are to take charge of, but their language ani
their example is what the Periphery needs.

The doctrine that was to underlie ELT work was enshrined a1
Makerere in a number of tenets. The tenets are not codified in
any coherent way in the report, bur they underlie many of the
methodological principles enunciated there. They represen
influential beliefs in the ELT profession, which were given o
stamp of approval at Makerere and which have had a decisive
influence on the nature and content of ELT aid activity in
periphery-English countries. Their influence has also been
substantial in core English-speaking countries, as the same tencrs
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re initially adopted in the teaching of the dominant language
immigrants. The tenets represent a pre-theoretical distillation
' the worldwide grassroots ELT teaching experience that was
sembled at Makerere. They are not so rigid as to preclude
ibility in a profession that was finding its academic and
agmatic feet, but there was a risk that their status would lead
them being accepted as unchallenged dogma.

The key tenets can be formulated as follows:

English is best taught monolingually.

The ideal teacher of English is a native speaker.

The earlier English is raught, the better the results.

The more English is taught, the better the results.

If other languages are used much, standards of English will
drop.

ese tenets will now be scrutinized individually, in relation to
wvailable evidence and theory at the time, and to some extent
ospectively in the light of current theory and knowledge. A
working hypothesis is that each tenet is false, and that each can

redesignared as a fallacy:

the monolingual fallacy

the native speaker fallacy

the early start fallacy

the maximum exposure fallacy
the subtractive fallacy.

I'he evidence for tenet or fallacy needs examination.

Tenet one: English is best taught monolingually

T'he monolingual tenet holds that the teaching of English as a
foreign or second language should be entirely through the
medium of English. The only language permitted in the English
¢lassroom is English. Gatenby, one of the founding fathers of
ELT, formulated the tenet in 1950, in an article summarizing
principles of language learning, as follows: “What is essential is
that the language being studied should be as far as possible the
wle medium of communication in any given environment’
(Gatenby 1965: 14). Implicit in the monolingual tenet is the belief
that an exclusive focus on English will maximize the learning of
the language, irrespective of whatever other languages the
learner may know.
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The monolingual tenet implicitly underpins many of il
proposals in the Makerere report. Quite detailed recommeni|
ations are made for the teaching of pronunciation, structure, an
vocabulary in the early stages of learning, the guiding principl
being that the language units should be presented in compr
hensible situations. Reference to the mother tongue should onls
be made in extremis and only as a check on comprehension
(Makerere Report: 13; these sections, as well as the chapter on
tests and examinations are reproduced in Allen 1965). (i
literature, the report sensibly proposes that the marerial to be
read should be within the linguistic and cultural grasp of the
children (ibid.: 14—19), but the encouragement of reading in any
other language than English does not appear to have occurred 1o
the report-writers. The focus of the conference was on the
teaching of English rather than on broad educational objectives
(a focus which is largely true of ELT to this day). This meant tha
only reading in English is covered, and no attention is paid in the
report to reading in its own right. It is legitimare for English
teaching to focus on reading in English, burt this is a very special
situation if there is no reading in any other language, and when
the cultural universe expressed through English differs so
radically from that of the learners’ first language. Pattanayak
(1986¢) reports that this mismatch between the language ol
experience and the foreign medium of schooling imposcs
‘cultural perception blindsports’.

The monolingual tenet evolved as a resulr of experience in
several language teaching traditions. Its origins go back ro the
colonial language teaching experience and the spoken language
teaching methods which evolved as a result of the ‘Reform’
movement in foreign language teaching associated with the
discovery of phonetics and such names as Sweet, Jespersen,
Palmer, and Hornby. The theme linking these thinkers is o
concentration on classroom methodology and the promotion ol
good spoken language learning habits and activities. Palmer was
the first to provide a coherent rationale for active oral language
teaching (Palmer 1922, republished 1964). His influence on EL'T
was immense (Howatr 1984),

We can consider first the impact of the colonial tradition on
the evolution of the monolingual tenet. The banishment of other
languages from the classroom has a long tradition in periphery-
English countries. A Church Missionary Society report on
primary education in Sierra Leone in 1808 states:
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The great object which the parents of the children had.in
sending them to school was their acquirement of th:z English
language. Therefore, according to their strict instruction, nota
word of Susu was allowed to be spoken in the school.

(quoted in Tiffen 1968:71)

It is unlikely that the pedagogy advocated here, despite cFedit-
uble deference to parental wishes, was ideal for learun'-lg a
language to which there was so little exposure in the environ-
ment. The ban on other languages reflects a belief that other
languages, including the mother tongue, are a hindrance in
foreign language learning, an issue taken up below. The ban also
teflects the status of languages other than English under
olonialism. Monolingualism in English teaching was the natural
expression of power relations in the colonial period. Other
languages were functionally restricted, for instance f.or- com-
munication with servants, or initial literacy for missionary
purposes. Other languages were transitional, merely a means of
uccess to English. Colonial education systems atrempted. to
teproduce the monolinguialism imposed in rhf{ core Englljsh—
speaking countries, In_countries under American clom1mpn
(Puerto Rico, the Philippines), ‘we ignored the fact that English
‘was neither the first language nor the home language of the
children and that they were growing up as the products of a
totally different culture . . . Nor were British practices much of
an improvement over ours. | have seen elementary readers used
in the schools in Jamaica which had been designed for England,
perversely unresponsive, one might almost say, to the real needs
“of the children” (Marckwardr 1965).

Monolingualism was supported, in the Centre and the
Periphery, by physical and psychological sanctiops. Those
caught using the mother tongue risked corporal punishment or
were identified as having done something shameful, whether in
Wales (Jones 1973), or Kenya (see Ngugi 1985: 114), or France
and its colonies (Calvet 1974). For examples showing how
widespread this practice has been worldwide, as a c_lenial of
linguistic human rights, tracing the historical progression from
¢ruder, more brutal forms of oppression to more subtle burt
cqually effective forms, see Skutnabb-Kangas and Philiipso_n
19862 and 1989: 21-37. A monolingual methodology is organi-
cally linked with linguicist disregard of dominarted la:_'lguagf:-s,
concepts, and ways of thinking. It is highly functional in
inducing a colonized consciousness.
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The mono!ingu.al approach was adopted in both sectors of 1l
ELT profession, in the colonial wing and in the EFL secion,

which essentially serves the adult education market (How.u
1984). Most of the initial experience was gained in Europe, bui
some of the most creative work was done in Japan {Palmer1 amd
Hornby). Monolingualism was the ‘hallmark which set Fl |
apart from foreign language teaching in Britain’ (Howatt 195

212), the other teaching tradition that recruits to ELT ming b
tempted to draw on. Foreign language teaching was closcly
g,eared to translation and literary texts, and was firmly anchorc
in a bilingual tradition in the sense that the teachers of (I
foreign language were themselves people who had learnt il
language as a foreign language to a high degree of proficienc:

and_shared the mother tongue of the learners. Implicit in th
fc{.-rt-lgn language approach was a detailed familiarity with th
ditferences between the two languages, and respect for the parit
of each. The tradition was less obviously transferable to the E1 |
context, as it tended to underplay the development of orul
prl-:)ﬁclenc_v, and in any case it would have required familiariry
with the .rnothcr tongues of the learners, and this was extremels
rare. Quite apart from that, the learning of foreign languagc.
was always a fringe interest among the dominant group in the
core English-speaking countries, where monolingualism w.s
regarded as the societal norm.

Some of the architects of the monolingual approach were al«,
fully aware of the influence of the mother tongue in foreign
language learning, though the emphasis then differed from
Present—da}' psycholinguistic thinking. Palmer’s approach was
implicitly contrastive, at the phonetic, syntactic, and semantic
leve%s (Palmer 1964:30—1 and 58). He therefore assumes
familiarity on the part of the teacher with the mother tongue o!
the learners. Much American audiolingual work presupposed
contrastive analysis of the source and targer languages and cven
recommended contrastive cultural analysis (Lado 1957; Marck
}vardr 1965). However the dominant paradigm in Amer‘ican ESI
in the 1960s and 1970s turned its back on such principles, until
the pendulum swung back to a more theoretical interest in
mother tongue transfer in the 1980s (Gass and Selinker 1983
Selinker 1991). The Makerere Report, in permitting recourse 0
the mother tongue in order to check comprehension, also
assumes that teachers know the mother tongues of their learners.
Here the report is probably thinking of local teachers of English
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tather than native speakers of English. One can ask then why, if
‘the Report assumes some sort of contrastive readiness on the
part of teachers, there should be any reason to regard the
‘monolingual tenet as false and potentially harmful?

The first reason has already been mentioned, namely colonial
attitudes to local languages and the linguicist favouring of
English in teacher training and syllabuses in colonial and post-
lonial education systems. In fact, the evidence of the past
thirty years is that the structural inequalities between languages

temain in place.

Years after the attainment of political independence, the
majority of African independent states have continued to
practice linguistic policies inherited at the time of indepen-
dence, where, on the whole, foreign colonial languages are
more favoured than the languages indigenous to the African
continent. Indeed, in some cases, it may be possible to
demonstrate that the linguistic policies being followed today
in certain African independent states are still as colonial in
outlook as they were during the period prior to the attainment
of political independence.

(Organization for African Unity, Inter-African Bureau of

Languages 1985: 7)

A eurocentric monolingual approach contributes to the failure of
the majority in school and to their exclusion from technical and
scientific knowledge (ibid.: 11). Monolingualism in education,
and in particular the content and ideology of English when
taught and used as the medium of education, is at the heart of
this cultural dislocation. The ethos of monolingualism implies
the rejection of the experience of other languages, meaning the
exclusion of the child’s most intense existential experience. This
i a direct consequence of linguicist educational policies.

The second reason is a related one, which can be more
specifically traced to shortcomings in scientific knowledge, in
particular in beliefs about bilingualism. Grassroots bilingualism
or multilingualism is an essential feature of periphery-English
Third World countries. Monolingualism cuts across this social
reality and attempts to impose a single lens on the world.
Monolingual beliefs drew sustenance from the prevailing views
on bilingualism in the first half of this century, which were
mainly negative. Bilingualism used to be and still is often
associated with poverty, powerlessness, and subordinate social
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positions (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a: 67). The myths about bilu
guals being lazy, stupid, left-handed, unreliable, morally

praved, subject to an inner split, etc., have been demolished |y
research (see the refutation in Weinreich 1963: 116-121, and
ﬂakura 1986), but ignorance of bilingualism is still widespreal
in ‘monolingual’ western societies, '”

Bilingualism was never studied in depth in relation to Fl |
except perhaps by Michael West, another of the founding fath
of ELT, in Bengal in the 1920s (Howartt 1984: 245). An articl
by West in the journal English Language Teaching in 1958 .
probably not untypical of the attitudes of the period. Il
fie.scribes bilingualism as an ‘inevitable disadvantage’ at both il
individual and the societal levels: lack of a written literar
tradition in the home language can lead to people becoming:
‘eTnmionalIy warped or sterilized’. When the *substandard chil.J’
|[s'zcj is compelled to learn at school through the medium of .
different language than the home language, their studies arc
dead loss’; gifted pupils who lack language-learning ability arc
lost to higher educarion (West 1958: 96). This article conveys
false information about bilingualism, but it at least has the mer
of acknowledging that bilinguals have other types of needs than
monolinguals. In addition it recognizes the impact of sociil
conn?lirions on bilingualism, instead of seeing the bilingual chil/
as m_herently deficient (for an analysis of misuse of such
‘c!eﬁaency‘ concepts in minority language education see Chur.
hill 1984, and Skutnabb-Kangas 1988). However, the effect ol
West’s article is to reinforce a monolingual orientation.

The article provoked a riposte by two correspondents, on
advocating bilingualism and biculturalism (Christophersen 1955
151, interestingly enough a Dane with a distinguished career in
ELT), and one describing bilingualism in Kenya as a necessity
the crucial issue being how to achieve it effecriv'cly (Perren 195“1'.
18). Paradoxically, Perren’s approach involves a toral neglect o
any languages other than English in the school: English is 4
‘replac_ement language’, replacing the many vernaculars for
educational, social, economic, and political purposes (ibid.: 21,
In other words, orthodox ELT reproduced a diglossic linguistic
h:erarchy and regarded bilingualism as a matter for the
individual rather than the school.

A further reason for questioning the validity of the monolin
gual tenet is that it is psycholinguistically naive. Even when
linguistics began to make an impact on ELT, the monolingual
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snet was little queried. The linguistic dogma of the primacy of
speech was used as a prop for pedagogical practice: it was
assumed that in order to learn the spoken language, the learner
hould retrace the steps of a child learning the language in
patural communication situations. This also fitted with another
inguistic dogma, namely that each language is a system of
nternally consistent contrasts and relations. This lent theoretical
upport to the two-code theory, the belief that learners were
uperating two distinct systems which needed to be kept separate,
and that the best way of eliminating interference and errors was
0 learn monolingually.

That this view of the relationship between the mother tongue
(I.1) and second or foreign languages (L2) is psycholinguistically
nadequate has become apparent from a wealth of psychological,
psycholinguistic, and educational research. Research in bilin-
ualism and minority education has highlighted the significance
of cognitive development in L1 for effective L2 learning, and the
interdependence of proficiency in each language (Skutnabb-
Kangas and Toukomaa 1976; Toukomaa and Skutnabb-Kangas
1977: Cummins 1979 and 1984). Failure to provide educational
‘eonditions for the development of cognitive-academic profici-
ency in L1 as well as initial literacy in the L1 may invalidare
elforts to build up such skills in L2. The common underlying
gognitive proficiency is neglected in a monolingual approach.
Studies of the pragmatic competence of L2 users (Kasper 1981),
‘of communication strategies (Ferch and Kasper 1983), transfer
Gass and Selinker 1983) and introspection (Faerch and Kasper
1987) all point to the substantial contribution of L1 to L2
anguage use and learning.

In fact the well-known Unesco monograph on the use of
yernacular languages in education (Unesco 1953) had already
stressed the interdependence of L1 and L2 development, and the
mutual benefits that can accrue to both languages when L1 is
gonsolidated initially and L2 is raught efficiently later as a
subject (ibid.: 58). However, the implications of this were lost
on ELT, except at the modest level of the policy of initial literacy
in the mother tongue or a related language. Appropriate
bilingual or multilingual strategies throughout schooling were
never contemplated. The monolingual tenet symbolizes the focus
on English as the only really important language in education.

A further reason for querying the monolingual tenet is that it
is impractical. The overwhelming majority of teachers of English
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are non-native speakers, but, as the Makerere Report indicatc,
local teachers are to follow the example of native speaking
teachers of English. These are the experts on language teaching,
serving as models for the local teachers, yet the monolingiil
tenet exonerates the native speaker of English from needing 10
learn the languages that the learners bring with them to th
classroom, This is compounded by two additional shortcoming:.
The teacher training of local teachers neglects their moth
tongues and does not prepare them to analyse or teach thew
languages adequately, or contrast them with English (Afolayan
1976; Chishimba 1981; Williamson 1976). Secondly, the v
majority of teachers have a poor command of English. Afolav.an
comments on the Nigerian scene (1976:118): ‘what really
defeats all the efforts being made to improve the standard ol
English teaching is the tacit assumption underlying the prescii
policy concerning the teaching and use of the English language i
schools—that every primary school teacher can be an efficicn
English language teacher and user.” The monolingual approach
is utterly inappropriate for teachers who have not been given the
chance to bring their English up to a satisfactory level.

In practice, the monolingual approach is probably seldon
carried through, bur its very existence puts the teacher in a falsc
position. Departures from monolingual orthodoxy are illegin
mate. For instance, in Zambia, which has a policy of English
medium educarion from the first class, it was common know
ledge that recourse was made to Zambian languages in order 10
promote comprehension. The revised regulations of 1976 accepi
this state of affairs and legalize it, but purely as a means ol
facilitating the use of English. Zambian languages have not been
significantly upgraded.'’ The regulations have been revised in
the direction of pedagogic realities. The structural inequalitics
between English and Zambian languages remain.

The tenets of ELT have ideological and structural conse
quences. They serve to strengthen the hold of the Centre over the
Periphery. The monolingual tenet has the effect of strengtheniny,
the case for Centre pedagogy and norms for the language. I
paves the way for the second tenet, which posits that the idcal
teacher of English is a native speaker. The monolingual tenc
also has economic consequences. It legitimates the idea of .
worldwide cadre of English teachers whose professionalism is in
principle equally relevant and acceptable everywhere. It creates
jobs for the Centre, and for those in the Periphery who hav
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nired credentials verifying pmﬁcicncy- in the lal'{guage of Lh_ne
Centre. This professional structure also links up with ecc;:fmmu;
\mperialism: it permits the marketing w-:}rla!wm!e of mono lfngua
extbooks emanating from the Centre, fwhl_ch l? turn reinforces

; icity and the hold of ELT professionalism.

- 'lgfl?::i;ir;irt}; with the language and culture of the learners was
made a requirement for expert status, Centre inter-state actors
vould be immediately disqualified. If the same demands we;;
nade on textbooks, monolingual books could no longer be so
=illtla}l;:ate on monolingualism has started in the pz}rallel Ee]dlof
serman as a foreign language. The Gogthe Institut has also
followed a monolingual methodology in tFaChlt}g German
wround the world, but a recent review of their policy suggests
.:-.'-: at when the mother tongue is banned from the cla‘ssroom, t‘h-‘fIr
teaching leads to the alienation of the learners, 4¢pr1\'es then;] o
‘their cultural identity, and leads to acculturation rather than
ncreased intercultural communicative competence. A strategy
‘[6r reorienting the teaching of German as a foreign language 18
l fore needed (Sternagel 1984: 20).

|t]'“:Fetl-nf:n:: are these objections to the teaching of German as a
foreign language to adult learners, whose cultural |der1|j:1r:.' :sl
presumably fairly secure, it is clear that the effect of mono {_r;lgu )
teaching on impressionable chi}drer} can be devast:atmgc.l is ln
of course precisely what the architects of‘ colonial e ucatio
understood, and was a main reason for *getting them young hl{se:
Chapter 5). Those who created the ideology of ELT seem to _avn
been fully aware of what they were dmng.‘ The AngiU—AIT‘ICl'ICah
conferen::e at which the doctrine of English ‘re-structuring e
students” whole world’ was propounded (see Chapter 6) was
held a few months after the Makerere conft?ren_ce: The lmgurfc{st
assumption of monolingualism is that English is in a class o 1ti
own, is not comparable with other languages. If that p{en'iws ; |
accepted, it goes without saying that a bilingual m;j llj:cu rurh'E
approach is unthinkable and that the language should be taug

‘monolingually.

Tenet two: the ideal teacher of English is a native speaker

The second tenet holds that the ideal reacher is a native sl:l:]eaker.
somebody with native speaker proficiency mn Enghsh who c'i:
serve as a model for the pupils. ‘At the outset it was the nati
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speaker who was taken for granted as the automatic bev
teacher, and all other teachers looked up to the native speak
Now that’s no longer the case’ (Strevens, interview). When 1l
Makerere Report describes the teaching of the ‘sounds of
English’, there is not the slightest doubt that this refers to th
sounds of a native speaker, preferably with an RP accent. Whe
the limited supply of native speakers is to be channelled towar-
posts in teacher training, where the multiplier effect is grearcst,
the purpose is to permit the largest number of non-natives to |y
exposed to the target of native speaker competence in tl
language. It was such non-natives whom virtually all African
learners would be taught by initially. The native speaker serves
as the model who can personify the native speaker abstractcd
and reified in works on standard grammar and vocabulary and
in ‘received pronunciation’, and which teaching materials an
sound-recordings seek to reanimate. The teacher who is a narive
speaker is the best embodiment of the target and norm (o
learners.

As other core English-speaking Commonwealth countries an
the USA were represented at Makerere, there must have been
some appreciation of the fact that other targets and norms coul
apply—American English, Australian English, etc. Whu
apparently was uncontested at the time was the notion tha
native speaker competence in the teacher, with all its cultural
associations, was the ideal.

Why should the native speaker be intrinsically better qualific
than the non-native? The tenet would hold thar this is the cas
because of greater facility in demonstrating fluent, idiomatically
appropriate language, in appreciating the cultural connotations
of the language, and (somewhat in the Chomskyan sense, though
in this domain, too, the native speaker is no longer unconremlnl
king, see Coulmas 1981; Rampton 1990) in being the final
arbiter of the acceptability of any given samples of the language

None of these virtues is impossible to instil through teachc:
training.'? Nor is any of them something that well-trained non
natives cannot acquire. Teachers, whatever popular adages sav,
are made rather than born, many of them doubtless self-made,
whether they are natives or non-natives.'? The insight tha
teachers have into language learning processes, into the structure
and usage of a language, and their capacity to analyse an
explain language, these definitely have to be learnt—which
not the same as saying that they have to be taught, though

Creating a profession: the structure and tenets of ELT 195

hopefully teaching can facilitate and foster these qualities. The

\untrained or ungualified native speaker is potentially a menace—
apparently many of the products of the British education system

tecruited currently into ELT do not know much about their own

Junguage. '

The literature contains warnings against over-reliance on the
wative speaker. ‘A teacher is not adequately qualified to teach a
anguage merely because it is his (sic) mother tongue’ warns the
nesco monograph on the use of the vernacular languages in
sducation (Unesco 1953:69). This report was compiled by
xperts in bilingualism and foreign language teaching. In the
Furopean foreign language teaching tradition (teachers of
vench in Britain, of English in Scandinavia, etc.), the ideal
feacher has near-native-speaker proficiency in the foreign
language, and comes from the same linguistic and cultural
hackground as the learners. It is therefore arguable, as a general
inciple, that non-narive teachers may in fact be better qualified
an native speakers, if they have gone through the laborious
‘process of acquiring English as a second language and if they
'i ave insight into the linguistic and cultural needs of their
Jearners. Success in learning a foreign language, particularly in
Jearning to speak it well, may correlate highly with success in
teaching (Britten 1985:116). This being so, it would seem to be
a minimal requirement of teachers of English as a second or
foreign language that they should have proven experience of and
success in foreign language learning, and that they should have a
detailed acquaintance with the language and culture of the
learners they are responsible for. The very idea of claiming that
the ideal teacher of English is a native speaker is ludicrous as
woon as one starts identifying the good qualities of a teacher of
English. The tenet has no scientific validiry.

The native speaker fallacy dates from a time when language
teaching was indistinguishable from culture teaching, and when
all learners of English were assumed to be familiarizing
themselves with the culture that English originates from and for
contact with that culture.' It also predates tape-recordings and
other technical resources which now permit learners to be
exposed to a wide range of native speaker models. It equally
predates any realization of the consequences of what Kachru
{1986a) refers to as ‘nativization’, the process by which English
has indigenized in different parts of the world, and developed
distinct and secure local forms determined by local norms as
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opposed to those of the native speaker in the Centre. I
underdeveloped countries the native speaker tenet has already oo
overtaken by events, at least outside the classroom. Nativization
should not be confused with the native speaker concept, and 1
invariably associated with bilingualism or multilingualism. 1

T]jnc tenet is however still widely accepted in ELT, even thouys
erosion of it began soon after the Makerere conference. A p:1|1'.l|
on ‘Language and Communication in the Commonwealih’
prepared for the third Commonwealth Education Conferen. .
Ortrawa, 1964, notes that in the African context ‘English must Is..
seen as an African language—albeit an acquired one—and mu
be ready to serve as the vehicle for distinctively African cultural
values” (Perren and Holliday 1965: 20). Also in 1964, Hallid.y,
MclIntosh, and Strevens suggested a new realism in norms, when
they described the emergence of such nativized variants ol
English as ‘educared West African English’ and ‘Indian English’
labels which refer to a great number of varieties of English. They
suggested that these could serve as acceptable local models
provided international intelligibilicy was maintained (196 |
296). This abandonment of a single, global norm was dubbel
the ‘British heresy in TESL' by Prator (1968), whose argument-
were unmasked as being ethnocentric and unscientific by Kachru
(in 1976, republished in Kachru 1986a). Kachru describes th
genesis and significance of these second-language varieties ol
English: “The institutionalized second-language varieties have .
long history of acculturation in new cultural and geographicul
contexts; they have a large range of functions in the local
educgrionaf, administrative, and legal systems. The result of such
uses is that such varieties have developed nativized discourse an
style types and functionally determined sublanguages (registers ),
and are used as a linguistic vehicle for creative writing in various
genres’ (Kachru 1986a: 19).

Sri(-i]?aIr and Sridhar (1986) show that the Second Languag:
A-:.:qulsmon paradigm which dominates theory-building in ap
plied linguistics in much of the West is irrelevant for analysing ar
least one major group of second language learners, namely thosc
learning _Engh’sh for functional purposes in a mu]riiinng
community, such as learners of English in India or most African
countries, where English has evolved organically in the commun
ities involved. Transfer has a totally different significance in o
western community where the learner may be aiming at a native
speaker norm and native tongue interference may be negatively
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gvaluated, and in the context of an indigenized variety of English
which it is inappropriate to evaluate second-language learning
ith reference ro transfer-free norms.
The implication of worldwide nativization of this kind is that
¢ are no longer dealing with one English language, an
straction from certain canonized uses of it, but with several
nglishes. In the case of the language of a speech community
efined in terms of national borders, the standard langnage is an
straction reflecting the result of the historical process of the
onsolidation of the most powerful group. The standard
anguage is acquired, with difficulry, in formal education, and
he proportion of the population speaking the prestige accent
always been small. ‘The standard language is inevitably the
rerogative of a rather special minority” (Quirk 1985: 4). Purism
language has therefore always been a sensitive topic, as it
touches existential nerves (as George Bernard Shaw put it, the
Englishman is ‘branded on the tongue’ and cannot open his
mouth withour making some other Englishman despise him).
With English taking root in parts of the world to which it has
been transplanted, -the variation within the language increases
enormously. Some of this variety has been described (Africa
1983; Bailey and Gorlach 1982; Pride 1982 Kachru 1983a and
b, 1985, and 1986a; Platr, Weber, and Ho 1984; the journals
English World-Wide, World Englishes, and English Today).
Awareness of this variation immediately raises the question of
norms. Should periphery-English speakers, in particular those
ensconced in education systems, aim at an idealized exo-
normative model (derived from standard British or American
English), or an institutionalized endo-normative model (based
on an educated indigenous variant)? This is a complex issue
involving attitudes to the competing varieties of English, the
extent to which they are codified, their status and functional
roles in the communities in question, intelligibility (an under-
researched topic, despite the attention drawn to it since the early
1960s,'¢ and the identification of realistic educational goals. The
most active protagonist of an exo-normative model is Quirk,
who clings to the native speaker tenet, is convinced that the
world’s English learning problems are best handled by native
speaker teachers (1990:7) and that it is the ‘leading English-
speaking countries’ which know best how English should be
taught (ibid.: 8). The most articulate champion of an endo-
normative model is Kachru (1991), who draws on linguistic,
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sociolinguistic, and educational arguments to support hi « 1
anc! to unmask the unstated value judgements underpin I
Quirk’s position. e

There is an exactly parallel conflict of interests in the teadlimn
of French as a foreign/second language. In francophone .-.\11 I :I.
the _c:_entra] issue for control over French is whether the nor lnl
Pans]an.French or educated African French (Tadadjeu [Y%0)
44). U]nma_tely what lies behind the question of norms .l
models, which is implicit in the native speaker tenet, is the |~l- i
of power and control. ) g

Kachru's conclusion, on the basis of extensive research i
the fon-ns and functions of Indian English, and artritudes 1o
competing norms, as well as evidence from other parts of tl
periphery-English speaking world, is that the gradual shiti i
recent dec_ades has resulted in a definitive break with universl
core English-speaking norms (Kachru 1986a). The {:Stahiis|ltjn|
periphery varieties of English are anchored in the local culture
they are systemic variants rather than deficient imitations of the
core norms; within the speech fellowship there is a cline ol
1ntcl]1g_lb|]ity comparable to that in core English-speaking
countries. The shift is therefore towards both Iz’nguisri:' wnd
cu!r_ural emancipation, and signifies the end of the era ‘.\-']-l‘h‘l|n
British and the Americans as guardians of a monopolistic global
norm. Strevens (interview) agrees with this position, and sees sllu
edu::a_ted local teacher as the ideal teacher of Englisl;.

Universal norms for English teaching can therefore no longe:
i}pp_ly. Along with this, there should be a reconsiderationknl
claims for the universal applicability of particular methods an
approaches for teaching and learning English’ (Kachru lS;Hi
23). International intelligibility is needed by those learners whao
need the language for international purpos;es. For most people
and most purposes, national or local intelligibility should be ilu-
target (Kachru 1986a: Chapter 7). Those Nigerial:ls or Pakistanis
:whu _n_eed English at the top of the cline of interna[i;:[: 1l
|mel_1|g1bilit}' are an extremely small section of the populatiu;l
Their needs should not influence multilingual educational
!anguage planning for the country as a whole, for whom Engli;h
is endo-normative. It should be possible to organize education in
accoj:czlance with the principles of language planning which
e:fpl;cn}y clarify socio-economic premisses, aim at democrat;?—
ation, and.are in harmony with the principles of linguistic human
rights. This cannort happen if native speaker language, and tiu'
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oy
@ norm.
It is highly likely thar the native speaker fallacy has served the
vests of the Centre, while blinding both its representatives
il their collaborators in the Periphery to its ideological and
stural consequences. It has diverted attention away from the
lution of urgent pedagogical questions, and prevented the
wrishing of local pedagogical initiative which could build on
ul strengths and linguistic realities. The effect of the tenet has
¢n to maintain relations of dominance by the Centre. In a
nilar way to the monolingual tenet, the native speaker tenet
inforces the linguistic norms of the Centre, creating an
pological dependence. The dependence is also structural, with
onomic consequences, as the presence of native speakers and
woks from the Centre, and all that they signify, is necessary to
nplement the native speaker tenet.
The recognition of variety in English in the Periphery raises a
reat many pedagogical questions. The sociolinguistic realism
exemplified by Kachru is unlikely as yer to be matched by
ttitudinal and educational realism, among either ELT experts
from the Centre or the guardians of the norm in the Periphery.
80 far as the second group is concerned, it appears thar native
\peaker norms have been internalized as the only right and
proper thing, and shifting to a more realistic norm will take time.
e tenet of the ideal teacher being a native speaker has
bequeathed a substantial legacy in the orientation of English
teaching in periphery-English countries, and basically reflects the
prescriptive concerns of the Centre. For instance, West African
syllabuses are closely attuned to the ideal of native speaker
competence, they specify obscure lexical minutiae, and there is a
resistance to Ghanaian or Nigerian voices being used as a model
on tapes accompanying rextbooks used widely in junior second-
ary schools (Grant, interview). So far as the Centre ELT experts
are concerned, what is at stake is the relevance of their
professional skills. This should be a poignant issue for the ELT

profession in the Centre.

ptivism and cultural specificity associated with it, is taken

Tenet three: the earlier English is taught the better the
results

The notion that the capacity young children have to learn
foreign languages informally could be tapped in formal school
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foreign language learning has been an influential one in the
war period. It led ro major educational experiments in Noili
America (the FLES movement, Foreign Languages in il
Elementary School) and Europe. It is currently in vogue apai,
with several European countries experimenting with stariing
English as a foreign language early in the primary school. In I'] |
the notion of an early start has a considerable acadcn
pedigree. Gatenby was in no doubt. ‘In general the earlicr 1l
child began to learn his second language the better. The ideal
method would be for a child to learn his second language a1+ i
learned his mother tongue. That was in general imposulli
however. If English as a second language could not be begun i
the primary stage then it should be begun as early as possible ai
the secondary school level’ (British Council, India, 1950:4). | Ik
regarded the age period from birth to 10+ as ideal for languape
learning; from 10+ to 16—17+ ‘children were too old for tl
natural process and too voung for the intellectual one, incentive
was also lacking’; while from 17 onwards reduced aunal,
memory, and imitative skills were counter-balanced by reason
ing and determinarion (ibid.: 5). Gatenby’s analysis has the mein
of recognizing different physiological and intellectual matu
ational phases, but his endorsement of an early start for forcipn
language learning is too broad unless it is linked to the
organizational factors relevant in educarional decision-making,

The Makerere conference report explicitly enshrines the tenc
for any countries which use English as a medium of education.
One of the 16 recommendations of the conference reads:

Where the decision has been taken to introduce English as
medium the guiding principle regarding the age at which the
language can be introduced should, subject to various
limitations, be ‘the earlier the better’.

(Makerere Report: 7)

The limitations referred to are brought together in a lat
chapter under the general heading ‘Factors determining the age
at which teaching is introduced’. The factors are grouped into
sets labelled as administrative, linguistic, psychological, social,
and cultural. It is stated thar the relative importance of these
factors will vary from area to area. They cover such matters as
the quality of the teachers, the existence of languages which
could be alternatives to English as a medium, the extent to which
English is used in the community, and attitudes to English.
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Mscnt from the list is any reference to the cogn_irivc de:-’el(_)p-

int of the child in the mother tongue, but educ;_u’mn?l thinking
s then dominated by a mechanistic view of intelligence and
stitude as innate constants. The factors in the Makerere Report
present no more than a checklist. None the less an unam-

ous conclusion is drawn:

In countries where English is recognized as a second language,
its teaching should be based on its direct use as a s_poke:n
language, and it should be introduced as early as possnble.m
the child’s school life when this is of advantage to the child
(e.g. when English is used as a teaching language at an early
stage in the school programme).

{Makerere Report: 8)

Ihe reasoning here is circular, but -the general thrust is
inmistakably that the earlier English is ta_ught the better. A
Fationale is also provided for English being mtr-oduced as e?r}y'
s possible. The report assumes that English will I:fe a medium
for education for all children at some point, and instrumental
Arguments in favour of English are given—the tkmands of future
‘employment, success in later examinarions, u-ln_mate proﬁlf fr(;rn
later opportunities for educational advance (ibid.: 21) Itisa 50
laimed that English is the principal means of ]:‘nrovu_img equlaht)-l
of opportunity, granting access 1o ‘w_hgt a wider internationa
yociety has to offer” (ibid.: 21). The lcgitimﬂC}r of such arguments
_and the source of their power is examined in Chapter % i
The Makerere conference was held when the African colonies
had generated the winds of change‘ which would.biow them _tci
political independence. We saw n the_ analysis of colonia
educational practice that western educatmq never catcr-.;td for
more than a small minority of the populatio.n. The notion of
providing universal primary education in the u_npcrl'al language
would have been ridiculed by colonial educarionalists (Perren,
interview). The conference re-::omrncndatiu’n:s. seem to assume
that English can be converted from an élite language to a
democratic one which will auromatically propel the masses on to
the international scene. It seems probable that the delegates were
in fact concentrating on the needs of the él.ite1 even though the
policy was pronounced as a general one -.?rhlch applied to all. So
far as the choice of the medium of education was Foncemecl, !:he
policy-makers quite probably suffered from the ll-hEl'al delusion
(also widespread in francophone African countries (Treffgarne
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1986: 146), and in South Asia) that by putting all children a1 1l
equal disadvantage of being educated through a foreign |
gua;lgc, they were giving all children an equal chance of dong
well.

The report states that policy on when to introduce English .« 4
medium needs to take into account the administrative il
motivational factors already mentioned, but that these are 1o
the decisive factors:

By far the most important consideration lies outside the realin
of educartion. Linguistic policy in the school is only part of .
bFoad governmental decision. Where a community has e
cided to participate as speedily as possible in the technolog il
and other advantages of a wider society, a decision to 1.
English as a medium is likely to be inevitable, and the pressun
to introduce it fairly early may well be heavy. A society whidli
lays more stress on the preservation of a traditional way of il
will not introduce English as a medium until later in the school
life of the child.

Although the young child will best find the stable environ
ment ax?d sense of security that he needs in the language of hi:
home, in certain circumstances the languages used at schoul
(where this is different from the home language) will have |
greater influence on his development, e.g. where the schoul
intake is multilingual or where educational advancement can
pnly be obtained through a second language. Then, if English
is likely in any case to be introduced fairly early, it may b
advisable to introduce it right from the beginning. -
(Makerere Report: 21)

This recommendation is difficult to reconcile with the claim tha
the entire gathering was non-political in nature (the function ol
such claims was analysed in Chapter 3). The text places
educartional language policy explicitly in a wider ‘governmental’
policy context. It then postulates a simple correlation betwecn
English and technologically based progress on the one hand, and
other languages and traditionalism on the other. This is‘rhrn
used as a legitimation for introducing English as the medium ol
education as early as possible, which is by no means a logical
Fonc}usion. Mulrilingualism is implicitly tarred with traditional

ism and lack of advancement. The conference does not seem to
have countenanced the possibility that pupils with a solid
grounding in their mother tongue or a related language, who
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ve learnt to use this language as an instrument for analytical
pught, may be better at learning English at a later stage. There
in fact no causal link between the societal claims, which are
hemselves ethnocentric and debatable, and the age at which
wplish should be introduced.
It is not entirely clear whether the final statement refers to the
troduction of English as a medium rather than as a subject, but
dging from the context it appears to refer to English as a
edium. If so, it indicates that English linguistic imperialism was
wing pursued even more vigorously than in colonial times. Then
e widespread practice of establishing literacy in the mother
ngue or a related lingua franca and later making a gradual
rogression to using English as a medium gave the child, in
principle at least, more chance of coping with scholastic work. In
the Makerere Report the needs of other languages are not
vovered; this represents an intensification of the linguicist policy
pf colonial times.
The confidence with which this policy is pronounced is at
‘variance with the admission, in annex $ of the conference report
{ibid.: 54), that research is needed into the age of introduction of
English as a subject and as a learning-language, the psycho-
logical effects of a second-language medium, the influence of the
English medium on the failure rate of students in subjects other
‘than English, and many related topics in multilingual commun-
ities.
The policy is also flatly in defiance of Unesco’s recommend-
ations, which were based on a global survey of multilingualism
“and bilingual education. ‘On educational grounds we recom-
“mend that the use of the mother tongue be extended to as late a
stage in education as possible. In particular, pupils should begin
their schooling through the medium of the mother tongue,
‘because they understand it best and because to begin their school
life in the mother tongue will make the break berween home and
' school as small as possible’ (Unesco 1953:47)."7
The thrust of an earlier-the-better English policy would not

have been so clear-cut without there being some experience
along these lines. In fact a policy of this kind had been
recommended in a succession of reports in colonial Kenya in the
1940s and 1950s (reported in Abdulaziz 1982:98)." In Ghana
there was an Accelerated Development Plan in Education in the
1950s which advocated the use of English as a medium of
instruction from the first year in school. The policy of using
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E}hanalan languages as the medium of instruction only in 1l
r;:; i):-]ear {}f _school ;}nd Tnaking the transition to English .« 1l
- (rgh(_) :;ISIIUCtIOII in rhe‘ second year was introduced i
sl 1;;& uah 1981: 19). Since then policy in Ghana on tlis
e has fluctuated, but the Makerere conference might |
benefited from an assessment written a decade later Thﬁ : ;-"'
the-better policy in Ghana ‘failed because of th;: un;:-.'”i -hl
:arurefoifl the proposals. If time and resources had been SPL:III: .-I|i|.|
thcéa;i:l :il Sy a;:}l;ntl;;dtsur;ey of the lmgui:stic competence of botl
e eachers ;:md the attitudes of parents to 1l
) mendation, the educational system of that country would
ave been spared some of the resulting deficiencies in the pup I-l'
a.command of both English and Ghanaian languages’ (Ol | I-l ‘
ian and Ansre 1975: 63). - o
imgflelr:;:nr[a}fei:er?(s}u{nlar analysis {15_‘8_7’} of the failurc 1o
i | e of Guinean languages, initially 8 of the niajo
igenous languages, later 6, as the medium of education
Guln§an schools. From this one can conclude that the puilic\ 1 i
practice may be |ni§ccncei\red, whether the language iWL:Fl:II'
Ef](;mloted ?s the dqmmfmr, {forrm?rj colonial one or an indi,u.:-nr
us language which is at an intermediate position in 1l
l1ngu_15t1c hierarchy, dominated by the European lan -|-LI
dominant vis-g-vis other local languages. =
S_cme research was conducted at Makerere College in the |
1r93 0Os (funded !)y' the Nuffield Foundation) on the transfertl |‘:.: ::
::}Lnacular medium to English medium teaching (in the Ugand.in
text the transfer was made in the Sth to 6th year ol
schooling), but this was on a small scale and does not ;6;1 )
have been w'!d_el}f publicized. The project reports reveal I‘T gl
siderable sensitivity to the complexity of the issues involved ;.-:mi
assume a contrastive linguistic back’ground for the teache ¥
least for phgnericsj. but the trend towards regarding an n I[”
start to En.ghsh as a medium as the solution to Africangeduc;:'r A
E:Odblems is clear. “The dangers of beginning to use English -.ll:lnl
]e:r[:li:z t,?:;ni:;]y a;z ?ll too apparent in the present parrot
ae . 'con sion and I?ck of real understanding, and
ility to apply knowledge, which are found on every side. O
the other }?and,h a great accumulation of evidence fr‘om n'.:an]wl
sE-::;]c:E im:z:u:i:ﬁrsczsjcl;li to the c_onclusion that the soones
o at [Wingard'lgjg]_ s a medium, the better it will he
The most influential evidence was the work done at the Special
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Lentre in Nairobi. Here an experiment with introducing English
the medium from the first class was followed from the mid-
150s. Initially the project covered 2,000 Asian pupils, taught by
gnyan Asian reachers. The project was motivated by an urge to
form primary school pedagogy. It was a means of ‘making a
pan break with the thoroughly unsuitable and out-of-date
\ssroom methods which had become almost indissolubly
iated with the use of Asian languages in lower primary
sses” (Perren 1968: 172). An integral part of the scheme was
\erefore teacher upgrading, as regards both their familiarity
ith active primary teaching methods and their own proficiency
g English. In presenting a rationale for an early English-medium
theme, educational arguments were invoked to buttress a
guage planning cause which had political implications, even
[ in one of the descriptions of the project,'” it was felt at the
jme in Kenya that the issue was a technical rather than a policy
fnateer:
Educationally there are potent arguments for putting this
stage as early as possible in school life, not the least being that
it seems best to switch to a new medium before children have
to learn subjects with a heavy content-load. The psychological
tensions arising from a realization of the need to know English
are perhaps more casily resolved if pupils begin to learn in
English long before secondary school examinations bulk large
on the horizon . . . Since all must use English, it is best for
children to begin at an age when it is easiest, when there is no
pronounced language-learning differential (apart from those
imposed by general intelligence variations). This seems to be
as soon as possible. Because English is to become a common
means of social behaviour for different races and communities, it
should not be specialized in its function and should include the
widest possible interests—including the home.

(Perren 1958: 20)

Again the exclusive focus on English is linguicist. Bringing the
home into the classroom, activating the children so that they
were learning-by-doing with familiar domestic objects, which i
good infant school learning practice, has the indirect and
unintended consequence that English linguistic imperialism is
extended into the home.

The historical context of the Nairobi scheme needs to be
remembered. Education in colonial Kenya was organized on
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racially segregated lines. Kenya was in a state of emerpen)
because of the freedom struggle of Kenyans (the *Mau- M
uprising among the Gikuyu), and was edging towards indepeid
ence. It was not only the languages but the entire futurc ol thy
different communities which were at risk. Asians and African
could see the instrumental value of English. This might lvs
intensified the pressure for access to English, the language ol
power. Sociolinguistic research into language maintenance il
language shift in Nairobi in 1962 revealed extensive bilingualism
within Asian families in the home as well as outside it, witl
English as the language gaining ground (Lieberson and McClw
1982). Such developments outside school would strongly il
ence the outcome of the Special Centre project.

This project set a pattern for independent Kenya, wher
English is the medium of education from the first class in many
urban schools, and schooling is organized around formidable
rerminal examinations. The scheme was extended to Africans,
probably without the vital element of in-service training figurin
so prominently, and without many of the implications of such .
policy being appreciated. This makes it even more important o
children to choose their parents carefully than in western
countries. “Wealthier, educated parents who purchase books 1l
educarional toys, who speak English in the home, who utiliz
private nursery schools, and who otherwise deploy resources in 1
manner creating pre-school conditions conducive to successinl
school performance provide initial advantages which are ditn
cult to match in the poor, uneducated, and rural family” (Prew
1974:206). Recent research on science education in primary
schools in Kenya shows that restricting the use of learners
mother tongues or Swahili in teaching deprives learners of valul
contextualization and cognitive input and intensifies the learning
burden: a school which used Luo freely to increase comprehen
sion of scientific content did better than a school where English
was used exclusively, despite better material conditions and .
better trained teacher in the latter (Cleghorn, Merritt, and Abag:
1989).

The extension of English in this way was not anticipated by
colonial educators like Perren. ‘Like every other educationalist in
East Africa, I could not see any future for English as a medium
for universal education, quite impossible, you couldn’t find the
teachers, and in some senscs it would be unnatural’ (Perren,
interview). Yet this is precisely what was recommended ar the
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kerere conference, which was attended by a considerable
mher of colonial educationalists, though Perren was not
wong them. '
I'he carlier-the-better tenet was not seriously challenged in the
s)s. In one review of language in education in Africa, by a
itish Council officer, it was endorsed without reservaton.
[\ffen 1968). He was aware that such a policy had implicatiu'ns
¢ local languages, but did not see that strengthening English
d linguicist consequences, ideologically and structurally.
rovided we accept the premise that English must be raught at
ime stage in the primary school in order that secondary
ducation can be carried on in it, the Kenya system could well be
Wiroduced in other parts of Commonwealth Africa . . . Such a
stem should not kill the vernacular. The Nairobi course
Wrovides for the vernacular to be taught at the end of each
morning” (ibid.: 87). This attempt to ensure developmetllt for the
jernacular is totally unrealistic. Functional literacy in a low
tatus language cannot be achieved in one hour a day. _lee t]?e
home language teaching’ organized for immigrant -:hllc'!ren in
much of Western Europe, such teaching is sheer tokenism. A
timetabling structure of this kind reinforces the stigmatized role
ol the dominated languages.
" The results have also been damaging for them. ‘In all the
wountries of East Africa, except Tanzania, local languages_are
treated as peripheral to the central concerns of education’
{Chishimba 1981: 179). The teachers are unlikely to be compe-
tent to teach the languages, and there is very little interest in the
languages among the teachers themselves (ibid.: 15_3(]). F:esea_rch
among the Ibo in Nigeria, where educartional fallurc_ is wide-
spread, indicates that attitudes of both pupils and their parents
are vastly more favourable to English than to Ibo (Okonkwo
1983).

The tenet is also given support in one of the first and most
influential presentations of the burgeoning field of apPllcd
linguistics, Halliday, McIntosh, and Strevens 196%, published
three years after the Makerere conference (at which none of
these scholars was present). They recommend: ‘one of the
biggest single contributions to the teaching of English as a
foreign language in many countries would b_e to lower the
starting age and let the pupils learn by experiencing the language
in use’ (ibid.: 297). The claim is put forward as a general
proposition, one which by inference is also applicable to



208 Linguistic Imperialism

underdeveloped countries. The recommendation is exemplifil
by English being used as the medium for mathematics teachiny:,

The problem with such a recommendation is that age cannoi
be isolated from a mass of other relevant factors. The autho.
would probably not wish to do so, but the proposition . i
stands looks like a blanket endorsement, from a reputalls
academic source, of the tenet ‘the earlier the better’. And
scientifically the statement is false. Extensive research i
foreign language learning, both as a medium and as a subject., i1
western countries in the 1960s and 1970s indicates that a gre
many conditions need to be fulfilled for any conclusions about
age to hold. For instance, foreign language learning from il
beginning of primary school is highly successful in the Canadiin
immersion programmes (Swain and Lapkin 1982), where 1he
learners” mother tongue is not at risk, qualified bilingual teachers
are available, alternative programmes exist, and societal moriy
ation transmitted via the parents is strong. By contrast many o
the programmes for the education of immigrants through 1l
medium of a second language are inappropriate because they
aim at monolingualism and ignore the cultural and linguistic
needs of the children in question (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984,
1988). A scheme for starting English as a foreign languay
subject two years earlier than usual in Swedish schools did not
produce better results (Holmstrand 1980).

The different outcomes of such programmes indicate that
substanrial number of factors are involved in any decision 1
start foreign/second languages earlier in school. They can v
grouped in a typology with sets of factors covering the
organization of learning, learner-related affective factors, and
linguistic, cognitive, pedagogical, and social factors in relation 1o
both the L1 and the L2 (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a: 244; Phillip
son, Skutnabb-Kangas, and Africa 1985). Education can lead 1o
successful outcomes with either L1 or L2 as the medium ol
educarion, but success depends on the linguistic and socictal
goals in question, and the status of the learners and the relevan
languages, as well as attention to all the factors listed in th
typology. The failures of educational policy in Ghana (early
English) and Guinea (indigenous languages) already referred 1o
were due to inadequate attention being paid to the full range o
these factors, and a false emphasis on such factors as age and th
medium of education. Prosperous West European countrics,
which are currently lowering the starting age for English in
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ools (with encouragement from the Council of ]';qrope}, are
Ii o better position to create successful learning condmc-ns', but_ it
i doubtful whether the educational and socio-political implic-
tions of this policy have been thought through. Another
televant issue is the question of the diverse factors that can
Influence the outcome of innovation in education (Rodgers
1989; Wagner 1991). _

In underdeveloped countries which have opted for Eng_hsh
fom early on in the primary system, either as a r:?edlum
Zambia, see Chishimba 1971; Ohannessian and Kashoki 1973;
Vigzell 1983) or as a subject (Tanzania, see Polomé and Hill
980; Rubagumya 1990), many of the desiderata h-avn: not been
met. Results have in consequence been disappointing. Pattana-
vk writes that in India it is élite vested interests which press for
the introduction of English as early as possible in the chil@’s
school life (1981:168). In India the arguments marshalled in
favour of an early start for English are exactly those given
wfficial sancrion at Makerere, and the conference report ir;elf is
invoked in support of this stance (ironically and graciously
Iri eferred to as presenting ‘clever conclusions’, by Partanayak,
Abid.).

Thzte effect of the application of this tenet has been to
onsolidate English at the expense of other languages, to
rpetuate dependence on aid and expertise from the core
English-speaking countries, and to raise an insuperable languag_c
barrier for the mass of primary learners. There are economic
mnscquences too: advancing the starting age for English
Jearning creates more jobs for teachers of English, and fewerlfor
those who might specialize in other languages. The ideo}oglcal
consequences inherent in according higher status to English are
“already a familiar refrain.

Tenet four: the more English is taught, the better the
results

This tenet holds that the more English is taught, the better the
resules. It is implicitly supported at Makerere, when it is assurm?d
that if English is started earlier, schooling at a latFr stage will
benefit. Clearly there is a sense in which quantity is important
for successful foreign or second language learning, but, as with
the previous tenet, certain conditions need to be fulfilled for the

desired outcomes to appear.
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Wij‘;sﬂ;;:ic?nt&?e Trenet does, however, seem to have luuy
e an ] rappes-Lomax (quoted in Hill 1950 1 /4
embodied in Taﬁzani:nfzg [s;;:]ts bemi'nr‘, inl wihi':h o
5 . s out how little basis 11 liau |
\:h!lc?: l{-];faz:izot:e:ouncesh another slogan, ‘earlier means h i l:
iy one I;:-r er thz_m the third tenet). In India ile
e avcl cen actively propagated. ‘There v ui
s pesi prevalent in Fhe country that if a languape
g ger permc!, it is lt_earned well. Trained reachiois
itten textual material and improved methods of te. h||||;

are more i i
= ﬂiimpcl;]rtant than the length of time for which it is tgh
it S[aar ahsence cif adll three the introduction of Engl): h i
ges has resulted in wasta i -
. stage both in ter f te:
and learning time and financial i 3 el
: ancial input. If mothe
_ . 2 tongue teacl
is streamlined, then the in i g -
is st troduction of English i
is likely to yield b e (e
etter results than ar 2 |
e el : present” (Pattanaval
Tama:;;:)f. Similar ;qnclusmns are drawn by Hill in relation
: , for a combination of practica 1 ‘
e p I and theoretical reasons
T -
", :12 tenet assumes that for students who are weak in Englisly
it re .]?;po_surf: to ‘l‘]_'lﬁ‘ teaching of the language, the better the
o s. This is intuitively commonsensical, but ignores il
i:ugzmzancmal factors referred to by Pattanayak, and, m
. ' : ; 5 (R
[me{ar_nenrall}', the nature of the linguistic input to the chiid. I'he
: ignores the fact that the quantity of the inpurt is |
im i i asbei
195?;taan;dd1;n:t; apipropna::}f and comprehensibility (Krashen
; at for language learning ro i
: take place the
. > ' mpaut
[ES:;; activate the learner’s hypothesis formation and hvpothlw
teat] tg pﬁcesscs (see Farch, Haastrup, and Phillipson 1984
fai[si er ): An equally serious objection to the tenet is thar it
- ]:"1 ;onsnder the_ overall academic-cognitive development ol
e child, whether in L1 or L2 (Cummins 1984). Partanaval’
o ; “ ¥ b
]taongt ;s th;r ;1 vfr]:?ll devfoped academic proficiency in the mother
ue will facilitate the learnin
e g of another language. It see
surprising that it is necessary i i e
_ ry in many educational -
articulate this principl of i
ple, as members of the domi 1
is | inant
e nen group in
i rtlnis[:n S{f}c;::t}es take the principle for granted in relation t(f the
2 g of their own L.l and, thereafter, other languages
o {;:n sarge qu}?ntl‘:‘latwe argument is frequently used in con
s about the education that seco |
: nd language le
in order to develop fici i et
proficiency in the language of the ‘host’
4 9 top-p . ge of the ‘host
try. In the bilingual education field, extensive research into
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Jiitive development and educational success has proved

lisively that a maximum exposure assumption is a fallacy
nmins  1984: 109). Such research shows that there is no
Jdation between quantity of L2 input, in an environment
e the learners are exposed to L2 in the community, and
(emic success. ‘Students taught through a minority language
all or part of the school day perform at least as well (and in
Wy cases berter) in majority language academic skills as
uivilent students raught through the majority language for all
‘nost of the school day’ (ibid.: 110). Cummins concludes that
ce to this fallacy in policy discussions indicates how great
disjunction is between policy and research, and thart policy
ores theory.
Language learning theory and the psychology of language
ing were relatively undeveloped in relation to toreign or
‘ond language learning at the time of the Makerere confer-
ELT tended to function without any explicit psycholin-
wistic theory, though with a strong focus on methodology.
American practice was heavily influenced by behaviourism,
iten with a direct carry-over from structural linguistics. British
;- actice was also behaviouristic and atomistic, with a concen-
yration on drilling isolated aspects of the structure of the
anguage (see for instance the Makerere Report, 1961: 9-13).
is was combined with a tendency to eschew explicit gram-
matical or metacommunicative analysis, possibly a reaction to
the somewhat sterile grammar teaching native speakers associated
\with the mother tongue teaching they had experienced.
Since that time language learning theories have flourished,
with different species evolving on different continents. There is
“in general in professional circles an increased awareness of the
components of communicative competence and of the psycho-
linguistic processes involved in foreign language learning (see
McDonough 1981; Brumfit 1984; Faerch, Haastrup, and Phillip-
son 1984), though it is arguable that mainstream Anglo-
American ELT has not yet absorbed theories of bilingual
language development. Theories of language learning in many
underdeveloped countries are heavily influenced by theories
¢laborated in the West, a reflection of cultural and scientific
and of the educational imperialism that the
ed a key role in. Many researchers
stress the need for educ-
gualism or multlingualism

imperialism,
Makerere conference play
from underdeveloped countries now

ational language planning to aim at bilin
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(Afolayan 1984; Bokamba and Tlou 1980; Mateene 19411
and b; Tadadjeu 1980). Language learning theory that aime 1
promote the language learning of dominated groups, .l
documents success in so doing (Skutnabb-Kangas and Toulo
maa 1976; Cummins 1984) has been regarded as dircoily
relevant to such African researchers as Africa (1980) .l
Mateene (1980b).

The ideological consequences of following the more-the-bi11
tenet are similar to those of the other tenets. An econoni
consequence of it is likewise jobs for teachers of English
Ironically, dropping the tenet might result in improved standars
of English. This is because less English, taught by better qualific
teachers, to learners who have already developed high cognitiv
academc proficiency in their mother tongue, may provide betto
conditions for learning English. Conversely, any efforts 1
maximize the time allocated to English in the first six or so years
of schooling are likely to be linguicist, as well as being
theoretically and pedagogically questionable. An exclusive focis
on English, and on language learning theory in relation 10
English, is unlikely to be helpful in periphery-English contexts. Ii
is likely to be a continuation in a new guise of the maximun
exposure fallacy.

Tenet five: if other languages are used much, standards of
English will drop

The notion that standards in education are dropping is no
unique to ELT. The notion that standards of English are boun!
to drop if other languages are used much is a variant which has
been used to legitimate a continued British presence in forme
dependencies. The idea of keeping up standards is a leitmotiv in
British planning for the post-colonial era:

— In the Drogheda Report, which sought to strengthen bonds
between Britain and former dependencies, the aid effort in
English teaching was seen as an attempt to ‘improve standards’
(Drogheda Report summary 1954: 33; see Chapter 5).

— In the Cabiner paper which set out plans for establishing
English as a world second language, the main problem in the
British colonies and protectorates was seen as the ‘mainten-
ance of standards’ (Ministry of Education 1956:4; scc
Chapter 5).

Creating a profession: the structure and tenets of ELT 213

A similar concern for standards was dec]arefl in India soon
after it became independent. A British Council conference on
the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language was held at
Mahableshwar in 1950. The first parqgraph of the introduc-
tion to the report declares: ‘“The object of th_e course, the
discussion of the most modern methods of t_eachmg English as
a foreign language, was thought to be p‘attl-culatly releva.nt ai
a time in India when the elevation of Hindi as a first natmn:

language might lead, in spite of efforts to the_ contrary, to the
serious deterioration of the sta_ndard of English over the next
few years’ (British Council, India, 1950: 1).

‘The introduction to the Makerere conference report reters to
“the difficulties of maintaining reasonablg standards c?f spoken
and written English in view of the serious _ar{d wui*:‘q:urea-d1
shortage of teachers’ with appropriate training and loca

insight (Makerere Report 1961: 1).

ne problem with this tenet is that what is being COanarEf:. is
vo different situations: on the one ha_nd, standards in an é 1;&'
ystem, following a syllabus prescribed in the Centre, and n}u::;;t y
with Centre inter-state actors as teachers, a system Whm:h is
effective for ensuring a hierarchy and control; on r_he other,
;]mndards in an independent Periphery country which is often ;ln
principle attempting to democratize ed}lcatlon and ch:rmgde ; ;z
ideological content an}fll goals of education. The same yardstic
d for both.
-ﬂﬂfro;l;:dse problem is that the tenet is based on p:rel)-‘
subjective impressions of what sranda!rds used to be a}n fara;
now. Standards easily become rosy n the memory. nf a}::
complaints about standards falling and th:; sloppiness of the
younger generation have been heard at ln_t:lsr since Roman l:u"neﬁ.cl
More fundamentally, what the tenet is proba%)ly. ulnderpmne
by is concern that the role of English is to d]mm]s[i“’hm-']llh;t
there are significant changes in the fm:nctl-ons that English wi b]e'
called upon to perform. This factor is likely to be inextricably
tied up with the question of standz%rds.‘ In fact the connecnoz; 1}:
even made explicit in the tenet, which links standards of Eng ;Es
to the use of other languages. Implicit!y what the tenet argues for
is the continued use of English in periphery-English countries to
at least the same extent as in colonial days. ”
These serious objections to the tenet are, howeve-r, cumpatﬂ? e
with a recognition that in some periphery-English countries
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standards of English at certain levels of the school system muy
on the decline. Disappearance of a language from the timeti i,
can 1:esu1t in a drop in standards, as was probably the casc willy
E_ngilsh in Malaysia for a time. In reality, though, the amount
time spent on English or on education through the medium ol
F.ng]:sh has been reduced in this way in few countries. |
instance English has been retained as a subject l‘hl‘{nu;hunl
primary education in Tanzania. Much-needed educationa! 1

forn_1 in Zambia has been blocked by politicians who cling 1o 1l
maintenance of standards’ (Chileshe 1982). In India ‘(I
nurpher of students learning English has greatly increased, b
their level of competence has decreased. The debate is gninl; o
abourl the grade at which English should be introduced and 1l

duration for which it should be taught and the trend is 1
advall'lce the grade to start teaching of English, which is gradi
one mn some States. This creates the problem of not h‘;unu-
competent teachers of English lowering the standard of Em-,lnln'
The increasing demand for English decreases its standarl’
{Annamalai 1988:9).

The evidence is that this tener, in combination with the ol
four,‘ has been effective in maintaining the privileged position ol
English, and thar the linguicist structure on which the tenets e«
may actually have contributed to standards falling.

If an education system is expanding fast, large numbers o
tf:ar:hers are under-qualified, and few adequate textbooks i1
available, these are likely to be causal factors in standard
falling. If, in addition, the monolingual fallacy, the n;;m.
speaker fallacy, the early start fallacy, and the maximum
exposure fallacy have influenced teacher training and edu,
ananal- language planning policy, it is scarcely surprising if
educational results are poor, and that the familiar worry abou
standards is expressed. The educational system that is ge‘neml:-.l
by En_glish linguistic imperialism may indeed cause a decline o
proficiency in English and inadequate learning of the languagc
‘ Such failure may or may nor occur simultaneously with l.lu-
rise of another language, with its elevation to greater status and
use. It is fallacious to claim that the one is necessarily depcmirm

on the other. It is the kind of subtractive fallacy that logicall;
originates in a monolingual culture which is unfamiliar with the
realities of multilingual societies. Thus the spread of literacy can
lead to high levels of proficiency in more than one language ‘n-.
has happened in much of the Soviet Union (Guboglo 1986b :;r.ul
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) and bilingual parts of Yugoslavia (Instirute for Ethnic Studies,
jubljana 1986). At the individual level, the subtractive fallacy is a
tiant of the bilingual ‘balance hypothesis’, according to which
ddition to the one language involved subtraction of the other, a
usition which is no longer seriously countenanced in bilingual-
in research.
‘An analogy can also serve to point out the invalidity of the
ubtractive fallacy. Scandinavians are not worried that ‘if
nglish is used a lot, standards of Danish/Swedish/etc. will
lfop’. The increased use of English in Scandinavia has not led ro
tundards of proficiency in Scandinavian languages dropping,
o if the languages are being displaced by English in a number
of domains (which of course has ideological and structural
lnsequences) and there is a considerable amount of lexical
horrowing.

The validity of a tenet which refers to English and other
linguages needs to be tested in the light of the power relations
hetween languages. The tenet could be reformulated in terms of
Jominant and dominated languages: ‘if dominated languages are
\sed much, standards in the dominant language will drop’. This
Is still a subtractive fallacy, but the new wording leads logically
to asking questions about whose the standards are and whose
interests they serve. This in turn points to the need for
educational language planning to clarify the purposes of
language learning in relation to all the languages in the
community.

Conclusions: the legacy of Makerere

"This chapter can be concluded with some generalizations about
the structure and ideology of ELT at the stage when it took upon
Jtself a new expansionist missionary role. We shall also look at
how one of the Makerere recommendations was followed up, as
an example of the Centre-Periphery relationship.

The tenets which were widely subscribed to in the ELT
profession and which were given a seal of approval at the
‘Makerere conference were permeated by anglocentric attitudes.
These served to strengthen the ideological dependence of the
Periphery on Centre expertise, norms and definitions of what
‘was important in language education, and, by implication, in
language planning and policy. Structurally the recommendations
erved to strengthen the case for building up Centre expertise,
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and ensured ‘aid’ jobs for Centre inter-state actors in il
Periphery. They secured a bridgehead for the Centre in il
Periphery, thereby legitimating Centre export of ‘experty,
know-how, projects, books, etc., and securing imperialii
penetration of the educarion systems of the emerging poul
colonial states. The bridgehead is the base from which looal
élites are trained in the traditions, values, and tenets ol tlu
Centre, so thar local people can rake over as experts, teacho
trainers, textbook-writers, etc. Scientific and educational i
Perialism ensure the continued exploitation of the material .l
immaterial resources of the Periphery. The continued develop
ment of the dominant language, English, to meet new challenger,
contributes to the continued underdevelopment of dominated
languages.

There was an almost exclusive concentration on English ar ¢
Makerere conference itself. The same was true of the reaclici
training and curriculum activities which sprang from it. [l
conference did not look at the overall educational needs ol
periphery-English children, or even their overall linguisi
development, bur ar English and ways of strengthening Englili
This anglocentric focus, the professionalism endorsed a1
Makerere, and the structural and ideological consequences o
adhering to the tenets amount to English linguistic imperialisim

The principle which was supposed to guide the deliberation.
of delegates ar Makerere was ‘efficiency” in English teaching, i
accordance with the needs and wishes of the countrics i
question. English was assumed to lead to the promised land ol
‘progress’ and prosperity. Efficiency requires professionalisi,
and this was what needed to be built up. The professionalism
that did evolve over the next few years was inspired by th
monolingual ELT tradition that had done service at home, in the
colonies, and elsewhere in the EFL world, and by the new
professionalism of applied linguistics.

The dangers of worshipping the God of efficiency wer
apparent quite soon, and some appreciated thar the influence o
linguistics and technology on language teaching had encouraged
a rechnocratic approach to language teaching: ‘in acquiring .
new professional status . . . language-teaching technocracy
shows the dangers inherent in conscious specialization’, excim
plified by the excessive concentration on isolated skills compon
ents in ELT, to such an extent that the purposes to which 1he
language should be put were forgotten (Perren 1968: 179).
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A number of circumstances conspired to make the ELT ‘aid®
fort a highly problematical one, despite the good intentions
devoted efforts that characterized it. Among the many
ors, the following were perhaps the most significant:

the fact that the key ELT academic institutions in the Centre
were firmly rooted in Centre perceptions;

the fact that the teners endorsed at Makerere were at root
quite false, and legitimated English linguistic imperialism;

the trend towards an atomistic technocratic approach just
noted;

the fact that most newly independent periphery-English
countries were in a hurry to expand education, and accepted
foreign support in doing so.

I'he thread of this particular story will be picked up in the
oming chapter, but prior to that it is important to probe into
ane more recommendation from Makerere. The way it was
implemented reveals the structural nature of Centre-Periphery
elations very clearly.
The organizers of the Makerere conference had had great
(ifficulty in obtaining reliable information on English teaching
throughout the world. At the conference itself it was apparent
that delegates would benefit from closer familiarity with
xperience in other countries. This resulted in a proposal. *It is,
herefore, suggested that there be ser up a Commonwealth
inglish Language Information Centre (CELIC) whose task
ould be to collect and disseminate information about aspects
f English as a second language. For this purpose it would
maintain contact with government departments of education,
\uhiversities, other research institutions and experimental depart-
‘ments, training colleges, and British Council offices all over the
(Commonwealth; and with similar institutions elsewhere, such as
the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washingron. The British
“ouncil has a good deal of unprocessed material, collected from
all over the world, which would be most valuable to such a
centre. The CELIC would pay special attention to research in
progress and to the need for research projects. It would not itself
ormally conduct research, but would assist in the placing of
research projects at appropriate institutions.’ (Makerere Report
1961:41)

The Nutford House conference was held a few months larer.
at the instigation of the British Council. It was also a Britisin
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Council ofﬁc.er who compiled and edited the report. [l
recommendations of this gathering of academics also cun-[ i .n
propqsal for an ELT information centre, with precisely the u' I
functions, though here it is seen as a purely British \-c-n;;|1|':-
(Wayrr_lcnt 1961: 62). Within a matter of months the Hnnl-h
Council hac_l set up its own English-Teaching Information ( mnl
(ETIC), which was to serve British Council career ELT stall m'l
'the ELT pt{blic for a quarter of a century, until it was rr;’i |‘1-:-|-t ‘I
1};1;;: the British Council’s internal information services in -l”H't:
arCh(_:rh‘as lCam ex_cellenr Ianguage—Feaching library, considerably
chives o published and unpublished material on ELT worli
wide, and publishes bibliographies and abstracts.>? &
According to Perren, its first director, the British Council w i
keen to establish such a centre so that no one else, for insta 3
21& Institute of Education at the University of Londén or a|In;: II:::
T}(:mpsouwialth country, -would get @n first (Perren, intervicw |
e idea of a co-ordinating centre in London and subsidian
centres overseas was floated, but to establish a nerwork of 1IIn~
kind woulc‘i .have required financing by the British gm’ernnu-ml
and the British Council rather pre-empted this by establishiny I
centre to which the interested public had access. It was r-::-h |i1ll.I
not irrelevant that the Americans already had an ef;u:'r 1.I:-1|.‘=
centre, the Center for Applied Linguistics, as did the Frencl; th
Bureau_ pour I'Enseignement de la Langue et de la Civilis-n‘luu
Francaises a I'Etranger (BELC), a relatively modest set-up. 0
The f:ffect of this action was to concentrate information
power in the Centre and maintain the rest of the Commonw --1|[;
ina pe:rlpheral role. Instead of sharing equitably in the CO]!L‘L‘{I :
and dissemination of information, plans for research ru'Lu Irl-“
and the formartion of strategy, the interests of the Periphsr\f |“‘”
frag:.mjnted and marginalized. British academics, publishc}a mll
ad'mmlst_rators have had incomparably better access to infnlrmI
ation on E‘l.T in all parts of the Periphery than their counterparis
II'I.III'IC Periphery. In Galtung’s theory of imperialism, fra nrl‘;-m
ation anFl marginalizarion are two of the four cenrr;;l pricc“ “
in imperialism, along with exploitation and penetration. ELT I'a-h
into the overall pattern of imperialism in every respect. - ¥

Notes

1 “ghere have always been in fact two relevant departments
FL, now called ESOL (English to Speakers of Othe
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| anguages—described by Perren, a student there in the
1940s, as too closely linked to English as a mother tongue
then); and one concerned with education overseas, which
has had a succession of titles, the Colonial Department,
Department of Overseas Education, Education in Develop-
ing Countries, Comparative Education.

| am grateful to Peter Hill of the Institute of Education,
London University, for drawing my attention to this, and
lending me copies of Wingard's reports.

. Monolingualism and insularity still seem to be profession-

ally acceprable in some circles in Britain, witness the
following comment in a review of the translation into
English of a linguistics textbook by the German linguist,
Dieter Wunderlich, in the (British) Journal of Linguistics:
‘Cambridge University Press is to be commended for taking
the trouble to commission a translation of a foreign book
on linguistics, and it is to be hoped that more such ventures
will make it easier for British readers to find out what their
colleagues on the Continent arc doing’ (Sampson 1980:
168). It is difficult to imagine the reverse—a Continental
scholar waiting for books from the USA, Britain, or
Germany to be translated into Danish, German, etc., in
order to find out what their colleagues are doing. But then
linguistic and cultural imperialism are unidirectional. This
said, it is my impression that many of the founding fathers
of ELT were dedicated learners of foreign languages and far
from insular, even if their reaching may have drawn on a
monolingual doctrine.
At the Department of English for Speakers of Other
Languages, Institute of Education, London University,
there is a collection of taped talks recorded by some of the
founding fathers of ELT (among them A.V.P. Elliotrt,
L. A.Hill and L.G. Alexander). Dai Morgan's contrib-
ution provides a vivid student portrait of the first year of the
Edinburgh applied linguistics course. 1 am grateful to the
Department (in the person of John Norrish] for making
them available to me.
The continuity in perceptions of what applied linguistics is
for can be seen from an interview in ELT Journal with
Professor Gillian Brown when she moved from Edinburgh
to become head of a Centre for English as an International
Language at Cambridge. She declares: “The job of Applied
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i:;gur:ncs T{S abo_ve E‘lll to define what the content of 1 iyl
" {ilu g_el- eaching is anf:l then states how such contnil
Cr(';v ix:imp gle‘s as Education, Psychology, Linguistics, 1l
langna ve C[?CE should be searched for insights i
: guage teaching, methodology, and the description ol
anguage, for the benefit of ELT and teachers of Englis|
mother tongue, (Brown 1989: 169). g
6 Scome‘ a.pplied linguistics in Edinburgh became narrow|
i{ngmsnc and psycholinguistic, in the pursuit of th:ur| ll': T\ ‘r
Egour_{Corder' 1973; Davies 1991), and evaded a Inl-.ll
. nk with reachlr_lg concerns. When these are more c;-n:r.-ll .u
; ![s‘h nelore ap[:éroprlate to n?fcr to ‘language pedagogy’.
e thgr};};rtl_ ]:vncrk fm: this was laid by the Lingui;rics Panel
- usT fnqncd, which produced a Memorandum o
S ty éammg ancl_ Research in the Teaching ol
Thi & as'g econdfForclgr] Language in December 1950
a i e:;tl ed needs :%nd listed current resources. Amony
e members were Pattison (Institute of Education, Lond i
chair), Catford, Firth, and Quirk. o
8 }:or a striking sa‘mplc of_angiocentricity see the quotation
rom Hollgway s contribution to the Nutford H
conference in Chapter 9. -
9 i:; tl:}i:@a;mn;s now more explicitly economic, reflecting
e :: EEET opments. The Economist Intelligence Uit
agamst, o training (number 1166, 1989) warn.
i continental European countries intruding:
10 ;(;rkllrlitr;"o;lgugu:;o?' reading, see Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a, and
. . For practical advi lingua
Chlldl_‘ffn see the Bilingual FamifyceNEEs?:t;:rs OLI}J o
Multilingual Matters. o e
11 ﬁftﬁ}f;aialjcoig;;nnn of ngblan languages increased slightly
rs ofy : U;, as a direct result of the Ford Foundation
suwei o ambian Languages (one component of the
Tt thianguage Use and Language Teaching in Eastern
1 : this meant rather more school time for Zambian
anguages as a subject, secondment for the writing of teaching
ma_termls, and the appointment of some lecturers in ¢ }Ilm‘
training colleges, (Ohannessian and Ansre 1975 66) .
12 For a state of the art survey article on ELT reac.her t.raim'nu

see Britten 19835, : F i
ey , and for an integrated programme, Bowers
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One can parody the native speaker tenet as follows: The
weal teacher is a native speaker. Teachers are born not
made. Therefore, 1) those who are not born native speakers
of English cannot be :deal teachers, and 2) since teachers
are born not made, native speakers do not need any training

1o become teachers.

. The following letter was published in The Guardian

Weekly 23 July 1989:
I am involved in the recruiting and monitoring of staff in

a large EFL school on the continent which employs both
native and non-native English-speaking teachers.

In recent years we have become all too aware that, with
the exception of those with degrees in modern languages,
many young English graduates—in contrast to their Irish,
Scots, North American, antipodean, and non-native
English-speaking peers—are unaware of the most elemen-
elementary points of the grammar they are supposed to
be teaching and, in fact, have been known to correct
students’ perfectly accurate English to fi their own
ungrammatical English usage. As most of these young
teachers hold degrees in English or have ‘A’ level English,
the alarming trend has made us quite as aware as Prince
Charles that something indeed has gone wrong with the
teaching of English in England and Wales.

Name and address supplied.

This tradition is aptly portrayed by William Empson, in his

inaugural lecture as Professor of English at Sheffield Univers-

ity in 1953 (abridged and reprinted in the London Review of

Books, 17 August 1989). Empson taught in Japan in the

1930s, in a post at Tokyo University for which he was

recommended by his Cambridge tutor, 1. A. Richards, and in

China from 1947 to 1953. When legitimating his approach to
the Communist authorities, he argued that “If the teaching of
English language to Chinese students was to be any use they
must also be taught to understand the mind of the ordinary
English speaker; and for that matter it was not only an effort
of political understanding, but also a literary one, because un-
less a man (sic) had a certain amount of training in Shake-
speare and all tha, he could not always be trusted to get the
point of a political leader in, let us say, The New York Times.’
Smith and Nelson 1985 contains a useful bibliography on
intelligibility, and distinguishes between intelligibility, com-



222

17

18

19

Linguistic Imperialism

prehensibility, and interpretability. Some empirical resear
has been done within foreign language pedagosy i
‘tolerance testing’, see for instance the coverage of thi i
Fzerch, Haastrup, and Phillipson 1984,
The Unesco delegate who attended the Makerere conli
ence as an observer was a Frenchman from a tea
training college associated with the global dissemination ol
French (Makerere Report 1961: 52). Plus ga change . . .
Perren (ms) contests this, unless the reference is to (l
education of Asians. The Beecher Report in 1950 led 11
three-tier system, four years of primary education using 1l
vernacular, four years of intermediate education with (I
vernacular as the medium and English as a subject, and o
years of secondary education with English as the medinm
This policy led to an expansion in the provision and qualiny
of intermediate education, and the education authoriic
were reluctant to heed African demands for English in the
primary school.
There are detailed, vivid descriptions in Perren’s set of thico
articles in the Colonial Office journal Oversea Education,
1959. On the origins of the project, undertaken when |
was Inspector of English for Kenya, he states (ms) that ther
was no advance planning or costing of it, and he was given
a free hand. This illustrates the ad boc nature of ‘researc:
in colonial education. Much was undertaken elsewhere b
never reported on. A proximate motive was Asian dissatis
faction with ‘standards’ in government schools. The projec
was given a Ford Foundation grant in 1958, and was
investigated by Unesco.
The language-teaching library was shared with the Centre
for Information on Language Teaching and Research (CILT ),
which mainly served foreign language teaching in Britain
Perren left the British Council and ETIC to become firsi
director of CILT in the late 1960s. In Perren’s view, ETIC
was good at collecting information, which was wanted for
the British Council's own purposes, for publishers, univers
ities, etc., but less successful in disseminating information.
This was a major factor in the decision in 1986 to closc
ETIC to the public and concentrate its efforts on servicing
British Council-recruited staff more effectively. The best
known of its publications is the joint ETIC-CILT quarterly
abstracting journal Language Teaching.

English language teaching in
action

University departments of applied linguistics in Brltel;l ]ea:jdf
the world in the research a_nd practice of tl_]e t-ea(cj l:cgnnd
language, and especially English as both a foreign and s
ig\%;zis Development Administration 1990: 12)
is chapter looks at English language t(.zacl'!ing in acncd)n ?;i
mines some of its consequences by conmdengg ELT under
ain headings, research, and ‘aid’ to edu::ata_op. :lhc tv:;c;n::;i
extricably interwoven, because the same individu d?ran e
tions have been involved in each. However, the \ISiOI}: ’
arch” and ‘teaching/education’ corresponc-is 1o thc? x\ta}; dlghed
education is organized and financed, and is a prmgp% :Ir:l
practical one. Research itself is one way of anai}‘smg and reflec : g
’gn ongoing activities and relating them to tl;eort::;]cal p}t:r.rxdpelf)ng: 21
es an explicit theoretical and methodologlc:
lf:'nﬂ:{:w(itf I;E?.\?esl] as veriﬁ[;ble procedures of validl_rg". D_is;ussn?ﬁ,
the two areas separately should not obscure the unity of them 1

the overall ELT operation.

ELT research

The reports {}fl _ e
enerally contain a sectio eed
;]l’:'f}:)errj %{ouse Conference states baldly that ther_e is ul’gﬁ}:‘:[
need for research in all aspects of problems of teaching ‘éngll;h p
and notes the need for funding (Wayment 1961:6 }.ld be
Makerere Conference stresses that ELT research ?hdou de
interdisciplinary, and that despite the urgent practica elmanr E
in the field, long-term research, preferabl_y ?xperlmenraRwo :
conducted on a regional basis, was ‘essential (Makerereh epor
1961: 40—1). The report lists a wide range _{}f researc t-.::l:l:_:Cf
grouped under general linguistics, applied linguistics, psyc Od
logical and social, resting and measurement, organization an

the main conferences referred to in earlier
listing research needs. The
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. .

saiil;od. The Anglo-Amm?r1§an Conference in Cambridg: il
- year stressed that Britain and the USA should increase il
provision for research and training in ELT and that T.|'|;'x W r' :
]1{;ilsgl-FeSmAcor_rlmit1'{lenr (Anglo-American Conference I{.-;---Iull
e :8). Again a list of topics was appended, covering iy
ic matters j:elated to the learning of English in periplicry
llingiltsh com'}imes. communication misunderstandings, 5|n|'..| i
Coin;:z,s‘an the problems of foreign students in core-Frylil
How muf:h of this research has actually been donc’ A

comprehensive retrospective survey of the period from I‘J:ﬁ 2 rl
19?.4 was undertaken by the body which has funded |"
projects than any other in the area of language and develop -
the Ford Foundation. Their conclusion was that L

T':}:ere is still a dearth of basic research in developing counii
Iao miltl the f_undamental questions of learning and teaching i
cal languages, the language characteristics and behavior ol
children, the increasingly visible problems of bi]ingu-lliksn ”1
the rel:_ircd complexities involving reading. Wheré su 'I{ -
search is be_ing conducted, it is usually directed by expa ;rT ||I|E--
... There is also a lack of middle-level research cap:;hnhln
that are needed for a variety of implementation tasks. Fin ﬂli! )
_rhen;e is an almost total absence of the evaluati-ve 'rt‘sr.ltu h
indispensable for planning, for measuring aChiE\’EInClll,‘.m':

10[ CUIH[J;.IIItlg [ESU]IS ailh’)Ilg pl’O]t‘:l‘.‘l‘S. and p(!SSI'!h |Edl Cay
the ]llgh CosIs Gf iallurf. :

(Fox 1975:121)

This sobering assessment mainly refers to ic: Ctivi

the language and development ﬁ};_-ld, much 0‘?1:;‘;1;‘1:: t11|:][h| IIII
It 'f]l_s,t) covers some British involvement, in two ways. Individu.l
Br_lt-lsh scholars participated in Ford-funded proieérs. in E*ml-“
Africa. The i-ﬂritish also worked closely with the Amerimns‘q—[ ill ”
ﬁenrra] InStlEuff? of English and Foreign Languages {{‘ZIEP:L' ]1:|
Cydcrjllbad, which was a major recipient of Ford and Bri:nlh

ouncil support. The task of the Institute was nothing less tl

to reiform English teaching throughout India. In Centre thi k'm:l
the a:d_efforrs here and in Nigeria were regarded as ﬂ:.tgshl!.| ﬁ“f”“
ELT aid ::]se_where in the Periphery. The Ford Foundl:r':m
assessment of the results of Anglo-American efforts at Hvdl .1“
ai_Jad, w]_nlch Braj Kachru was commissioned to |_1ndert31;-LT
highly critical: “at the outset the goals of the CIEFL were not t;-'u-ll?
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. This policy naturally resulted in . . . lack of serious,
interesting and pedagogically useful research. In
mulating these policies, the British Council was also respons-
¢, since, in the beginning, the British Council provided the
sdemic leadership for the institute. The British concept of
FSOL did not go beyond what the Institute of Education
hogram of TESOL) was doing in London’ (Kachru 1975: 90).
British ELT aid or research work has never been reviewed
smprehensively, though it is monitored constantly, particularly
y the British Council, and aspects of it studied (in the ELT
ocuments series). The applied linguistics research community
s tended to steer clear of analysing aid or wider policy issues
hut see the contributions to Tiffen 1968). This area was notably
bsent from the agenda of the conference called to celebrate 50
ars of British Council involvement in the field of ‘English
studies’, reported in Quirk and Widdowson (eds.) 1985. The
anference report contains a large number of papers describing
different aspects of language and literature teaching, but no
papers assessing particular ELT ‘aid’ projects or empirically-
hased research projects. Few of the contributions specifically
atempt to take stock of successes and failures, except for
allusions in the papers by Kachru, Brumfic (building on
Candlin’s ideas), and Swales. The concluding comments by
Sinclair and Bowers raise serious policy issues, reiterate the need
for more research, remind us that ELT is a ‘new and relatively
‘untried profession’ (Sinclair 1985:253), and call on ELT to
“recognize a multilingual world . . . our contemporary ethnic
‘yalues and pracrices, to mediate between these and alternative
_ethics and ways of acting, both generally and in educational
‘terms . . . to make common our knowledge and share our
uncertainties’ (Bowers 1985: 257). This comment, by a person at
the top of the British Council ELT hierarchy, seems to
acknowledge the need for a break with anglocentric profes-
sionalism.

In Britain, research capacity was created by the university
expansion, producing an increased number of university teach-
ing staff working on areas of interest to ELT. Research has also
greatly increased our understanding of language learning, the
structure of English, the levels of pragmatics and discourse,
social functions and forms of language, syllabus development,
ete. But in view of the unanimity in the ELT world on the
magnitude of the research tasks that needed to be undertaken,

Jghined . .
wretically
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one mi ; 1
o Thih; {l:lz:.rehf::lcp:er:re-:‘i:E SD';TIE major research projects to be v
¥ rer happened. ‘The big questi |
s il > big questions, such as what the
guage policy oughrt to be in Nigeria, which are long
questions, have not b kled’ i i o e
s ) . een tackled’ (Perren, interview). Very low
epxci [Sf involving reamwork seem to have been undertakon
(:Oufge {fmt]]:;:) Sm;yhof Eng]iish Usage project at Uni'.-r:-‘m.
: n, which was a language descripti
o : ription rather tha
T il::fze ]:lcdaBgc?g.yhpE{I)-};c‘ti. In very few cases were long-terin
a Britis epartment and ov instituti
established, whereas this ki e ety g
is kind of backstoppi
e ‘ pping was frequently i
aﬁun:e I'?f Pémcncan development projects funded by found
i aa;d or does there appear to have been serious cam‘pai;.uunp
S emic resea}'ch to accompany the ELT *“aid effort’. Thers
- icoursed major theqriencal and logistic problems to |
ks k'm: ::I;):']t ucting en;rirlﬁally—based educational research ol
, but presumably the chorus of voi identifyi
need for research included i K et iy
ed some soloists or even gro 'h
reason to believe the research iy
‘ could be done. It m: ||
it would have been impossi : e
possible to get funding f jects
there does not seem B o
to have been anv seri
_ : ous effort to conve
th%dennfi;d research needs into actual projects e
Orga;ei ZB;;:E;& }(ljounc:f hashn-:é funds specifically for research. Tl
as never had a policy of identifyi :
3 identifyin ar
- T hac g research
2 l(sf; arnc; .then commissioning the research, except with regar
o d;: clo its own ol;:)elranonal activities.! What it has financed i
elopment of language profici
. : ciency tests for screeni
applicants for higher study i itain.” sndasion
v in Britain.~ The Ford i
- . ) : e Ford Foundation
Cl'(l:]lli‘:]i:ﬁj? ;he A?lerléan equivalent, the TOEFL test.?> The British
cil has also detached some of i : Ff
e ! its career ELT staff for
arch, some of which h i i
as been influential
1978), and has s i g
taff working on devel Vit ;
1 _ opment activities, su
thuifl use qt computers in language learning,. i
ELTnéiﬂcan founq‘ar:on tqnds were instrumental in establishing
e pa;tme.nrs in Amencan universities (Cawston 1975: 430)
o i\i.vﬁre ea-.w_ly committed to ELT projects in many periphe.n—l
bﬂi: cfountrlt-:s_ (Fox_ 197_51. In 1961, discussions were held
e en Glg ]?Irmsh universities, Edinburgh, Bangor, Leeds, and
iversity College, London and th : ;
the Ford Foundati i
e : undation, which
el lﬂut the prospect of a major grant for ELT work. Rt:’lariveh
" ?h' s;msdufere in fact forthcoming, and the main consequenc—c
o is For mvolven‘_nenr was to stimulate the provision of ELT
ining at these universities two or three years earlier than
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puld otherwise have been possible (Cawston 1975:417).
dinburgh had started courses in 1957.) The number of
\lversities or comparable institutions offering courses in ELT
: astronomically, to 28 by the mid-1970s, and nearly twice
it number by 1990.
I'his university infrastructure was geared to teaching needs,

o rescarch was basically considered a matter for the individual.
any of these individuals were involved in consultancies,
uring, short teaching assignments, and the like in the Periphery,
hich provided them with an opportunity to keep abreast of
yelopments  there. Such assignments were often planned,
fpanized, and funded by the British Council, which still
lspenses ELT patronage of this kind. Mostly the organization’s
inks are with individual scholars, but a modest amount is
hannelled through the British Association of Applied Linguis-
fes. All such Centre-Periphery contact involves the dissemin-
tion of Centre ideas. There are no ongoing research projects,
where it might be a question of the Centre learning about
something in the Periphery. Researchers from the Centre can of
Lourse learn a great deal during brief visits to the Periphery, but
the general orientation and structure of ‘aid” activities militates
against hard research. The ‘aid’ effort tends to get channelled
nto teacher training, advisory work, and the like, rather than
into research. As reported in Chapter 3, Haberland (1988)
identified a similar pattern in the early development of SOCIO-
linguistics in the USA, with more money spent on ‘development’
than on ‘hard-core research’. For research projects one has to
look to occasional docrorates by British people, the trickle of
\doctorates by people from peripher}'-English countries, and the
foundation-financed projects.

The Ford Foundation financed the surveys of language use and
Janguage teaching in Eastern Africa, which cover descriptions of
the languages, sociolinguistic surveys of language use, and

reviews of language in education. They were carried out berween
1967 and 1971, for Ethiopia (Bender, Bowen, Cooper, and
Ferguson 1976); Kenya (Whiteley 1974); Tanzania (Polomé and
Hill 1980); Uganda (Ladefoged, Glick, and Criper 1972); and
Zambia (Ohannessian and Kashoki 1978). The reports contain
an impressive amount of documentation which provides insight
into the complexity of the language scene in each country and is
invaluable input to educational language planning. The fact that
the sociolinguistic surveys COVer all the languages of the
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countries, and t i
o langu,a = u:':::z]r .trl:eh]anguage‘m education reviews covip ull
e i in the e?iucatmn system, rather than il
glish, is a solid counterweight to the lingui 'l
AN

So e
much ‘aid’ work in this area.

Some of the spin-
% o dﬂm;]:;?egfi was apparently a strengthenmg ol
e s a:'lguages,. at least in the short e
e S have fitted into a pattern of dependin :
e, of scientific and educational imperialism. ), I'Ilv

nessian—
ssian—who worked for the Center for Applied Linguistic

and Ansre : i
and An {1.9?5. 67) report that ‘eight Zambian teachery il
nas a:vt;lte;; are receiving in-service training in lan el
: A
g e University of London’s Institute of Educ-.m:m ?:

colla i 5
(Thgb?éﬁzﬁz \;.rslth tl;c School of (_)rienral and African Studios
Edication St ]J;lr;l er tl?e auspices of the Commonwealily
of this traininY he ol‘;Sh!p Pngrfims—1972;73}. The impai
teaching of Zarobian | be very important not only for il
and French in Zamt:—:a'arz:gll::lie; ::llg]for the teaching of English
L B a progra ;
f:)a;]llc}:ﬁ?fh i il Wh?fhg;gnéi CE:ar:.-::lli.[| o
it i nS met ods in ﬁeid‘ linguistics or syllabus dc-.:-:-u:
educational m;:!;ehlt s the risk of Zambian linguistic I.l.mi
practices which Eret abeligﬁmr:{r}li: ]iidthby dm'e Iperccptinm e
; TS ¢ dominan
s, b s s Lo
Zambian lan apen?,l%mﬂthe process is one of the teaching o
Centre perceg:ioies Ecllng modelled” on ELT so as to Confnrnl Lo
ki andPBa s all_l precepts (‘they know all about languayy
it sl ntu linguistics in London’). Thus a Pl'Ogranuln..-
hassann s tg 1F|Eended to combar the dominance of English
anglocentricity {‘f(:f:aurf ?ezitnt?rg;mfinamd Ia; S i11\'::|\-¢--:
R : ow we do i AT
i, e o e BT e o
training. ish is, needless ro say, the medium for all this
In su .
7 tea;}::gi}né?t’bt'herr is therefore a serious potential risk ol
i ELTm ian languages being appropriated by norms
lipguistic. irapes l" and the_ (,:-mfer—arching structure of English
g s rhpeena lrsm remaining intact. Change can only be
Zambian lan :e‘-\ professionalism and favourable attitudes to
changes, a la? : i lare mnvert‘.?d into positive structural
increase::l u gfr s for Zambian languages in Educario.
se of them in the media, etc. None of these folln:.

plish i
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n London. It is possible that the
{ Zambians returned from London fired with a desire to
what English linguistic dominance in Zambia (Kashoki, the
mbian linguist on the Ford project, has done much to
tfimate and support Zambian languages, sc€ Kashoki 1982),
{ the question then is whether the training acquired in London
i serve to facilitate this, or whether it is not s0 socioculturally
ppropriate that it is unlikely to impinge significantly on
Juage policy. (The Zambian ELT experience will be described
‘more detail below, as well as some links between research and
licy.)
he Ford Foundation also financed an English-Language
of Jordan. A Case Study in Language Planning
larrison, Prator, and Tucker (eds.) 1975). A detailed critique
i the report is critical of the methodology of the survey: the
jestionnaire used is skewed in favour of English and pays
gndequate attention to overall language planning; the authors
sperate with an unclear notion of ‘needs’ and seem tO be
sensitive to the social stratificational functions performed by
n Jordan, which their findings, for instance that there is

. demand for general English as opposed to instrumental,
ypecial-purpose English, should have alerted them to (Jernudd
1977). Effectively what Jernudd reveals is the undeclared social
and linguicist bias of the researchers.

Ford has supported work on African languages since the early
1970s, and part financed projects in West Africa on the use of
African languages in the primary school. In the Rivers Readers
Project a policy was adopred of providing initial literacy
materials in as many as 20 languages in one Nigerian state
(Williamson 1972 and 1976). The principle followed was that
children should become literate in their mother tongues rather
than in a state language which was artificially imposed on a
population with a diversity of mother tongues. For the project
the determining view of what was a language was the expressed
feeling of a group that it constituted a distinct linguistic entity.

The venture was successful because of the commitment to it of

all those involved in the project, from the state government

downwards. The project gives the lie to the notion that it is
impracticable to produce literacy materials in anything more
than a very restricted number of languages. Successful mother
tongue education, as the Southern Sudan project also shows
(Cjiko 1982), is contingent on adequate teaching materials,

pasarily froma training stint i

alicy Survey




230 Linguistic imperialism

relevant teacher preparation, and appropriate pedagogic explon

ation of the available resources.

Another Ford-supported project was one for Yoruba-medinn
education in Nigeria (Afolayan 1976). The Six-Year Priniiy

Project at Ife has shown ‘most clearly that children can receiv

their primary education in elementary science, mathemarics, ;111
sacial and cultural studies through the medium of their mothe
tongue alone and yet most efficiently learn all lessons i
Secondary Class One without any intervening intensive Englis
language course after their primary education’ (Afolayan 195
15). In other words, this project shows how fallacious i
earlier-the-better and the more-the-better tenets are. It 1
significant for language education policy generally in Afric.
because the dominant pattern in Nigeria, as elsewhere, is foi
there to be ‘an exaggerated notion of the importance of English’,
a false belief that English is the only language suitable for forn.l
education, as in mathematics and science, backed up by
‘specious arguments of the need for English for national unity,
and of therefore the necessity to use English as the medium ol
secondary education’ (ibid.: 15). Afolayan pleads for Nigerian
educational language planning to take a realistic view of English
as the nation’s second language and for the national languages 10
play a meaningful role side by side with it. Other Nigerian
linguists have argued along similar lines (Ikara 1987, who
notes that British colonial administrators and missionaries did
lot more to promote and develop Nigerian languages thar
independent Nigeria has done, and that absence of an appropri
ate language policy is ar the root of Nigeria’s political instabiliry
and economic underdevelopment).

It is significant thar research is increasingly being conducted in
the Periphery by researchers from the Periphery, and that it is
evaluative, critical research. For instance, the failings of educ
ation in Zambia, and in particular some of the effects ol
choosing English as the medium of educarion, have been well
analysed. The ELT methodology promoted by the British
Council was unsuitable: the exercise types used in the Zambian
English Medium Scheme (permutation, transformation, etc.) and
the underlying psycholinguistic theory (behaviouristic analogical
reasoning) have trapped the children into a position where thei
English can only be used for those purposes which are specific to
classroom interaction (Chishimba 1981:174 and 176). In
addition the teaching materials do not reflect Zambian culture.

~ T hl
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as 101 ourt of the 103 readers for the

mid-1960s to the early 1970s were

theme written from the i
i ‘oos 1979 guoted in Chileshe
B Tt bY non-zamb]ans {nggs q .HIS iS COI‘]SEIﬂEl’iSt and

¥ ltural universe of the mater - ist 2

) 1"’(:2:16 :tlicl remote from that of most Zambians, Wh[}), h\;c’{n i

| i ies document the tailur

il ironment. Several research stud1c§ 1

o ilhzn:::?;:ne to provide Zambian children with aj;qgare

suistic competence (Serpell 1978; Afnca.‘1980}. Ina 1;1:?,

the priority accorded to English in education results in s 5

| ';!:1 stratification and marks a dislocation b_e:_waen home air:1 .

hool ethics (Serpell 1978:433). A hlpgmcmt language

' i i ial inequality.

ducation policy perpetuates socia . . f

l;. furthf.ﬁ- disquieting factor about this plf:rnculartzzci::pi:;e
id' 1 ing ma

C ‘aid’ is that although t_hese teac nat :

ri;:;lly -ntended as a pilot version, they were still in use in the

] ia’ 7 is in di its, partly because
late-1980s. Zambia’s economy 15 11 dire straits, partly

income from copper has shrunk drastically. A Finnish ‘aid

roject financed the reprinting of the same tea-::hi_n'g rrfater}]:;lts r:g
the mid-1980s as a rescue operation: the alternative was t
: ;ould have been available. ' .
bﬂ'?'ﬁi\g:;lbian research findings raise serious quesnol?s ]:b:::}:
i in the Periphery. It was the bri
the narture of Centre influence i .| s
i ) persuading
: I's ‘experts’ who were Instrumental :
g::::i;n gm]:ammenr to adopt the Enghsh-medaqu s:.chg:;;
(Higgs 1979, quoted in Chileshe 198_2: 27), and theyf ax;f s
active throughout its implementation. The q-u{l:]st:ien e
uality of such professionalism cannot be wishe da he)ﬂate
grguing that the decisions taken in the _l[ifli{ls rEﬂ[ZCfc ['I(D .
i at the time. This wou
f professional knowledge at the time. :
:hepimperialist context which such ‘aid” was part acrlld tﬁ::;:i ;-e
As the analysis of ELT tenets in‘Chap;er 7' ;l;i?;; .;,f mwep
or fallacies in the anglocentric professionatism O =% - % *
??‘E?::llt to avoid the conclusion that Engh:sh linguistic ll'l'ld
) channelled through educarional ‘aid’, h-as perpetuate:
of Zambian languages mn a !mggxsuc
maintenance of English as the dominant
Centre’s inter-state agents share re-
the Periphery, the causal

| is not surprising,

perialism,
the underdevelopment
hierarchy through the
language. Even if thf_: i
sponsibility with decismn-m?kers Idl'l

‘expert’ cannot be ignored. . )
m};}‘l}: ::geaq' Ef Makerere appears to have \;relghe: nzjoreth:z: ::E

i i holars from the Centr
the warning voices of some sc ; ntre §

te})ii];nsive Periphery experience. Le Page ends his analysis of “The
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::-?;;I;iljelnatnﬁjf:‘ bquesnopK Linguistic problems of newly
i T]-,EY “Ir-atrnmg against expatriate experts 111 iy
ol mnfé.rencep?) icy paper for the -_l—hl.l'd Commonwealily
o g h_::. !ttawa,-l964 also insists on sensitivity i
o Organiz;[ion def 1ctiy queries Ce:lrre expertise: ‘An st
the world has far lessi.;uzgt;:gsatlcf:l]}:il}g O}E e
e : idity than one which would
B tslfglitl;lf li::.;a(c:l::agd{)f hllila]a;y and Engli.sh ip Malaya, or Frenly
i P imcra, in i and Engllsh in India, and so o
S fmmeitl?;:rprqpagatmg a particular langua
politically based linguistic c;;u::;ig{:rslfs {?’f S 5 s,
e erren and Hollow iy
qugfﬂzess?r](:xn rf_:::rII:j reported h?:r_e raise in an acute form tl
oo C(,uncﬂg' acccz-untabxhty ij' projects. Even il 1l
roF e ks IE attempting to repair some of the danup
- y eE rst generation of ‘aid’ staff in Zambia |y
S g a{rjl FLT.expf:rt to work on_revising the primary
materials, and even if this person has pointed our the necd |
Elllltla_l Elltcracy in tl?c mother tongue (Constable 1984 }tf:vhjllz
= 11;1;:11; u|.111‘ Commlrlfee 1984_}, it is arguz.lble that the ‘a’id‘ \-\I...I
militates against finding authentic local solutions to 1l
pr{;'l;lems, and perpetuates dependency. Ty
done?;ios;in_}_si sr;)ube !;rt}ie d_uubt'rhat the amount of research
e e :s of the kind dlsc_usse_d here, by either Centie
Sy s rs ‘|s mf)desr. REE:IE‘WI_[‘Ig a conference held
ek il fudﬁe in Educar_u?n in Africa, Alan Daviey
evaluation are need;dtbzl?f)r};eﬁfz s(;:r]: f;)fml’a[iﬂﬂ'saihefi“?- -
: tion ‘ : the art in language
::]hlli::;t:czzelnr;j.f;ca‘ carli !::e I-;:rt)perly assc§sed {Davies 15%86:!“ I ‘p”f
neglecred.* A scholl::pf:oni ;fm';if :}P}C Ciltfs o
poLechec, scholar enya, Anna Obura, concluded a5
resear;herzf%‘;;r:r qiiisl?ig;efh;ﬂsit:?]:mqu e ie“' e
! ! e sixties but possibly fewc
afzcl;u:]l:r;; [thaarr: at}:e t:fransnor;r research body of rho}:e Ear]}" years,
ey y of urgent research q_uesrions in language m
tion, in societies which have been in rapid transfor i
:iznt;!tanvely and qualitatively, over the last rwenr\-uﬁv:zni:-:}rj:‘
> “:}:- 1:;111:::: of research in iar_lgt{age fs slow. One sfmply has to
vy the research community in this feld is so small; why the

research outcome has been so di . .
(Obura 1986: 415). so disappointing, even marginal

]
o
-
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I'he modest size of the research effort is surprising when one
Jls the huge ‘aid’ effort in ELT, countless projects on
rials development, teacher training, etc. Nor has there been
y shortage of research into education. A great deal of this is
e in the Periphery, but is little known outside it {Eisemon
49). “The 1984 issue of University Microfilms International
1) catalogue of doctoral dissertations on West and Central
hundred dissertations in education
I American Universities’ (Yoloye
U86: 28). Language has not been high on lists of national
tiorities, as compared with mathematics and scientific and
nological subjects, and has suffered in consequence. ‘Aid
nors and research granting bodies have advised potential
from language research and training . . . The
the subject-specific outlook have therefore
gontributed to a reduction in the number of qualified researchers
i language-in-education and have isolated them from main-
iream education concerns which bypass language issues’
(Obura 1986:419). This has been compounded by other
restrictions. ‘For longer than a decade higher education has not
been a priority area for either multilateral or bilateral aid’
(King 1985). The American foundations no longer fund major
projects in this area. In India the Ford Foundation funded
projects in agriculture in the 1950s, languages and the
i'Eumanities in the 1960s, whereas the beneficiaries in the
1980s are the craditional arts and folklore (Annamalai,
J.pcrsunal communication}.
It is therefore an inescapable conclusion that only small-scale
research has been undertaken by Centre scholars on the ELT
topics which were identified in 1961 as being essential questions
for the new discipline to clarify. One has therefore to ask why
the Centre has not conducted more research.

The commitment of the Centre to teaching and to ‘aid’
activities such as curriculum development and teacher training
has not precluded research, bur it has probably tied up much of
the available professional energy, and diverted attention away
from fundamental questions. Basic questioning of the content

and form of ELT within ELT’s own ranks seems to have been
indulged in very seldom, apart from the isolated voices quoted in
Chapter 1. There is in the profession a general ethos of
reformism, which perhaps implies a dissatisfaction with some
aspects of efforts hitherto, and an urge to innovate and extend

applicants away
pnsequences of
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theory
eory development, but these may leave some more underly iy

issues, structural and ideological, unexplored.

‘Research which could query the whole basis of ‘aid’ activi
might be unwelcome to those responsible for ‘aid” policy \nl-:u
fr-::!n.'n a structural point of view, what was importantci;.nr. th
Bnt_lsh and the Americans was to have a bridgehead in |h‘
Periphery, ~an influential voice in Ministries of Educan n"
teacher training colleges, and so on. This the Centre has h.'i ; :-
the entire post-colonial era, reflecting the fact that inl LI;
neo-coiomftl phase of imperialism, hegemony is maintained |1II
means of ideas and structures rather than force. Strare i'J”ll
spegkmg, no research was needed. Research by ﬂ-:fj LI \-
Periphery scholars could best be influenced when it y ””-l
conducted and ‘supervised' as graduate study in Centre -::num:'\ I |
f"u:u_j why should the British engage in research which [mlltla‘l
mdu:at.e that there ought to be quite different prioriricnﬂ
educat_lc_m? British universities and research councils ﬁnancﬁl I: l
the British taxpayer, were never likely to fund res;arch u -I‘I
for the I_Jeneﬁt of a given Periphery country. In a sense thE IrI ;
aca_dermc_ world did not need further research either' bCl."llIJ‘-
Fhear services were already in great demand, thereby Cr;atinr: Ih('
impression that the knowledge, skills, and methods for |b '-
ELT problems already existed. o

Anotht_'r reason why the State may not be anxious to ser up
r‘escarch in thi_s area is that any research on priorities in ELT l['
likely to impinge on political questions and raise issuc‘ I
cultural imperialism. Research into the export of univc:*'u
textbooks demonstrates clearly how embarrassing such resea\rn-l‘
can be. American research has shown that American forei -1li ;
programmes have played a crucial role in enabling Aln%?iintn
F_:-ubhs:t]:rs to establish local subsidiaries; this is literary con’on:a:’

;)s:z r{a tbac.}ll- 1975). ‘UnFIer the Indo-American Textbook
gram millions qf copies of more than 1000 differen:
t{*:xtbooks were distributed at subsidized prices for use by Indi
hlg;her -educariun students.” In addition to many of th::;r bm::i:
bemg inappropriate to the Indian scene, the effect of the
submdzi_'.ed prices was to tend to drive their unsubsidized
domestv? counterparts off the marker and to retard the devel . lr
ment of indigenous Indian publishing, .
The British Council administered a comparable scheme (1959
1990) ﬁn:?m‘ced by the Overseas Development Administrati N
for subsidizing British books for sale in Third World countrili-::l
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lie Fducational Low-priced Books Scheme.® This ‘low-priced’
woks scheme has a mixture of political, commercial, and ‘aid’
Jotives. Any research into the operation of the scheme (which does
ot appear to have been investigated) would be likely to find that
¢ operation perpetuates the dependence of the Periphery on the
entre, that many of the titles are culturally inappropriate (from
\¢ point of view of the recipient), and that it supports English
nguistic imperialism.

It is of course an advantage for the student to have one book
ather than no book, but this does not alter the fact that the
fitish government’s interest in the scheme is to ensure that the
sie book is British rather than American or Soviet. The presence
of the foreign book has economic consequences, as it influences
seal production capacity. There is also the ideological conse-
jence of ensuring the dissemination of Centre ideas, values,
il methods. This dependence is of course precisely what the
nere intends.
There are also parallels between books for export and
languages for export. *Aid’ in this feld is inextricably interlocked
‘with the political and commercial interests which it is the
primary purpose of British diplomacy to promote (see Chapter 6).
Research into the ‘politically sensitive’ question of the role of
English vis-a-vis local languages in education could question the
Jegitimacy of the entire ELT ‘aid’ operation, and this would
damage Britain’s political and commercial interests, The State’s
function is to protect the hegemonic Interests mediated by
English by financing Centre teaching staff in the Periphery, and
providing scholarships for Periphery personnel, subsidized rext-
books, etc., but not research thar might question that hegemony.

Why then should the foundations, which are financed from
the profits of the capirtalist system and whose function is to
promote the continuation of the ‘free enterprise’ system, be so
keen to support research into language learning, including the
learning of indigenous languages? The big money has mainly
come from the American foundations, but the Nuffield Found-
ation was also involved in a small way in support for ELT
research in Uganda and teacher training in India.

The convenience of educational aid appearing to be ‘non-
political’ was referred to above (Chapter 4), as well as the role of
‘the ideology of the American South in influencing the Phelps-
Stokes foundation’s involvement in colonial Africa (Chapter 3).
When American foundations are the primary source of research
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Faridine i6
[h::lf;f, hl: :ts cliear that the parameters for the type of rescar s
measureg % ode; ri(l)_ne ;ng ch;:1 methods employed can in s m

_ med by the foundations. A ol
b ! ! ; . study o ’
= i)?;zts;?r; (;f the :mglal sciences in higher education in ﬁri: : u|I ll'l‘l
-war period reveals the decisi .
. : ‘ : sive role of the Rockelelly
nt::tt;lccl:::]t;o: ads garekeepers. who could decide what the ::(1:1h-|] ||I
iy R, ci fgl-:]}als of s_m:]a] science research should be {i-n-,Ju-nl
i .Who ie er va!ded funds amounting to approxin.icl
o ?rdr e l_Jnnrcrsuy Grants Committee disbursed i[; 1lI..
e Eznr(; flb:]d..: 240). Tl?e huge expenditure of Ameri |:.
T niarcb in tl;ﬁrlphery since the 1950s partly l:H- 0
_ mbers o ericans experi ohers
ey . perience of the Periplicry
I'.:.re r]ic?-, mcreasdes &merlcan professionalism, and partly :f:”:'-..
instifue'ry a[(}:a_ emics ro_the norms and values of the Cem'rcI T I‘
s er_;:it?n- uilding which is central to scientific and educa rli M "I
i {lj) w]h}rls‘m’r}::r;‘;i ;3 deﬁrfle hrhf: parameters of what gers snqu-JI
T 1on of the research is thus heavily i e
by the policies and orientations of the donoi ;i"ll}“ 'I_lﬁllU" .
Mg gencies’ (Yoloye
ELT i i
— ;sdl;?se::fg:on, as}‘:ihe Ford Foundation appreciated 1
consolidation of the profession: * d
: profession: “The Warl
bccc:]?d ETEMgF Survey was undertaken as the first ma?or :":I~| Li
Ugemtemn w.tlgwlllthsgpaI:ate Ford Foundation support) in
ith the British Council, and th Etud
Shemnn : : I e then Bureau d’Frude
(BEE} L:alsa}_r}:_pour ’Enseignement du Francais dans le Il‘ll:lll:r
World.;;i'd- is p;;ogranj. produced the first body of data on th
oy ci ro eo Engl}sh and French as second languages an
: I;gg ex;?r} mc;:t;a;ed international contacts and co-operiltlu :
ange of information and schol o for

. _ ars. It set the patt )

: ;atafg;itmn on the language problems of devefaping co:f::air ’

St sparlfed for a_lmost a decade through c:{:--ﬂprer-nxr

i Is ment with the British and the French of annual mee;i >

e International Conferenc b

EiOt e nces on Second Language Problems,’
Thi .

ol Il;‘; -:il::ge; Inc-'t Pfevlent‘ foundations from funding projects tha

y critical of the established order :

_ : he yas has h g
{::]nsFance, with theoreticians of dependency in La:inaf"lisl?'ul‘
éiimso»;f lELRZc: 3.?!]]. Such research is not threatening to ftllt]:
ek the Periphery State, for three reasons: it is n
jnf{,r}::: densnble to tl'_je masses, the State can become ben‘-”-
s e fl_as a result of the research (as can the Centre), and th ~l I~

infrastructure for integrating research into p01icv foanr:

I
-
o3

English language teaching in action

\un or for the widespread dissemination of knowledge in terms
\erstandable to the general public (ibid.: 322). If this is so, the
ntre can only benefit from research which enlightens it, and
hich can point the way to policies for increased social justice
d reformist improvements which do not threaten the overall

Jwer structure.
‘Amove’s analysis of the limited impact of research can be
lated specifically to ELT. It does not appear that the Zambian
¢ Nigerian research referred to above has influenced the
pliticians and senior bureaucrats who decide on policy (Chileshe

82:22: Yoloye 1986:45). This is so even when there may be
democratic structure for consultation on educ-

i apparently
the media. The same applies

ional policy, and lively debate in
) western countries in relation to minority groups who contest
he established educarional order, even when they back up their
Jnims with research evidence (Keskitalo 19844 Skutnabb-Kangas
1985; Skutnabb-Kangas and Leporanta-Morley 1986). Educ-
tional reform in Periphery countries is more difficult to
influence, because of the more limited infrastructure in educ-
Ation there, and the relative paucity and fragility of the
nstitutions for the crystallization of public opinion as compared
‘with those in western democracies (Habermas 1970). In Africa,
¢ in the West, policy decisions demonstrate the complexity of
hegemony  being worked out, and may be unpredictable:
“Concerning the mechanisms which cause curricular change or
Janguage shift in education we can trace the development of
language policy through various official documents but we also
‘discern hiccups and sudden shifts: for example, the Tanzanian
decision . . . to restrict Kiswahili medium to primary schools; the
decision in Oyo State, Nigeria to expand the Yoruba medium
project to 200 schools in 1983; the Kenyan decision in 1984 to
make Kiswahill a compulsory component of the primary leaving
examination’ (Obura 1986:435). Obura’s conclusion 1s not
that researchers cannot influence politicians, but that more
glottopolitical research is needed, as well as research into all
aspects of language in education.
Most research relevant to language in education is presumably
intended to have an influence on the academic community that
the researchers form part of, and also to have some social clout,
to be incorporated into the decision-making process. It appears
that this idea may be a delusion. Peter Strevens's extensive
experience of ELT over more than 30 years leads him to
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ELT in ‘aid’ to education
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lh-Saharan Africa, from 1960 to 1983 the number of people
' formal education quintupled, with major expansion in
imary and higher education (ibid.). However, educarional
swih has not led to economic growth (Coombs 1985). Some
archers have suggested, on the basis of empirical study of the
slitical and economic functions of education, that ‘Formal
ication in Africa and Asia in its present form tends to impede
gonomic growth and promote political instability; in short,
Wucation in Africa and Asia today is an obstacle to develop-
ent’ (Hanf et al. 1975). Educational expansion has not reduced
\equities, nor dependency on Western ‘aid’. The crisis in
ducation has multiple causes. Our rask is to attempt to pinpoint
here language policies may have contributed to the problems,
nd to see what can be learnt from the ELT experience of the
ISE quarter century.
The broader educational context of ELT needs to be re-
embered. At the start of the 1980s, the average ratio of
pxpenditure on education between OECD countries and the
nost underdeveloped countries was about 50 to 1 (Heyneman

)82). Periphery children thus have immeasurably fewer re-
wources devored to their education than children in the Centre,
‘even when their governments give education a high priority and
“devote as much as 40 per cent of their recurrent budget to
pducation, as does Kenya for example (Eshiwani 1989). ‘Stud-
‘gnts in developing countries’ schools are . . . not only getting
fewer years of education but are learning less in each of those
vears than students in higher-income countries’ (Haddad et al.
1990: 69). Unesco figures for the entire developing world
indicate that whereas primary school enrolments have increased
50 per cent from 1960—1985, tertiary education enrolments
have quadrupled (Unesco, 1985). According to World Bank
figures, funding of one tertiary education student in sub-Saharan
Africa is, on average, equivalent to the cost of 60 primary school
places (Foster 1989: 108).

These harsh economic realities make Centre expertise and
ous relevance to quite different contexts. In the
ELT expert in Southern Africa (in private
professionally much more relevant and
ke paper from banana leaves than

practice of dubi
words of one
conversation) it may be
urgent to teach teachers to ma

1o write syllabuses for them.
The reality of African multilingualism has been referred to

several times, but needs stressing. One large empirical study
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which investigated the question was the large secondary pupil
survey conducted in Tanzania in 1970 (reported in Hill jI *?La--
which was a representative sample (20 per cent randumh'
selected) of the entire first year secondary school p-:;puhtinrn i
the country. The average number of languages known by 1l
pu]?lls (self-report) was five. There was not a single one wli
claimed to be monolingual, and only 3 per cent ci-u’uul- ;
knoyvlcdge of as few as two languages. Thus 97 per Cf.:lll .:l
pupils .could. cope with three or more languages. (In th
Tanzamar; primary school, Swahili is the medium of education
fmd English is raught as a subject from the first grade. Swahili
is a Bantu language, as is the mother tongue of most Tan; in
1ans.) -
i Mpnqlingually oriented Europeans seem to be blind to the
|mph-.:a}t|0ns (?f this linguistic richness. The following analysis I
a British Africanist, summing up a recent conferen-ca-. o
Language and Education in Africa, is not untypical. He
considers as a crucial issue the question of ‘how the state seeks (0
manage the transition from an élite secondary school system
(where high quality English can be guaranteed)’ to a "1.11-1a~
§f:cundar_v system (where there will necessarily be many child |L-mrl
1n[cl§ettual]y unable ro cope with a foreign ianguaéc}' (King,
]986:451}1 He is right that the transition from a mass school |:|l
a demlocranc one is demanding in many ways, but he seems to he
lmp'lymg that a substantial section of the -popuiati(m in Africa
are intellectually incapable of learning a foreign language. It is ..ll
course true that in monolingual Britain a large part of the schl:::l
pqpularlon learns no foreign languages, but does this mean tha
children in, say Holland or Denmark, where all children learn ju
least one foreign language, are ascribed greater ‘intclligencu"'
The scientific evidence is that any children with a ‘normal’ I(.!
can cope with foreign language learning. According to several
§mdle5 (reviewed in Genesee 1976) on English-speaking childn:n
in French-immersion programmes in Canada, neither working
class Fhildren nor children with special language difficulties h-1:11
any d]fﬁcu!t}' in coping with the foreign language, in addition ‘ln
developing their English. King’s ascription of intellectual in-
adequacy to African children not only falls into the classic
pattern of blaming the victim rather than the structural factors
which disadvantage some children, it also ignores the African
fnul_tilingual reality, and the cognitive advantages that flow f‘rr;m
individual multilingualism. The quotation demonstrates how
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linguicism has taken over from racism as a more subtle way of
hicrarchizing social groups in the contemporary world.
~ The Organization of African Unity’s Inter-African Bureau of
Languages (OAU-BIL) sees the false emphasis in education on
Furopean values and languages as a major cause of the present
crisis. “The spirit of education is mainly oriented towards the
acquisition of foreign languages, while the acquisition of other
subjects necessary to technical and economic development is
delayed, until these foreign languages are mastered’ (OAU-BIL
1985: 10). This investment of effort only pays dividends for the
relatively small numbers of children who continue into second-
education. As literacy is typically acquired almost exclusively
in the education system, and in a foreign language, most children
relapse into functional illiteracy (Chileshe 1982, a study of
Zambia, echoing the conclusions of the Nuffield Foundation and
Colonial Office 1953).
The ideological dependence on Europe continues in the
secondary school and higher education: ‘Being a student of
literature in today’s Kenya means being an English student. Our
children are taught the history of English literature and language
from the unknown author of Beowulf to T. S. Eliot” wrote Ngugi
during a debate on reform of the Kenyan literature curriculum as
recently as in 1976 (Ngogi 1981:35; for an analysis of this
struggle to redefine the curriculum see Lillis 1984, who reports
that the state of curriculum dependency has not substantively
changed, though some reforms have been introduced, ibid.: 56
and 79). ‘Thus the teaching of only European literature, and
mostly British imperialist literature in our schools, means rhat
our students are daily being confronted with the European
reflection of itself, the European image, in history. Our children
are made to look, analyse, and evaluare the world as made and
seen by Europeans’ (Ngiigi 1981:36). The old colonial system
has given way to neo-colonialism: ‘During the neo-colonial stage
of imperialism education and culrure play an even more
important role as instruments of domination and oppression.
European naming systems; European language; European
theatre; European literature; European content in teaching
materials; all these areas, so central to culture, are lefr intact’
(Ngiigi 1983: 96).
This is the context in which ELT operates. The examples

quoted here refer to all levels of the educarion system. Education
plays a significant role in determining the individual's life
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chances in a world in which, as Pattanayak puts it (privii
communication), the world’s ‘have-nots’ are fast becoming, |
‘never-to-haves’. Ngiigi’s characterization of the education
system fits into Galtung’s prediction of the forms that Cenii
control over the Periphery will take under neo-neocolonialisn
The ‘educated’ in the Periphery are internalizing Centre valucy
and ways of thought to the point where the physical presence ol
Cn.entrc inter-state actors is no longer necessary and compuicrs
will ensure the Centre’s control over the Periphery. The Englili
!anguage is essential in the new form that this structure tak,
just as in education, English is still, as in colonial times, the ki 1.'
L0 success.

EFL,ESL,or...?

(;lear_thinking about different types of teaching and learning
situations is impeded by a confusing use of terminology. e
most common label for the adult education ELT tradition 1
‘EFI‘J—Eng]ish as a Foreign Language. For instance, whei
talking of the sophistication of this branch of I:',LTT Peter
Strevens, at the time chairperson of the International Asso,ci;uu i
of Teachers of English as a Foreign Language, says ‘ihi
development of EFL, based in Britain, has outstripped in teris
of effectiveness, classroom effectiveness, and methodology
so on, all other branches of second and foreign Iani;u.m
teaching a_nywherc else in the world, in any other langu.n;-

(Strevens, interview). This somewhat anglocentric claim mi|--l|=
bn_:_modiﬁed if one considered several variants of successiul
b]hflgu_al education (Yugoslav bilingual schools, the bilingu.l
lycées in major European cities, the immersion programmg‘--. i
Canada and the United States, all of which are well analyscd),
but this is not central to the argument here. When refﬁrr;ng 0
the EFL tradition, Strevens is thinking of the adult education
work of private language schools in Britain and their equivalenis
abrgad. Strevens uses the term in the way it is widely used
British ELT professional discourse (see Brumfit 1985b). Tl

form-ightly paper serving this marker, and much concerned witl;
immigrant language teaching in Britain, is called the F//

Gazette.

_ Adulr learners attending a language school in Britain are not

in an EFL situation, but an ESL situation, as they are exposed 10

English constantly outside the classroom (see the presentation ol
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EFL and ESL in Chapter 2). This is a rorally different situarion
from someone learning English as a Foreign Language in, say,
Germany or Algeria, and requires different pedagogical strategies,
just as the school child in these countries has different learning
needs from the adult. The British adult ELT approach is
‘monolingual, whereas when EFL is taught in schools, the
approach is generally bilingual, either directly (through the use
of translation, or specially relevant language practice) or
indirectly (the teachers have an intimate knowledge of the
mother tongue of the learners, a contrastive preparedness). It is
therefore misleading that the label EFL is used in relation to both
contexts. The British private language school situation is, like
the minority-language immigrant one in Britain, an ESL one.

There is unfortunately also confusion in the term ESL, as it is
used to cover two totally different groups of learners. The first is

the foreign or immigrant learner in Britain, the USA, or some
other core-English country. The Swann Report (1985) and
Brumfit (1985¢) use ESL in this sense. The second is the school
child in countries such as Kenya or Hong Kong, where English is
used widely in education and government and where English is
not the mother tongue. The two contexts differ radically in the
amount and type of support for learning English in the
environment, and in the degree to which there is support for the
mother tongue outside the home. The language learning needs of
the two groups are thus completely different, and pedagogical
strategies should reflect this. There is currently in Hong Kong an
increasing realization that a monolingual English approach has
failed, and that a bilingual approach, with a focus on the
interface berween English and Chinese is needed (Lord and
T'sou 1985:22). The monolingual approach for immigrant
children in Britain is also increasingly under fire, but a quite
different approach would be needed for children from the
Chinese-speaking minority in London as compared with Hong
Kong.

The effect of fuzziness in both terms, EFL and ESL, and the
shifting borderline berween them noted in Chapter 2 has been to
blur the distinctions berween the needs of adults and children,
berween learning situations inside and outside schools, and
especially berween learning a mother rongue, a second language,
and a foreign language. The desire to avoid the multiple and
conflicting meanings of the terms has also been a major reason
for using the blanket term ELT throughout this study.
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The imprecision of the terms justifies efforts to deviu

l:ax:cmf)mies for a more precise classification of English-usiny;
societies. Moag (1982) identifies 26 variables for this purpn-..ll
17 .of which are sociolinguistic (sets grouped under langu;u-.'-
policy, language use, language acquisition, language attitudes

and 'bilingua]ism) and 9 linguistic (models, variation within
Er.lg]lsh, interlanguage features). These permit more differcnt

ation of the countries in the broad caregories EFL and ESL. T
taxonomy is however a somewhat cumbersome instrument, an
Moag’s major conclusion (ibid.:45), that it is English-use
patterns which ‘condition features of language acquisition

language arttitude, bilingualism’ and the linguistic parameters |
scarcely surprising, though it is not the whole story. The
language-use factors have their own history, and in the prescni

day -._vorld they belong in a global capitalist system. Nor is it only
f‘:',ngllsh-_use factors which determine language policy and plann

ing decisions, as the theoretical coverage of these issues i1
Chapter 4 showed, and as the empirical study of the legitimarion
of English will demonstrate in Chapter 9.

Awareness of the inadequacy of the labels has also led
cffm.'rs to devise new ones for well-defined goals and learncrs
For instance, *English as an International Language’ (EIL) is now
sometimes used to refer to the language used by non-native
speakers'of English of different nationalities for restrict
communication purposes and which bears traces of their moth
tongues (Smith 1983, an anthology in which several articles
promote clarity in labelling English, Johnson 1990). Ll
represents a laudable attempt to get away from the native
.speaker as the rarger, and to educate native speakers in
interlanguage communication (Smith 1983:v). On the othes
hand EIL communication would be just as well covered I
“Engﬁslh as a lingua franca’, which might have the effect ol
lm;?]u.:lty putting English on a par with other languages. Therc 1«
a rls-k of EIL fitting into the pattern of terms which glorify
l?nghls_h and implicitly devalue other languages, of it being .
linguicist label. Such terms as English as an International o1
Intranat_ionaI Language can obscure the processes by which the
global linguistic hegemony of English is created and maintainc
and' how English serves social stratificational purposes .
nationally. Labels may indirectly contribute to a lack ol
awareness of these dimensions. For this reason the term ‘English
as a language of wider colonization’ has been suggested, as an
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alternative to the familiar ‘English as a language of wider
¢ommunication’, so as to highlight the processes of linguistic
hegemonic control and structural incorporation (Phillipson and
Skutnabb-Kangas 1986b). *Colonization’ may in fact be a
historically inappropriate term, of which reason ‘English as the
language of wider incorporation’ might be preferable.

The Director of the Organization of African Unity’s Bureau
of Inter-African Languages chooses to label English and French
as foreign languages (Mareene 1985), so as to underline their
historical imposition and alien nature. This is a conscious
strategy for attempting to curb the dominance of the former
colonial languages and create more positive conditions for the
growth and spread of African languages. This involves rejecting
the ESL label. The same applies if English is classified as an
Indian language, on the premiss that the former colonial
language has undergone a process of indigenization and should
be regarded as being independent of British or American norms.

There is a strong case for expanding the number of categories
in use to typologize different types of ELT learning situations.”
This should be partly along the lines of Moag’s study, but should
also stress the different needs of the child and the adult, and the
distinction berween English as a second language in respectively
core and periphery-English countries (these labels incorporating
dimensions of sociolinguistic power, internationally and intra-
nationally). Alternatively, if the norms of the Centre are rejected,
English should be labelled as an indigenous language. The
variables should be selected so as to serve to make target models
and cultural emphasis explicit (as in Smith 1983: 15). Analyses
‘based on such typological work could then make it easier to
trace where ELT expertise originated and where it has expanded.
If legitimacy is then made more visible, its relevance can be more
effectively queried where this is necessary.

EFL and ESL are in reality often poles apart. Perren puts this
vividly in a comment which begins by referring to the ‘EFL’
tradition: ‘There is a very sophisticated line of development,
with very able people, but how far that affected the business of
teaching children in primary school classrooms where the
teachers themselves were products of the same environment and
woefully badly educated themselves, they are two different
worlds . . . there are good ideas from Palmer, Mackin, Strevens,
but what matters is how English is taught in 10,000 primary
schools where the teachers themselves have had perhaps two
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more years than the children they are teaching’

If::)r h:gt;lly motivat?ed. smal_] groups of middle class adults | aim
% tatall sure Fhar it is having a good spin-off on EFL teacling i
typically is in normal state schools’ (Brumfit, intervicw ) (I

(s;:l[iecis l:haﬁ: th}is remark also holds for schools in some |11
exts and where English 1 i
b glish is a second language in peripliory
|T|Jh§ effect c:_f fuzziness in the labels has been to further the
global promotion of ELT, as the assumption has been that 11 s

uHIUCIsa“} I'EIEB'EIIII. Me Sh{)ﬁll [0 the uses L[}
d now turn o
h €5 o “I ll

Principles for the analysis of ELT in ‘aid’

ELT will be evaluated at a fairly abstract level, for severl
Eason}s. IzlI fhc first place, ELT aid goals rhemselv;5 have |:| I|I:|
d,g:;r:il; ated 1n very general terms (teacher training, curriculun
velopment wm:k, etc.). Secondly, the analysis is concernel
with mt'erall policy and its results, though informed Iy I|.
con;lusmns of more detailed studies in the literature (some ..:I
wh;clh were reported in the consideration of ELT research
pa‘mcular the Zambian experience), and by the earlier ta-u " “:
t!'us study (policy formulation in colonial and posr—:':lzlm.unl
times, the Makerere tenets). Thirdly, the interviews underial :l
for this study aimed at a clarification of broad policy i:xu-i I I-1
seen by some principal actors in the ELT dramab Il'l‘| i
]udgm_‘nents carry considerable weight, in view of their e::u 4 “-
experience and involvement. o
_Thls Fonstraint does not mean that detailed case study analyv.:
of spef:lﬁF p_rojccts would not lead to more refinement i‘ l.]:
anaiys;s,‘ if time had permitted. To some extent, such anaJxT-]ul "-
an ongoing concern within ELT (see, for instance the Ct);1ll“|lln‘
utions to Brumfit 1983, the ELT Documents series, Britisl
(;ounc1l hou§e journals), and what one would cxpect‘ frnnh1
lnr.e.l}' profe‘ssmn. In recent years there has been a trickle of . '
critical arrlc-ies in professional journals, some of which [\]:-IT“-
re-ferred to in Chapter 1. One purpose of this analysis is‘lrIi
stlmula:fe further debate and reflection, and hopefully to s '. I 3
theoretical framework applied and evaluated in orher};ont:;[: "
The overall goal for this part of the analysis is to relate EL'T lru

- . . i (res
gue_rv:_ew}. Nor does Chris Brumfit share Peter Sin »rm'l.
ptimism about the contribution of EFL: ‘It may be very poul
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uh linguistic imperialism. The main criticisms of ELT (that
s not sensitive to its socio-political and economic cONtexts,

that it has not been explicitly anchored in general
gational theory or practice) are characterizations that were
pested by the people 1 interviewed, and which confirmed
we of my working hypotheses. These shortcomings are a
ieal consequence of the doctrine approved at Makerere and of
' professional image of ELT as being a non-political activity.
¢ analysis is structured around two postulates, namely that

' has been politically disconnected, and that ELT has been
prowly technical. The evidence for these is assessed, explan-
don provided, awareness of the issue considered, and some of
e consequences that follow identified.
Nhere is no doubt that serious ELT professionalism has
dvanced theory-building and technical skills over the past
Warter century. In many countries, European ones, for instance,
i increased professionalism in foreign language teaching has
curred as a domestic development in parallel with influence
ltom core English-speaking countries. In other countries, par-
larly periphery-English countries, there is a shortage of
slified English teachers, and there are therefore urgent
demands for outside support both in the formal school system,
and, for those who have not learnt enough English there, in
wpecial vocational courses both in higher educarion and in the
brivate sector. ELT in its Anglo-American forms has had its
ureatest impact on periphery-English countries whose education
systems have been most permeable and open to influence from
putside, thar is, In underdeveloped countres. The study of
English in 102 countries (Fishman, Cooper, and Rosenbaum
1977: 105) noted that one consequence of a country being poor
iy a greater likelihood of dependence on English as a medium of
instruction, and a probability of unequal access to the learning
of English in formal schooling. Professionalism involves the
creation and legitimation of a particular type of knowledge or
expertise, and is exclusionary in that by definition those not
certified as professionals are assumed not to have the same
competence and are prevented from practising as authorized
professionals do (Torstendahl and Burrage 1990). In an asym-
metrical relationship, an ideology and structure of professional-
ism is bound to secure the interests of the Centre.

English has been associated with the new gods of efficiency,

science and technology, modernity, etc. This demand for English
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is of co ic i
o Cgrs;e articulated on the premiss that English is ncedod i 4
Makererr; e;t, andd, as rhe. analysis of the tenets propoundid
showed, educational policies are not necessarily will

concei i
o c_ewcd on this score. _The demand for English, wherever i)
riginates, has been a reality for the past 30 years

an*:l"l:;re[l;;; thus beer_‘: a read?r market for ELT skills from Biiiim
1d the USA. Increasingly this activity takes the form of pr

wuh_ spec:ﬁ?d goals and rime-scales. Some of rthis F1' ;I' "
consists of aid packages, some is paid for at commerci:ﬂ | l1 " "
private ELT concerns like the Bell Educational Tr‘m! TSy I;i
activities now follow a well-established pattern and are ;Iu‘-‘ :-'Ig,II

gg:fged ;1;1§17m0m_mred {D:fnford Seminar Report 1987, 194N
b RrsF : l';vhlch desFrlbes a successful multi-facered |-mL
desc;-ipn' ;-zn:) ftthcc jnna‘iyms, 0;’ the Makerere tenets and ily
i el owesl? o bthe research g‘forr into broadeg
the ELT teaching t:;ditfona:rlfariz?d?zl;? Shmﬁ’se SE"]HI”"?'- .
i ] : 4 wities have been cast i
sad :hr]ra;}]; nt};; ;opll': Elng]iés_h—_speakmg couprries’ Fpecialisr depart
e : IE’ is a correct d}ggnusns that EL'T plow
P ave not always come to fruition, we need to k
more about why not. , o
Such a perspective does not imply that we are looking |
iicrle explanations for complex events. ELT is not being nl: :IL. Hu
coi;::tggat ftlnl‘l all th.r: edur:anonal disasters of underdeveloped
unkm:;;, ?nt p-::}l‘gth ]1.]51.'. rhils Socl;t of monocausal analysis is 1o
: itical circles. One of ¢ inci egac
Eslo:;:al etfuc.ationfwas that language wagigzziﬁiaislzg;;.:: ”:
r the solution of not only educational bur also devel ndd
problems. The arguments used to prom Sk fr i tance
;:1-: the Ma'kerere conference) Iinkedpuse Uﬁ;tfhsf:fyiij {2;;}-‘:;:-13-
thz{prs:ns.e (:[flemn'oml'c progress, enlightenment and so (m‘?hm
pendilumlie and is still for most an unredeemed promise. Th:
e n; as now swung, rather vigorously in certain countrics
: governments had attempted to limir the scope ol
" gisfrf;n ian'_g;;lages_and where there has since been a chasuv ::l
< e::‘;peg;z I?Dnoc\;' the risk of language policies i;cim-_
i r deep-rooted educational, social, and
Af;l;zzft%irpzer,r;n ?hiaper reviewing developments in francophonc
doa xpocts th Sf:apegoar syndro_me after a change ol
gnalYSiS o uinea; she als_o sees a risk of the same simplistic
reaction occurring in Burkina Faso (Treffgarnc
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In French official ‘aid’ policy it has become
«lient to recognize that other languages have some rights
to modify the claim that the Erench of France was the only
yeptable one. The French now advocate a francophonie which
nfuralist’ (Haut Conseil de la Francophonie 1986: 344), which
ans to imply a stance that there is no one Centre for the
\versalist language, and local variants reflect local cultures.
French provide some aid for the teaching of African
because a modicum of support for indigenous
jpuages is a prudent way of ensuring influence, and allows the
ench to remain at the forefront of pedagogical innovation
¢hich is where ELT conceives of itself). This French policy does
st necessarily jeopardize the privileged position of French, as
e linguistic hierarchy in the French-dominated African states
emains unaffected (Treffgarne 1986:156). The policy rather
hows how linguistic hegemony is reconstituted in response to
hanged demands. Linguicism still operates to maintain French
linguistic hegemony in such countries.
On the other hand, awareness of linguicism, or at least of the
ink berween language and power, can be increased through
programmes of literacy in the mother tongue. In Mali an adulr
weation programme in Bambara is described as having a
rofound effect on the learners, who could no longer see the
ustification for having to communicate with the authorities in
French (Calvet 1979). The learners wanted to use their new skills
and appreciated that they were being deprived of their linguistic
human rights. Conscientization, to use Paolo Freire's term, can
in fact lead to the establishment of linguistic counter-hegemonies.
Obura also warns against false conclusions being drawn on
language issues, exemplified by changes in Tanzania’s Kiswahili-
‘medium policy: ‘It is possible that other African governments
‘may point to the withdrawal of Kiswahili as proof of the failure
of African-language-medium policies in general and of African-
Janguage-medium policy for secondary and higher education in
 particular. This would be a dangerous conclusion based on no
evidence at all' (Obura 1986:435). Among the factors that,
according to Obura, could be causative variables for the
Kiswahili goals not being met are inadequate financial resources,
shortage of indigenous trained applied linguists, the likelihood
that the Kiswahili-secondary-medium project did not last long
enough to be evaluated properly, and that outside experts did
not stay long enough to be useful (ibid.). There is detailed
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analvsi ; . . .
: vsis of inconsistencies and inadequacies in Tan:
arguagc policies in Rubagumya 1990 T
n i :
i Z :l::]r;c:i15151[:€n Lhat can be drawn from these warnings 1+ 1l
of the strengths and weakn ol
e - s an. esses of language i)
i l:]o:l policy and practice is urgently needed. It:n-. ul
Rtk rly so when conflicts on language policy tend to 1100
wLILY L]
g emotions and to become explicit political issucs |y

;eit;soz nt::l) sI;.II;:'T, it means attempting to take stock of achicy
e var_r;;{lmnngs, in the knowledge that ELT doveiails
i e 1ables mentioned, but recalling that a substaniil
s i failfgne n;to E.LT. When attempting to see where '] |
ey sk ,;m to identify the reasons why, it is therelong
2. on o 1:nakmg ELT a scapegoat. That would b |
as regarding ELT as a panacea. 1

Postulate 1: political disconnection

The fir i i
o ;z;ggfg'm?f]}i that despite a focus on language learniny
3 as not been seen in a wi .
: : wider educ
e : cationil
f;mcpmi-:vf‘;jr}?h[s ;_ml?unts to disconnecting ELT from 1l
in which it operates. Ultimately it i I
ract - _ es. ately it is therefore |
i:ﬂiont:;:;f ];I[I_S‘FDPHECU‘OR Several informants saw the dism:u: :
rom its general educational i
weakness. ‘Where the Briti i el Ao seoe
: % ritish Council often fell d
- i - ' € OWn was 1l
I;{gugato mak]i‘an artificial distinction berween education .n i
e tea is i istori het
backgriund C mgE . « . this is ;_)artly historical because the
o e v:r:: apgu}agi teaching outside the education
, Interview). ‘Language teachi I
fpo ) g ching was seen to a very
> isglzf;;nfl; as so}flnerhlngfthat was a technical matter that {IJ:IILJ
om the rest of educartion i
, and often it i
= . it would ignore
e fﬁne%:a_i educational research’ (Brumfit, interview) h;'}:'
- . - = ;
g (; mFegratllr:lg I:_ngllsh teaching with the general edu
rovision for language, I don’t thi I-
o1 sion | , on’t think has ever hee
Br{lill:.h (j::}uncal policy’ (Widdowson, interview) b
| 1d i
= ‘he? ‘1d nfxthdeter the.Brlrlsh and Americans from attemprting
sysremg _p}g;-:p;ry-]_inghsh nations to build up their educarn =
e A e Americans naively believed they could transfer
e m;;'.lcan practice abroad en bloc, for example |
) - I - d (N
o il: lgl‘%t;rla in a major Ford Foundation/AID project from
tmnsfﬂrmation’ ;v[l'uchh.artempted institution-building and .
of teaching methodologies and jals for .
& _ | ogies an materials for a
school system. This project failed (Fox 1975:83). The
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urd Foundation general review of aid projects in language and
¢lopment (quoted in Chapter 1) attributes the failure of these
jjects to British and American ignorance of the local educ-
onal and linguistic context and to the inappropriateness of the
stern development model for pre-university education.
It is likely that the British people involved would contest the
Wim that they lacked detailed knowledge of post-colonial
aton systems. However, they inevitably saw matters from a
tre perspective, and the chief problem in their eyes was that,
% compared with the Americans, the British could only offer
jecemeal help. In other words the problem was seen as a
Lantitative one. The Ford Foundation is right in stressing that
fact the issue is qualitative. Essentially, the wrong choices
were made, and the role given to the English language was one of
_Part of the responsibility for the failure of efforts in places
ike Nigeria lies with those who formed the language-in-
wducation policies, and educational planners like Ashby (see
‘hapter 5) who ignored indigenous languages altogether.
Jigeria is experiencing a syirtual collapse of primary education’
ind ‘severe difficulties’ in the secondary system, Williams 1986:
#1.) The fact that ELT was not seen in a wider educational
context is symptomatic of the inappropriacy of the ELT
gontribution and difficulties in conceptualizing what was needed.
British ELT experts express the view, at least in private
conversation, that British training for work overseas is more
appropriate and successful than American training.” This com-
forting belief is probably based on a conviction that the teaching
of linguistics, phonetics, and applied linguistics in Britain is more
practically oriented, that there has been more creative thinking
about teaching and learning activities, and that there is a more
¢osmopolitan orientation i British ELT departments. Empire
and Commonwealth have tended to make the British ELT
profession internationally aware, whereas their counterparts in
the USA have been more domestically involved. British post-
graduate students taking ELT qualifications often have experi-
ence abroad, and training or experience in the adult education
sector. In the USA the major professional thrust has been
towards second language acquisition problems within the
country, with more concentration on linguistics and psycholin-
guistics than pedagogy. In Britain there tends to be a focus on
educational problems, even if the approach and methods reflect
a narrow ELT focus rather than a general educational one. These
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that very little development work has been done in the area of
wolish across the curriculum, in other words work 1o co-
wdinate language learning across the subjects that are being
taught through the medium of English and to see in what way
the classes labelled ‘English® can best support overall language
earning. Apart from Ralph Isaacs’ (1968) materials for this
purpose in Tanzania, which represent only a short-term course,
little effort seems to have been made to integrate the reaching of
fnglish with the use made of English by other subjects.
ixperienced textbook writers judiciously select material likely to
be encountered in other subjects (Grant and Unoh 1976), but
‘one would have expected ‘English across the curriculum’ to be
regarded as an urgent task in all contexts where English was
rving as the medium of instruction for other subjects. As it is,
‘the imbalance between the vocabulary learnt in the subject
SEnglish® and that of other subjects can be grotesque. Obura
(1986: 432) reports that a study in Lesotho shows that primary
school leavers have an active vocabulary of 800 words and that
12,000 words are needed for science in secondary school. “This
s by any standards a staggering discrepancy. The major
significance however of this illustration is that Lesotho may be
the only country to have documented this discrepancy in a
gystematic manner’ (ibid.). This corroborates experience at an
international conference in 1986 on educational language
planning for Namibia, which endorsed the principle of English
across the curriculum but found to its surprise thar little work
had been done in this area. The fact that ELT has traditionally
operated in isolation from thought and practice in general
education, is part of the explanation for this failure.

Another explanation for ELT failures is that blurring the
contexts of ELT has served to legitimate the worldwide use of a
monolingual methodology and monolingual teaching materials,
irrespective of their origin—and, to judge by the evidence from
Kenya, Zambia, Nigeria, and India referred to in this chapter,
often irrespective of the cultural and linguistic needs of periphery-
English children. This is a consequence of ELT being politically
disconnected. As a result it has appeared that ELT experts were
qualified to practise their technical skills anywhere in the world.
Yet the only general educational experience that the British
could draw on was the domestic tradition of teaching English as
a mother tongue, a system exported to the colonies. The
sophisticated adulr education ELT tradition had been evolved in
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a quite different teaching environment, and should have |
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D g an e opment ‘uf language teaching experts has beon
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i rumfi, interview). One of the few ESL books
s {esses the issue directly (Ashworth 1985) recommen.
thesemnlr} imvolvement, az_ld raises many political issues, but
mainstra;‘:mm;ti_errs to whrclr: no answers are provided in
eeiatie h. Community :m'-'olvemcnt is also seldom
: ¢ in the context of foreign as opposed to secon
language I.earnmg, and outside experts are not likel ;
integrared into the local community. o
It is instructive to contrast the significance of local languap:
for pr?sent-da}' experts with practice in colonial timef l"I%Ii
monolingual approach legitimares the ignoring of |0c1I. l: .
guages and the cultural universe that these languages mledi-‘!ln-
Colonial education staff, by contrast, were obliged to l»efn:T t
local ia.n.guage. It is now possible for ELT experts, for inst-a:: l
on Brmsh CounciUODA (Overseas Deveiopm;nr Adn‘ i
stration) projects, to be posted anywhere in the Periplilnl-:'ls
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Awithout any obligation to learn or be familiar with the local

language or languages. Some such experts do, of course, learn

¢ relevant languages (they are entitled to have tuition paid for,

hough they do not qualify for a language allowance if they

yeach a given level of proficiency, as do FCO and British Council

mployees), but there is no obligation to do so.

It is perhaps in periphery-English countries, particularly in

Africa, where English is replacing other languages, that it is most

urgent that ELT experts should learn, and be seen to learn, local

anguages. Otherwise they are inevitably contributing to linguic-

de, of which there is now plenty of evidence. A recent
ociolinguistic survey in Zambia (where, it will be recalled,
English is the sole medium of education from the first class)
records that young Zambians lack a complete mastery of their
vwn languages, no longer learn the local lingua franca of the
Lusaka area (Nyanja) adequately, and thar there is ‘a breakdown
of communication berween them and their elderly relatives who
o not speak English’, this cultural dislocation being epitomized
by children speaking to their elders in English, knowing full well
that they neither speak nor understand the language (Siachitema
11986:227). As the spread of English has occurred simultaneous-
ly with urbanization, the cultural disintegration is seen as a
single process, that is, increased English and urbanizartion are
ot perceived as separate phenomena. It is also perfectly possible
for the same individual to have negative attitudes to English,
because of awareness of the negative developments mentioned
“above, as well as positive attitudes for instrumental reasons
(ibid.: 228). Fishman too has observed mismatches berween

Cattitudes to a language and atti

,_ attitudes to the speakers of a
language (1989:250). This should make one sceptical about
simple explanations for the ubiquitous *demand’ for English.
Unfortunately, in the present administrative and ideological
climate, there is little likelihood of Centre ELT experts having to
learn any local languages. Roger Bowers (interview), whose de-
partment administers the ODA/British Council scheme, agrees
on the desirability of learning local languages but sees no
possibility at all of ELT experts being encouraged to learn
another language in an ESL context. The administrative justific-
ation for local language proficiency not being a requirement 1s
that such posts are based on a two-year contract, and rhat this pre-
cludes long language training. Professionally, this monolingualism
is indefensible, since ignoring local languages is fundamentally
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Postulate 2: narrowly technical training

zgfezejon}cli posFuFate is cI_oseiy related to the first, but concen
5 n the training provided to ELT experts. The claim is th
this training s narrowly technical. This has alreadv I I
touched on in considering the academic base on whicl IiI”I1
expanc_led. Applied linguistics drew heavily on Iinguis»t;.'1 |
onl?f lightly on education, cultural theory, sociolo \'“‘ .
national re_iau'ons, etc. This still appears tc: be the %;:-milll
current chief executive of the Centre for British Tc;; ‘I: : )
prlé.ra.ftt body w}}ich recruits teachers for many parts of tth :\I:l-l I;:
aGnen:al:\jolvecdhm large projects in Brunei, Malaysia, Oman, 1l
Cemn y::l he oes the familiar analysis of ELT heny
o 1;1:3 by linguistics: ‘Maybe beca_use of its historical links
inguistics, EFL has perhaps cut itself off from educatio
(Kennedy 1?89). ELT teacher training concentrated on .-l --I
room techniques and materials production rather than a lI
social and cognitive prerequisites for learning. S
El}hzirdargi (Ll;psrohiepis which are considered to be central 11
e Se:ﬂ rom the. choice of topics for the annuul
o mars org_amzed _for ELT experts. Since 1974
they have covered the following topics, with an interesti
towards broader issues in recent years: i

— ESP course design
— ELT course design
— communicative methodology
_ d - . - i - "

?SIED' eva_lu_anon, and testing in English language projects
:jeart‘ er training and the curriculum
— design and implementation of teacher training programmes
curriculum and syllabus design in ELT -
— communication skills in bilateral aid projects
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appropriate methodology
. ELT and development: the place of English language teaching

in aid programmes
ELT in development aid: defining aims and measuring results.
(Dunford Seminar Report 1988/1989)

lhe Foreword to the 1988 seminar, by the Chief Education

dviser to the ODA, regrets that ‘past seminars had involved

articipants in looking too narrowly at purely academic issues

ther than at the broad context of their work overseas. ODA

inds ELT activity because it believes that this is one means of
urthering social and economic development’ (Iredale 1989). For
he ODA the context is one of ELT competing with other aid-
worthy projects, and the need for ELT to demonstrate ‘value for
money’. The seminar itself focused on the monitoring and
wvaluation of educational aid projects, with lictle attempt to
pauge in what way ELT might contribute to economic or social
development. The latter would in any case be a difficult
pperation, granted the nature and time-scale of most projects, as
| brief article on justifying and evaluating aid-based ELT shows
{(Chambers and Erith 1990), and unless the aid relationship itself
was problematized and analysed. The inadequacies of existing
frameworks for evaluating ELT projects have also been pointed
out by Alan Bererra, who notes a mismatch between evaluation
findings and their utility to policy-makers, his own experience
being that he has been an “ESL researcher without portfolio’,
unsure to whom he is answerable (1990: 1). The way forward is
to bring ‘scholarly enquiry to bear on real world policy” (ibid.:
11).
The evidence is therefore that there seems to be an increasing
awareness of the need to reconnect politically, but the scholarly
foundations for doing so are still being identified. One of the
strengths of Centre-based ELT is that it can bring together
many diverse situations, and attempt 10
generalize and theorize on the basis of varied but comparable
“input. Nor is it necessary for any of the topics to be treated in a
narrowly technical way, and indeed several of the contributions
to Higgs 1986 (an annual seminar report) are set in a broad
social perspective, partly because they are on ESP topics, partly
because the seminar is designed to demonstrate enlightened
practice. However the crucial issue here is the question of the
initial training for the ELT profession, the overall theoretical
framework within which such operartions take place, the

¢xperience from
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;;i;mlmant ]E)aradigm for ELT activities, and the structurc .1l
P;?p?lge‘_;ry:r at has been exported to education systems in il
The b.rrguistfcs that has evolved in the Centre over the pus
century is anchored in Centre theories, with competing thl:n: .I-nl
cal ships tugging in different directions. Very probably much o
the §pf_:culari0n and sophistication of contem-porary linguistics
of limited utility to ELT practitioners, and one can hf'.-c- -I: uI:.IT
doui?rs as 1o the utility of the linguistics and to some E‘([CI!‘:I l1 I
ap-plled‘lmguistics that are on offer in the Centre. Bjiirn._}cmu.l |I
with wide experience of Asia and the Islamic world, consid :
%fhat the concerns and methods of western lingl:isriu« i .
inappropriate for the language problems of Third W '-|'|‘|
countries (Jernudd 1981). Even within western societies Iinnm-l
tics has had relatively little impact on such applied I‘anu: i :
tasks as ter{ninofogica] development, movements for . rll |1s.|'|
language, minority education, mother tongue and fn:-rlu-n
!anguage tf:aching, translation, etc. Nevertheless Iinguiﬁriu”w
1mpqr[r—:d into Third World countries, often c]ashinl uul-
existing language culoivation traditions and causing pef'l 104 |
uncertainty. In addition the language that linguistics ha;}i\ ‘-UI
studied thrc?ugh, and that most work is done on, is English. o
The native-language departments in the Anglo-Am.crrL 1l
wml*ld (here: English departments) have a narrower approa lllr )
national language matters than have Continental ones a;':kl “'
therefore of as little help in training people for applied glztnr:u l| ¢
tasks as the linguistics departments. Jernudd provides a dc‘t-'li-l l'Ill
example of the broad training offered in Swedish lanu‘u ,',.1
departments in Sweden, which covers many applied !a|1:;L|‘| -I
matters. He concludes that there must be a c}{ange of pnlic:‘h- ulll-lt
in Igr.tguage_culrivatiun structures in the Third World, and in lu.;
pc_;hcm:s designed to support such language work. 'll‘:[r(}du([:lun
of native-language departments to support indigenous languay,
use rl_lrough the study of history and current function 4 'l.l-
essential to :fhe development of emérging speech communirtics :'“'
1I:h€ new nations’ (ibid.: 47). Among his suggestions for combaii
ing. Angi::}-.r’_\mericanfEnglish language domination are l‘|1 i
universities in emerging speech communities could consider n-lr|
accepting aid (or business contracts) for English reaching unles
some aid is also offered for developing indigenous ]anglf’agul- :al

_fi%r) developing the national language treatment system’ (ibid.
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The situation is parallel in applied linguistics. This is securely
sconced at the Centre of the Centre-Periphery structure within
ich educational imperialism operates. Centre perceptions
tend to define both the problems to be pursued and the proposed
solutions. There is a risk of ELT operating with a narrow set of

ills, sometimes dogmatically clung to, which are applied to a
setting which has been imperfectly analysed, because it cannot
come to grips with practical and ideological Periphery determin-
“ants. The training of ELT experts pays only superficial homage
social, political, and economic aspects which vitally affect
anguage-in-education decisions, language planning in multi-
lingual societies, and pedagogical innovation. It is likely that
anglocentricity and professionalism effectively preclude the
periphery perspective from decisively influencing ELT decisions.
The disconnection of ELT from the social context within which
it operates combines with a focus on Centre technical pro-
fessionalism to invalidate even the best designed and imple-
‘mented plans. As Centre inter-state actors are supposed to liaise
with counterparts who have been trained in Centre ways of
thinking and who are generally in awe of Centre ‘experts’, the
‘opportunity for effective dialogue with Periphery needs is
precluded. The whole purpose of counterparting is to ensure that
the Centre’s ideas live on when the expert leaves. Time factors
intervene to impose and rationalize a programme with definable
short-term goals. The rwo-year contract syndrome ensures that
results have to be visible fast, on terms that the Centre finds
~comprehensible. It is a top-down exercise, in which there is very
Jittle chance of those at the bottom benefiring.

Henry Widdowson brings many of these points together very
lucidly:
I think that what has developed quite impressively over the
past 15 years or so has been if you like an expertise, an
awareness of various aspects of language teaching . . . but
where I think things have not been really effective has been in
the mediation, the way in which these ideas have been
integrated into local social, political, and educational con-
ditions of the countries where they are applied, so that the
overriding failure if you like has been that we have tended to
get ideas which have hardened too readily into a paradigm,
and people have shot off to various parts of the world and
implemented various programmes. Whether this be the
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The widespread evidence of linguicism in educational aid is
ambiguous, and can only be interpreted as harmful to the vast
ajority of the population in the Periphery and to their
nguages. Education systems in underdeveloped countries
ich follow a western model, like their western counterparts,
alify the few and disqualify the many. The allocation of
jaterial resources to English and not to other languages
spresents a structural favouring of English, which has the
pllowing consequences (with just a few representative sources

ven in the parentheses):

school in underdeveloped periphery-English countries 1s
dominated by English, pupils are taught by teachers with an
inadequate command of English (Afolayan 1984), and the
vast majority of children get little linguistic or content benefit
from schooling (Mateene 1980)

the focus on English stigmatizes local languages, prevents
them from being regarded as equally valid, and thwarts local
cultural and linguistic creativity (Ngugt 1981)

the Periphery looks to the Centre for professional guidance,
instead of being self-reliant, but much Centre expertise is of
dubious relevance to multilingual countries because of its
linguistic, pedagogic, and cultural inappropriacy (Jernudd
1981: Kachru 1986a; Pattanayak 1986b).

The political disconnection and narrowly technical training
associated with ELT contribute to each of these.

A related structural problem is that those who teach applied
linguistics in the Centre are virtually excluded, because of the
rigidity of career structures, from involvement in the direct
teaching of a foreign or second language. Their first-hand
experience of this inevitably recedes into the past year by year.
This is not necessarily a disqualification, but it certainly
increases the likelihood of academics being remote from
everyday classroom realities. Conversely, the experts in the field
are committed to a succession of practical projects, but are
divorced from any ongoing theoretical analysis of ELT, whether
at the broad level of language-in-education aid projects, or a
narrower field such as intercultural communication analysis.''
They are not expected to become integrated into the local
community, which might lead to in-depth understanding of local
cultural norms and patterns. Centre ELT experts are not
encouraged to develop a regional specialization (Bowers, inter-
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whose needs could be unambiguously identified. It is probable
at ‘communicative’ language syllabuses have been inspired by
the clarification of discourse structure and communicative roles
hat theoretical work in ESP has contributed to. However, there
s now rather less faith in the capacity of the needs analysis
apparatus (in particular Munby 1978) to actually contribute to
gonstructive language learning, and a feeling that the missionary
ovation spirit induced large numbers of countries to embrace
nd apply ESP inappropriately (Brumfit, interview). In a
thought-provoking review of ESP, John Swales assesses that it
has been oo closely linked to the language sciences and too
vorced from ‘a considerable range of disciplines in the Social
Sciences and the Humanities™ (Swales 1985: 220). On the other
hand there is fertile theory-building in this area, in relation to
both the target discourse and pedagogy (reviewed ibid.). Some
are attempting to relate ESP ro an explicit language planning and
development planning model (Markee 1989). There is also
increasing technical sophistication in implementing practical
| projects {Higgs 1986).

A crucial factor in the success of any ESP operation, as for
ELT as a whole, is whether implementation is sensitive enough
1o the contexts in which it is to serve, and whether the staff in
‘question have been trained in an adequate, critical, and
theoretically valid way. ESP has the advantage of having limited
objectives, learners who have completed general education, with
mother tongues which are not at risk. The interesting question
then arises as to whether some of the valid principles of ESP
could be of direct relevance to mainstream ELT in periphery-
~ English schools. If English is being learnt there for communic-
ation purposes, cannot the essential determinants be specified?

Candlin has brought together insights from many humanities
and social sciences disciplines into a set of assumptions which
underpin intercultural interpretive strategies and that should
govern ‘applied linguistic pracrice’ (Candlin 1983: 144). The
main elements are:

_ to sensitize the learner to the cultural presuppositions which
imbue particular utterances

— that the relationship between sense and force depends on
continuous evaluation of the social views of speaker/hearers

_ that there are culture-specific rules of discourse, and some
pan-cultural rules, and these are the chief objective of

language learning
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\rike at the heart of scientific and educational imperialism. At
oot they question the legitimacy and validity of a great deal of
the pure and applied linguistic traiminig offered in the Centre.
Ihey attempt to correct the imbalance between the considerable
Isupport given to dominant languages and the relative neglect of
dominated languages. A logical consequence of following
Jernudd’s suggestions would be that aid donor countries should,
for instance in the case of Namibia, provide more support for
teacher training and curriculum development work for Namib-
jan languages than for English. Likewise, general educational
“and language planning theory should be firmly rooted in the
rublems of countries with grassroots multilingualism, rather
han in the Western monolingual model.
This is in essence what the Nigerian researcher, Adebisi
‘Afolayan recommends (1984:4) when pleading for a restricted
role for English and authentic development for local languages:

the English language now dominates the Nigerian
educational system and through it the direction and success of
the nation’s multilingual and multicultural development. Until
now, the role of English has not been proper and the national
development, unwholesome. It is therefore time to place the
English language in its proper place as a second language
within the Nigerian educational system so that the colonially-
enforced bilingualism/biculturalism may now be directed
voluntarily along clearly identified and defined objectives and
goals of self-respecting and nationally-inspired development.

It appears that very lictle British aid has been channelled into
support for languages other than English. Few linguists from the
Periphery have been brought over on scholarships for mother
tongue training, for instance at the School of Oriental and
African Studies in London. Roger Bowers has attempted to trace
exact figures in British Council records, and found it difficult to
elucidate. His estimate was thar ‘the number would be abso-
lutely minute over the last twenty years’ (Bowers, interview).
Such training would in any case not be ideal, for the reasons
given when training in Zambian languages in London was
discussed. Expertise in teacher training with a multilingual focus
and related theoretical work is manifestly in short supply both in
Britain and in other Centre countries. There is more expertise in
other parts of the Periphery, for instance at the Central Institute
for Indian Languages in Mysore, India. In addition to working
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the linguistic human rights of learners
-English contexts are 10 be respected,
| inore relevant professional aid provided, it has not explored
all the complex questions of how professional counter-
m :tuted and legitimated, nor the funda-
gntal question of how structural change can be effected, and
hat sort of power needs to be acquired in order to permit
ange. These are major issues which need analysis in their own
ht. but which will have to wait for a future occasion. The
e applies to aid that can support popular grassroots
ments, which some Scandinavian projects now attempt.
e British Council’s commitment in South Africa is explicitly to
povide educational aid to disadvantaged communities which
re victims of apartheid (British Council Annual Report 1989/

:25). In such contexts the role that English and ELT should

ay raises complex questions which revolve around the basic

ue of what advantages and disadvantages follow if support is
ven to and through a dominant language. That English can be
siiccessfully projected as a language of liberation is clearly
‘demonstrated by the example of Namibia. The role of ELT
experts in legitimating English specifically in the Namibian
context will be explored in the coming chapter.

Wiange should move in if
mululingual periphery

Notes
1 Bernard Lott {interview), who headed the British Council’s
ELT operations from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s,
reports thaton a couple of occasions high-ranking academ-
ics were commissioned to analyse a given problem, and thar
their reports were voluminous but concluded that not
enough was known about the situation. The lesson drawn
was that it was not the Council’s job to foster large-scale
studies. This description fits exactly with Beretta’s analysis
(1990) of the mismatch berween scholarly evaluation and
the policy-shaping community.
2 The first test was the ‘Davies’ test,
Alan Davies, which later appeared in a rev
e way in 1980 to an English Language Tes!
more oriented towards English for Special Purposes.
3 Bernard Spolsky is currently researching into the origins of
testing on both sides of the Atlantic (personal communic-

ation).

named after its progenitor,
ised edition, and

gav ting Service
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budget is reinforced by the pressure to demonstrate success
in a notoriously capricious and unpredictable area of
human endeavour, namely teaching and learning’ (Webb
and Sinclair 1986:7). Such projects generally take place
outside formal education systems. Their conclusion is that
there is a need for ELT experts to be trained as effective
managers and administrators. This tallies with British
Council policy vis-d-vis their own teaching operations and
the ‘aid’ projects that they oversce. Roger Bowers reports
that as compared with a few years ago there is now a ‘more
managed set of projects in the sense that there are
objectives, time scales, balances written in between the
external expertise and local inputs, the training of counter-
parts, and so on’ (Bowers, interview).

9 There have always been differences of style between the
British and the Americans. According to Bernard Lott, the
British ‘didn’t have a sufficiently developed set of tenets t0
take them out with missionary zeal, whereas in the early to
mid-1950s Georgetown was sending out young Americans
to teach EFL convinced with religious zeal that there was
only one way—structural mim-mem’ (Lotr, interview).
Peter Strevens is reported to have summed up the differ-
ences in the British and American approaches ar the 1986
conference of the International Association of Teachers of
English as a Foreign Language by saying ‘thereis a tendency
for the American approach to look for an answer and then
apply it, and for the British approach to recognize thart there
are no answers and try everything’ (Bowers, interview).
Strevens's clarification of British eclecticism was that ‘in
Britain and Europe we are raught that anyone who thinks
he has a monopoly of the truth is probably a charlatan, and
we will find bits of the truth in different places, and part of
our training is to make syntheses which we develop as we
go along’ (Strevens, interview).

10 In the context of the language-in-education project in Sierra

Leone that Hayes describes, she identifies many causal

factors accounting for poor English learning (Hayes 1983:

17), and discovers that the ‘Sierra Leoneans have the

professional expertise to remedy the ELT situation by

themselves. They have a framework whereby the remedy
can be administered.” She overcomes her doubts as to
whether she ought to be there at all, and as a result the
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Arguments in linguistic
imperialist discourse

.. the latest ideas in English teaching. Where best, after all, to
get the latest ideas on this than in the English-speaking

countries.
(Quirk 1990: 8)

ypes of argument and types of power

We shall now look in more depth at typical arguments that are
wsed to promote English, and relate them to a theory of power.'
The examples to be analysed say something about how English is
wold’. They attribute characteristics to the English language,
escribe the resources that follow with the language, or suggesta
promise of what will ensue if more English is used in a given
country, in an education system, or in personal or professional
life.
The arguments are articulated in academic and political
discourse. They also interact with popular sentiment so that such
e part of and draw nourishment from the
‘common sense’ that typifies hegemonic beliefs and practices.
Arguments show applied linguists making statements which
legitimate English in a wider context. The arguments are put
forward from a professional platform, but they exemplify
applied linguists entering the wider political arena. The argu-
ments demonstrate the legitimation of English linguistic im-
perialism in the wider context of a hierarchy of languages and
the crystallization of official language policy.

The arguments used to promote English can
three sets, relating to

arguments becom

be classified into

— capacities: English-intrinsic arguments, what English is
— resources: English-extrinsic arguments, what English has
_ uses: English-functional arguments, what English does.

English-intrinsic arguments describe English as rich, varied,
noble, well adapted for change, interesting, etc. English-extrinsic
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arguments refer to textbooks, dictionaries, grammar book:, 4
rich literature, trained teachers, experts, etc. English-functionl
arguments credit English with real or potential access 11
modernization, science, technology, etc., with the capacity 11
unite people within a country and across nations, or with 1l
furthering of international understanding.

The conceprual framework for analysing power developed |
Galtung (1980:62) identifies three types of power, innan
power, resource power, and structural power. The means vl
to assert power are respectively persuasion, bargaining, or fora
Power requires senders and receivers, as ‘power is a relation, noi
a property or attribute of somebody or something’ (ibid.: 1)
For persuasion to work presupposes some kind of submissive
ness, bargaining some kind of dependency, and force an elemeni
of fear. But underpinning the discourse in which power i
negotiated, constituted, and affirmed is the structure which
supports the actors whose pronouncements we shall be analv.
ing. This structure is an imperialist world order, in whicl
English is the dominant world language. The supremacy ol
English needs to be constantly reasserted in the hierarchical
ordering of languages, in which there are competing dominani
languages, both internationally and intranationally, and i
which even dominated languages may be able to assert thei
rights, especially intra-nationally.

So far as the power of English is concerned, the actors we shall
be concerned with are the language itself, and the resources it
commands (materials, people, for instance teachers and applicd
linguists, intra- and inter-state actors) which serve to reproduc
or create knowledge of English. The uses to which the languagc
is put, the functions it serves, form part of the structure in which
the actors operate.

The advocates for English have successfully projected an idea
of the community which English speakers make up, both a local
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i’ (ibid.: 15-6). The community of English_ i:.c. imagined
- and comradeship is created in an ascription me“_
uating English with bounty ancii {)rher_ language_s 1.:']][1'!»:‘:1'&.
ite. The promise of English i:;1ncrvt:az=,mg'l}r 1denn‘ﬁcf wg a
munity of English users who are.econor(llcal;}'. pnﬂ_le%ie ,in
4 world of inequalities and exploitation. This prmlege is due to

lish, nationally and internation-

¢ structural favouring of Eng
:Ea]mng's three types of power are listed in :che first Two
olumns of Table 1. The remaining two columns juxtapose the
‘areuments for English in the three categories:

e power being-power English is Engli_sh-inhipsir_:
ur; power having-power English has Engl.fsh-extnr]sma!
ral power  position-power English does English-function

Table 1 Types of power and arguments for English

er can, according to Galtung,‘!ead to rc-solurcc
power, and vice versa. One form of power “is cz)fnvemb ec ct;)
another: structural power into accumulation © [’E:SD::II' e;
resource power into sufficient c—::-fnfnfmd of t}%filstrucitfr;es (;)t f'he
into positions of structural_ power |:1h‘ld:: 64) .-_11 e analys —
discourse of English linguistic imperialism will attempt ;o o
the interconnections between the resource and structural powe
of English.

The arguments in each category
symptoms of the power inherent in

appear.

Structural pow

will now be analysed as
the discourse in which they

English-intrinsic arguments

Innate power derives from exceptional qual_ities WEIC]‘I ﬂzimz:z
the power sender to i]‘lﬂL}EﬂCE many recewf:fs. butt r|D s
exceptional muscles or charisma are not God-g-. en, bu s
extent the product of socialization, what English is }:S no ia
given either, even if it is somerimes descrlbec? as suc (as 1531 1—
the observation by the Chairman of _the British Council abou

English as a “God-given asset’, quoted in Chapt;r ;}: B

Linguists also invoke the supernatural, probably

phorically:

and an international community. Establishing the idea of such 4
community involves an acrive feat of the imagination, and in this
way parallels the way a sense of nationalism is created
(Anderson 1983). Nations are actively ‘constructed” by being
imagined. ‘All communities larger than primordial villages of
face-to-face contact (and perhaps even these) are imagined . . .
(The nation) is imagined as a community, because, regardless of
the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each,
the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comrade-




274 Linguistic Imperialism

In becoming_ something close to a universal language Engliol)
has accomplished something close to a linguistic miracle.
(Kachru and Quirk 1981: xiv)

Nt_:xT best to divine intervention is a God-given civilizing
mission, the white man’s burden. In the heyday of imperiulim.l
the English felt ‘genuinely confident in the superior firness of
England for any work she may essay in the civilization of 1l
world® (Hobson 1902:160), a sentiment that patriotic Frendh
men, Germans, and Russians each also ascribed to themselvis
(Ih.ld_.: 159). In direct continuation of this tradition, the civilizing
mission for teachers of English, the educated native spenl\-u'-:
burden, was formulated, as recently as 1961, at the Nutfor
House conference:

- . . we have to remember that the major reason for supporting
and sustaining the study of our literature in African or Asian
countries, the major reason which lies outside the usefulne.s
of literary studies as improving competence in language. i
r]_m_t_ our literature is itself the major product of a ‘uul-.u
civilization. It is this which our literature has to offer 1o
Africans and Asians.

. Many of the nationalities we are concerned with have no
literature of their own. A language like Persian, of cours
does have its own literature. But we should have in mind, |
r!uink. that even with, say, Asian nations which have
literature of their own, it is often the case thart this literaturc 1
of a thoroughly different kind from our own or from an
major European literature; and it does not offer many grea
thu}gs that those literatures do offer. An Asiatic liceratur
which consists of devotional mystical prose and fiftcenth
century court poems using a specially allusive diction 1
obviously going to offer something quite different from 1l
languages in which there are great novels of the contemporary
world.

(Holloway 1961: 45-6)

'_l"his pretentious argument for what English (literature) is —the
innate power of English—is in the same vein as English as 4
‘vehicle of the entire developing human tradition’, past, present
and furure, in the words of I. A. Richards at the Anglo-American
{;anerence on English Teaching Abroad, also in 1961. ()
similar ilk is the equation made between English and deprivation
by Burchfield (1985), quoted in Chapter 1. Holloway’s legitin
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ation for English is an echo of the century-old tradition of

acaulay. Having ‘analysed’ how his compatriots, the Oriental-

sts, were construing other cultures, he concluded:

I have no knowledge of either Sanskrit or Arabic. But 1 have
done what I could to form a correct estimate of their value . ...
I am quite ready to take the Oriental learning at the valuation
of the Orientalists themselves. 1 have never found one among
them who could deny that a single shelf of a good European
library was worth the whole native literature of India and
Arabia.

(quoted in Sharp 1920; see also equivalent passages in
Trevelyan 1881: 290)

Influential linguists, past and present, have also been effusive
\when describing the innate qualities of whar English is:

It must be a source of gratification to mankind that the tongue
spoken by two of the greatest powers of the world is so noble,
so rich, so pliant, so expressive, and so interesting.

(Jespersen 1905: 234)

English possesses a great range of rules for the formation of
new words . . . English, it would seem, is well adapted for
development and change.

(Strevens 1980: 85)

English has moved beyond its traditional home in the North
Atlantic towards a unique non-national, non-regional, non-
ethnic stature as the world’s first truly global language. It has
even been spoken on the moon. (Editorial comment in the
preview issue of English Today: the international review of
the English language, 1984).

_ .. since no cultural requirements are tied to the learning of
English, you can learn it without having to subscribe to
another set of values . . . tied to no particular social, political,
economic, or religious system, nor to a specific racial or
cultural group, English belongs to everyone or to no one, or it
at least is quite often regarded as having this property.
(Wardhaugh 1987: 15)

I have never doubred the existence of a universal interest in the
English language . . . The language seems to provide a ralking-
point for everyone.

(Crystal 1954)



276 Linguistic Imperialism

If one conflates the English-intrinsic arguments, one can con
clufle that English is God-given, civilizing, noble, a vehicle ol 1]
entire developing human tradition, well adapted for change .l
development, not ethnic or ideological, the world’s first truly
global language, of universal interest. The conclusion woull
seem to be that you are in a very real sense deprived if you do no
know it. v 7Y
As power is relational, the arguments for the innate qualiticy
of Eng!ish are generally marshalled in discourse which alu
categorizes the power of other languages, as several of l
e?camples quorted below will demonstrate. Other languages i
E]I.IhEIf explicitly or implicitly identified as not being End:ml+ nl
fmrh equivalent qualities; for instance other languages i
ideological or nationalistic, whereas it is argued that Engl-isl‘n i
not (as in the British Cabinet Report analysed in Chapter o
Apologist for English are inconsistent here: arguments for |||..
fmn«erhnlc nature of English rub shoulders with the ‘opportun
iy’ or ‘responsibility’ of the British to meet the demand fo
English; likewise, English can scarcely be tied to no system anil
simultancously symbolize progress. , ‘
: Siome of the English-intrinsic arguments may be plausiblc 1
d-vis most languages (non-national, for instance}, but even they
are less easy ro sustain in relation to competing ‘international’
I.'mgu_a_ges such as French, whose protagonists invoke equally
linguicist arguments for it (French as logical, elegant, il
language of human rights, etc).” Linguists are trained to see any
!ang_ua_gc as potentially fulfilling any function, hence noi
intrinsically superior or inferior to any other language. Othy:
languages are equally ‘well adapted for change and develop
ment’, fmd may indeed have a simpler structure, morphological
syntactic or phonetic, which renders them more flexible .m.i
productive, and arguably easier to learn. Even if English-intrin.
arguments are therefore not often accorded much prominenc
Fhe examples demonstrate that the underlying linguicism ”'-
innateness is still very much alive and kicking. There is also
tendency for English-intrinsic arguments to blend into .n'--ul
ments of the other two types.

English-extrinsic arguments

Materia! resources _(a gun, books, capital) are often deplovedl
along with immaterial resources (knowledge and skills). Marcriil
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ssources, for instance wealth, can be converted into immaterial
sources, such as formal knowledge and skills.

As we know, English has both material resources (trained
cachers, teacher trainers, teaching materials, literature, dictionar-
les, multinational publishers, computers and software, BBC English
by Radio and TV, low-priced books schemes, etc.) and immaterial
ources (knowledge, skills, know-how via its ‘experts’, etc.). The
lowing quotation illuminates how English-extrinsic resources
e displayed, in a planning document written by ‘aid’ experts for
underdeveloped country, Namibia, when about to choose an
cial language. The extract also anticipates several of the
glish-functional arguments of the following section, which
umerate further ‘possessions’ of English:

_ .. well-established techniques of implementing the use of
English exist both for foreign students in Britain and other
English speaking countries and in countries where English is
learnt as a foreign or second language (EFL-ESL) through
organizations such as the British Council and Unesco, as
well as many university departments. Furthermore, there are
many professionals available with long experience in teaching
and developing English programmes throughout the world,
and in using or adapting the wealth of English learning
materials developed in past years . . . The latest published
sources concerning scientific and technological development
are printed in English, worldwide, and make English probably
the leading international library language for reference and

research.
(UNIN 1981: 40)°

Publicity from organizations involved in the teaching of English
or of applied linguistics necessarily specifies what physical and
intellectual resources they have available. Because of the purpose
of such documentation, it declares, faithfully one presumes,
what English has.

Publicity material for books has a similar legitimatory
function, with resources often explicitly linked to learning.
Randolph Quirk, the eminent grammarian, in a preface to the
recent Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (1987),
declares that bilingual dictionaries are a need in the initial stages
of foreign language learning, whereas a monolingual dictionary
is essential for ‘free creative expression’. These are highly
disputable propositions, on which the views of experts on
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5 . . . k] . i : -
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rationalizations is ‘ver i ey,
. y substantial and the convicri
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WIBCh th?)’ hold rhem is very deep-rooted’ (ibid.). o
logicr;el ?:] thie rationalizations is: ‘Since we need rapid techno
evelopment and vet since
i _ none of the languages 1
enough for use in givi
_ ing modern rechnol
education, we must t i - Fops s
each in the langua; hi i
bl » ; guages which have a highl,
echnical and scientific i I
ley : terminology and epts'
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: e argument by pointi
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terminology issue is i
) rrelevant to the real F chi
R iy needs of children
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English-extrinsic arguments are frequently linked to the
Inordinate cost of building up equivalent resources in other
guages. A second of the rationalizations in Ansre’s study is:

e cost of producing educational material in indigenous
anguages is excessive in both money and human effort’ (ibid.).
Iy on the grounds that it reflects an

e rejects the argument, part
nternalization of linguistic imperialist attitudes, partly because

the cost argument cannot be divorced from the inappropriacy of
both current education and the economic models that underpin
it. One consequence of these is that *. . . a great deal of drop-outs
and failure cases in schools in Africa are due to lack of ability
o manipulate the language of education adequately” (ibid.:
3).
The English has arguments glorify English, and the resources
which other languages and multilingual countries have are either
made invisible or regarded as handicaps rather than riches. The
parlous state of publishing in Africa is a direct consequence of
the relative dominance of British publishing in Africa, and a
eflection of the material and immaterial resources that have
een allocated to each.
It is an incontrovertible fact that English has a lot of resources,
and there are clear historical reasons for this being so. The
structural power of English has generated English-extrinsic
resources, just as the English-extrinsic resources have consolid-
ated the structural power of English. Present-day English-
extrinsic resources are a direct result of the planning papers and
conferences of the decade from the mid-1950s which triggered
the expansion of ELT worldwide, and ensured that the agenda
was decided on by the Centre. The unequal resources of the
Centre and the Periphery reflect the pattern of English linguistic
imperialism in the past. Moreover it is the present-day imperial-
ist structure which perpetuates the development of English and
the underdevelopment of other languages. The continued un-
equal allocation of resources to English prevents other languages
from developing their own resources. English-extrinsic argu-
ments which refer to English as the language of technology or to
the prohibitive cost of developing other languages serve the
linguicist purpose of maintaining the inequalities berween
English as a dominant language and the dominated state of
others. They obscure the fact, as Ansre points out, that many of
the English-extrinsic resources may be inappropriate for deploy-
ment in a Periphery education system with learners from a

in
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mulsili .
naltilingual background whose basic need is that resourcc:

should be allocated to their own languages.

English-functional arguments

;ll'he Fhrrd type of argument refers to whar English does. Tl
inctions carried out through English reflect the strucrur.l
power of the position of English in the hierarchy of languag -.!
flatlonal_ly and internationally. The position of Englishgas 1ﬁlllﬁi
El;:;rnanonal 1angr'1agc par excellence was sketched our ltlll
€ IgtEr ﬂlt Something of the structural power of English, wha
nglish does or can do, can be gleaned from the foll::)win-
Euota.nons. (In addition, parts of the arguments cited eztrln!rl
Azlwe md}:ded elements of the English-functional arguments. |
ong_wz[h the resources that English bas, underdevelo .
a:u'l;_xl:tngs also need what English gives access tc:. i
e first quotation com
English was%ortrayed asa ;Z;;T;:the R

rbc; t’:rnprn::n.":ﬁ and‘ exFend the use of English as a gateway 10

Er communications, better education, and so a higher
standard of living and better understanding. .
(Makerere Report 1961: 47)

The next tw
s Naﬁfib' o z;‘rglment; c(;me from papers on language policy
1a, the second of which d i .
) escr "
e s ibes relevant Zambian

Ina 5 i
Er; :I l;l’f’l_l‘]ChC:n of science and technology, including medicine
glish is paramount as an international medium for offcrnu:

direct access t S
(UNIN 19;-‘; :-:; l:'.]'.-}'IlorI-cf:rs. and specialists in these areas.

... We have found it necessary in Zambia to adopt English .
:Ee official language in order to facilitate the ﬂdministr:lgti:;l: uI-i
mz;c;zn;;};}:l?; the n:nsfa?r of persgnnel from one languagy
o insrm.c.r_. ere in Zambia, Epglish is used as the
e et lmn in all our edl.}cjauonal institutions. 1
industry,and e angua?e -of rhe- civil service, of busincss,
o ; merce. It is pertinent to mention also il
Iq ement that all candidates in the general election taking
place next week must be proficient in English and‘ .
cz_mdldzfte who is found lacking in that respe;t can I“In
disqualified from standing. We have found this prn-.—-i.~.|u1nl1
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necessary in order to provide a neutral language for com-

munication within the National Assembly, which helps
overcome regional differences and ensures that no particular
advantage is given to one language group.

(Nalumino Mundia, Prime Minister of Zambia, in Common-
wealth Secretariat and SWAPO 1983: 6—7)

hese quotations fit into the pattern of the remaining two

ationalizations cited by Ansre:

The world is ‘shrinking’ and pupils need an international
language to be able to have dealings with people from
different countries and large groups. With so many languages
and tribes in the country, there are tendencies towards
tribalism and divisiveness and therefore it is better to use a
neutral foreign language to achieve national unity.

(1979:11)

He refutes the ‘shrinking world® argument by showing that
elementary education does not have the function of making
children international personages, and that it is essential to
educate them in a local language first. On the ‘detribalization’
argument his rejoinder is that multilingual realities should
provide a foundation for sound education and nation-building,
that there is no causal relationship between lack of ability to
speak African languages and the presence or absence of
‘tribalism’, and that foreign languages create an élite alienated
from the rest of the population.

The labels currently used in political and academic discourse
to describe English are almost invariably positive ascriptions. By
implication other languages lack these properties or are inferior.*
In Table 2, the first column lists labels commonly attributed to
English, and the second column possible implications for other
languages. Significantly, all the labels are English-functional.
What is dangerous about the labels is the assumed isomorphy
between English and the ascriptions, and the concomitant
exclusion of other languages. For instance, English is not the
only ‘language of wider communication’. You can get further
with a south Slavic language like Serbocroatian in Central Asia,
or with Finnish in northern Norway, than with English. Equally,
many languages are international link languages. A second
objection to the labels is that calling English a ‘world” language
falsely implies that English is universally relevant. Under the
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Glorifyi :
lorifying English Devaluing other languages

— World language
— International language
— Language of wider communication

— Localized language

— (Intra-) national language

— Language of narrower
communication

— Unhelpful language

— Incomplete language

— Auxiliary language
— Additional language

— Link language i
— Confi
- wnduw onto the world — Ciosergr:z?r:g:g;:ge
eutral language — Biased language

Table 2 The labelling of English and other languages

pressure of such labels and arguments, what is happening

some ESL contexts is that English is displacing and replacing,

local languages rather tha ioni

o | n functio *fauxiliary”
e ning as an ‘auxiliary” o
lKa‘chru too has brought together a number of labels 1l
classified them as positive or negarive (1986b: 136): -

Positive Negative

— Mational identity
— Literary renaissance

— Anti-nationalism
— Anti-native culture

— Cultural mirror (for native
— Materialism
cultures)
—wW S
— Modernization — H:ﬁéﬁ:;ﬁ::r?n
L o
Ulb_erallsm — Ethnocentricism
— Universalism — Permissiveness
— Tech ivisi
i SCiennC:ogy — Divisiveness
T — Alienation
— Access code

Table 3 Labels used to symbolize power of English

iia[m wrtua;l}‘ gll rhe_labels are English-functional, although

tha[u.ontexrl ob t]heu use is an intranational one. Kachru concmilrx
some labels, s i izari in ei

, such as “Westernization’, can belong in eithe

Arguments in linguistic imperialist discourse 283

¢ depending on who is using them. There is a similar
sroblem with several of his ‘negative’ labels. In some contexts,
sglish is legitimated precisely because it is supposed to unite the
arious people who make up a nation, whereas here it is
associated with “divisiveness’. ‘Alienation’ and ‘rootlessness’
(negatives) are symptomatic of ‘modern’ culture (positive).
nglish is marketed as ‘non-ethnic’ and ‘national’ (positive), but
ere linked to ‘ethnocentricism’ (negative). With so many
conflicting ascriptions, it is perhaps not surprising that Kachru
diagnoses linguistic schizophrenia (1984:193), with many in-
dividuals protesting against the exploitative nature of English
but ensuring that they benefit from the language structurally
themselves.

Whereas with English-extrinsic arguments, there was no
doubt about the existence of the resource power in question,
with English-functional arguments there is a more problemarical
relationship between the claims put forward in the arguments
and the structural power of English. The discussion so far has
indicated how subjective the connotations of each label are, and
that, as with Ansre’s ‘shrinking world’ and ‘tribalism’ arguments,
they may be irrelevant or false. There are significant biases in
many of the English-functional arguments. ‘International’ or
‘global’ links are of greater significance for élites than the child in
primary school or even secondary school. ‘National unity’ is not
something that any language can guarantec, just as proclaiming
a single official language cannot wish away a muldlingual
realiry. English-functional arguments need therefore to be
examined critically whenever they are used, and this will be done
in a specific context below. On the face of it, because of their
inherent vagueness (and untestability) and the implicit or even
explicit stigmatization of other languages, there is a strong
likelihood of the arguments being used to legitimate English

linguistic imperialism.

The means used to exert linguistic power

We can now consider these arguments in relation to Galtung’s
tripartite classification of power being based on ideas (per-
suasion), carrots (bargaining), or sticks (force).

Most of the arguments try to persuade us of the superior
merits of English and the failings of other languages. This type of
argumentation has a long pedigree, going back at least to the
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Greeks. When French became the dominant European lLang i

there was a strong tradition, from du Bellay onward., ol
linguicist discourse (Calvet 1987). The British, as the (uot
ations from Lord Macaulay and Matthew Arnold in il
nineteenth century and Holloway in the twentieth show, |
not lagged far behind.

Other arguments promise goods and services to those whi

accept English—science and technology, modernity, efficici .y,
rationality, progress, a grear civilization. These tempting “carron

are often compared with what other languages can offer. 111

offerings are presented as a negative counterpart to what Engli-l,
offers: traditionalism instead of modernity, superstition instc il
of rationality, divisiveness instead of unity, etc. The way Englili
and underdeveloped languages were treated in the Makeror,
Report is typical of this discourse. An unstated assumption ol
the Zambian Prime Minister is that benefits accrue to a ‘moderi
state from the use of English.

In some of the arguments quoted there are also covert or cven
overt threats. They hint at what is going to happen if people stic|
to their own languages and reject the gospel of English. I
instance, refusal to back English is often associated with conflii,
and the fact that English as a common language has not creacd
harmony in Northern Ireland, Uganda, or Nigeria is conven
ently ignored. The Prime Minister of Zambia, when congrarul.
ing SWAPO of Namibia on their choice of English as an officiil
language, uses both the cost and conflict arguments:

I am glad that SWAPO has opted for English as an officil
language, for basic practical reasons. It has, I feel, been correct
in resisting the costly, futile, and potentially divisive oprion ol
giving pre-eminence to one local African language.

(Nalumino Mundia, in Commonwealth Secretariat and
SWAPO 1983:6)

Threats also characterize the right-wing backlash against any
recognition of immigrant languages in core-English countrics.
Thus, according to Senator Huddleston, the purpose of bilingual
education in the USA is ‘to deliberately fragment the Nation into
separate, unassimilated groups’, whereas ‘our common meeting
ground, namely the English language’ ensures that Americans
will nor ‘suffer the bitterness of ethnic confrontations and
cultural separation’. This is because *. . . in countless places,
differences in languages have either caused or contributed

Arguments in linguistic imperialist discourse

i ic instability’
ifi . to political, social, and economic 1 a0
|1l“'f[1;§ [;Ei}Marshzll 1986: 60). Marshall and 17 other _:.u.IIml.ujl|r
re
l:l{']le same issue of the International jgﬁrnaf of rbfe .‘iﬁ;mE(;.ggrj.i o
fute such claims by adherents Of list
' :gujgs r;?nendment (ELA) to the US Constitution {the ﬂLLb[
ngﬁgh‘ movement) convincingly. Most of Il-'lcnjl point o:; hi*:] |
ere are undeclared political and economic interests
.uincol?ll:f.protagonisr argues that ‘most interngti{mal eu:li;i1
tranational wars have been caused primarily by dlfference:nd
religions, political philosophies, races, :fmd CUlmI::Qnﬂict'
1 ages. Language diversity has been a major cause 0 .
+angl:1uof% ];5187-40}. This is a myth, which Fishman in t;xte@de‘
..f:]::«‘ss-poliry studies has been concczrnedl to ::icbuntl;:artlizg\: ilsﬁc
3 . - .- . 3 om
d journalistic and popular political wis fia 1an
;Eii?ogleneity per se is necessarily conducive to CIv il strife Il]'-af:
" been shown, by our analysis, to be more myth rhar_l rea ng
(Fishman 19,89: 622). Similarly Pattanaya}f (1988) _has INCisiv
rebutted the myth that many languages‘dmdea nation. S
Senator Hag;*akawa, Honorary Chairman of US E’?% lshgnger
also used false arguments inhgﬁlppo;'t of_;f:r:cl;:i - 1;- i
- (non-English-speaking children) arc 1 iy
:I:r? 1(12 (rhroﬁgh bilingual education prc.:gralms} tilw ]rnc:-re ci; -
cui.tg it becomes for them to learn anghsh in their hare‘r gf b
(quoted in Guerra 1988). It is unlikely that n‘l,m.n1 il’b b
gineral public, or many members of the Sgnate, wil - m::ﬁmh
i § radic / l-documented reses
laim is contradicted by we 1
:?cll]en?:ectsce Cummins 1984; Skutnabb-Kangas 1987, 1991)
Ly false. _ ——
angrrg;r;z from the IMF or World Bank for a parnc(;ll;;lr ty Efo-:;e
economic reform may be accompanied by a lclen?an [: at ey
focus should be placed on English. In the Phl_hppmes the exfben‘
oriented industrialization strateg‘:v has beenflmlin:i t(;i;r;ni:nngs e
i lish, the result being disastrous 1ot [ A
g?eci:?ge |isn protecting US neo-colonial interests (Enriquez an
ino 1984: 4). . .
Milieii-i(;e arguments represent various ways of e:-:ernngezlenﬂti
legitimating power. Not surprisingly, [l‘l)DSﬂ who 1'(2;)::.,"r 5
EE lish linguistic hegemony do not come with argumer;r e
srrfss what English s not, does not have _and does not ¢ ﬂ.t o
children whose mother tongue is not English, English l? ?mense
language of their cultural heritage, not the language o
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persunal_ feelings and the community, not the langnage
appropriate for learning to solve ‘problems in gcog;‘ I”'Tl.lI
demandl'ng decontextualized situations, etc. English dg 1:“*r H
neFessaril}' have teaching materials which are ‘:u[ruraIl}'(:l,;.wiw:-:u'r
1:2;:,:0; experts with tI’lF appropriate linguistic and cultui il
_ standing for all learning contexts. In multi-ethnic, mul
lingual situations, English does nor do whar is claimfci f 1-l i
often quite the opposite. Rather than uniting an entire *um %;
or hei[_:mg to form a national identity, it is used fc:r l:I:Im
f_ormanon and preservation, intranational and internati l ml
links berween élites, and international identity’ (Ann: ali
o ty’ (Annamala
Peﬂglﬁzn?riuﬂzﬁts ar;;: aénculared b‘r representatives of the
o o S as t- e Centre, by élites who share common
s. The advocacy of the norms of the Centre by ‘educarc
Ea;%sgéls r_ut(?red in the modes of western thinking’ (Partan-;\-tnll\
dbmin;:zi‘ ;n Ianguag-e polqu' !1;15 had harmful effects o
gen ed languages aqd societies: ‘“These societies are then
i ‘:rle;;eg;rr;a[?;?;f parasites on the df.:veloped countries o
directed socieries Th?a;:ﬁz;, ]?z: f-iiifm}'lng el
: . :
Fol})nia{ism failed to achieve thri)siglfoft;:‘fiieacs;?f “-'IU"
(ibid.: vi). For Kashoki the explanation is simple: ‘Africalfsa:-‘ ‘“.
been psychologically conditioned to believe that--:ml Euro ~j“
languages are structured to aid development’ (UNIN {98]- 4Pl'~{”‘
The 'sop_hlstication of the arguments grows on a. 3 .I
:advancmg from the use of force to the use of carrots to the b'k-d Li
|degs. At one stage, the colonial power could use coercion l::'i- '-'
selling one of its products, English. When the counter ’_“‘
Eec?_mg slightly more equal, and brute force could no ]onchrml:ll-
CE,I-::- (1:: or was no l.olnger an ethiFaIIy acceptable alternative,
s were more suitable. Burt the ideal way to make people
whar you want is of course to make them want it themspch'L- |
and to make them believe that it is good for them. This sim I'I"l H
th _mlﬁ‘ot the ‘seller’, who then can appear :as *hel inpv’} o
giving fud.', rather than *forcing’ or ‘bargaining with’ [hg\-’ii’t' m
And r]tus is what has happened in selling English too, as irli”-
quotation from the chairman of the British Council S(; "rh'ln
?‘howed. When the British ‘do not have the power we once ﬁl |I ;
impose our will® (*sticks’), cultural diplomacy must see to ’r&ll N
pe_ople see the benefits of English (‘carrots’) and the c:irawlhar ]L”
with their own languages, and then, consequently, want EngILiaI:

Arguments in linguistic imperialist discourse 287

themselves for their own benefit (‘ideas’): ‘the demand 1is
insatiable’. And that means that British influence, British power
has not diminished, because Britain has this ‘invisible, God-given
asset’. Thus, ‘Britain’s influence endures, out of all proportion to
her economic or military resources’ (British Council Annual
Report 1983/84: 9, see pp. 144-53).

What typically happens with this growing sophistication in
‘selling’” English is that the structures (that is, a capitalist world
“order) to be sold with the language are marketed with the help of
cultural arguments, at the same time as this culture is disconnec-
ted from structure. The sellers of English use cultural, ‘neutral’
arguments and normally claim that what they are doing has
nothing to do with polirical, economic, or military power. The
cultural ‘product’, the ‘goods’ to be sold (English) is technical-
ized and professionalized. What is sold is presented as a
technical instrument (like a tractor), not a world order. The
instrument, the tool, can be used for better or for worse, and it is
up to the buyer to decide on the use. Once the seller has handed
over the product, it bears no trace of the context where it was
developed. As an instrument it is presented as being completely
neutral towards the uses to which it can be put. A tractor is a
tractor, and you can transport a Muslim or a Hindu on it as well
as a Christian. The tractor does not restrict you to transporting
only certain types of load. English is an instrument, and you can
speak or write whatever you want in it. Is not the point proven
when texts which query English linguistic hegemony are written

in English? Does it not show that English lends itself to any use?

Referring to a language as an imstrument or rool, like a tractor,
involves ‘reifying one aspect of language, and not necessarily the
most important . . . When linguists refer to language as an
instrument, they are not describing its essential nature, only its
purpose. “Instrument” or “tool” is merely a metaphor that is
synonymous with “means” and contrasted with “end” or
“purpose™’ (Haugen 1971: 283).

Claiming that English is neutral (a tool, an instrument)
involves a disconnection between what English is (‘culture’)
from its structural basis (from what it has and does). It
disconnects the neans from ends or purposes, from what English
is being used for. The type of reasoning we are dealing with here
(and which Haugen also criticizes) is part of the rationalization

hereby the unequal power relations between English

process w
and legitimated. It fits into the

and other languages are explained
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famlhar_linguicist pattern of the dominant language creari
cxlalt‘ed image of itself, other languages being devalued arllr(lig{lqnll"
3; ::::ﬁ:f:lll) between th_e two _rati{)nalized in favou:: of the
Hormin anguage. Thls_ a_ppl]es to each type of argument,
er persuasion, bargaining, or threars are used, all of whid|
serve to reproduce English linguistic hegemony. , N

Arguments in language planning for Namibia

Th . ;
i e :ase {:f language planning for Namibia will now be analyse:
NE.p .rI:!cu ar thz:: key document, ‘Toward a language policy hu.
Str::“ ia. Enghsh‘ as the official language: perspectivcs' and
thorslglle]: (UN' ]'I\a 1981:123). This contains an extremels
Nam,'b?a f;ur':i ?}r']?f _the I:fmguage and educational scene 11

) stillation of relevant experience in adj

‘ llat 3 adjace
s:):mtrl_es, a desc;:ptmn of the options open to Namibi-I1 L:alllll
sm:z:gr:;tf?hr achleymbg language planning goals. The title p:n-r
e text is based on the work of thr jat
: _ : ee named scholars
ta:tsghedhm the United Nations Institute for Namibia (UNIT\T'
o ]ln not that one of rhf:'m was a British Council employee, one .ml
Ay Encan,_and the' third an Indian. The document \;-'as Written
A;r an international conference, with strong British and
- - ' )

ﬁ-ncan rfepl}'lesenlganon, which was held to consider the impli

ations of the choice of English as a i '

. as an official language f

Ns;:mlbm‘ The Ford Foundation financed the publicarioi o
. ew underc_ieveloped countries have been in a position to plan
Iznguafge policy propn;rly in advance of independence, and .|n
1;1;3 _;’lum the experience of other countries. Namibia, untl
s :iegall}-' occup_led by South Africa, has, because 1c:of the
: :lrp.:]].;rt advent -:}fd mdgpendence and major United Natinn;

over two decades, been abl |

e T e to plan more thoroughl,

: l_’ohq; and Flal?s for a liberated Namibia were articulated in .

tene}:_o puhhcanons‘from UNIN, an independent research -1|1..I

riac |(rilg centre e'stabllshf:d to train a cadre of people to take oves
deiiieén[?mr]gan?'nhci thi: country after liberation. SWAPO
at English should be an official lan ini
at _ guage in indepe
:!t:]nt I;Iailela—rhough this became the official language in! H:;-
\:.l' OZ lt:f 1:. e Eeportdunder analysis—and that the mother tongucs
¢ the medium of education ar the low '
rer primary leve
andl not rteglec:ted thereafter (SWAPO 1982: 4([;)- Corrjrfll:':ntll
wealth Secrerariat and SWAPQO 1984). The inten:fion was to
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replace Afrikaans, then the dominant language in Namibia and
the medium of education from upper primary level and
sometimes even earlier, which was seen as the language of
oppression, with English, which was seen paradoxically as a
language of liberation. Less than 1 per cent of the population
(mostly whites) have English as their mother tongue, while 15
per cent have Afrikaans. Only a small proportion are fluent in
English as a second or foreign language. There are seven main
language groups. The largest, Oshiwambo, accounts for more
than 46 per cent of Namibians (UNIN, 1981: 3). Several of the
languages were alphabetized a century ago. The vast majority of
‘Namibians drop our of the education system and 60 per cent of
the population is illiterate.

The criteria to be used when choosing an official language for
‘independent Namibia are spelled out in UNIN 1981 (pp. 37-8).
In a section setting out a rationale for English, it is stated that a
‘major priority in post-independence Namibia for the new
government will be ‘to minimize any divisive tendencies and
- practices in the country on the one hand, and on the other hand,

to reinforce all such factors that may contribure to national
unity, i.e. to create conditions conducive to national unity,
whether in the realm of politics, economics, religion, culture,
race, or language’ (ibid.: 37). Ir is also stated that South Africa
has ‘capitalized on and exploited the existence of various
languages in Namibia . . . It has used language differences to
create ethnic divisiveness. It has attempted to drive the people to
focus on linguo-tribal affiliations and differences instead of
national unity’ (ibid.). The criteria have been chosen ‘in view of
the factors related to this perspective and the needs of an
independent nation’ (ibid.).

The full list of the criteria, selected as ‘the most significant
ones’, for choosing an official language for Namibia can be seen
in Table 4 below. The content of most of them is self-evident,
but the following descriptions exemplify the way the language

planners saw the criteria:

2 Acceptability: The chosen language should be one which
in the specific case of Namibia has positive rather than
negative associations for the people. This would mean
avoiding languages that may be associated with the
oppression and injustices which have characterized
Namibian history, and which are still being perpetrated.

3 Familiarity: The language chosen should be one with
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which Na_n?ibians both inside and outside the country | .1\
some familiarity and with which there has preferabls hl-l :
some c_-)_(pericncc in the educational system. 8
e Fcamblh_ty, has to do with ‘cost and effort involved
promoting a language to official status’, ‘whether |hr
necessary resources are available’, ‘learning programmes ;
books and materials readily available’, ‘sufficient expatriin

rofessi i

Eo ufcssmnals' .I. .dfof tcazhmg, teacher training, crasl
rses, curriculum design, educarional admini ion’
- . ape .- ls

‘tralnlng g tration’, and

(UNIN 1981: 37)

After discussing the criteria vis-g-vis several possible langu.iyy
o; ggoup_s of languages._rhc conclusion is drawn that ‘the chon «I
:u (r:gtlzz}} as _l.'he main official language seems ro be well
355555;16 {:lbld,.40}. '_I'ahle _ 4 extracts and correlates 1l
ents in the text (in which they are nor tabulated in a1
way) on the extent to which the various languages fulfill th:-..h-\
mands of ?ach criterion. The quantification system at the botton ol
the t_al:le is nor used in the report, but has been added so y:
provide a more objective measure of the merits of each option k.
Three E:o:nts have been allotted for a +, two points for a -4‘ /
one point for a —/+, and no points for —. The result is .;1 -.'Il;-.n

Indigenous
languages Afrikaans German French English

1 Unity — -

2 Acceptability + - - + :

3 Familiarity + =

4 Feasibility - - + +

5 Science and technology - — + +

6 Pan Africanism = —~ ~ =+ }

7 Wider Communication - - - + |

8 United Nations - = + i
Total points 6 6 12 19 24

Table 4 The suitability of selected la
n .
language for Namibia guages as an official
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progression from left to right, reflecting a hierarchy which could
nally well have been established by totting up the number of
tes in which the respective languages are used.

The most striking feature of the exercise is the imbalance
tween giving separate treatment to three Furopean languages
English, French, German) and one European-based language
(Afrikaans), whereas all Namibia’s own languages are lumped
together into one category and none is given proper scrutiny.
Other potentially relevant African languages, such as the major
languages of southern Africa or Swahili, are not even considered.
“The two most widely spoken languages of South Africa are not
Afrikaans and English, but Nguni (= isizulu + isixhosa +
isiswati) and Sotho (= sesotho + setswana + sepedi), spoken as
mother tongues by two thirds of the total population of South
Africa, as well as by almost the entire populations of Botswana,
Lesotho, and Swaziland, and by almost a third of the population
of Zimbwabwe. Ethnic and dialectal divisions within each of
these languages have been exploited in the interests of white
rule’ (Dalby 1985:32). The languages chosen in the Namibian
Janguage planning exercise reflect this linguicist ‘white rule’
perspective.

The criteria used in the Namibian planning document now
need to be related to the framework for analysing the type of
arguments used to legitimare the spread of English, and the
means used.

The criteria look sober and sound. None are a question of the
intrinsic qualities of any language. The only extrinsic criterion is
the feasibility criterion. Most of the criteria (1, 5-8) are
functional. These deal with what the language should give access
to (Science and technology, Wider Communication, United
Nations) or be able to achieve (Unity, Pan-Africanism). This
leaves two criteria which are difficult to place, because they
relate to attitudes and exposure, namely Acceptability and
Familiarity. Being acceptable or familiar to a group is not
anything ‘inherent’ in a language. Nor can they be properly
characterized as a resource, unless one looks at them as
resources acquired through the structural position that the
language has had relative to other languages. Attitudes o
English are instrumental in the spread of the language, as many
scholars have noted, bur they are as much to do with images or
projections of reality as with objective facts or structural
realities. If illiterate peasants can be regarded as rating English
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highl ili ibili
thigs P};czznﬁcl:rprafilnhty (})lr Feasibility (as is done in the repoit)
nably reflects their issi
thisp submission to prevalent hegemon
Turni :
exe:g:mg to thE: second set of analytical tools, the means fu
g power (ideas, carrots, sticks), all three are used in th

argumentati ¢ 5 i i
hg' I:tatu:m. _T-hrcats come in when discussing the possibl
choice of a Namibian language: |

;:;);ifém;:(ltionjnd the lo::fal .Iangua_lges -as_rhf: official languay,
e _ilecessarj mtm-lmglflsnc competition ol

. It is conceivable that other Namibians whose languag
are not strong enough candidates for national status,g 1;r:1L |I

numerical basis might o . )
(UNIN 1981: 39) ght oppose the claims of this language.

Here_one can see the familiar false rationalization of I
conflict, and flight from multilingual realiries. i
fxs regards ‘carrots’ and ‘ideas’, English is a clear winner
:;; ui-f:SFthE' other la}'lguage_s all fall down on one or mun.-
s. For instance, in relation to ‘familiarity’, English is said
to bel p‘re—crn-mentl}' suitable’ (ibid.: 40), while a iocai languaé;' Tx
gﬁ:}e ¥y z}s].zatlsf_acto-ry chmcei {ibid.: 39). This argumentation in
Iahuzr o ] ng?sh is unconvincing. The experience of migrani
Nami; l::: 1;: ugee .E.‘(ilt' has probabl}_' served to make major
St guages, parncufa_rl:.' Oshiwambo, more *familia
: ny amibians than English, even if SWAPO uses Englis|
or -:_)fhcial purposes. Otherwise English is ‘at present raugh - I‘i |
lmm;mal]}' an_d cursorily in schools’, *. . . purely as agf(:r(:;:-'\
:r;_guage sub]-:fct sl giAnid 'sr_ude!]ts are not expec‘ted to use it:]:
anguage of real communication’ (ibid.: §). The re al
?]-(,]5; I:hat ‘Eng}lis}I: u?ed to be considered by rn-ost Namﬁgirztm‘: T:
guage of the ¢lite’ (ibid.), and even if i v
c:anged in recent years and Namibians wa;}:E: ﬁ::zlrt:(g: };"]]Lr
r ar's_carchy seems to warrant a conclusion that English i -
familiar t!-n:m any of the Namibian languages |
Even if some of the ‘carrots’ and many of the ‘ideas’
more convincing weight than does the c-:w-erage of ‘fam'l'-cg'm"
[i‘lElf use still cm?forms to the linguicist pattern, in that E:‘:'“l? ;
glgrlﬁed and African languages are dt:vaIued1 both in ghJS s
said about them and in what is not said. T};t: way Eu‘:o at-b
Ianguagf:-s are favoured and Namibian languages t:l-.:ﬂ;alu-:zdpiEjln
be seen in the choice of criteria. Criteria which are of e hm-
relevance bur which are not used are Ease of Le:1r‘c;:Jrl*:--f;;;«11L
8.
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Namibian Cultural Authenticity, Empowering the Underprivi-

leged (which could include Democratization) and Self-Reliance.

Fach of these would upset the pattern that emerges from the

eriteria actually selected, for the following reasons (presented

¢ in highly compressed form). Any Bantu language is likely to

easier for Namibians to learn than English, as the experience
of East Africans learning Swahili as a second language shows.

No language other than a Namibian language is likely to be able
{0 convey the authentic cultural heritage of the various ethnic
oups of Namibia. A policy of empowering the underprivileged
s certain to take the language(s) that the Namibian child knows
from home as the starting-point. Self-reliance presupposes an
-@ducatiﬂnai system (including adult education) without wastage,
and which gives democratic access o knowledge through
languages known well by the learners. This is of course seldom
the case in African countries. In the words of the then Director of
the OAU’s Inter-African Bureau of Languages, Kahombo
Marteene, . . . the educarional authorities have continued to
grant English a privileged position. The consequences have been
a waste of educational resources, the exclusion of the vast
majority from effective participation in government and a failure
to popularize basic scientific concepts’ (Daily Nation, Kampala,
22 July 1986).

Another criticism of the criteria is that they overlap each
other. The United Nations criterion could be included under
Wider Communication, as could Pan-Africanism.

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the criteria seem to
have been selected so as to make English emerge as the absolute
winner. Postulating eight distinct criteria as the yardstick against
which choice of an official language should be made has
rationalized the complex real world into a selective checklist
which is skewed in favour of English. According to the report,
choosing an official language has two related purposes: the need
to combat South African-engineered divisiveness, and the unity
of Namibians. These factors are national rather than inter-
national. Even so, international factors get more prominence
than national ones when the criteria are operationalized. For
most Namibians, international contacts will not be a pressing
concern (as Ansre points out in his analysis of the same issue in
West Africa). The criteria chosen thus seem to fit with
Pattanayak’s analysis that ‘in the post-colonial developing
countries, educated persons tutored in the modes of western
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thinking consider (1) transnational communication more |
portant -than nati'onai communication, (2) standardization lIIII:!
!Jriclformle' more important than transmission of knowledge Im.l
::[11 ;n:fdg:; ‘:I:;hl: the country, and (3) translz-ltion and transici
A e g .n}_ure important than creation of knowlelyy
yvak 1986a: vi).
asil:z iy;occnftrlc approach is evident in one of the inexplici
ptions of the report which has already been mentione
namely that _thc exercise was designed to identify one offi 1|I.
language. jTlus reveals a policy to retrace the steps of Euro n-';
powers with a single official language, and of those M:F': o
states t_hat have followed suit and ostensibly given preceden ; o
naluomsm rather than the development of local Iinguisrti.;un::;
E‘Fursl resources. An alternative strategy for the report would
e been to focus on language needs at the local and distii
levels as 1-.’.rell as the national level, and seek inspiration (r
such multlingual countries as India and Switzerland. This w 1“I”;
have led to less focus on the international functions c;f the U};_”' .I
language afld more focus on political, economic, sociocult ']L'-'l
and cducatl.onal factors as part of an overall mu]tiiingual po Ilul ;I '
W!’l«:&t thls: part of the report has done, then, is mr vie
manilr.lguahsm with a monolingually condirione;l erce :h .
w-h]ch is bound to ‘distort the persp.ective and resslt inplrlnn'
(Srivastava 1986:45). “The western model of language lannlvhr
seems to aim at the replacement of many languagesphv '.mj‘l
(Pattanayak 1986b: 23). This model ‘promotes a view of dt-m-
10p1:nent that equates modernization with westernization t'IHI
projects a mono-model as the only way through which 1;111;11-hl
societies can operate’ (Parranayak 1986a:vii). The re (r:rt ¥
who!e describes the reality of Namibia as a rnultilinguzl mJJ Y
ethnic country, and stresses that language plannin 1s,hL Illl
respect this, bur rhe decisive section which covers r_heg 1ss ”-“ :
choice of an official language does not do so. The issue I:secit '-|-r
::]nel olf seleclting-a single language, as opposed to furmularh:.'“ |
id:nt[li ;ir;(g;la policy that could lead to the goals that SWAPO ha
. One problem with the report is therefore that the value
]ud_gement_s of its architects have not been made clear and ul‘ulm
This was identified in Chapter 4 as being an essential r(f “
ment for S{-.)Cia”}' responsible language planning. In the -~
_borh rhe.cn[eria themselves and beliefs about wha.t the lanr?: )-I l
in question can do are presented as though they are dirnt]
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exclusively from knowledge, and not from value judgements. An

mpression is created of objective presentation of all the various

options (the parliamentary theory of knowledge). Elsewhere in

the report many of the hazards involved in choosing English are

tecorded, and awkward questions asked, for instance whether

the choice of English could lead to eurocentric planning and

artitudes, to which the bland response is given: ‘Not if Namibian
cadres committed to the needs of the country are politically
“motivated and trained early enough’ (UNIN 1981:46). Such a
spothing response shows little awareness of structural factors,
linguicism, cultural imperialism, or even the hazards of ‘modern-
jzation’. But then this is not surprising, since the framework for
the report as a whole is not directly anchored in any theory, and
since the value judgments which have guided the selection of
issues and criteria are not explicitly declared.

The linguistic imperialism which in fact underpinned the
whole operation comes out very clearly in the last of the thirteen
chaprers of the report. This is entitled ‘Specific project areas for
further research’. Eight research areas are identified, but the
areas have already been confined to matters dealing with the
‘implementation of English for Namibia® (ibid.: 111, my italics).
In five of the eight areas, ELT figures explicitly in the rubric
{those for personnel needs, training, syllabus and course design,
materials preparation, and administrative needs). Two of the
remaining three are also directly related to ELT (language needs
and use surveys, distance teaching), while the final one is on
linguistic research. Under this heading, what is specifically
proposed is contrastive analysis of Namibian languages and
English, error analysis with English as the target language,
bilingual dictionaries, and a Namibian ELT journal.

This is what concludes a report, the main title of which is
Toward a language policy for Namibia. History thus repeats
itself in the 1980s, with an almost uncanny replication of the
linguicist pattern of equivalent reports in earlier decades. In
colonial days, as was seen in the 1953 report analysed in
Chapter 5, African education was narrowed down to a linguicist
primary focus on English, at the cost of African languages. In

like fashion, in the post-colonial educational language planning
of the Makerere conference in 1961, as seen in Chapter 7
English was the sole concern.

The packaging of the linguicist programme for Namibia is
vastly more subtle, as the report reveals considerable awareness
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of the issues involved in educational language planning. This
not surprising in view of the fact that champions of African
languages (Kashoki, Ansre) participated in the conference o
which the report is partly based. There are chapters on
sociopolitical and sociocultural aspects of the relationship
between English and local languages and on the ‘medium
instruction dilemma’. The experience of similar countries w+
analysed, and one of the contributors to the report favourcd
much greater focus on Namibian languages.® A set of 19 ‘gencral
pointers’ in Chapter 12, prior to an elaboration of possible wuvs
of organizing educational language policy, contains muan
eminently sound propositions (for instance, that there i
tendency to emphasize the non-indigenous language ar ilu
expense of indigenous ones, that there is a risk of diglossia witli
English for the educated and local languages for the masses). 1he
Makerere tenets are barely discernible, though the monolingul
fallacy implicitly underlies much of the focus on ELT trainmy
and expertise, and concomitant dependence on expatriates. |l
early start fallacy is also supported, in a discreetly metamon
phosed form: ‘A foreign language as medium of instruction .
primary level could be a hindrance to concept formation. But il 1
(English) is the official language, and Namibians are expected 10
be able to communicate in it, then its introduction as mediun
cannot be delayed’ (ibid.: 46). What seems to be lacking is any
clear awareness of the implications of pushing English in th
ways recommended, or of the structural favouring of Englisl
through the allocation of resources and a privileged starus.

What language policy will be followed in independen
Namibia remains to be seen. Clearly the overall starting-point 15
inauspicious, after decades of apartheid and war, with economi
policies geared towards minerals extraction and the needs of the
white minority, and a civil service inherited from the previous
incumbents. While in exile, SWAPO was totally dependent on
international *charity’, with the United Nartions, and Scandina
ian organizations playing an important role. A substantial effort
went nto devising appropriate strategies for the English Lan
guage Programme for Namibians (Commonwealth Secretaria
and SWAPO 1983) and its implementation (Commonwealth
Secretariat 1985), the latter a report mainly produced by the
British Council. This sets out a ‘linked set of activity areas and
project outlines’ in the form of a catalogue of proposals 1o
strengthen the capacity of Namibians in exile to implement
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English as a national language. The authors display a credlrai?]y
balanced view of the needs of Namibian languages and Eng_hsh
throughout, and the need for adequate co-ordination, plann_n_lg,
and follow-up is impressively documented. However, the _d-:uswe
premiss on which the proposals are based is rhe. t'rehef thar
western training is appropriate and can be sensitive to the
context of Namibian languages and -:ultul-'es. In the light of [‘he
experience of other African countries which have be{_zn heavily
dependent on western aid, one can only be sce!mca! as to
whether this is the case. Counterparting is an essennaj compon-
ent, and again experience elsewhere is not encouraging. There
needs to be careful artention to how a counterpart model can
serve the interests of the Periphery. .

In an article entitled ‘Educational language Elann_m_g for
Namibia: English for liberation or ntocolonllahsm.* (Phillipson,
Skutnabb-Kangas, and Africa 1985), pubhshed by the OAU,
some relevant international experience 1S anahfs?d and con-
clusions drawn. These are summed up as follows {ibid.: 93):

1 English as an official language will be assisted if Namibian

languages are used maximally inside and outside the educ-

ation system. . ‘

2 Resistance to the use of mother tongues is an expression ofa
colonized consciousness, which serves the mterlf:s?ts of global
capitalism and South Africa, and the hour‘geo.xsue‘ and petty
bourgeoisie who are most dependent on capitalist interests.

3 Namibia should follow the example of those STEIE'S.WhICh
have alternative language programmes leading to bilingual-

4 Egtcational aid from ‘donors’ should be long-term and
explicitly accept Namibian multilingual goals.

i ugeling for the liberation of their country, there is
:}fjt:liltimstilgiidgnce of leading SWAPO educa{iona.lnsts forming
policy in an informed, sophisticated way {{’m_guia in Common-
wealth Secretariat and SWAPO 1983). As victims of oppression,
they are in a better position to understand the workings of

linguicism and to resist it.

Notes

1 Much of the theoretical and empirical work for thfs chapter
derives from two articles written jointly with Tove
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Skutnabb-Kangas (Phillipson and Skumabb-Kangas 1985 an
Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1986b). The section on label.
for English also draws on a joint article (Phillipson and
Skutnabb-Kangas 1986b). Two of these papers were given ai
the 11th World Congress of Sociology, New Delhi, Augusi
1986, and the Post Congress Session on ‘Ethnocentrism i
Sociolinguistics’, at the Central Institute for Indian Languages,
Mysore. We are particularly grateful for inspiring feedbach
from Annamalai, Lachman Khubchandani, Chris Mullard.
Debi Pattanayak, and R. N. Srivastava. The description ol
educational language planning for Namibia also draws on
Phillipson, Skutnabb-Kangas, and Africa 1985.

When pleading for French as a major international languag,,
similar French-intrinsic arguments are used. For instance.
“The French language . . . is a logical and subtle language,
rich by virtue of its aerated and very articulated syntax, . . .
through its rigorous capacity for distinguishing concepts and
ordering pronouncements, discourse, argumentation and
narrative . . ." (Haut Conseil de la francophonie 1986: 343 ).
French is also seen as bearer of the ideals of human rights
(ibid.: 22), and the mission of French is to counteract the
degradation and ‘uniformization’ of language that the spread
of English, particularly American English, is leading to (ibid.-
341). Advocates for English can probably see through these
arguments without necessarily applying their insights 1o
English.

I am intrigued by Unesco being paired off with the Britisl,
Council, as though it also deployed resources for English
learning. To my knowledge, this has not been the case.
Danish administrarive regulations often distinguish berween
publication in Danish and in a ‘main language’ (Danish
‘hovedsprog’), meaning English and occasionally French o
German. For instance, the regulations on the dissemination
of doctoral theses (‘Vejledning om fremstilling og udgivels
af videnskabelige publikationer’, A Guide to the Preparation
and Publication of Scientific Texts, Forskningssekretariater.
the Secretariat of the Danish Research Councils, 1984) statc
that it is ‘natural’ to write theses in the humanities and social
sciences in Danish, with a summary in a *main language’. Ii
other fields the intended audience is assumed to be inter
national, and it is ‘appropriate’ to write theses in a ‘main
language’. *Main language’ is not defined in such public
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i i d. It is ‘natural’
ations, nor is any particular language name
for the language to be English. The term seems [0 -hz_we
become established without the demeaning gnd stigmatizing
effect of the label ‘main language’ on Danish having been

considered. _ o
This was E. ]. John, the Indian applied linguist.
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ELT: master-minded?

::aEEiT;eoiftitT thar has emer_ged is one of a boom subjec
i o o I‘IEEH'(}\Z professpnaI base that was the only
b b parauclc:it, ag dew:clupmg sophisticated technical
disciplim; of linguisti;lsn Tﬁzu;lrs:lid _bY tl}'le ot i
. SS10 i
and aqglocenrric, and tended to ignorenfh::::'i?ivea:'scgftnegjr] ”?—:“-"
operations. The question then arises as to who decid :JI i
pf)l[:lq', and who was ultimately responsible for what happcﬁmllj"
e (:]I'I:]?l:?.l a:::gdem:c training for lELT_ was the responsibility ol
> universities, where applied linguistics in its contempor.s
guise was nursed into life by the British Council. The ;I; i
FIOLlncll was domestically the key link between the ;[ate _lf”"'"
m}:erests, and the academic establishment. Their ovcrsea‘sr:l}l‘ Illl.h
?de;;??id dlocal _nauonals for further training in Britain .mtll
du—tl ef t;lpenlngs al?road for the newly-created ‘expert’ pro
Bri:izhoc the university applif:-d _Hnguisrics departments. The
by ?Iu'nal has not had upllmrted funds at its disposal, and
ast th:g;agﬂzﬂa:ﬂ;i;ort (:Jf expertise as were British universities, bt
B n 1\:35 so centrally placed, it is relevant to as)
e o .[tm) r‘n_asre_rs‘ had a master plan for extending
= Lof ;' » Maintaining British influence worldwide.
I, was in charge of the British Council’s English
i rs‘g_op;lﬁ;rano-ns_ fc?r_a decade from the mid-1960s. His
area} irS ist ‘1tlBr1tam dl_d not really make policies at all in th
dow; \vt{h};l z:]re interested in. Far from wanting to ram English
il p(r}ssiitfsoo.f feople who did not want it, everything |
e iy e;:arbszprpnrt was-dune because, as near s
s s : rybody thoughr_ it was the right thing to Jdo
¢ ui,md enéets ) The gu_ld'mg principle was to find out whar was
rhgn whafr;asr;lsiiénf md[; generallx in. much smaller amouns
han by or, because of limited resources. Whar thi-
ment by a key policy-maker and administrator seems 1o
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indicate is that there was always a greater ‘demand’ for ELT
than could be met, and that the response was O meet this
demand by spreading the limited ‘supply” of professionals over
as wide a field of operations as possible. In this sense ELT efforts
have been determined by supply rather than demand, with the
limitations, quantitative and qualitative, that this entailed.

Lott’s analysis is influenced by the fact that demands were
articulated by Periphery leaders who were attempting to find

solutions to urgent educational problems. It ignores the fact that,
as seen in the analysis of the Makerere and other conference

reports, and of the ‘arguments’ used to promote English, the

" demand was largely created and orchestrated by the Centre, and

reflected Centre perceptions of what was needed in the Periphery.
However it is doubtless correct that no blueprint for the exercise
as a whole was ever explicitly formulated (and Lott’s statement
on the absence of policy is revealing) except in the most general
of terms (of the ‘good for Britain and good for them’ type), after
the policy documents of the 1950s, in particular the Cabinet
paper of 1956. This was a secret document which was kept away
from public scrutiny for 30 years. So far as the expression of
Periphery demands and needs is concerned, there is certainly
much wider scope nowadays, with more tightly managed
programmes, for more informed negotiations and planning.
Many of the symptoms of malaise noted in earlier chapters have
been matters that Centre and Periphery representatives have
been aware of, though not perhaps of the underlying weaknesses
of anglocentricity and professionalism.

The spread of English, and the growth of a profession to serve
it, was reported regularly in the British Courcil Annual Reports,
whose lead articles accurately reflect this trend: 1955-56 “The
English Language’, 1958-59 “The Main Tasks’, 1960-61 *The
English Language Abroad’, 1961-62 ‘Teaching Overseas’, etc. A
more explicit plan was probably superfluous, and might be
internationally damaging. There is also no doubt that the allies
in the international promotion of English, Britain and the USA,
have always suspected each other’s motives and been careful to
check what the other was doing. The joint conferences and high-
level talks were initially held in order to avoid friction and
competition in the field. The guidelines to ensure collaborarion,
irrespective of methodological or personality quirks, were more
a defensive strategy than a recipe for an integrated approach.
Diplomacy, even cultural diplomacy, requires discretion.
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poﬁis;n;ﬁ; ,I::,?fe(r:[j {{}mrer'.’le“.r-]l, like Bernard Lott, reckons thut
. v:rha sgegﬁc plan, w_hether on the part of 1l
Wi e rms_h Coun_cul, although clearly
uncil had a H?_Stt‘d mterest in ensuring expansion in this ar
?;11}15 interpretation tallies with views from virtually ?;[ll |:hI
orm i : :
ommites the offcial link between he sedonn pran
and the British Council. According [I(]: :h:macflfl: T(;ETE:"{:CTT””
never exerted any major policy inﬂuence.‘It has ser\:edm- o
sounding-board for ideas, and clearly both parties t L]\i ;
arrangement, the universities and rhe; international u[; | II|
_burea_ncrats, have a common interest, personal and instirlL] ion. ;
in amicable relations (which have ar times been distant) B(rI;”“"
en%%ged in operations which are profitable for the other. -
promt; :ebsEe:gc]eiSL;]f f;foiutcg E{' pian,. 0[1:1(‘.‘!‘ th_:m a general wish 1o
o s ig professionalism, was no serious
p ent to expansion. There was no reason for the forcig)
policy ?genda of ELT to be articulated more explicitly. F lnlI
professronals regard language teaching and learnin :is‘ hi
Ihusmess,land they did not have the training to pur thei?ex "['“ .
into a wider economic or political analysis. This is one I-"‘-; “I“
eﬁsegt!a_i characteristics of the profession-, as we have seen UI-'\I L’Ill
;-,;.:.e :;:S]eir(;(;::l;ltrli has(;njxly very general, _abstracr goals. Its stall
S aine m_puilcy for.manon in relation to, say,
ationa cultural relations or ‘aid’ {excepr at the level ol
managerial skills and university postgraduate degrees Li I;
tend to be theory- rather than policy-oriented, and are IJI:;iI:.-tIx]
III(; \?'uzﬂlf)lf.' tl:llem to anal?rse policy—though this may be changiny,
» with closer cost control of Council activities). In a hybrid
organization of this kind, the considerable initiative allowed ‘
lqdlt‘nfiual offices, and even individual members of staff, pe ey
fiwers:ty and creativity, just as it also permits ineffi 6 'TE."I“
irrelevance, g
_anvevm:, irrespective of the degree of explicit articulation of
ut_ﬁ-.:lai ;_)ohcy, all inter-state actors and activities have i 1!'“
ations of a structural and ideological kind. The tenets :smulir-:::P J:LI
ivizjéccrer? on rille ]:u;face the profound deliberarion:tt:r
professionals, had far-reaching e i c 4
consequences. l_3rirish Council promotiufn g?[}iﬁ_r%i,crzzgi;;;ﬂ::
2:::: matters like book Ppresentations or an air ticket for a confer-
e to major schemes for teacher training, is part of a st -
which facilitates the operation of English Iméuisﬁc h:agn:rn{}n:-lmirl
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Higher up in the British Council hierarchy, policy has to be co-
ordinated with the FCO, and here it is the interpretation of
where British economic, political, and military interests lie which
directly determines ELT policy. It is at this level that decisions
are taken on whether the British Council should be represented
in a country or not, on the placing of ELT experts predominantly
in countries which are strategically important for British
investments and commercial links (currently the Middle East
and Africa), on book promotion (it is the Overseas Development

Administration which funds the Educational Low-Priced Books

Scheme) (ELBS), on whether aid should be spent on an ELT

project or on agriculture, and so on. Ar this level, all inter-state
ELT activity forms part of a wider policy. ELT professionals are

deluding themselves if they choose to ignore this dimension.

Most of the empirical analysis for this book stems from the
formative years of ELT, as a result of an attempt to chart how
the profession emerged and to identify the structure which it
forms part of. It has obviously not been possible to analyse the
evolution of the entire profession, or even of all its main wings.
Thus the adult education market worldwide, which is expanding
very rapidly in such places as Japan and Southern Europe, has
barely been touched on. This was a justifiable exclusion for two
reasons. Firstly, in this field learners are adding a language to
their repertoire, and there is no risk of subtractive bilingualism
taking place (Lambert 1975). It is therefore less like second
language learning and more akin to foreign language learning in
schools (another field which has not been of central concern to
the study). There is though the difference that success in a
language school may be of personal and professional benefit,
while success in an obligatory school subject may decisively
influence one's chance to climb up the educarional ladder.
Secondly, virtually all teaching of this kind is self-financing,
rather than being government or aid-financed. Thus British
Council teaching centres generate income, while also aiming to
set standards for good pedagogical practice. Possibly further
studies in this area could contribute to an unpicking of the
intimate links between linguistic imperialism and educational
imperialism, which in ‘aid” contexts are indissolubly interwoven.
This would presuppose that linguicism is in operation, which
may well not be the case in many adult education situations. It
would also be interesting to explore the viability of the
monolingual and native speaker tenets/fallacies in this context.
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The recent report on cultural diplomacy by the Foreign At
Comm‘lttee of the House of Commons (extracts of which uni
analys!s are reported in Britain Abroad, the British lellnll
magazine, issue 4, October 1987) reveals that, so far as the FC (1
is concerned, cultural diplomacy is “not pursued by the FCO |
its own s'al_(f:, but only as an instrument by which ‘the pur;un ol
other activities may be assisted” (political and economic activitics)
T.here was no explicit FCO or Government policy for cultural
diplomacy proper. This the parliamentary committee would Iii:~
to see remedied, and the budget for cultural diplomacy expandd
so that policy should conform to the FCO’s own ]Jro (lhillnrl
that ‘we sl_wuld share a culture which enriches the huma}:l ~. 1l nl
er}hances international understanding, and expands the hn}éilx- 8
of men and women throughout the world.” The FCO thus Wi\hr"
to project an image of Britain and its culture which draws on |I
blend of English-intrinsic and English-functional argument;' el
uses the same type of rhetoric as that of the foreign policy L"IlE[.L' i
the USA !d1scussed in Chapter 6). Interestingly, the commitic
report wishes international arts promotion activities to |
dlsccm_lected from narrow commercial motives, while ai |1|..
same time recognizing that all aspects of diplomacy interlock
The report also echoes the verdict of an earlier review commitic
of British (;uuncil activities, the Seebohm Report (1981), that lm
the promotion of English there is no clear dividing-line }:;cr‘.:.' Jt
cultural diplomacy and aid. 9
Formally speaking these British Council activities are funded
separarely,_ FCQO money going to information and cultural
representation work, which is specifically connected to t:un.l
mercial and political benefits, and ODA money to aid, which i
re_garded as ‘disinterested and humanitarian’ ‘{ibid.) ; formntl
ation which diverts attention away from the Strucm‘ral contesl
of ald._ Perren notes (ms) that internal debates in the British
Ft.)u,nul in the 1960s on distinctions berween ‘information” and
aid ‘ functions attained a subtlety and complexity worth\. ol
medieval scholastics. According to the Seebohm committee both
types of activity are still expected to contribute to ‘cn;:mu-
abrn_a.d an understanding and appreciation of Britain’, just :J‘-
Enghs.h teaching is not only profitable but ‘an exceﬂent‘ w-;\- :-II
establishing the Council’s presence overseas, and can be a ll‘¥;L'1l|i
gateway to the other services it has to offer. As a culrural velicls
as. opppse_c'l to a mere instrument of international communu‘
ation, its importance to Britain is inestimable if it is properly
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used to transmit our national values’ (ibid.: 45). ‘It is the
Council’s strength that it is regarded overseas primarily as a
cultural, non-political organization; any system of funding
which ties its work in any country to0 exclusively to aid
programmes must in the long term reduce its value to the
Overseas Development Administration as an effective agent’
(Seebohm Report 1981: 18).

In view of these multiple pressures and goals, it is not
surprising that there has never been a blueprint for expansion of
ELT or ‘linguistic diplomacy’, and that this gap parallels the
absence of an explicit policy for cultural diplomacy. There has
presumably been no need for either. At least so far as ELT is
concerned, the structures established from the mid-1950s and
the professionalism that evolved seem to have served the purpose
of protecting the interests of the Centre effectively enough. One
wonders whether recipients of ‘aid’ are aware that the donors
find it difficult to clearly demarcate cultural diplomacy or
promotion on the one hand, and ‘aid’ on the other. Perhaps the
current trend towards multilateral aid projects’ and the increas-
ing role of non-governmental organizations in underdeveloped
countries will counteract the blending of aid with the promotion
of national interests. Whether structural relations between
Centre and Periphery will be substantially changed is more
disputable.

One might then ask who runs the Centre, who ELT policy is
determined by. Clearly there are the external pressures of foreign
policy already referred to, representing an external constraint on
the profession. The ELT policy-makers themselves, in Centre
and Periphery, in Ministries of Education, universities, curricu-
lum development centres and the like are part of a hegemonic
structure. They have shared interests and beliefs, a shared stake
in the scientific and educational status quo, a shared perception
of what the central internal constraints are. The structure of
academic imperialism has ensured that Centre training and
expertise have been disseminated worldwide, with change and
innovative professionalism tending to be generated by the
Centre.

The focus in this book on the historical and structural
determinants of ELT and aid policies enables us to avoid
accusations of personal incompetence or ill-will on the part of
individual inter-state actors. In general they have not been
trained well enough for what they were doing, and may well
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have contributed constructively in an untenable situation. Thi-
however in no way absolves us from responsibility. Hopefully
some of the familiar complaints (frustration with their task a1
dissatisfaction with their predecessors’ achievements) combinc
with more awareness of the structural context of their activitic.
and the ethics of aid could permit a link-up between the role an
functions of the ‘expert’ and the wider structural framework

Applied linguists can choose to address or to ignore the
structural aspects of the spread of English, but they and theis
professional activities are no more ‘neutral’ than the English
language that their professionalism mediates. As one scholas

aptly puts it: “Applied Linguistics must by its very nature take
sides . . . There is no such thing as neutral Applied Linguistics’
(Christophersen 1989: 46).

There is another sense in which hiding behind a claim that
ELT has never been forced on people (one of Bernard Lott's
points, quoted earlier) is rather too facile an argument. When the
professionalism of ELT is essentially anglocentric, which mono
lingualism is the clearest expression of, there is almost inevitabl
a linguicist devaluing of local languages and cultures. When
there are programmes for teacher training and curriculum
development in English, but not in local languages, linguicism is
in operation. Structural factors ensure that English advances at
the expense of local languages, and ELT professionalism is a ke
link in this process. The situation is one of subtractive rather
than additive bilingualism (Lambert 1975). This is something
that scholars from underdeveloped countries have no illusions
about. The neglect of African languages is integrally linked to
the maintenance and consolidation of English as the dominant
language (Mateene 1985a). In India the dominance of English
perverts the efforts of educartion, diverts funds wastefully, and
thwarts the natural multilingual developmental process (Pattan
ayak 1986b). If English linguistic imperialism had not been in
operation, other languages would have had much more scope for
development in periphery-English countries, and these languages
might have followed the course of the languages of many
European countries over the past century. In which case English
might in such countries be an additive rather than a subtractive
language. The ‘not-forcing-English-on-anyone’ argument ig-
nores the position of English in each local linguistic hierarchy
and the determinants of these hierarchies.

Stating this does not imply that if English were to vanish (a
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highly improbable hypothes_is in th_e present worlc%), rﬁlr]l;zr
languages would live in equity. Dominant lan%:;ages d:n e
lingual communities and in a multilingual wor Zr:: om i
because their speakers have the power to secure *vantagﬂ_?h
their own group, among them ]m:gmsnc a!:iil.rantalél;;s. hl:;
linguicism serves to maintain th_e dum%nanr position o Frenc _
a substantial number of countries which are linked to rancrl:_li
an imperialist strucrure in much Fhe same way as E;E ;]5]
linguistic imperialism operates. In 1qd|a _thf;rc are m:;lny re%]j ny
dominant languages in a complex linguistic h}ierarc y, and r}[:a y
more dominated ones. In both core-English and penpd eryci
English countries hegemonic bclicf§ are constantly conrestke 31‘; f
a reordering of linguistic hierarchies may ensue, as :sp_eahers
dominated languages succeed in asserting their lfngms;lc 111_rtr_1aanl
rights, generally in conjuncl:'ion wuh- ec&;}nomlg an [l;o',; :at
rights. This is precisely what is happ‘ltinmg in the oswe.t. mmem
present, with Russian losing its legitimacy as th_t: u_:nﬁet SE'] ="
disintegrates, and as other languages assert their rights. Un :
the Soviet system many languages were cuit_wzted or maintaine
to the point where they can serve a_ll esse_nnai §0c1ct§1 pl_lrposea'
Even if there has been a linguicist favouring of Russian uj‘rflany
domains (scientific research, the army), Most Sm?et L:ItlZGI[iIS‘
other than those with Russian as a moth&_:t tongue are tuncnoii;lah_\-
bilingual, as they have had most of ti:lﬂll‘ education through t :;-
medium of the mother tongue. This is a very different [_305@;“?1
from that in virtually all peripher}'-Enghsh former col-:mu:s:..b ]t-tl
fact that linguicism is not smoothly tunctlonai,- and that dot
democratic and more violent means may permit change, oesf
not however exonerate those associated with the prornono; ch
English from identifying what hthe structural factc-r? arie wk:rs
impell English forward and which produce benefits for spea
of English, whether as a first or second language. g
One can conclude that ELT has not been promoted globally as:
a result of a master-minded plan. Itis in the nature of h-egexﬂor?}
that it is not static and rigid, but is remnsnt_utcd m‘nnlm;a*)i 1_1;
lived experience. This means that ar the ldf_:ologica e:-vf:sa :V
adapts dialectically to cha!ienge :imd change. It is also, as v.e o
in Chaprer 3, functional for an ideology of r.he SFP?I’IOI‘IT}' Ly
language or of a particular brand of ‘prtoft.-sslona ism to proj t
values over and above those of the discipline proper, to projec

i ip, i ay is
moral and ethical leadership, in the same way as hegemony

exercised in political discourse. This ELT has done by formulating
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arguments for the values associated with the dominan
!angu.age, those of modernization, progress, unity, and simila
En_g_]lsh-functi(_:mal' arguments. One aspect of the successflnl
legitimation of English linguistic imperialism is that the ELl
profession has held out such promises, and these appear to have
been r_edciz-rned for some. It needs to be remembered that
education is an activity on the borderline between the dictates ol
the' state (which can through funding and policy decrec:
dec_zs}vely influence the parameters of what is seen as 'Iegirim-mj
acn‘wt}'} and the free-for-all of civil society (where norms alml
social values are negotiated). ELT has appeared to be detached
fror_n the interests of the State, both in the Centre and the
Periphery. This increases the sense of those involved that they
are _‘free agents’, and that in turn increases the apparu{r
legitimacy of a profession as an independent self-monitoring
Pod}'. This political disconnection can of course blind the actors
mvolv-:':d to the structural context of their activities. Clearly
those in the Centre who shape this structure have no wisl; 1o
alter one which is so effective in defending Centre interests.

On the force of the evidence

This book has artempted to integrate evidence from several
sources, Entimarily written material, eight interviews, and ongo
ing activities in English language education, in particular for
Scar_ldma\na and for SWAPO of Namibia. The advantage ol
having several sources of input is that each type can be cross
d_lecked, and that theoretical and empiriczﬂ issues interac
dmlecti}:afly. At the conclusion, it is important to consider 1’]:1“
the various types of data have served the purposes of the book
and to consider their validity. 7

:A. gen.eral point is that it was easier to trace written sources
originating from the Centre than the Periphery. This is scarcely
surprising, as most of the source material is British, but the issu
is part of the more general one of the proliferation of Cenire
journals and books tending to define problems and monopolizc
a'cademic discourse. This is bound to over-represent the perspe
tive of one party. This imbalance has hopefully been rectified 10
some extent by my frequent reference to Periphery sources
though there are certainly Periphery sources in langu.alges Ic ||;
read that | am unaware of, and even more certainly sourcrn‘m
languages which I cannot read.
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Secondly, it is important to recall that the ‘Centre’ and
‘Periphery’ concepts are metaphors for a rich variety of lived
experience. They are a convenient form of shorthand which
appropriately reflects the power relationships in force, and
should not be interpreted as underplaying the diversity and
specificity of each individual context.

This relates to another problem of selection. In looking at the
history and origins of ELT, it was essential to probe into both
British and American sources and to attempt to clarify the
contribution of each nation to professional doctrine. For the
empirical analyses it was necessary fo concentrate on British
source material. This was partly a matter of time and logistics,
but more importantly it reflected a belief that the book would
benefit from a concentration on the tradition that I have most
direct, inside experience of. I also hypothesized that the
underlying structural forces operate in similar ways in each of
the key Centre set-ups, and nothing in the study would seem to
contradict such an analysis. There are differences of degree in the
weighting of British and American ‘aid’ work, and differences of
professional emphasis, but linguicism seems to be as much a
defining characteristic of both establishments. The inter-state
actors from both sources seem to be part and parcel of the
structure of English linguistic imperialism.

Interviewing some of the chief protagonists in the ELT drama
made it possible to check the dry brevity of academic written
discourse against lively personal involvement and commitment.
The brief extracts from the interviews inevitably do less than full
justice to the richness of these contributions. (The interviews
contain enough material for a small book in its own right.) No
attempt was made to pursue with the informants the question of
how to characterize or operationalize linguicism or English
linguicist imperialism. At that stage of the study it had been
possible to hypothesize about the specific processes that deter-
mined the historical development of ELT, for instance that
certain teners had been disseminated uncritically (a position that
not all the informants agreed with).

One example of the dovetailing of spoken and written data is
the analysis of the Anglo-American Conference on English
teaching abroad (1961). George Perren compiled the report
which contains the extremely revealing comments by
L. A. Richards on ELT ‘restructuring’ the students’ world in ESL
contexts (quoted in Chapter 6). What became clear in the
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interview, an._:! which is nor hinted at in the written report, s 1l
Richards (of Basic English fame) was brought pin .1:; | |1I v
co:}ferepge in order to impress the literary mandarins in B -II'
universities, who regarded ELT as infra d%. ELT had to be 'J 1| : II l
acade.mlcally respectable. The hidden addressee for the -Il;lll
exercise was the conservative ‘Eng.Lit.” establishment, a fl-l I“J
whose number were invited to attend. Perren’s vielut {:'\'-”H
f:nf%rence was rhat,‘except for social purposes, it was 'II‘I-‘I
: l:l;)arl[iwa ;olw;v of beaps , presumably a reference to the acadeimn
: y of the gathering. A report on the other hand was essentil
j:ﬂurd&.ar t-T_hlmpress the ﬁ}nding authorities on both sidcsl..ul tl.u
limailt:zc. L e? arguments in the report are therefore far from ol
i utzh]t), as they durecFly express the kind of legitimarion
LA as L {Eught necessary in order to impress senior people 1
ritish Council and the FCO and their American couniei
parts. The document provides a very clear image of 1l
331;1;3:11; |deolog}'1 of those who were working to eipu nd :I:-
bumauira,r:t the interface of the professionals and the st
he;":;nothc:r interesting point made ‘by Perren was that despite 1t
eing government policy rthat English should be promoted, I'l |
did not ,rank high in FCO priorities. As the bulk of the 111 itisl
COUI‘IC.i! s funding came over the FCO grant, it was na*.tur-llmlI 0
r_he Brltlsh‘Council should have the FCO as a:n indirect adni -l ol
;ur all of its reports stressing the importance of ELT F(:: T Ii-:
i;aii;)aj{};mpent oo, ELTIha-s b_een a rather minor concern, hut
' lerican context it is important to recall that mamy
gmernn.]enmf and private organizations are involved in 1l
promotion of English. If the FCO and the State Department | -[ 3
tendf:d to under-rate cultural diplomatic activities, and EL'1IJ.H
{Jamcular, this may reflect a lack of awareness o‘f the role -I-'II
i:;gu;ge For' even' of 'the potential of English linguistic imperial
- However, even if ELT had a low priority as compared witl
othe.r foreign policy activities, official support for ELT ha in
fact mcrea§ed steadily over the past 50 years, as the narrari:. N- lIII
the ev.olurlon of the British Council indicated. In effec L In-
flowering of ELT has been the direct result of sran; supporru N
Al! the reports analysed in this study are likely to h:n:~ had
gurll}nple addressees in the same way as the Anglo-Amgrisl:lL.
dit;cof;ence geporr. Tl?e genre is at the interface of political
ourse an academic discourse, and may be of some broad
public interest. The Makerere Report was prepared for I‘II‘[
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Commonwealth Education Liaison Committee, which repre-
sented Commonwealth governments, and which was based,
predictably, in London. The main body of the report is highly
technical, and not likely to be read by people outside ELT. The
effect of such a specialized text was undoubtedly to create the
impression on policy-makers in the Centre and the Periphery
that the professionalism necessary to solve the Periphery’s
educational problems already existed. As demonstrated in the
description of the ELT academic base at the time and of the
tenets endorsed at Makerere, this was a pre-emptive bid by the
Centre to define the parameters of education and development in
the Periphery countries. The motives of all concerned in
planning and implementing ‘2id’ of this kind may have been pure
and altruistic (as Bernard Lott putit, “our hearts were in the right
place’, interview), but appreciating this merely serves to under-
line the disconnection of ELT from structural factors, and the
fact that the professionalism available was not fully competent
to the task. The tasks actually undertaken served to promote
Centre interests, which is what the professional politicians and
senior bureaucrats in the Centre were concerned to ensure. The
Makerere Report provided ideal legitimation for the Centre
bridgehead in education in the Periphery.

One topic considered in Chapter 8§ is ELT research. Analysis
of the interview responses, and the written evidence, led to the
conclusion that relatively lirtle research was done into the
problems which ELT aid work was supposed to be solving. The
oral responses reveal a unanimity about the paucity of the
research effort, but diverge in relation to the causes. The
suggested explanations can be raken one by one, and commented
on, in order to demonstrate how conclusions were drawn on the
basis of information elicited in the interviews.

One informant said he had difficulty in conceptualizing what
form such research could actually take, and stressed the difficulty
of controlling the variables in educational research. However, the
practical objections have in fact been overcome In comparable
situations, as in the Nigerian projects referred to in Chapter 8, and
in bilingual education projects in such places as North America and
Sweden. It is desirable that such research should be conducted
mainly by nationals of the countries in question or members of the
cthnolinguistic group under investigation. If this principle were
applied in ELT research, it would inevitably make Centre expertise
ancillary rather than central to the exercise.
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One informant reacted by saying that no British university
wo_uld_ do research purely for the benefit of an overseas country
This view may accurately reflect the way limitations on researc-l;
funding were perceived, but on the other hand a good deal of
chearch was undertaken in the Centre into Periphery problems
in areas other than ELT. In any case, research of this kind in fa—;;;
l'.'-lE[lEﬁl'S the Centre, which increases its expertise. This response
like the first one, leads to the conclusion thar little effort wzuT
m{:df to get research going in this area. A related point is tha}
British university applied linguistics departments have tended
not to specialize in particular Periphery countries or areas

A third informant saw research into the forms ‘of the
contemporary language and into the language learning and
te.achm_g process as being the main concern of ELT. (As the
discussion in Chapter 8 indicated, it is true that there was a huge
gap to be filled there, one which has been impressively filled, on
both sides of the Atlantic.) He felt though that organizati-:;na[
and educational policy fell outside the field of ELT. This attitude

confon_'ns to the model of ELT being divorced from its wider
n_educz?tmnal context. It is also inconsistent with what was
identified in a succession of reports (at the Makerere Conferenréu
for example) as being research needs in the ELT field. ‘

On the basis of these divergent responses, the conclusion is
Firamvn that the ELT establishment failed to undertake research
into areas that were of central concern, and which had been
identified as in need of research. Of the three explanations, the
first refers to an internal constraint, a methodology problem‘ the
sec_or}d to external constraints, while the third one on the sur,fa::r
of it is also an internal constraint but also has to do with where
the boundaries of a profession are drawn. This could imply an
acceptance of a remit prepared by others (externally) or a wish
to exclude matters which are seen to be outside professioﬁal
competence (an internal motive). The motives of the state and ol
foundations in commissioning research were also explored in
Chapter 8.

One consequence of the relatively narrow basis of research has
been that Periphery ELT experts sent for training in the Centre
hava_? Ile‘amt many useful skills but have tended not to be
familiarized with research methodology that would be relevant
tpr many applied language tasks on their return home. Applicd
llng_mss_::cs seems to fall down as does theoretical linguistics, in no
equipping those who travel to the Centre for high level training
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with the skills necessary to meet the applied linguistic needs of
their own countries. )

This highlights a basic dilemma for the ELT establishment in
the Centre. Applied language research logically implies involve-
ment in the community around a university. What then is the
COMMUNIty Or CONSHtUency of ELT, if a defining characteristic of
it is its global relevance, implying mainly an involvement in the
Periphery? There are of course many applied language problems
to be solved domestically, and some ELT departments in the
Centre are moving in that direction (into ESL or social work),
but is this likely to resolve the problem of the relevance of Centre
expertise and experience to Periphery problems? It is an open
question.

I have drawn on much of the relevant written evidence
accessible to a scholar who is resident in the Centre, and have
also drawn on others’ experience through interviews. These were
a practical way of approaching a vast and complex topic and
delimiting the field. In an exploratory study of this kind, which
attempts to look at the historical record within a provisional
theoretical framework, the study can do little more than come
up with a tentative description of a field which tends to be
explored in a more atomistic way, and where there is stll a
manifest need for better theoretically-based understanding of the

issues.

Studying ELT and imperialism

I have attempted in this book to unravel some of the links
berween ELT and imperialism. There is no doubt that research
into the issues raised would benefit if a larger number of
empirical studies were undertaken. These should ideally be
carried out by mutli-disciplinary teams, primarily of researchers
from the Periphery. This would facilitate the elaboration of a
more refined theoretical framework. Such work should draw
more strongly on ongoing work in such fields as race, class,
gender, and ethnicity; development studies, with particular
reference to strategies for alternative development, grassroots
mobilization, and social movements; political science, in particu-
lar the role of the state and policy implementation studies; the
sociology of language, particularly artitudes to language, and lan-
guage and identity in multilingual societies; educational sociology,
particularly multilingual education in social movement-directed
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revitalization situations. Such an enlarged study would permit

clearer demonstration of the interaction between linguicism and

other mechanisms of exploitation, between linguicism and other

hegemonic ideologies. It could help to clarify the relationship in 2

range of contexts between ELT ‘experts’ and the state policies of

which their work is an integral part, and the contribution of

ELT at the micro level (linguicism in social-psychological

processes) and at the macro level (the evolution of educational
language policy, and through this the constitution of linguistic
hierarchies).

Many of the main concepts used for this study are extremely
broad and diffuse—for instance, a monolingual norm, anglo-
centricity, and professionalism—and the phenomena they relate
to evolve over time, just as the macro level structures are
constantly evolving. They might profitably be broken down into
further parts or sub-types. Likewise their realization in different
periphery-English contexts should be specified. Some of the
more detailed parts of the present study, for instance the analysis
of the Makerere tenets, have demonstrated the complexity of the
issues involved.

One question that needs confronting is the adequacy of the
existing theoretical framework for the study that has been
undertaken. There are many relevant questions which further
studies might clarify, for instance, are there periphery-English
countries where an increased use of English has been accom-
panied by less exploitation, more democratization, and prosper-
ity? In what contexts does ELT not involve linguicism or English
linguicist imperialism? If English linguistic imperialism in this
study has related to two dimensions, linguistic imperialism and
educational imperialism, can one envisage studies which separ-
ate these out and where the one might hold but not the other? All
that can be attempted here is to ask whether there is counter-
evidence that has been overlooked because of the framework
adopted, or whether a different theorerical framework would
have led to quite different conclusions.

We could consider Singapore as an example of an under-
developed country which has accorded pride of place to English
and has a relatively thriving economy, where ‘modernization’
seems to be working. (The language situation in Singapore was
described briefly in Chapter 2; for a more derailed descriprion,
see Kuo and Jernudd 1988.) Is it possible that in a country such
as Singapore English actually extends what is promised to most

Linguistic imperialis and ELT 315

guage is facilitating the attainment

i involve a
of societal and individual goals, andlrhag 1_} does :;::ireul; i
S AT talisn? T pro :
English linguistic imperialism _ 9
i i Id require a detaile
ch questions wou etail
researched answers to such - e
study, but some of the variables that would need investiga
Y
can be highlighted. it A
?resen;ghpoliq-' aims at the de-ethnicization of Singaporeans

: : ian values (ibid.:
through English but at the maintenance of Asian L

10). The Prime Minister has recently sm:nmedttil}:;:]fkms i
hid 1 ‘forel lents can impar skills,
ibid.) by stating that ‘foreign ta skl not
ir val i ' Another argument use :
eir values, to Singaporeans . e
g:scourse is that English has been opted for as a way of avoiding
*racial tension’. o
The variables that could well indic
linguistic imperialism in Singapore are: |
_ that there is a structural favouring of Engli§h m_rl:ue educat_fln
system that can only be described as lmgumsr'{posm y
l;nguages other than English are learnt effectively too,
despite being marginali_zed}
— that English is a major instrument

_ thar there are many Centre representanives T
ney in English, including a strong €

of the population, that the lan

ate the operation of English

for social strartification
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ing proficie
presence _
— that most of these inter-stat
monolingually
— that structurally .
‘modern” sector, and that this secto

into the western capitalist order.

e actors presumably function

English is favoured in all acri\'it]es in the
r is intimately integrated

To investigate whether ‘modernizatiqn‘ hflsls;;:ce?gfi i;;;l:]i?:
involve correlating economic and pohnc'alx.a‘ma es D
groups in society with the above mduatlorsdcf r;abﬁ; o
penetration and dependence. The language-relate 1; i e
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Singapore being one of Enghs:h linguistic m}p:&f;; i {}f. i o
not mean that consumeri-st Smﬁgg‘):_': tl:y zian g\"::c(:)l: B s
ion. It is a dynamic society which | : :
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reinforced in many societal domains. The ‘racial tension’
argument is also false: where there is inter-ethnic tension, this is
to a large extent the result of perceived injustice, with ethnicity
or language as a mediating variable rather than a causal factor.
English linguistic imperialism is functional in maximizing the

chances of the Singapore élite to benefit from participation in the
capitalist world order. The élite also attempt to direct a process
of democratization and re-linguification (by, for instance, people
who are dominant in Malay or Chinese becoming dominant in
English) from the top downwards in the society. The evidence
thus is of a structural context of imperialism, with linguicism
serving to allocate more power and resources to those who are
proficient in English. By contrast the linguistic hierarchy is more

complex in Malaysia, with which Singapore once formed a

federation, in that there are competing claims between English as
a language of power, and Malay, which is much more actively
promoted as a national language than in Singapore.

This analysis is also compatible with the existence of counter-
hegemonic tendencies, ranging from celebrating the unique form
that English literature rakes locally (Thumboo 1985), to
querying native-speaker English as the norm for Singaporeans
(Wong 1982). Such moves could ultimately lead to a declaration
of partial linguistic independence, when local professionalism
can dispense with Centre norms. By then English linguistic
imperialism will have served its purpose in contributing ro the
establishment and maintenance of the dominance of English. To
gauge the precise contribution of ELT to this process would
require a derailed analysis of the history of language policy and
language in education in Singapore.

The evidence from Singapore in fact appears to support the
theory of English linguistic imperialism. If it also seems to be
compatible with a ‘modernization’ paradigm, in thar Singapore,
unlike other underdeveloped periphery-English countries re-
ferred to in this study seems to be retracing the route of western
countries towards prosperity (but not to parliamentary demo-
cracy), then this is due to the uniqueness of the state itself (which
has a few, minor affinities with Hong Kong), with the city, port,

and base as pre-eminently a colonial creation and later a partner
of the West. The modernization strategy is relatively more likely
to succeed in a country in which the entire economy can he
modelled on the West, and if there is no competing economy
(which is the case in many underdeveloped countries, the
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ion’ it). Another
‘economy of affection’ as Hyden_, 1‘983:,‘ terms 11:1:; Anathes
conclusion would be that ‘modernization” intrinsically m:;l ;
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urpose i
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attempting to analyse what role language can play in facilitating
a change of the structure in a more equitable direction. This
would be a topic for a further study, which would raise many
new issues. Among the key issues would be the new forms that
linguicism will take in a changing world; whether a shift in the
international linguistic hierarchy will take place in view of the
increased economic power of Japan or Germany, and the
implications this might have for English as the dominant
‘international’ language in a neo-neo-colonial period; whether
there will be more or less monolingualism in future;’ whether
speakers of underdeveloped languages will abandon ‘moderniz-
ation’ efforts wvis-a-vis their own languages and use English
instead® or succeed in establishing linguistic human rights for
dominated languages; alternative ‘aid’ strategies.® Can ELT
contribute constructively to greater linguistic and social equality,
and if so, how could a critical ELT be committed, theoretically

and practically, to combating linguicism?’

Notes

1 Technical assistance in education is increasingly funded by
international bodies such as the World Bank, the regional
development  bodies, United Nations agencies, rather
than by bilateral bodies. Such projects tend to be the sole
source of innovation in education in Third World countries
(Arnove 1982b: 45 6). The trend towards multilateral control

ower in the Centre in fewer hands. For a

concentrates p
with examples of innovation, see Obura

Periphery view,
1986.

2 Occasionally applie
professionalism to the struc
must admit 1 don’t know how
international auxiliary language of freq
know that it has’, writes Larry Smith (1983) in a book
edited by him and called Readings in English as an
[nternational Language. This amounts 10 treating English as
a tool, the falsity of which was demonstrated in Chapter 8.

3 A perspective from minority education that could be useful
and relevant for the study of linguistic imperialism, is ‘deficit’
theories. They are revealing in relation to the successive
phases thar immigrant education has gone through—
immigrants lack the L2, their culture is deficient, their L1 is

d linguists explicitly refuse to relate their
rure in which they operate: ‘I
or why English has become an
uent use but I do
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deficient, etc. (Skutnabb-Kangas 1984a). Equally funda
mentally false is the misapprehension that learners of English
in underdeveloped countries are suffering from a deficiency
called lack of English. They do lack English, but probabl,
only in the same way as a child broughrt up in Denmark o
France lacks English, and no one would brand such children
negatively in relation to their ‘need’ of a foreign languagc.
Deficiency-based theories reveal how dominant groups
stigmatize and define the dominated (as in Orientalism) in
order to control them and to impose the dominator’s view o/
social reality. This is probably true of western models ol
educational language planning for underdeveloped multi

lingual societies.

Deficiency-based explanations for the difficulties experi
enced by dominated groups transform the relationship of
exploitation into one where the dominated are made to
appear responsible for these societally-imposed handicaps.
They then appear to be in need of help or ‘aid’, and the
neglect of their linguistic human rights can continue. When
the dominated have internalized this message, physical
coercion can be replaced by ideological coercion, sticks by
carrots, first, then ideas. Linguicism is an effective means ol
ideological coercion. Linguistic underdevelopment parallcls
economic underdevelopment.

Lenin (1951:9) in his Critical Remarks on the National
Question, written in 1913, is adamantly opposed to the
belief that a single dominant language is essential for each
nation, this being bourgeois thinking. The national pro

gramme of working-class democracy is: ‘absolutely no
privileges for any one nation or any one language’ (ibid.: 10).
‘No democrat, and cerrainly no Marxist, denies that all
languages should have equal status’ (ibid.: 13).

Some protagonists of English from underdeveloped countrics
seem to think that other languages should withdraw from the
unequal struggle with English:

The development of a language from a premodern
language into a modern one—i.e. into a vehicle of modern
science and rechnology—requires a complex and time
consuming effort to create thousands of modern terms and
to provide the language with books and other reading
materials. I can say that until now none of the languages of
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the new nations has achieved this aim satisfacrgrll}r,
neither the Hindi language of India, the Urfiu of Paklsran,_
nor the Mandarin of China or the Indonesian lalnguage_ of
Indonesia . . . Most of (these languages) are still Ia-ckmg
not only the necessary modern vocabulary of scli.er:c(e)}
technology and economic progress but also the to;a ity ;
human thought, ideas and experiences through the cer_lth
uries . . . Will these languages still be able to catch up \iutl
the existing advanced modern languages such as Enﬁ |5 |,
French, German, Russian and _]_apancse, through .lzln
extensive programme of translz-atmn and _throulg h'[ rc
writings of native scholars? Is_it spil worthwh:]_e to ac le;g f-
this gigantic task, or, to put it dffferently: Is 1thnot cas
and more efficient for these nations to take the emfhtmg
modern languages as the languages of rhmrf modern
culture, which is dominated by the progress of science,
technology and economics?

(Alisjahbana 1984: 50-4)

i / be
6 FEach Periphery context needs its own experts. There must

2 break with the counterparting model which assumes a
unidirectional transfer of skills an-d kr?ow—hnw frcn}: {Jer]:t.re
to Periphery. More experimentation 1s nccd;d rat Ert an
the dissemination of a Centre-pateqted sulut.mn. T FI:, Fl)'rii-
supposes a recognition of the diversz‘t}f of periphery- lng |s1t_
contexts. In ESL contexts, recogmtion of the reality oh
nativized forms of English can serve as a source c_uf strengt

for the Periphery, as it can lead to increased ;elf—_reha_nce.f 1
A critical applied linguistics can draw msplram?ln S:tx.qk
critical linguistics (Mey 1985; Fa_irclough 195‘_:9; ‘&193;;'}
1990) and critical pedagogy (Freire 1?72? GITOUB; . e,;
(For a rationale, with a focus on scnennﬁcvmet .oh, s

Pennycook 1990; for a pracrical ele_mp}e ot_Englls gl.ern-
powéring oppressed groups in South Africa see Peirce 1989.)
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