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Imperialism and colonialism
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The terms ‘empire’, ‘imperialism’, ‘colonialism’, and ‘neo-colonialism’ are tricky, because they overlap to some extent, but more importantly because the terms have ‘a complicated history and many different, fiercely contested meanings… Defining something as imperial or colonial today almost always implies hostility to it, viewing it as inherently immoral or illegitimate … the subject is so highly charged with political passions and emotion’ (Howe 2002: 9, 34). The topics have also generated a vast industry of historical and political scholarship that is of direct relevance to the study of language policy in the modern world.

On most continents there have been empires in the sense of one people or group taking control over the territories and livelihoods of others. Colonisation involves groups of people settling in a different part of the world, often of their own free will, and mostly to the detriment of local people and their cultures. European settlements in the Americas and Australia were initially referred to as colonies. The term derives from the Latin colonia, meaning a farm or settlement. French settlers in in the colonisation of Algeria between 1830 and 1962 were thus known as colons. The term imperialism derives from the Latin imperium, covering military and political control by a dominant power over subordinated peoples and territories. From the fifteenth century this mainly meant European polities controlling non-European ones. Empires inevitably involve cultural values and language use as well as control of the state and economy.

In the Roman empire that covered much of Europe and North Africa, the strategy for co-opting a conquered people was insightfully analysed 2000 years ago by Tacitus (1948: 72), whose uncle, Agricola, was charged with converting the British to Roman norms:

the sons of chiefs … in place of distaste for the Latin language came a passion to command it. In the same way, our national dress came into favour and the toga was everywhere to be seen. And so the Britons were gradually led on to the amenities that make vice agreeable – arcades, baths and sumptuous banquets. They spoke of such novelties as ‘civilization’ when really they were only a feature of enslavement.

Genocide involves the destruction of ‘the Other’, which can be those who are linguistically different. Appropriate pronunciation is recorded as a test of group identity in the Old Testament, where an alien way of saying shibboleth resulted in the death of 40,000 people (Judges XII: 6). The ancient Greeks stigmatised non-Greek speakers as barbarian, meaning speakers of a non-language. The term Welsh was used by speakers of English to refer to people who call themselves Cymry. ‘Welsh’ in Old English and related Germanic languages means foreigners or strangers: it is a stigmatising categorisation from the perspective of the dominant group and in their language.

Within Europe, the expansion of dominant ‘national’ languages was generally at the expense of other languages, in processes of country-internal colonisation. The expansion of English from its territorial base in England began with its imposition throughout the British Isles, a process that lasted several centuries and only partially succeeded in eliminating the Celtic languages. The 1536 Act of Union with Wales entailed subordination to the ‘rights, laws, customs and speech of England’ (cited Jenkins 2007: 132): ‘Since the English – whether government officials, religious reformers or moralists – presumed superior wisdom in matters associated with “civility” and “politeness”, it was thought prudent to ensure that a monoglot Welsh people living in “rude” and “dark” corners of the land should become familiar with the language and mores of the “civilising” English world’ (ibid.). Despite an elite which gradually substituted English for Welsh, the Welsh language survived because a 1563 Act decided that the Bible should be translated into Welsh. This played a decisive role in Christianising Wales and spreading literacy. Over 2,600 books were published in Welsh in the eighteenth century, whereas in Ireland and Scotland, Protestantism was propagated in English and the imposition of English was more thorough: ‘only 70 titles were published in the Scottish Gaelic language before 1800’ (op.cit.: 160). In the nineteenth century, the importance for the British empire of coal and steel in Wales, combined with migration into Wales of labour from England, resulted in a massive shift from Welsh into English, particularly as a result of education. His Majesty’s Inspector of Schools, Matthew Arnold (also an influential poet and thinker) saw the issue thus in 1853, in what amounts to an official endorsement of English as a killer language:

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 afar 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).

The marginalisation of non-dominant languages was widespread. For 650 years Sweden occupied Finland and used Swedish as the language of power. Danish was the language of Denmark’s occupation of much of Scandinavia, Iceland, the Faeroes and Greenland. Language policy in the Austro-Hungarian empire impacted variously on the many ethnolinguistic groups. The Russian empire, and its successor the Soviet Union, stretched across central Asia as far as Japan and as far south as Iran. Lenin promoted the use of many languages, whereas Stalin’s rule was oppressive for speakers of languages other than Russian: ‘Under the pressure of the imperial ideology they were forced to sacrifice linguistic rights for an ideal that was clearly an attempt at linguistic genocide’ (Rannut 1994: 179).

The significance of language for the colonial adventure was appreciated from its inception. In 1492 Queen Isabella of Spain was presented with a plan for establishing Castilian ‘as a tool for conquest abroad and a weapon to suppress untutored speech at home’ (quoted in Illich 1981: 35). For its author, Antonio de Nebrija, the first modern grammarian and language planner, ‘Language has always been the consort of empire, and forever shall remain its mate’ (ibid.: 34): the language was to be fashioned as a standard in the domestic education system, as a means of social control, and harnessed to the colonial mission elsewhere.

While Europeans were experiencing a transition from feudal structures to mercantile societies, they were deeply involved in overseas expansion, the plunder of gold and silver in the Americas, slavery, and competition for control of lucrative markets for goods, particularly from Asia (spices, tea and coffee, silk, ceramics, etc.). European expansion throughout the world has led to several European languages being securely transplanted elsewhere. The languages accompanied political and economic influence, backed up by military and naval might. Languages were central to Christian missionary activity that accompanied several European languages worldwide, just as Arabic was integral to the spread of Islam in the Middle East, Asia, Africa and the Balkans.

The present-day strength of English, French, Spanish and Portuguese in the Americas, in Africa, in Asia, Australasia and the Pacific is a direct consequence of successive waves of colonisation and of the outcome of military conflict between rival European powers worldwide. The dominance of English, rather than French, in North America is due to the British military defeat of France in Quebec, and the secession by France under the terms of the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 of French possessions in North America to the British. Military defeat of the Germans in the First World War (seen as a war for empires by historians) resulted in Germany being stripped of its colonies. Italian occupation of parts of north and east Africa was ended by defeat in the Second World War. Dutch power was contained by defeat by the British in the Boer War in South Africa. The Japanese ended political control by the Netherlands of Indonesia in the Second World War. Colonial empires were no longer tenable after 1945, in a world dominated by the United States, the Cold War, and liberation struggles by oppressed groups worldwide.

When French took over from Latin as a lingua franca for secular purposes in Europe in the seventeenth century, there was widespread belief in the intrinsic superiority of the language, a belief that was endorsed in Diderot’s influential Encyclopédie. The Academy of Berlin held a competition in 1782 on the theme of why French was a ‘universal language’ (Calvet 1987: 71). One of the winning essays, by Rivarol, argues that languages which do not follow the syntax of French are illogical and inadequate. Linguistic hierarchisation was therefore widely believed in before it was needed in the legitimation of the colonial venture. Calvet’s Linguistique et colonialisme: petit traité de glottophagie (1974) is a comprehensive analysis of the links between linguistics and the furtherance of the French colonial cause. His term glottophagie (linguistic cannibalism) refers to dominant languages eating up and extinguishing dominated languages. Linguistic genocide, as defined in work on the United Nations genocide convention, is in fact still practised widely in the modern world, and can also be seen as a crime against humanity (Skutnabb-Kangas 2000, Skutnabb-Kangas and Dunbar 2010).

Maintenance of a linguistic hierarchy typically involves a pattern of stigmatisation of dominated languages (mere ‘dialects, ‘vernaculars’, ‘patois’), glorification of the dominant language (its superior clarity, syntax, richer vocabulary), and rationalisation of the relationship between the languages, always to the benefit of the dominant one (the civilising mission, access to the superior culture and ‘progress’). One’s own language was therefore projected as the language of God (Sanskrit, Arabic in the Islamic world, Dutch in South Africa), the language of reason, logic and human rights (French both before and after the French Revolution), the language of the superior ethno-national group (German in Nazi ideology), the language of progress, modernity, national unity (English in much postcolonial discourse). As other languages are explicitly or implicitly deprived of such functions and qualities, it is ‘logical’ that speakers of a stigmatised language can only benefit from using a ‘superior’ language.

The expansion of English worldwide was largely triggered by to the occupation by emigrants from the British Isles of land on other continents, initially in the Caribbean and North America. Between 1815 and 1914 over 21 million British and Irish people emigrated, the greatest number to the United States, and increasing numbers to Canada, Australia, New Zealand and to a lesser extent South Africa. This demographic imperialism, which the Dutch, French, Portuguese and Spaniards also indulged in, mainly in the Americas but also in Africa and Asia, assumed a right to occupy territory as though it was unoccupied: the myth of terra nullius which assumed that aboriginals had no right of ownership of the land. The aim was to establish replicas of the ‘home country’ in New Amsterdam (later New York), New England, Newfoundland, New Zealand, Nova Scotia, Hispania, etc, and by so doing, to strengthen the home country’s economy: ‘Britain’s domestic tranquillity required the growth of its trade’ (Darwin 2009: 36). The loyalty of British emigrants to the idea of the British empire led to over a million emigrants from the dominions seeing military service in the First World War and even more in the Second (ibid.: 11).

The nineteenth century saw the consolidation of a British ‘world-system’ that resulted from a combination of demographic, commercial, political, and strategic interests and led to British global dominance (Darwin 2009; the Oxford History of the British Empire, five volumes, 1988-99, and companion volumes on gender, migrations, mission, Ireland, the Black experience, environment, Australia, and Canada). As the pioneers of the industrial revolution, the British economy benefitted from massive investment in railways and infrastructure in many parts of the world, connected by underwater cables that facilitated rapid communication, and funded by investment banks in the City of London which provided capital and insured the merchant navy that transported goods worldwide. ‘By the early 1900s, one-third of all quoted securities around the world were traded in London and around 60 per cent of the Stock Exchange’s share listings were for overseas enterprises. … By 1913, Latin America was providing around a quarter of Britain’s overseas property income’ (ibid.: 119, 140). There was major competition from rival European imperial powers, France, Russia and later Germany, for influence and resources in the Middle East and Asia, including China. This competition led to a share-out of African territory – the scramble for Africa - and much of the Pacific at a conference in Berlin in 1884 attended by the competing European ‘Great Powers’: the big four, Austria-Hungary, Germany, Russia and Great Britain, along with France, Italy and Turkey, which by then was bankrupt, with its empire in retreat in south-east Europe. The map of Africa drawn up then, with no Africans present or consulted, is still essentially in place. The Berlin policy succeeded in avoiding military clashes between rival imperial powers until 1914.

India played a key role in British thinking, in reciprocal strengthening of the British and Indian economies, in the global economy that the British dominated, and through a massive army that maintained control within India and saw service in many other Asian, African and Middle Eastern contexts. There was an asymmetrical relationship between the United Kingdom and colonised India, where the vast majority of the population remained in poverty, and literacy in any language was below 10 per cent. One of the most significant legacies of British India is the present-day role of English. However, the strength of English as the language at the top of the present-day linguistic hierarchy should not obscure the fact that ‘less than 0.5% of Indians have computers, probably around 2.5% of Indians speak English, and a little more than 60 per cent are literate’ (Nandy 2006: 128).

The British empire was never a grand scheme worked out by policy-makers in London, but rather was an improvised set of initiatives by commercial opportunists, missionaries (as many as 10,000 by 1900), and the pressures of rival powers in Europe and increasingly the United States. Developments in countries where the climate was congenial to British settlement, in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and South Africa, and which have become independent states (remaining members of the British Commonwealth) were unpredictable throughout much of the nineteenth century and not constitutionally settled until the twentieth. They were decisively influenced by the commercial entrepreneurship that evolved in each context, the speed and density of settlement, and the resistance of indigenous peoples to the invasion of their territories. The independence and unity of Canada was threatened by the wish of the USA to absorb it, if not politically then economically. Relations with Indigenous peoples, as in the United Sates and New Zealand, have been and still are turbulent.

The current status of European languages, English in particular, should not mislead one into assuming that there is any intrinsic connection between a language or culture and scientific excellence, notions of democracy, a well-informed public sphere and the like. Many of the rich intellectual roots of European culture in the world of ancient Greece and Rome were kept alive during the European ‘dark ages’ in the flourishing academic world of Arabia and North Africa, and from there were transmitted back to Europe. Contact between China, India and Arabia flourished for two millennia, with translations between Chinese, Sanskrit and Arabic in many scholarly fields. The pre-eminence of Western science, in our unstable, inequitable, militarised world, is recent, and falsely legitimated as though ‘knowledge societies’ are a late capitalist invention:
 
science, mathematics, literature, linguistics, architecture, medicine and music. … In so far as public reasoning is central to democracy …, parts of the global roots of democracy can indeed be traced back to the tradition of public discussion that received much encouragement in both India and China (and also in Japan, Korea and elsewhere), from the dialogic commitment to Buddhist organization… The first printed book in the world with a date (corresponding to 868 CE), which was the Chinese translation of a Sanskrit treatise, the so-called ‘Diamond Sutra’ (Kumārajīva had translated it in 402 CE), carried the remarkable motivational explanation: ‘for universal free distribution’. (Sen 2005: 164, 182-3).

There are broadly speaking three types of colonisation: the dominant power exploits other groups through colonisation of their bodies, as in slavery and in exploitation of their labour, through colonisation of their territory and natural resources, and colonisation of the mind, which involves colonised peoples internalising the values of the dominant power. ‘It is the final triumph of a system of domination when the dominated start singing its virtues’ (Ngũgĩ 1986: 20). One can distinguish between a settlement colony, like Canada or Brazil, and an exploitation colony, such as Ghana or Sri Lanka, basing the distinction on whether Europeans moved there permanently or not. However, legacies from each of the three types interlock, and permeate the relationship in the contemporary world between rich and poor countries, and between the rich and poor within each country. The USA was consolidated through systematic recourse to all three types of colonisation:  progressive territorial expansion in North America, exploitation of the bodies of slaves, and colonisation of the mind through elaboration of strong national identification and the dominance of a single language. The three types of colonisation continue in today’s neo-colonialism, directly or indirectly. Thus Alexander (2006: 241) considers that in post-apartheid South Africa, two factors determine current practices and attitudes in the relationship between language and power: the hierarchies of the linguistic market are largely determined by the mundane fact of economic, political, or military dominance; and the ‘colonised mind’ of conquered peoples has often led to a failure on the part of their leadership to realise the power that is latent in the languages of the oppressed and of other subaltern strata or groups.

It is important in any historical narrative to be aware that what appeared to be a great success for some (captured in the USA mantra ‘the land of the free’, the British mantra ‘free trade’, and the French ‘mission civilisatrice’) was experienced as tragedy by others (territorial and linguistic dispossession, slavery, indentured labour, denial of civil rights). There are therefore conflicting perceptions and interpretations of imperialism: different cultures are seen in different ways depending on whether one is seeing with the ‘imperial eye’ (Pratt 1992) or the reverse. This dichotomy is captured by a witticism attributed to Mahatma Gandhi, when asked what he thought of British civilisation: ‘that would be a very good idea’. The essential inequality of imperialism was structural. Gandhi wrote, in a letter to the British Viceroy of in 1930: ‘Though I hold the British rule in India to be a curse, I do not, therefore, consider Englishmen in general to be worse than any other people on earth’ (cited in Gandhi 2008: 287). In the same letter he requested the Viceroy, the British monarch’s official representative in India with draconian powers, to reflect on the fact the British Prime Minister was then paid ninety times Britain’s average income, whereas as Viceroy he was being paid over five thousand times India’s average income. These figures symbolize the injustice between the beneficiaries of an imperial system and those exploited by it.

Political leaders were well aware of this injustice. Winston Churchill told his British cabinet colleagues in January 1914 (cited in Darwin 2009: 268):

We have engrossed to ourselves an altogether disproportionate share of the wealth and traffic of the world. We have got all we want in territory, and our claim to be left in the unmolested enjoyment of vast and splendid possessions, mainly acquired by violence, largely maintained by force, often seems less reasonable to others than to us.

Colonial language policies assumed that power and language went hand in hand. Churchill’s words were echoed in 1948 by a key US policy-maker, George Kennan (cited in Pilger 1998: 59):

We have 50 per cent of the world’s wealth, but only 6.3 per cent of its population. In this situation, our real job in the coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships which permit us to maintain this position of disparity. To do so, we have to dispense with all sentimentality … we should cease thinking about human rights, the raising of living standards, and democratisation.

The British began systematising the global promotion of English in the 1930s (Phillipson 1992: 137-45). The USA and the UK intensified their efforts to promote English as a ‘global’ language from the 1950s (Phillipson 1992, chapter 6), though collaboration between the two ‘English-speaking’ countries began in the 1930s (Phillipson 2009: 112-8).


Colonial language policy

Although language policy has taken many forms in the periods of both colonisation and decolonisation, there are remarkable similarities in the way the colonising powers promoted their languages, and in how the policies of the colonial period remain in place in the postcolonial world.

In central and southern America, the colonisers encountered well-established local languages of empire, and there was a protracted debate between missionaries seeking to preach the gospel using these languages, as opposed to those who favoured the use of Spanish. This debate is recorded in great detail in the archives of the Catholic church, and has been analysed for its impact on Mexico (Heath 1972).

French spread as the primary international language of the modern period as a result of its adoption as the language of many royal courts throughout Europe from the late seventeenth century. France had the largest population of any country in Europe, though less than half of the population were proficient in French as late as the mid-nineteenth century. The dissemination of French elsewhere was facilitated by several factors: emigration from France as a result of religious persecution; significant numbers of governesses training aristocrats to speak French from Madrid to St. Petersburg; and the belief among elites that French civilisation and language were intrinsically superior to others. French and British competition for global dominance was effectively terminated in favour of the British through naval victory at Trafalgar in 1805 (leading to the British ‘ruling the waves’ for a century), by military defeat in India as well as in North America, and by containment in Africa and the compromise negotiated in Berlin. French remained the primary language of international diplomacy until the peace conferences that ended the First World War, when the USA insisted on parity for English.

French colonial education policy involved no use being made of local languages, except to a limited extent in French Indo-China. Policy in the French empire, as in the Portuguese empire, aimed at the intensive assimilation of a tiny local elite, who were supposed to ‘evolve’ into fully French citizens. The first director of the Alliance Française, founded in 1883, articulated this goal: ‘It is necessary to attach the colonies 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 – that they be and remain French in language, thought, and spirit’ (Pierre Foncin, cited in Rodney 1972: 285). The content and methods of education were therefore those of the mother country. The exclusive concentration on French led to a neglect of literacy in local languages that lasted throughout the twentieth century.

In the colonies that later became the United States of America, some First Nations languages, for instance Cherokee (Spring 1996: 73-7) were used in general education, along with the languages of the classical world, like in Europe. English was considered ‘necessary’ for civilising Native Americans. Native American languages were also used in missionary work and the media, but when competition for territory and resources intensified, conflict between the settlers and indigenous peoples increased, and less education was offered to local people. A mission to the Choctaws was established ‘on the principle that there was no hope for the adults; that the only prospect of success was in taking the children in boarding schools, and making them “English in language, civilized in manners, Christian in religion” ’ (ibid.: 152). There is also massive evidence of the genocide of the local population throughout the Americas, as reflected in the title of a detailed record written by a Native American scholar, Ward Churchill, A little matter of genocide. Holocaust and denial in the Americas 1492 to the present (1997). As a direct result of such policies, of the 63 languages originally present in Canada, only three are thriving (Bear Nicholas 2009), and the situation in the USA is comparable (see McCarty, this volume).

The USA has since the early nineteenth century had ‘a belief in the manifest destiny of Anglo-Saxon culture to spread around the world’ (1838, the Board of Foreign Missions of the USA, then covering only half of the territory of what is now the USA). The ambition of what George Washington referred to as a new empire was to go global. The vision in 1780, of John Adams, who became the second President of the USA was that ‘English is destined to be in the next and succeeding centuries more generally the language of the world than Latin was in the last or French in the present age.’ (cited in Bailey 1992: 103).  The significance of language was understood early in the American struggle for independence from Britain. In 1789 Noah Webster made an American declaration of linguistic independence, arguing the case for ‘an American tongue’, a language with pronunciation and spelling quite distinct from British English (ibid.: 104-6):

A national language is a band of national union. Every engine should be employed to make the people of this country national; to call their attachments home to their own country; and to inspire them with the pride of national character… Let us then seize the present moment, and establish a national language as well as a national government. (cited in Graddol, Swann ad Leith 1996: 93-4)

The policy of the USA transforming a diverse immigrant and indigenous population into monolingual English users has a chequered history but was integral to the processes of colonisation and national identity formation, as briskly articulated by President Theodore Roosevelt in 1919: ‘We have room for but one flag, the American flag... We have room for but one language here, and that is the English language... and we have room for but one sole loyalty and that is a loyalty to the American people.’ (Italics added)

The Monroe doctrine of 1823 articulated a policy of ensuring that the Americas would remain a sphere of interest determined by the USA rather than Europeans. The USA became a global colonial power in the 1890s. Imperial exploitation necessarily entails cultural and education policies. In the Philippines, education followed the same model as in the USA, with an insistence on an exclusive use of English in education from 1898 to 1940: ‘… public education, specifically language and literature education during the American colonial period, was designed to directly support American colonialism. The combined power of the canon, curriculum, and pedagogy constituted the ideological strategies resulting in rationalising, naturalizing, and legitimizing myths about colonial relationships and realities.’ (Martin 2002: 210). The pattern was comparable in the British empire:

The main purpose of the colonial school system was to train Africans to help man the local administration at the lowest ranks and to staff the private capitalist firms owned by Europeans. In effect, that meant selecting a few Africans to participate in the domination and exploitation of the continent as a whole. […] It was not an educational system designed to give young people confidence and pride as members of African societies, but one which sought to instil a sense of deference towards all that was European and capitalist. […] Colonial schooling was education for subordination, exploitation, the creation of mental confusion and the development of underdevelopment. (Rodney 1972: 263-4)

The diverse pressures on language policy in the Portuguese colony Mozambique have been analysed in relation to economic factors (labour), politics (assimilation of a local elite), and religion (Stroud 2007). Impérialismes linguistiques hier et aujourd’hui (Calvet and Griolet 2005) contains studies of English, French and Japanese as imperial languages. There are several articles by Japanese scholars, in translation into French, which describe the various forms that Japanese linguistic imperialism took internally within Japan and in the twentieth century occupation of Taiwan, Korea, Manchuria and other conquered territory. Until 1945 Japanese was being projected as a common language for eastern Asia. Ostler (2005) has written a magisterial history of the world’s languages which does not see the expansion of languages as constituting linguistic imperialism.

Colonial education was fundamentally inappropriate (Phillipson 1992, chapter 5):  ‘By the opening decades of the twentieth century the crass objective of confining colonized people through inferior education had been dressed up with “scientific” justifications and permeated almost every corner of the Empire apart from South Asia’ (Etherington 2005b: 269). Such justifications reflected the twists and turns that characterised colonial language policy (Pennycook 2005). In British Africa until the 1950s, 90% of educational work was in the hands of missionaries, from a range of European countries as well as the USA, working for dozens of different Christian denominations. Their primary goal was evangelisation, whether through English or the many African languages that missionaries codified, artificially because of linguistically and culturally uninformed selection practices and arbitrarily decreed colonial boundaries. Missionaries were generally looked down on by colonial administrators, and were often at odds with settlers and commercial interests, because they tended to disapprove of how the colonized were being treated (Etherington 2005a). There was in fact a tension throughout the history of the British Empire between the empire-builders and critics of imperialism.

Christian missionaries remain active worldwide, often in the guise of teachers of English, which creates a major ethical dilemma for the English teaching profession (Wong and Canagarajah 2009).

Linguistic imperialism was an integral dimension of the overall structure within which one collectivity exploited others, and rationalised their right to do so in ideologies of racial and linguistic superiority (Phillipson 1992, Mühlhäusler 1996, Skutnabb-Kangas 2000). I see linguistic imperialism as involving the following:
· it is a form of linguicism, a favouring of one language over others in ways that parallel societal structuring through racism, sexism and class: linguicism (Skutnabb-Kangas 2000) also serves to privilege users of the standard forms of the dominant language, those with convertible linguistic capital;
· it is structural: more material resources and infrastructure are accorded to the dominant language than to others;
· it is ideological: beliefs, attitudes, and imagery glorify the dominant language, stigmatize others, and rationalise the linguistic hierarchy;
· the dominance is hegemonic, it is internalised and naturalised as being ‘normal’;
· linguistic imperialism interlocks with a structure of imperialism in culture, education, the media, communication, the economy, politics, and military activities;
· in essence it is about exploitation, injustice, inequality, and hierarchy that privileges those able to use the dominant language;
· this entails unequal rights for speakers of different languages;
· language use is often subtractive, proficiency in the imperial language and in learning it in education involving its consolidation at the expense of other languages;
· linguistic imperialism is invariably contested and resisted.

This pattern of activities holds for the role of language in all empires, even if these inevitably display great variety over time and space. Whether linguistic imperialism is a reality in a given context can be analysed empirically through documenting the variables in language policy in question, for instance if material resources go exclusively to one language, if there are beliefs that only one language should be used in education, is there is promotion and development of one language and marginalisation and under-development of others, etc. Refinement of the approach, and a response to some criticism of its supposed limitations, are presented in Phillipson 2009.
 
Comparison of the British and French empires, drawing heavily on the analysis of scholars from the colonized world, leads to the conclusion that despite differences in the articulation of policies, 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 education, 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. (Phillipson 1992: 128)

These features remained in place in the postcolonial age:

European languages were imposed on Africans in the colonial period. African people as communities did not choose to learn those languages. … Individual Africans do not necessarily choose to learn these languages (French, English, Portuguese). Since the language of instruction in almost all African countries is the language of the former colonial power, going to school does not leave any choice. Individuals who do not go to school, and therefore do not learn European languages, do not choose not to go to school. They do not have access to schooling. (Rubagumya 2004: 134).

In India the situation was complex, due to its size and diversity, and since there were strong and ancient literacy traditions in the main languages. Education in these was widespread before the policy of promoting English for an elite class was officialised. Three universities were founded in 1857, 14 by 1921, and 20 before independence in 1947. But westernization was in effect confined to a small segment of the population. These have retained the role of the colonizers’ language for postcolonial elite formation and privilege.

There are major differences in the way British language policy in India has been interpreted. At one extreme is the view that the decision to promote English and neglect Indian languages was ‘largely a recognition of local Indian demands’, and that the idea of colonialist imposition of English is a twentieth century ‘myth’ (Frykenberg 1999: 210). A more differentiated view is that the promotion of English reflected a firm belief in progress, ‘English liberty, toleration and improvement’, as articulated by the imperial spin doctor, Macaulay, who ‘held arrogant but representative views on England’s cultural ascendancy in the world and on what he believed to be the benevolent impact of British rule in India and elsewhere. The controversial Minute on Education, written in India in 1835, managed to reconcile British realpolitik and idealism in a way that left a lasting mark on subsequent interpretations of British rule’ (Louis 1999: 5). At the other end of the spectrum is Gandhi: ‘To give millions a knowledge of English is to enslave us.’ (1908, cited in Naik 2004: 255). Gandhi, like Nehru, the first Prime Minister of independent India, did not believe that India could be united through English, and campaigned against an extensive use of English in education at the expense of Indian languages. In the analysis of an Indian who has lived through the entire post-independence period: 

The colonial language policy, therefore, was a part of the overall policy of governing the ‘native subjects’ in such a way that their minds would cease to be Indian. Language became an instrument for this purpose. It helped produce efficient and dedicated slaves who would be faithful to their masters and grateful to be slaves. The British rule consolidated itself mainly by dividing India into two classes: the loyal English educated Indians and the ignorant masses restricted to their ‘vernaculars’. (Naik 2004: 254-5).

Likewise, in colonial Kenya ‘English was the official vehicle and the magic formula to colonial élitedom’ (Ngũgĩ 1985: 115). These broad generalizations about colonial language policy are valid, even if policies were in fact worked out ad hoc in a wide variety of situations. The complexity of the evolution of imperial language policy has been charted by many distinguished scholars from India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. They have explored the fluctuations of language policy over the past 200 years, the nature of multilingualism in the sub-continent, and the implications for language policy at all levels (e.g. Annamalai 1991, Khubchandani 1983, Rahman 1998, Viswanathan 1989). They present the complexity of a civilisation that differs markedly from the West - which they are also all deeply familiar with – and not seeing with the imperial eye.

Postcolonial – and post-imperial?

When colonies acquired political independence, a number of factors - supply and demand, ‘aid’ and dependence - resulted in the continuation of the language policies of the colonial period till the present (Bamgbose 2006). The most significant source for funding for education in postcolonial states in the closing decades of the 20th century was the World Bank, which has channelled funds toward the learning of the former colonial languages. World Bank policies filter through into the ‘aid’ agendas of the US and the British Overseas Development Administration (ODA), which favour a ‘transition’ from local languages to English, meaning the phasing out of local languages as media of instruction:

the World Bank, which controls and influences the majority of aid packages to the third world, supports the transitional model. World Bank officials who visited South Africa in 1992 made it quite clear that additive bilingualism was not on the World Bank agenda and that funds would not be available to support such programmes. As mentioned earlier, USAID and ODA are heavily influenced by World Bank agendas, and the language education models they are supporting are consistently transitional … a concrete example of just how powerfully persuasive Western aid agencies are in influencing policy’ (Heugh 2003: 343, initially published in 1995).

In postcolonial English language education as propagated by the British and Americans, five tenets have been of decisive influence since the 1960s, each of which is false: English is best taught and examined monolingually (the monolingual fallacy); the ideal teacher of English is a native speaker (the native speaker fallacy); the earlier English is taught, the better the results (the early start fallacy); the more English is taught, the better the results (the maximum exposure fallacy); if other languages are used much, standards of English will drop (the subtractive fallacy) (Phillipson 1992: 183-218).

The World Bank’s real position … encourages the consolidation of the imperial languages in Africa. … the World Bank does not seem to regard the linguistic Africanisation of the whole of primary education as an effort that is worth its consideration. Its publication on strategies for stabilising and revitalising universities, for example makes absolutely no mention of the place of language at this tertiary level of African education (Mazrui 1997: 39).

Indian research indicates that ‘Over the post-Independence years, English has become the single most important predictor of socio-economic mobility. … With the globalized economy, English education widens the discrepancy between the social classes’ (Mohanty 2006: 268-9). In the global village there are

a few chiefs – very powerful economically and militarily – and a lot of powerless villagers. … The market has indeed replaced imperial armies, but one wonders whether the effect is any different. … It is therefore not the case that more English will lead to African global integration; the reverse is more likely.… Giving false hopes that everybody can have access to ‘World English’ is unethical (Rubagumya 2004: 136-139).

Omoniyi, in an article analysing why the Nigerian military government decreed in 1998 that French should be the ‘second official language’ of the country, describes the neglect of local languages as a ‘rape on democracy’ (2003: 23). The decision exemplifies push and pull factors working together in neoimperialism. French economic interests in the region (push) are promoted through ‘aid’ (sixteen language attachés, support for 100 pilot schools, 6 colleges of education and 6 universities, 13 French language centres, ibid.: 20-21) and combine with a Nigerian political wish (a pull) to subvert US interests and Commonwealth criticism of a military regime. Omoniyi refers to ‘two Europhone cohorts that have outlived colonisation: Anglophone and Francophone Africa … they resuscitate and/or perpetuate colonial presence and rivalries, and neo-imperialist discourses in supposedly post-colonial times’ (ibid.: 23). 

There is therefore an urgent need for more socioculturally and linguistically appropriate language policy. There are pressures to change the state of affairs. African heads of state have established an African Academy of Languages with a mandate to promote mother-tongue based multilingual education, so as to ensure that a greater proportion of African children succeed in education.  The Bamako International Forum on Multilingualism, 19-21 January 2009, approved a set of recommendations to African governments and to ‘aid’ organizations that should facilitate a reversal of current educational paradigms (see www.acalan.org). Research that documents good practice and clarifies fundamental pedagogical and linguistic principles was presented in papers at the Forum and is also summarised in Benson 2009 and Heugh 2009. There is evidence of success in mother-tongue based multilingual education in one former French colony, Burkina Faso (Ilboudo and Nikièma in press), and of change in this direction in India, Nepal, and other parts of the world (several articles in Skutnabb-Kangas et al. 2009). It is important to stress that children who benefit from literacy and concept development in a local language are more likely to succeed in learning additional languages, including English and French, than is currently the case. Such policies are not ‘against’ particular languages; they are intended to combat linguicist misuse of the languages. 

It is important to recall that the UK and USA have a major economic interest in strengthening English worldwide, quite apart from language being a medium for cultural and political influence. TESOL (the Teaching of English to Speakers of Other Languages, USA) and TEFL (the Teaching of English as a Foreign Language, UK) are significant exports for the Americans and British: teaching materials, examinations, know-how, teachers et al. They are a vital dimension of continued English linguistic and educational imperialism. ‘The English language teaching sector directly earns nearly £1.3 billion for the UK in invisible exports and our other education related exports earn up to £10 billion more’ (Lord Neil Kinnock, Chair of the British Council, in the Foreword to Graddol 2006).

The major publishing houses are now global. For instance, ‘Pearson Education's international business has been growing rapidly in recent years, and we now have a presence in over 110 countries.’ (http://www.pearson.com/index.cfm?pageid=18, accessed 15 January 2008). The Guardian Weekly reported on 16 October 2009 that Pearson is launching a test of academic English to rival the lucrative TOEFL(USA) and IELTS (Cambridge, UK and Australia) tests of English language proficiency that are taken each year by over one million people. The website of Educational Testing Services of Princeton, NJ, which is responsible for the TOEFL test, states: ‘Our global mission goes far beyond testing. Our products and services enable opportunity worldwide by measuring knowledge and skills, promoting learning and performance, and supporting education and professional development for all people worldwide.’ The ambivalent role of the TESOL/TEFL enterprise is explored in a number of the contributions to Edge 2006.

The intensive promotion of Spanish in Latin America can also be seen as constituting linguistic imperialism (articles by Del Valle and Mar-Molinero in Mar-Molinero and Stewart 2006).

University of Cambridge International Examinations (www.cie.org.uk) are taken in 153 countries worldwide, typically in ‘English-medium’ schools that seek qualifications that are comparable to those achieved by UK nationals domestically. CIE projects itself as ‘the world’s largest provider of international qualifications for 14–19 year olds’ that builds on 150 years of experience in holding examinations ‘internationally’. This ‘not-for-profit organization’ is of major ideological importance for British influence worldwide, as well as being big business. The CIE’s role in consolidating English as an elite language worldwide through curriculum and examinations - in British English, set in Britain - cannot be under-estimated, and needs further research (but see Raban 2008). However much CIE claims to work ‘in partnership with ministries of education, qualifications authorities and examination and assessment boards around the world’, such partnership is definitely not symmetrical. The fundamental assumption is that the cultural universe and language of Cambridge UK are globally valid and applicable. Colonial education produced a tiny elite that adopted a British mindset and language. Now educational content and language for a larger constituency are packaged as ‘international’ and ‘global’; the linguicist favouring of English remains.

US and UK interests and services are thus in symbiosis with education worldwide and with the evaluation of proficiency in English, the assessment of linguistic capital. Those wishing for credentials in this linguistic market must invest in the form of ‘global’ English that examination boards profitably dispense. They administer what Bourdieu refers to as the sanctions of the (global) linguistic market. 

Fishman, Conrad and Rubal-Lopez’s Post-imperial English. Status change in former British and American colonies, 1940-1990 (1996), has a wealth of empirical description of the functions of English in many contexts. The 29 contributors to the volume were specifically asked to assess whether linguistic imperialism, in the sense in which I have used the term, was in force in the country studies they were responsible for. They all address the issue, one editor challenges the validity of the concept, but no contributors attempt to refine it or to see whether there might be more powerful or precise ways of coming to grips with theorising the dominance of English. It is only Fishman, in his introductory and closing comments, who, as well as tabulating the degree of ‘anglification’ in each state, speculates on English being ‘reconceptualised, from being an imperialist tool to being a multinational tool … English may need to be re-examined precisely from the point of view of being post-imperial (… in the sense of not directly serving purely Anglo-American territorial, economic, or cultural expansion) without being post-capitalist in any way’ (Fishman 1996: 8). Corporate activities and regional economic blocs have made the locus of power more diffuse than in earlier, nation-state imperialism. 

Scholars who are sceptical about linguistic imperialism as an explanatory model for the way English has been consolidated worldwide tend to analyse matters as though there is a strict choice between (a) active US-UK promotion of English, supported by linguicist policies that favour it over and above other languages, and (b) colonised people and others actively wishing to learn English because of the doors, economic, social, political, and cultural, that it opens. Matters are summed up as though (a) involves imposition, whereas (b) is a ‘free’ choice (e.g. Kirkpatrick 2007: 35-7). This is a false dichotomy, the two elements in no way excluding each other. In addition, neither imposition nor freedom is context-free. Nor should (a) be seen as necessarily entailing the adoption of ‘Anglo-cultural norms’ and ‘British and American culture’, whereas (b) would not, which incorrectly ignores the lexico-grammatical substance embedded in the language, and the uses to which the language is put. Mono-causal explanations should be avoided. Push and pull factors both contribute to linguistic hegemony and hierarchy.

Kirkpatrick (ibid.) also accepts Fishman’s conclusion that the strength of English in former British and American colonies is more due to such countries’ engagement in the modern world economy rather than ‘to any efforts derived from their colonial masters’ (1996: 640). This analysis seems to ignore the fact that ‘engagement in the modern world’ means a western-dominated globalization agenda set by the transnational corporations and the IMF, and the U.S. military intervening, with or without a mandate from the United Nations, whenever ‘vital interests’ are at risk. English serves to consolidate the interests of the powerful globally and locally and to maintain an exploitative world order that disenfranchises speakers of other languages. A world polarized between a minority of English-using haves (whether as a first or second language) and a majority of have-nots is not likely to provide healthy conditions for people who speak languages other than English to flourish, so I have difficulty in sharing Fishman’s restrained optimism about linguistic power-sharing.

Languages are often categorised as ‘global’ or ‘international’, but such terms are fuzzy. Halliday has elaborated an intriguing distinction between them:

English has become a world language in both senses of the term, international and global: international, as a medium of literary and other forms of cultural life in (mainly) countries of the former British Empire; global, as the co-genitor of the new technological age, the age of information. So those who are able to exploit it, whether to sell goods or ideas, wield a very considerable power. […] It is important, I think, to distinguish these two aspects, the international and the global, even though they obviously overlap. English has been expanding along both trajectories: globally, as English; internationally, as Englishes. Both of these expansions involve what I have called semogenic strategies: ways of creating new meanings that are open-ended, like the various forms of metaphor, lexical and grammatical. But they differ. International English has expanded by becoming world Englishes, evolving so as to adapt to the meanings of other cultures. Global English has expanded – has become ‘global’ – by taking over, or being taken over by, the new information technology, which means everything from email and the internet to mass media advertising, news reporting, and all the other forms of political and commercial propaganda. (Halliday 2006: 362-3)

Terminology in this area is a minefield, often obscuring power relations and hegemonic practices, nationally and internationally. Halliday’s international is an unfortunate label, since he is in effect referring to local forms and uses of English, comprehensible within a country, for instance. His terms also elide the anchoring of global English in the English-dominant countries, where it is the primary national language, one that also opens international doors, and is a crucial ingredient of the globalisation of the second half of the twentieth century, of the attempt to establish US empire.
Halliday’s focus on how adapting linguistic systems to new cultural demands can function locally and globally is grounded (not here explicitly) in a material and ideological understanding that is characteristic of Marxist approaches to language, which were refined in the twentieth century primarily by Gramsci and Bourdieu.

Brutt-Griffler, in a book entitled World English: A study of its development (reviewed in Phillipson 2009) has argued that colonial education was more concerned to prevent colonial subjects from having access to English than with imposing the language. She sees World English as doing away with hierarchy among speech communities, non-Western nations taking equal part in the creation of the world econocultural system and its linguistic expression. At the same time she acknowledges that the US and UK dominate the world market and that World English is the dominant socio-political language form. Her attempt to explain the growth of English worldwide is therefore internally inconsistent, theoretically flawed, and based on argumentation that ignores the reality of the market forces, political, economic and military, that strengthen some languages at the expense of others locally and globally.

Some see a focus on the declared goals of US and UK policy and ‘aid’ investments as a conspiracy theory. This is a false reading of work on linguistic imperialism (Phillipson 2009: 72-81), since empirical study necessarily involves analysis of implementation, of the consequences of policy decisions, and of push and pull factors. A conspiracy smear (it has nothing to do with theory) is often, as a study of neoliberal agendas and ideologies shows, ‘the standard invalidating predicate to block tracking of strategic decisions’ (McMurtry 2002: 17). What critical scholarship should be concerned with is ‘the deeper question of the life-and-death principles of regulating value systems which connect across and explain social orders’ (ibid.). This is the overall context within which uses of ‘global’ and ‘local’ English need exploration.

Neoimperial language policies

The combined effect of the role of English in the British Empire, the strength of the American economy in the twentieth century, and the global power structures put in place from 1945 (Bretton Woods, World Bank, IMF, WTO, NATO, United Nations etc), along with the imploding of a communist alternative, have all contributed significantly to the current pre-eminence of English. The accumulation of wealth in the neoliberal period that led up to the financial and economic crisis of 2008 is not territorially based (it depends on ‘price-space’ rather than ‘physical space’) and is intrinsically linked to the impoverishment and dispossession of the rest of the world’s population, while privileging a small elite worldwide. Commodity capitalism evolved with pre-eminence for a number of ‘large’ languages, whereas finance capital is symbiotically linked to the consolidation of English, and its acceptance by those who might earlier have insisted on parity for other languages. Linguistic capital accumulation in and through English may entail linguistic capital dispossession for other languages. This is why the French have attempted to resist the advance of English, why the governments of the Nordic countries have elaborated a commitment to ensure that increasing competence in and use of English by their citizens does not impair the vitality of the Nordic languages, and why the European Union is in principle committed to maintaining linguistic diversity.

The archetypical aggressive British imperialist is Cecil Rhodes, who made a fortune in the diamond mines of South Africa, became the country’s Prime Minister, and pushed northwards, founding countries which were named after him until they morphed into Zambia and Zimbabwe. He left his fortune in the form of Rhodes Scholarships and an Oxford institution, his primary goal being to influence key people from the dominions (Australia, Canada, New Zealand), India and the United States. Rhodes’ purpose, as expressed in his first will (1877 – he died in 1902) was

The extension of British rule throughout the world, the perfecting of a system of emigration from the United Kingdom and of colonization by British subjects of all lands wherein the means of livelihood are attainable by energy, labour and enterprise, the ultimate recovery of the United States of America as an integral part of the British Empire, the consolidation of the whole Empire, the inauguration of a system of Colonial Representation in the Imperial Parliament which may tend to weld together the disjointed members of the Empire, and finally the foundation of so great a power as to hereafter render wars impossible and promote the best interests of humanity. (Quigley 1981: 33)

Only part of this scheme has been realized, but perhaps more than meets the eye. The American dog has waved the British tail since 1945, and a network of Anglophonic ‘global leaders’ has been assisted through the extensive Rhodes scholarship system (www.rhodeshouse.ox.ac.uk). The myth of a ‘special relationship’ can be traced through Churchill-Roosevelt, Macmillan-Kennedy, Thatcher-Reagan and Blair-Bush II. The strong links between the US and the UK were articulated by Churchill and Roosevelt in 1941 in the ‘Atlantic Charter’, which set out a policy for the post-war world, Churchill stressing in the House of Commons on 24 August 1941: ‘… the British Empire and the United States who, fortunately for the progress of mankind, happen to speak the same language and very largely think the same thoughts …’ (Morton 1943: 152).

British ambivalence about its membership of the European Union is partly due to the legacy of empire but more significantly to the competing tug of the political, military, cultural and linguistic links with the US. Some US think tanks envisage seeing the UK detached from ‘Europe’ and the creation of a trans-Atlantic Anglosphere (see Phillipson 2009: 120). On the other hand, the European Union itself is the brainchild of key US policy-makers of the 1940s, in liaison with the European founding fathers who wished to create a federal United States of Europe on the model of the USA (Winand 1991). The French President, Charles de Gaulle, refused to agree to British membership of what at the time was the European Economic Community (just as he withdraw France from NATO because of US dominance), since he saw the British as a Trojan horse for US interests. The UK, Ireland and Denmark joined the EU in 1973, since which the use of English in EU institutions has progressively increased, to the point where it has become the de facto in-house language (Phillipson 2003, in press). The political reality is that English is now at the pinnacle of an EU system in which 23 languages in principle have the same rights and status. It has become the default language of the EU Commission, its administrative headquarters. English dominance here co-articulates with the privileged (but not exclusive) status of English in commerce, military affairs, the media, research and education.

The transition of English into a language of empire – primarily driven by the corporate and military forces of the USA and its allies – can be analysed through study of the structures and processes that constitute and legitimate linguistic neoimperialism (Phillipson 2008, reproduced as chapter 6 of Phillipson 2009). Linguistic capital accumulation follows similar principles to economic and cultural capital accumulation and dispossession. Gradual processes of Americanisation have gathered speed throughout the twentieth century, and been marketed as globalisation:

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]‘Globalisation’ serves as a password, a watchword, while in effect it is the legitimatory mask of a policy aiming to universalise particular interests and the particular tradition of the economically and politically dominant powers, above all the United States, and to extend to the entire world the economic and cultural model that favours these powers most, while simultaneously presenting it as a norm, a requirement, and a fatality, a universal destiny, in such a manner as to obtain adherence or at the least, universal resignation. (Bourdieu 2001: 84).

Those in power impose or induce acceptance of this societal model. In Empire, Hardt and Negri draw together many threads from political, economic and cultural theory and philosophy, and astutely unravel the role of communication in global social trends, and how language constitutes our universe (2000: 32-3):

The great industrial and financial powers thus produce not only commodities but also subjectivities… the immaterial nexuses of the production of language, communication, and the symbolic that are developed by the communications industries. The development of communications networks has an organic relationship to the emergence of the new world order – it is, in other words, effect and cause, product and producer. Communication not only expresses but also organizes the movement of globalization. It organizes the movement by multiplying and structuring interconnections through networks. It expresses the movement and controls the sense and direction of the imaginary that runs throughout these communicative connections… Language, as it communicates, produces commodities but moreover produces subjectivities, puts them in relation, and orders them.

This explains why it has been so important for the corporate world not only to dominate the media but also education, which is increasingly run to service the economy, and produce consumers rather than critical citizens. In the teaching and marketing of communication skills, linguistic imperialism transforms into communicative imperialism: ‘Language becomes a global product available in different local flavours…. The dissemination of “global” communicative norms and genres, like the dissemination of international languages, involves a one-way flow of expert knowledge from dominant to subaltern cultures’ (Cameron 2002: 70). The modern focus on communication skills, defined by ‘experts’, entails the dissemination of American ways of speaking. Plans to introduce English as a ‘second official language’ in Chile, Japan and Korea, and the policy of making the learning of English compulsory throughout education in China are symptomatic of this trend. The British government’s effort to make the learning of English a worldwide ‘basic skill’, through a pretense that it serves all equally well, is manifest linguistic neoimperialism.

Whether changes in the global economy, and the mushrooming of Chinese-funded Confucius Institutes worldwide, will radically alter the status of English within a decade or two remains to be seen, but is quite possible. If a privileged status is accorded to Chinese, requiring its use at the expense of other languages, as part of a new exploitative world order, a new variant of linguistic imperialism may come into being. 
Alexander, Neville 2006. Socio-political factors in the evolution of language policy in post-Apartheid South Africa. In Martin Pütz, Joshua A. Fishman and JoAnne Neff-van Aertselar, eds. ‘Along the routes to power’. Explorations of empowerment through language. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 241-60.

Annamalai, E. 1991. Satan and Saraswati: the double face of English in India. South Asian Language Review 1: 33-43.

Bailey, Richard W. 1992. Images of English. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bamgbose, Ayo 2006. A recurring decimal: English in language policy and planning. In Braj B. Kachru, Yamuna Kachru and Cecil B. Nelson (eds). The Handbook of World Englishes. Malden, MA and Oxford: Blackwell, 645-660.

Bear Nicholas, Andrea 2009. Reversing language shift through a native language immersion teacher training program in Canada. In Skutnabb-Kangas et al, 220-37.

Benson, Carol 2009. Designing effective schooling in multilingual contexts: going beyond bilingual models. In Skutnabb-Kangas et al, eds., 63-81.

Bourdieu, Pierre 2001. Contre-feux 2. Pour un mouvement social européen. Paris: Raisons d’agir.

Brutt-Griffler, Janina 2002. World English: A study of its development. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Calvet, Louis.-Jean 1974. Linguistique et colonialisme: Petit traité de glottophagie. Paris: Payot.

Calvet, Louis.-Jean 1987. La guerre des langues et les politiques linguistiques. Paris : Payot.

Calvet, Louis-Jean and Pascal Griolet (eds.) 2005. Impérialismes linguistiques hier et aujourd’hui. Actes du colloque franco-japonais de Tôkyô (21, 22, 23 novembre 1999). Paris: INALCO/ÉDISUD.

Cameron 2002.  Globalization and the teaching of ‘communication’ skills. In David Block and Deborah Cameron (eds.) Globalization and Language Teaching. London: Routledge, 67-82.

Chaudenson, Robert (2000) Mondialisation: La langue franaise a-t-elle encore un avenir? Paris.

Churchill, Ward 1997. A little matter of genocide. Holocaust and denial in the Americas 1492 to the present. San Francisco: City Lights books.

Darwin, John 2009. The empire project. The rise and fall of the British world-system 1830-1970. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Edge, Julian (ed.) 2006. (Re-)locating TESOL in an age of empire. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Etherington, Norman, ed. 2005a.  Missions and empire. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Etherington, Norman, ed. 2005b.  Education and medicine. In Etherington (ed.) 2005a, 261-84.

Fishman, Joshua A., Andrew W. Conrad, Alma Rubal-Lopez, (eds.) 1996. Post-imperial English. Status change in former British and American colonies, 1940-1990. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Frykenberg, Robert E. 1999. India to 1858.  In Robin W. Winks, ed. Historiography. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 194-213. (The Oxford History of the British Empire, Volume 5.)

Graddol, David 2006. English next. Why global English may mean the end of ‘English as a Foreign Language’. London: British Council.

Graddol, David, Joan Swann and Dick Leith 1996. English. History, diversity and change. London: Routledge.

Gandhi, Gopalkrishna (ed.) 2008. The Oxford India Gandhi. Essential writings. New Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Halliday, Michael A. K. 2006. Written language, standard language, global language. In Braj B. Kachru, Yamuna Kachru and Cecil B. Nelson, eds. The Handbook of World Englishes. Malden, MA and Oxford: Blackwell, 349-65.

Hardt, Michael and Antonio Negri 2000. Empire. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Heath, Shirley Brice (1972) Telling tongues. Language policy in Mexico. From colony to nation, New York: Teachers College.

Heller, Monica (ed.) 2007. Bilingualism: a social approach. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Heugh, Kathleen 2003. Language policy and democracy in South Africa. The prospects of equality within rights-based policy and planning. Stockholm: Centre for Research on Bilingualism, Stockholm University.

Heugh, Kathleen 2009. Literacy and bi/multilingual education in Africa: recovering collective memory and expertise. In Skutnabb-Kangas et al, eds., 103-24.

Illich, Ivan 1981. Shadow work. Boston: Marion Boyars.

Jenkins, Geraint H. 2007. A concise history of Wales. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Heugh, Kathleen and Tove Skutnabb-Kangas (eds) in press. Multilingual education works:
 from the periphery to the centre. New Delhi: Orient Blackswan.

Howe, Stephen 2002. Empire. A very short introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press 

Ilboudo, Paul Taryam and Norbert Nikièma in press. Implementing a multilingual model of education in Burkina Faso: successes, issues and challenges. In Heugh and Skutnabb-Kangas (eds), in press.

Khubchandani, Lachman M. 1983. Plural languages, plural cultures: communication, identity, and sociopolitical change in contemporary India. Honolulu: University of Hawaii, for East-West Center.

Kirkpatrick, Andy 2007. World Englishes. Implications for international communication and English Language Teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Louis, Wm. Roger 1999). Introduction. In Robin W. Winks, ed. Historiography. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1-42.

Mar-Molinero, Clare and Miranda Stewart (eds.) 20006. Globalization and language in the Spanish-speaking world : macro and micro perspectives. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Martin, Isabel Pefianco 2002. Canon and pedagogy: the role of American colonial education in defining  standards for Philippine literature. In Andy Kirkpatrick ed., Englishes in Asia: communication, identity, power and education. Melbourne: Language Australia, 213-24.

McMurtry, John 2002. Value wars. The global market versus the life economy. London: Pluto.

Mohanty, Ajit 2006. Multilingualism and predicaments of education in India. In Ofelia García, Tove Skutnabb-Kangas and María E. Torres-Guzmán, eds. Imagining  multilingual schools. Languages in education and glocalization. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 262-83.

Morton, H.V. 1943. Atlantic meeting. London: Methuen.

Mühlhäusler, Peter 1996. Linguistic ecology. Language change and linguistic imperialism in the Pacific region. London and New York: Routledge.

Naik, Chitra 2004. India’s language policy in an uncertain century. In Patrick V. Dias, ed. Multiple languages, literacies and technologies. New Delhi: Books for Change, 246-63.

Nandy, Ashis 2006. Talking India. Ashis Nandy in conversation with Ramin Jahanbegloo. New Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Ngũgĩ wa Thiong’o 1985. The language of African literature. New Left Review, April-June 1985: 109-27.

Ngũgĩ wa Thiong’o 1986. Decolonising the mind. The politics of language in African literature. London: James Currey.

Omoniyi, Tope 2003. Language ideology and politics. A critical appraisal of French as a second language in Nigeria. In Sinfree Makoni and Ulrike H. Meinhof, eds. Africa and applied linguistics, AILA Review 16. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 13-23.

Pennycook, Alastair 2005. English, politics, ideology: from colonial celebration to postcolonial performativity. In Ricento 2005, 107-120.

Phillipson, Robert 1992. Linguistic imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Phillipson, Robert 2003. English-only Europe? Challenging language policy. London: Routledge

Phillipson, Robert 2008. The linguistic imperialism of neoliberal empire. Critical Inquiry in Language Studies 5/1, 1-43.

Phillipson, Robert 2009. Linguistic imperialism continued.  New York and London: Routledge.

Phillipson, Robert in press. The EU and languages: diversity in what unity? In Language, rights, and European democracy, Papers from the international conference, University of Copenhagen, 3-4 June 2009, edited by Anne Lise Kjær. Farnham: Ashgate.

Pilger, John 1998. Hidden agendas. London: Vintage.
 
Pratt, Mary Louise 1992. Imperial eyes. Travel writing and transculturation. London & New York: Routledge.

Ostler, Nicholas 2005. Empires of the word. A language history of the world. London: HarperCollins.

Quigley, Carroll 1981. The Anglo-American establishment. From Rhodes to Cliveden. New York: Books in focus.

Raban, Sandra (ed.) 2008. Examining the world. A history of the University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rahman, Tariq 1998. Language and politics in Pakistan. Karachi: Oxford University Press.

Rannut, Mart 1994. Beyond linguistic policy: the Soviet Union versus Estonia. In Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1994, 179-208.

Ricento, Thomas (ed.) 2005. Ideology, politics and language policies. Focus on English. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Rodney, Walter  1972. How Europe underdeveloped Africa. London: Bogle-l’Ouverture.

Roosevelt, Theodore 1919. Letter to R.K. Hurd, January 3. http://msgboard.snopes.com/graphics/troosevelt.pdf.

Rubagumya, Casmir 2004. English in Africa and the emergence of Afro-Saxons: globalization or marginalization. In Mike Baynham, Alice Deignan and Goodith White, eds. Applied linguistics at the interface. London: Equinox, for the British Association of Applied Linguistics, 133-44.

Sen, Amartya 2005. The argumentative Indian. Writings on Indian culture, history and identity. London: Penguin.

Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove 2000. Linguistic genocide in education – or worldwide diversity and human rights? Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove & Phillipson, Robert (eds.) (1994) Linguistic human rights: overcoming linguistic discrimination, Berlin/New York.

Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove, Ajit Mohanty, Minati Panda and Robert Phillipson (eds.) 2009.
Social justice through multilingual education. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove and Robert Dunbar 2010. Indigenous children’s education as linguistic genocide and a crime against humanity? A global view. Guovdageaidnu/Kautokeino: Galdu, Resource Centre for the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (http://www.galdu.org).

Spring, Joel 1996. The cultural transformation of a Native American family and its tribe 1763-1995. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Stroud, Christopher 2007. Bilingualism: colonialism and postcolonialism. In Heller (ed.), 25-49.

Sutherland, Gillian (ed.) 1973. Arnold on education. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Tacitus on Britain and Germany,. A new translation of the ‘Agricola’ and the ‘Germania’ by H. Mattingly, West Drayton: Penguin, 1948.

Viswanathan, Gauri 1989. Masks of conquest: literary study and British rule in India. New York: Columbia University Press.

Winand, Pascaline 1993. Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Wong, Mary S. and A. Suresh Canagarajah, eds. (2009). Christian and critical English language educators in dialogue: Pedagogical and ethical dilemmas. London and New York: Routledge.


22

