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ABSTRACT

British and US imperial policies have explicitly aimed at physical and mental occupation worldwide. The critical analysis of the resultant global inequality needs to explore how it was legitimated. The myth of terra nullius, expounded by Locke, served to legitimate European colonial dominance, which was denounced by Kant. Americanisation has been exported as a cultura nullius serving to consolidate consumerism and the underlying military and economic system. Neoliberalism increases inequality that is a causal factor in dysfunctional capitalist societies. The economic and political integration of Europe has been closely coordinated with and choreographed by the US. The presence of English has been dramatically increased throughout Europe. Its active promotion worldwide is of major political and economic significance for the UK and the USA. Advocates of English as universally valid, including the current applied linguistic vogue for analysing English as a ‘lingua franca’, see English as a lingua nullius detached from the forces behind is expansion. The integration of European higher education is being coerced into a single template, ‘internationalisation’ equating with ‘English-medium studies’. Some European countries however are forming language policy to ensure that English is only used additively. Critical scholarship that seeks to increase social justice exposes how occupation, physical and mental, has been legitimated and can be counteracted.



We need to be the change we wish to see in the world.[endnoteRef:2] [2:  This undated quotation is, according to Wikiquotes, from "Arun Gandhi Shares the Mahatma's Message" by Michel W. Potts, in India - West [San Leandro, California] Vol. XXVII, No. 13 (1 February 2002) p. A34; Arun Gandhi indirectly quoting his grandfather. See also. "Be the change you wish to see: An interview with Arun Gandhi" by Carmella B'Hahn, Reclaiming Children and Youth [Bloomington] Vol.10, No. 1 (Spring 2001) p. 6. ] 

To give millions a knowledge of English is to enslave us.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  1908, cited in Naik 2004, 255.] 

Mahatma Gandhi

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.[endnoteRef:4]  [4:  In House of Commons, 24 August 1941.] 

The power to control language offers far better prizes than taking away people’s provinces or lands or grinding them down in exploitation. The empires of the future are the empires of the mind.[endnoteRef:5] [5:  When receiving an honorary degree at Harvard University, 6 September 1943.] 

Winston Churchill

The plan is for the United States to rule the world. The overt theme is unilateralism, but it is ultimately a story of domination. It calls for the United States to maintain its military superiority and prevent new rivals from rising up to challenge it on the world stage. It calls for dominion over friends and enemies alike. It says not that the United States must be more powerful, or most powerful, but that it must be absolutely powerful.
D. Armstrong in Harper’s Magazine 305, 2002[endnoteRef:6]. [6:   Cited in Harvey 2005, 80.] 


It is nonetheless the desire of every state (or its ruler) to achieve lasting peace by thus dominating the whole world, if at all possible. But nature wills it otherwise, and uses two means to separate the nations and prevent them from intermingling – linguistic and religious differences. These may certainly occasion mutual hatred and provide pretexts for war, but as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater agreement over their principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace.
Immanuel Kant, Perpetual peace, a philosophical sketch, 1796[endnoteRef:7] [7:   In Reiss ed., 1991, 113-4.] 


These extracts reflect the tensions between the forces behind Americanisation and Englishisation, and alternative worldviews. Gandhi demonstrated uniquely how to effect change. He also saw that an excessive focus on English in India would not be in the interests of the masses. Winston Churchill, like all British Prime Ministers, endorsed UK-US global power, and rightly understood the significance of communication. The USA ‘plan’ referred to is the documents of the early 1990s that were consolidated in the Project for the New American Century[endnoteRef:8], the neo-conservative agenda that aimed at US global control. Such control can be through physical occupation or by mental means. The Americanised world differs radically from the ‘perpetual peace’ that Kant envisaged, when humans live together in harmony both within states and in a wider global community. The tension will be explored by exploration of the discursive practices that have orchestrated European dominance worldwide. [8:  www.newamericancentury.org.] 


Kant also regrets that ‘The practical politician tends to look down with great complacency upon the political theorist as a mere academic’ (Reiss 1991, 93). Over two centuries later, constructive interaction between ‘mere academics’ and practical politicians is still elusive. There is a gulf between scholarly discourse and political discourse.

Kant also notes that specific religious faiths and sacred books are a means to an end, each influenced by time and place, but that ultimately ‘there can be only one religion which is valid for all men at all times’ (ibid., 114). The same syncretic thought was articulated by Gandhi: ‘Religions are different roads converging to the same point (2010, 45). The notion of a ‘world community’ that would escape the stranglehold of cultural or national divisions has been explored by thinkers for centuries: it presupposes respect for diversity and awareness of common moral principles so that, following Kant and Gandhi, one can transcend religious and linguistic divides (Bartelson 2009).

The analysis of the pressures and constraints that explain global Americanisation and concomitant Englishisation requires serious engagement with the historical and material context. The discourse of colonial imposition has been articulated by US presidents from George Washington to Barack Obama. British imperialists, from Rhodes and Churchill to Blair and Brown, have identical aims. The discourse of resistance is exemplified by critical scholars who aim at maintaining diversity and creating greater social justice. While any language can serve noble or evil purposes, to promote or combat capitalism, to entrench inequality or to promote diversity and sustainable development, the intimate calibration of corporate capitalism with Americanisation and Englishisation is historical and contemporary fact. Since capital accumulation and dispossession are uneven and conflictual processes, critical analysis can serve to resist domination. Concrete examples are provided of how resistance is being articulated.
Terra nullius and Americanisation
Early colonisation took place when pre-Copernican Europe had limited familiarity with other parts of the world: they needed to be ‘discovered’. It was the English philosopher John Locke who provided a rationalisation for Europeans arrogating to themselves a God-given right to occupy territory elsewhere. In the chapter on Property in  Two treatises of government, 1698, Locke argues that God commanded people to labour, as a result of which they can increase their possessions: ‘God, by commanding to subdue, gave Authority so far to appropriate’ (1988, 292). Since the indigenous peoples of America have failed to labour, ‘they are rich in Land, and poor in all the Comforts of Life’. Nature has given them the same resources as people elsewhere, and productive territory, but they ‘for want of improving it by labour, have not one hundredth part of the Conveniences we enjoy: And a King of a large and fruitful Territory there feeds, lodges, and is clad worse than a day Labourer in England’ (ibid., 296-7). From which Locke draws the conclusion that ‘In the beginning, all the World was America, and more so than that is now; for no such thing as Money was any where known’ (ibid., 301). The fruits of labour can be converted into gold, silver, or money, which can then be used as a way of legitimating ‘disproportionate and unequal Possession of the Earth’, this inequality being, in Locke’s claim, ‘tacitly but voluntarily’ agreed on by society (ibid., 302).

This was how European colonisation was rationalised and legitimated. Land in what became named the Americas was terra nullius, land belonging to no-one, to which its benighted inhabitants had no claim or rights[endnoteRef:9]. The ideological foundation for this argument is the dichotomy between Us (‘civilised’) and Them (‘barbarians’) that has been deeply rooted in the thinking of the Western world since the time of the ancient Greeks[endnoteRef:10]. The same fraudulence applied when the British took over African land and dispossessed its occupants. Colonised Kenyans became exploited labour in the ‘White Highlands’ and ‘learned in school that white people had discovered Mount Kenya and many of our lakes, including Lake Victoria’ (Ngũgĩ  2010, 168). [9:  ‘The colonial doctrine of “empty land,” that colonized land was empty of human inhabitants and therefore could be claimed and settled by colonists’ (Routledge Cultural Anthropology online glossary). In international law the term refers to land over which no state has sovereignty.]  [10:   Herodotus attributed this dichotomy to the Egyptians.] 


In the Americas some Europeans were appalled by how barbarically the inhabitants of the ‘new’ world were treated. Bartolomé de Las Casas wrote a thesis In defense of the Indians in 1552-3 in which he argued that indigenous peoples in the Americas should not be considered sub-human and therefore eliminated, since they shared all the basic characteristics of humans worldwide, the only difference being that they were not Christian. They were ‘neither slaves nor barbarians in any morally relevant sense of these terms  … the fact that they were ignorant of God is not a sufficient ground for denying them the basic rights of life and possession’ (Axelson 2009, 79, 80). Kant also argued against European occupation of territory elsewhere.

US national identity was forged through the dispossession and near extermination of the indigenous peoples, the myth of unoccupied territory, the surplus value extorted from slave labour, and an active process of national imagination, one deeply permeated by religion. The USA is a warfare society rather than a welfare society, initially in North America, now globally (Hixson 2008, www.tomdispatch.com). The nationalist revolt of 1776 and the ensuing state formation and constitution privileged white male slave-owning Euro-Americans. These founding fathers devised a constitution in which ‘ “We, the people” elided hierarchies of race, class, and gender’ (Hickson 2008, 39). This legacy continues to this day, when Asiatics or Arabs with whom the West is at war are treated as sub-human.

From the time of the USA declaring its independence, it has seen itself as a model for the world, with a divine mission to impose its values. George Washington saw the United States as a ‘rising empire’, and ‘in 1786 wrote that, “However unimportant America may be considered at present … there will assuredly come a day when this country will have some weight in the scale of empires”. The address was read out in its entirety in Congress every February until the mid-1970s’ (Roberts 2008, 68[endnoteRef:11]). [11:    Citing Warren Zimmermann 2002. First great triumph: How five Americans made their country a great power, New York.] 


Roberts, a modern-day historian of the English-speaking peoples in the triumphalist tradition of Macaulay and Churchill, also cites Rudyard Kipling, who wrote in his autobiography that he ‘never got over the wonder of a people who, having extirpated the aboriginals of their continent more completely than any other modern race had done, honestly believed they were a godly New England community, setting examples to brutal Mankind’ (2008, 144).  Kipling could see through US falsity while himself seeing colonised peoples as ‘half-savage, half-child’ and legitimating the British empire to a vast readership in his own poetry and novels[endnoteRef:12]. [12:    Kipling’s wife was American, and he visited the USA several times. His personal psychology, and how it relates to him fictionalising and popularising empire, has been insightfully analysed, and contrasted with Orwell’s different critical awareness, by an Indian polymath with clinical psychology training, Nandy 1983.] 


A continuation of the same deep-rooted, patronising attitudes contributed to the collapse of negotiations at the Copenhagen summit on climate change in December 2009. The rich industrialised world, with the USA in the lead, and the complicity of the Danish hosts, assumed that it could impose its agenda on the rest of the world. They failed, because the world is becoming more multi-polar. The global ecology will suffer in consequence, including its inhabitants.

Sublimation and suppression are intrinsic to US culture when terms such as ‘America’ and ‘New World’ make indigenous cultures and slavery invisible. ‘The unfolding of Europe’s Lebensraum thereby became the premise for the suffering of the subjugated; Europe’s living space turned into the death space for the Americans’ (Wagnleiter 1994, 9). Most US citizens suffer from historical amnesia, and choose to ignore the experience described by the Native American scholar Ward Churchill in his 1997 book, A little matter of genocide. Holocaust and denial in the Americas 1492 to the present.

This mindset perhaps subconsciously makes it logical for the US government to support their ‘allies’ Israel and Turkey. Israeli occupation of Palestinian land, and Turkish control of Kurdish land and resources, are not different in kind from the occupation by Europeans of First Nations and Aboriginal territory in the Americas and Australasia. 

The architects of the American Revolution were highly literate. 75% were English-speaking, seeing themselves as involved in ‘a sacred event ordained by God for the redemption of all of mankind. Even Benjamin Franklin, the leading scientific rationalist, declared, “Our cause is the cause of all mankind, and we are fighting for their liberty in defending our own. It is a glorious task assigned us by Providence” ’ (Hickson 2008, 37). This Myth of America, manifest destiny, the global American dream, has been echoed continuously over three centuries – think of the crude rhetoric of the Bush II administration - and with active support from several European leaders[endnoteRef:13]. Barack Obama is aware of a chequered past (2006, 315, 280) and the need for critical reflection: [13:   Among cheer-leaders is the Danish prime minister, Anders Fog Rasmussen, who stated (in an interview for the newspaper Information on 28th June 2008) that European powers have a duty to attempt to spread and market their values worldwide: ‘we have to go out and fight for them’. He was rewarded for his loyalty to the US by being made Secretary-General of NATO in 2009.] 


America and its Western partners did design the current international system, after all; it is our way of doing things, - our accounting standards, our language, our dollar, our copyright laws, our technology, and our popular culture – to which the world has had to adapt over the past fifty years.
Our record is mixed …across the globe. At times, American foreign policy as been farsighted, simultaneously serving our national interests, our ideals, and the interests of other nations. At other times American policies have been misguided, based on false assumptions that ignore the legitimate aspirations of other peoples, undermine our own credibility, and make for a more dangerous world.

The British were equally convinced that they were performing a divine mission. Richard Congreve, Bishop of Oxford in the mid-19th century: ‘God has entrusted India to us to hold it for Him, and we have no right to give it up’ (cited in Nandy 1983, 34). Some British colonizers were concerned to establish ‘our language, our learning, and ultimately our religion in India’ and to extend this to ‘the surrounding nations’ (Charles Trevelyan to Lord Bentinck, 1834, cited in Clive 1973, 361). The heyday of the British Empire, 1815 – 1914, was a project that represented a form of global occupation, through a dominant influence on trade, finance, and the economy, with a vast army and navy ensuring control (Darwin 2009), as captured in
Rule, Britannia! rule the waves:
‘Britons never will be slaves.’
The lyrics date from a poem by James Thomson in1763, and are still part of the myth of Britain as a ‘great’ power. Between 1815 and 1914 over 21 million British and Irish people escaped urban and rural squalor by emigrating, 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 transported English to neo-European settler states. In exploitation colonies in Africa and Asia that mainly served to supply raw materials and labour, an elite were encouraged to learn English to serve as administrators of the colonial empire.

Colonising and colonised cultures are characterised by cultural pathology and psychopathology, according to scholars with a training in psychiatry and psychology. The civilising mission built on the ‘decivilisation’ of the coloniser (Aimé Césaire, cited by Nandy 1983, 30). According to Nandy, the effects of colonisation were more severe in the UK than in India because the vast majority of the population in India were unaffected, whereas ideals of empire were internalised by all classes in the UK. The decivilisation was deeply experienced by George Orwell as a British colonial police officer in Burma, and succinctly portrayed in ‘Shooting an elephant’ (Orwell and Angus 1968, 265-272): ‘when the white man turns tyrant it is his own freedom that he destroys’. This tallies with Frantz Fanon (1952, 187): ‘The misfortune of the Black is that he has been enslaved. The misfortune of the White is that he has committed murder somewhere.’

Military conquest was followed by colonisation of the mind: ‘Modern colonialism won its great victories not so much through its military and technological prowess as through its ability to create secular hierarchies incompatible with the traditional order’ (Nandy 1983, ix). Colonisation invested ‘the indigenous cultural and political institutions with western liberal knowledge, a form of dominance far more powerful and permanent than any direct form of government’ (Joshi 1994b, 18).  Linguistic imperialism, especially through education, was central to this task.

Political leaders are well aware of global injustice. In January 1914 when the British Empire seemed to be impregnable, Winston Churchill (cited in Darwin 2009, 268) told his British cabinet colleagues:

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.

The USA adopted deliberate policies to reduce British power. Woodrow Wilson stated during the First World War, ‘When the war is over, we can force them [the British] to our way of thinking, because by that time they will … be financially in our hands’ (cited in Darwin 2009, 323). By the end of 1918, the UK was heavily in debt to the USA. After 1940 it was even more dependent on US financial and political capital. The USA took over the role of the globally dominant state.  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 rhetoric of global ‘leadership’ was warmly embraced by Tony Blair[endnoteRef:14]: [14:  See the analysis of such neoliberal arguments in Phillipson 2009, 123-4.] 


· Globalisation begets interdependence, and interdependence begets the necessity of a common value system. History … the age-old battle between progress and reaction, between those who embrace the modern world and those who reject its existence.
· Century upon century it has been the destiny of Britain to lead other nations. That should not be a destiny that is part of our history. It should be part of our future. We are a leader of nations or nothing.

The first quotation is from an article in the US establishment journal Foreign affairs in January/February 2007, which argues for common values being imposed, if need be, by force. This is the familiar division of the world into Us and Them, the ‘civilised’ and the ‘barbarians’. The second is from a speech in 1997[endnoteRef:15], and reflects the myopia of the British failing to accept that their imperial days are long over. The British government under Blair and Brown was blindly supportive of the US, Britain’s role being perceptively captured by the eminent British author David Hare, whose play Stuff happens dramatised the political intrigues behind the Iraq war: [15:  Labour’s love’s lost, by David Keen, Le Monde Diplomatique, May 2007, 16.] 


They [US leaders] know we [the British government] have voluntarily surrendered our wish for an independent voice in foreign affairs. Worse, we have surrendered it to a country which is actively seeking to undermine international organisations and international law. Lacking the gun, we are to be only the mouth. The deal is this: America provides the firepower. We provide the bullshit. (Hare 2005, 207-8)

Blair’s vision of progress is based on a religious belief which entitled him and US neoconservatives to impose their system worldwide. The unravelling of his grandiloquent pretentions are exposed in a comprehensive study of the Blair years (Rawnsley 2010). Since stepping down as Prime Minister he has concentrated on making money (director of a bank, lucrative lectures in the US, writing memoirs). Blair has functioned since 2007 as the envoy of the Middle East quartet (UN, EU, USA and Russia) to mediate between Israelis and Palestinians. Nominating Blair for this role is an insult to Palestinians, since Blair’s political past manifestly disqualifies him from creating an even-handed dialogue. In March 2010 London newspapers were able to reveal that Blair also has massive financial interests in the Middle East. He is an adviser to the Kuwait government and to a large South Korean oil company, and is reported to have earned £20 million[endnoteRef:16]. He succeeded for over two years in concealing this clash of interests. Global leadership and bullshit can evidently be personally rewarding as well as promoting particular political causes. [16:  http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/136610.] 


Scholars, journalists, and creative writers have a crucial role to play in sensitising the general public to our past history and to this kind of abuse and immorality. The late Edward Said, the Palestinian-American scholar, saw the role of the critical scholar as:

	to raise embarrassing questions, to confront orthodoxy and dogma (rather than to produce them), to be someone who cannot easily be co-opted by governments or corporations [...] someone whose whole being is staked on a critical sense, a sense of being unwilling to accept easy formulas, or ready-made clichés, or the smooth, ever-so-accommodating confirmations of what the powerful or conventional have to say, and what they do (Said 1994: 9, 17).

The Kenyan writer, Ngũgĩ wa Thiong’o, is exemplary in both his fiction (2006) and critical analysis, which appear both in English, for an international readership, and in Gĩkũyũ for local consciousness-raising:

It is obligatory for writers … the world over to keep on fighting with the rest of the population to strengthen civil society … against encroachment by the state, … where democratic freedoms are equated with the freedom of finance capital. … there should be no ambiguity about the necessity to abolish the economic and social conditions which bring about the need for charity and begging within any nation and between nations, and language should sensitize human beings to that necessity. (1998, 131)

The privileged position of people who function in English means that they have a particular responsibility to live up to these ideals.
Global ideological Americanisation
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 Rhodes’ 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[endnoteRef:17] (Kenny 2001), which Bill Clinton is a product of. 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. In 1942 in Life magazine, Henry Luce described the 20th century as the American Century. The myth of a ‘special relationship’ can be traced through Churchill-Roosevelt, Macmillan-Kennedy, Thatcher-Reagan and Blair-Bush II. [17:  www.rhodeshouse.ox.ac.uk.] 


There have been blueprints for USA control of North and South America since the Monroe Doctrine of 1823, and for global domination for over a century. The US Senate frustrated Woodrow Wilson’s wish to participate in the League of Nations, and thereby delayed implementation of a global Monroe Doctrine. President Harry Truman was open about US goals in 1947: ‘The whole world should adopt the American system. The American system can survive in America only if it becomes a world system’ (cited in Pieterse 2004, 131). Since 1945 ‘global power is disproportionately wielded by a ruling class that remains tied to the national interests of the United States’ (Smith 2003, xvi). The ‘The American Empire, which grasped for global power at the beginning, middle, and end of the twentieth century, was built on a strategic recalibration of geography with economics, a new orchestration of world geography in the pursuit of economic accumulation’ (ibid., xvii). The need for new markets due to capital over-accumulation has been a primary concern of US foreign policy throughout the century. Finance is transferred seamlessly, with no controls since the 1970s, and is post-geographical. There are continuous US military activities worldwide. The shock doctrines of CIA torture and neoliberal economics spread from Latin America to Asia, Africa, and Europe, with disastrous consequences for the majority of people in the countries affected (Klein 2008). NATO facilitates US control over European powers and extension into Asia. Former communist countries were admitted to NATO before they became accepted as members of the European Union. EU countries, in particular ‘willing’ post-communist states and states led by autocratic ‘leaders’ like Berlusconi, Blair and Fog Rasmussen, actively support US aggression in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as Israeli aggression.

While the conventional understanding of imperialism was that Britannia rules the waves, it also, as George Orwell wrote in 1942, ruled the markets (Orwell 1968, 239; Darwin 2009). Ashis Nandy capped this by stating that ‘Britannia not only ruled the waves; for its inhabitants and for its many admirers in Europe it also ruled the future of human consciousness’ (Nandy 1983, 35). Since 1945 it has been the USA which rules human consciousness. This has been instrumental in servicing an inequitable financial system (IMF, World Bank, WTO) and the dollar as a reserve currency, media empires, and global McDonaldization. Hollywood has converted many in the modern world to a consumerist, escapist culture that downplays social solidarity and political awareness.

A detailed study of Coca-Colonization and the cold war. The cultural mission of the United States in Austria after the Second World War (Wagnleiter 1994) describes a de-Nazification modernising thrust that entailed total control of how the political system, education, the media, and medical practice were organized. This required a break with traditional values by imposing a society based on consumerism, ‘a consumption-oriented social order within capitalist societies – the pursuit of happiness as the pursuit of consumption […] “Americanization” signifies, therefore, a process of cultural transformation, a process in which the parts of the social memory that refused to identify themselves with the logic of the consumer society – the equation “survival = consumption” – had to be worked over by propaganda and advertisement. […] before Europe could be Americanized, America had to be Americanized first. In this sense, we are surely all Americans – in other words, strangers in a strange land’ (ibid., 7). This represents Locke going global, a shift from terra nullius to cultura nullius, even if the way continental Europeans have been conditioned to Americanisation is more subtle and insidious than physical extermination and territorial occupation.

A recent example of the doctrine of cultura nullius is the project for occupied Iraq. Responsibility for renovating the education system was entrusted to a former president of a college in New Mexico, John Agresto, who envisaged ‘the remaking of Iraq’s system of education from scratch. In that context, the stripping of the universities and the education Ministry was, he explained, “the opportunity for a clean start”… He knew nothing of Iraq, he had refrained from reading books about the country … Like Iraq’s colleges, Agresto’s mind would be a blank slate… before the sanctions strangled the country, Iraq had the best education system in the region, with the highest literacy rates in the Arab world – in 1985, 89 percent of Iraqis were literate. By contrast, in Agresto’s home state of New Mexico, 46 percent of the population is functionally illiterate’ (Klein 2008, 338)[endnoteRef:18].  [18:  The UK likewise energetically exports educational know-how worldwide, as well as English, but 20 percent of English teenagers are virtually illiterate and innumerate when they leave school, according to government-funded research by the University of Sheffield, reported in The Guardian Weekly, 14 May 2010.] 


Those in power in the corporate, financial, and political worlds 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 to produce consumers rather than critical citizens. The interlocking of inequitable language policies with globalisation impacts with devastating consequences on the global language ecology (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 2010).

Neoliberalism introduced the privatisation of public utilities and services in what used to be social or welfare states in Europe that attempted to enable all to lead a decent life.  The European Union’s policies play a crucial role in implementing neoliberalism, an economic system that undermines the social fabric in European countries (Bauman 2004). One instance of Americanisation is that whereas education in much of Europe, at both school and higher education levels, has hitherto been free of charge, universities increasingly compete globally (in research, in attracting foreign students, in creating elite institutions, etc.) and tend now to be run as businesses rather than as a public good. The same trend is visible in health systems.

The crises of our dysfunctional contemporary Western societies are analysed by two British epidemiologists, Richard Wilkinson and Kate Picket in The spirit level. Why equality is better for everyone (2009). They collate vast quantities of data on happiness, on mental health and drug use, physical health and life expectancy, obesity, educational performance, teenage births, violence, imprisonment, and social mobility, and correlate these with studies of income inequality in 22 rich countries and in each state in the USA. Inequality is the decisive causal factor for all the symptoms of a dysfunctional society. The more inequality in a society, the greater the social problems. This is the society that Americanisation creates.

Who decided on a European ‘Union’?
The conventional wisdom of recent decades has been that the French and Germans are the driving force behind greater integration in Europe. This is only part of the story. The role of the USA in shaping the post-1945 world (the creation of the UN, the Bretton Woods agreements, the World Bank, the IMF, NATO, WTO) is well known (Smith 2003, Pieterse 2004, Harvey 2005). What is less well known is that ‘The process of European integration might never have come about had it not been imposed on Europe by the Americans’ (Holm 2001, 34). This is the analysis of a top Danish civil servant, an adviser to the Danish Prime Minister at the time of Danish entry to the EU in 1973, along with the UK and Ireland, and later employed in the EU system.[endnoteRef:19] [19:  Holm bewails the lack of vision of present-day European leaders, their petty national agendas and inability to think long-term.] 


The links between the pioneer European architects of what has become the EU, Jean Monnet in particular, and the US political elite, before and after World War II, are described in detail in Pascaline Winand’s Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe (1993). Monnet had spent many years in the US between the wars, and became personal friends with a large number of Americans in senior foreign policy positions in Washington, which gave him direct access to both Eisenhower and Kennedy. While Monnet and many key Europeans were quite open about their wish to create a federal Europe on the model of the USA, the Americans were shrewd enough to influence policies decisively but to remain discreetly in the background.

The planning process had started in the Council on Foreign Relations, founded in 1921, which drew on ‘the elite of the American business, academic, law, media and government communities’ (ibid., 2). The COFR, with the editor of Foreign Affairs, saw the need in September 1939 for policy papers: 682 memoranda were transmitted to the Department of State, mainly funded by the Rockefeller foundation (ibid., 3).

John Foster Dulles, a Republican who later became Eisenhower’s Secretary of State (Foreign Secretary), proposed western Europe as a single economic unit in 1947. This was the agenda underlying the Marshall Plan that ensured massive economic progress in non-communist Europe. Sixteen European nations formed the Committee for European Economic Cooperation on 15 July 1947. The French government ‘Schuman Plan’, 9 May 1950, was essentially written by Monnet, with assistance from Americans based in France (ibid., 22). There were many competing views on both sides of the Atlantic (Atlanticists, internationalists, pragmatists, and Europeanists in the US; Gaullists, the British, Europeanists in Europe), but those in favour of a unification that would be economic, political and military were able to influence matters decisively. General Eisenhower, when Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, ‘made a strong plea for European economic and political integration before the English-Speaking Union’ in London on 3 July 1951 (ibid., 28).

A draft treaty prepared in 1952, essentially by Monnet, envisaged a directly elected People’s Chamber, a European Executive Council, a Council of National Ministers, and a European Court. Monnet formed an Action Committee for a United States of Europe on 13 October 1955 (ibid., 77). Monnet became the director of the first transnational institution, the European Coal and Steel Community, and was the architect behind the institutions of the European Economic Community, later the European Community, later still the European Union. The free flow of goods, services, capital and people was a founding principle of European integration in plans from 1956, and was ultimately achieved with the common market in the 1990s (ibid., 129). Americans had ambassadors at each of the key European institutions, and treated their principals as heads of state when they visited Washington. American frustration with the limitations of the EEC (and the risk of it competing with the US economy) led to the creation of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), a looser federation with larger membership, including Canada and the US. In the longer term the goal of the Europeanists was – and still is - an economic union between the US and Europe.

There are now annual EU-US summit meetings. At the 2007 meeting, a Transatlantic Economic Integration Plan was endorsed, as well as coordination of foreign policy globally. In effect this means that the EU accepts corporate America’s global agenda, as loyal but junior partners. This fits well with the New American Century project that was hatched by the likes of Cheney, Wolfowitz, and Rumsfeld. The instruments for achieving integration have been the European Round Table of Industrialists, the Transatlantic Business Dialogue, and the Transatlantic Economic Partnership (Monbiot 2000). The UK has spearheaded the adoption of this model in Europe, with its key role in global finance and strong military involvement as visible symptoms of commitment to US strategic interests.
 
The EU currently has 27 member states, and 23 official and working languages, with large translation and interpretation services to ensure functioning multilingualism for a range of written and spoken purposes (Phillipson 2003). EU language issues are complicated because there is a great deal of fluidity in language policy in Europe. This relates to
an unresolved tension between linguistic nationalism (based on the monolingual ideologies of the ‘nation’ state), EU institutional multilingualism, and English becoming dominant in the EU;
competing agendas at the European, state (national), and regional or local levels;
much EU rhetoric endorsing language rights and linguistic diversity, but very uneven implementation at both the supranational level and in the 27 member states;
increasing grassroots and elite bi- and multilingualism, except in the UK and among the older generation in other demographically large EU countries;
a largely uncritical adoption of Englishisation, English as the lingua economica or lingua americana.

In the EU system the way English linguistic hegemony is asserted can be glimpsed in the figures for choice of language over the past 40 years in the initial drafting of EU texts[endnoteRef:20]. These reveal a dramatic decline in the use of German and French, and a progressive and accelerating increase in the use of English as the default in-house language. This clearly strengthens the interests of the English-speaking member states, and of the countries in northern Europe where proficiency in English tends to be high[endnoteRef:21]. [20:  Data from the EU Commission, most recently La traduction à la Commission 1958-2010, Direction Générale de la Traduction, 2/2009, http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/publications/studies/translation_european_commission_fr.pdf.]  [21:  It is, however, doubtful whether Dutch or Swedish interests are served optimally when representatives of these countries use English in high-level negotiations.] 


	
	French
	German
	Other
	English

	1970
	60%
	40%
	 0%
	 0%

	1996
	38%
	 5%
	12%
	46%

	2004
	26%
	 3%
	 9%
	62%

	2008
	12%
	 3%
	13%
	72%



The hegemony of English in EU institutions dovetails with an increasing use of English in corporate affairs, education, the media, and popular culture in continental European countries. English has similar elite-linking functions in other regional groupings. The ten Asian countries which make up the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) conduct all their dealings exclusively in English, with no interpretation provided. The African Union has several official languages but functions mainly in English. On all three continents, elites are increasingly assumed to be able to function in English, which facilitates the functioning of the global economy that corporate interests dominate.
The global English project: English a cultural terra nullius?
The project of establishing English as the language of power, globally and locally, is central to empire. The manifest destiny that colonial Americans arrogated to themselves has been explicitly linked since the early 19th century to English being established globally:
· ‘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’ (John Adams to Congress, 1780, cited in Bailey 1992, 103).
·  ‘Teaching the world English may appear not unlike an extension of the task which America faced in establishing English as a common national language among its own immigrant population’ (Annual Report of the British Council 1960-61).
· Anglo-American cooperation in promoting English worldwide has been government policy since the 1950s (Phillipson 1992, 164-169). 
· The Webster dictionaries reflect the transition from a language being forged to form American national identity, to a language accompanying global expansion. The American Dictionary of the English Language of 1828 became in 1890 Webster’s International Dictionary, while Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language, 1981, aims at meeting the needs of the ‘whole modern English-speaking world’.

This entails ensuring that English serves the ‘needs’ of the entire world, as an article in Foreign policy, ‘In praise of cultural imperialism’, proclaims (Rothkopf 1997, 45):

It is in the economic and political interest of the United States to ensure that if the world is moving toward a common language, it be English; that if the world is moving toward common telecommunications, safety, and quality standards, they be American; and that if common values are being developed, they be values with which Americans are comfortable. These are not idle aspirations. English is linking the world.

Think tanks like the Anglosphere Institute are promoting closer links between English-speaking countries, with India included as one of them (Bennett 2004). A central message, at least in the USA but probably elsewhere, is that ‘Multiculturalism and bilingualism should be abandoned, and assimilation and learning of English should become national policies’ (Bennett 2007, 85). The strength of English as the language at the top of the present-day linguistic hierarchy in India 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).

English is in great demand worldwide, which is logical, considering how many doors it can open. The British are also keen to promote the supply side – books, dictionaries, textbooks, educational know-how, consultants - and to ensure that the learning of English is to the benefit of Britain culturally, politically, and economically. On the occasion of Gordon Brown’s first visit to China and India as Prime Minister he announced a plan to make British English the global language of ‘choice’[endnoteRef:22]. The British Council, the government-funded body responsible for promoting Britain and English worldwide, states on its website[endnoteRef:23] that Brown’s project involves ‘a boost to English language learning, teaching and training facilities for people throughout the world’. He fails to mention that this British industry is worth £3-4 billion per annum to the British economy. A report commissioned by the British Council on the learning of English in India (Graddol 2010) assumes that the British know how to solve India’s educational problems. This preposterous claim shows how linguistic imperialism is currently being marketed (Phillipson forthcoming). Declaring that English should be learned worldwide as a ‘basic skill’, and that there is a global consensus on how English should be learned, is fraudulent. The popular ‘demand’ for English-medium schools or instruction reflects awareness that success in English is important, but has little to do with what has to be in place in education to ensure successful learning in  multilingual settings, including well qualified teachers and the cognitive development of children in the mother tongue. Equally uninformed is the blind faith in such Asian countries as China, Japan, Korea and Thailand that by importing thousands of native speakers of English, the effective learning of English will be assured. This is a delusion. [22:  The Prime Minister’s Press Release of 17 January 2008, http://www.number-10.gov.uk/output/Page14289.asp. By May the text appears to have been removed.]  [23:   http://www.britishcouncil.org/home-about-us-world-of-difference-india-english-language-teaching.htm?mtklink=india-english-language-teaching-world-of-difference-clickthrough-link. See also the British Council’s Annual Report 2009-2010.] 


The analysis of contemporary English worldwide means entering a terminological and ideological minefield. Our terms and conceptual apparatus can serve to promote neoimperialism, inequality and asymmetrical dialogue, or to resist them. The standard language of the UK and variants transported by native speakers to Europeanised states in America and Australasia tend to be ascribed maximal legitimacy. By contrast the ‘new’ Englishes of colonies such as India, Malaysia or Nigeria are seen as having only local validity, and creoles in the Caribbean or West Africa as completely illegitimate (Mufwene 1997)[endnoteRef:24]. This hierarchy ignores the fact that all forms of English may be appropriate for local contextual purposes. The practice is invidious, and obscures the fact that the English language itself developed by creolisation processes that are comparable to the way creoles evolved through the contact of trading, slavery, and colonisation (ibid.).  [24:  Some creole scholars dispute the classification of creoles as being English- or French-based, since they see their emergence as the result of universal language formation principles (Bickerton 2008) and the creativity of African slaves. ] 


In authorising and imprinting particular norms of use and discourse, English teachers function as professional midwives to the legitimate and illegitimate offspring of English: they administer the sanctions of the linguistic market. Discourses, pedagogical practices and institutions maintain norms. ‘[P]olicing the language of the world goes hand in hand with policing the world’ (Alexander 2003). ‘Global’ English is a normative project, not a reality but a vision that powerful forces are keen to bring about (Phillipson 2010, 35-7, 104-7).

As English now functions outside many of its original sites, there is a tendency to see it as cut off from its original cultural moorings, semantics and syntax. However, there are major risks in considering that ‘international’ English is detached from social forces:

English being disembedded from national cultures can never mean that it floats culture-free (… or) is culturally neutral. The point may be simple, but it is often elided; and this elision constitutes a politics of English as a global language which precisely conceals the cultural work which that model of language is in fact performing. (Kayman 2004, 17)

Kayman also makes the intriguing point that the prophets and proponents of English as a global language can be compared to the occupation by Europeans of other continents that were falsely seen as terra nullius. Contemporary linguists who proclaim the neutrality of English treat the language as a cultural terra nullius (ibid., 18).

Labelling English as new, implying that it functions differently from the way ethnic Brits or Americans use the language, is based on a false understanding of the uniqueness of native speakers. Thiru Kandiah has demonstrated how problematical and often racist the concept ‘native speaker’ is, in an article that explores the inadequacies of studies of the ‘new’ varieties of English, the unthinking biases of much of the conceptual approach to language description. Western analysts tend to constitute the Other negatively through the ‘strongly proprietorial implications and their power-related consequences […] the deplorably impoverished monoculturalism/monolingualism of perspective that is brought to so unreflexively bear on the issue […] the familiar story of mainstream sociolinguistics and its entrapment in its empiricist, positivistic, scientistic discourse […] simplistic essentialism […] a strongly normative discourse that is heavily invested ideologically against considerable numbers of people on our globe’ (Kandiah 1988, 86-88). This includes Kandiah himself who, like many like many other South Asians, is a brilliant thinker with a sparkling command of English. 

An attempt to counteract the educational imposition of native speaker norms is being undertaken by some applied linguists who advocate seeing non-native English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) (Seidlhofer 2004, Jenkins 2007, Kirkpatrick 2010). This applied linguistics vogue started from a laudable wish to promote more equality in communication and a wish to ensure more relevant teaching. They see ELF as involving a diversity of non-native speaker interlocutors in transnational communities who negotiate new forms of English. Proponents claim that ELF is disconnected from its native speaker roots, since it is used to negotiate communication successfully in defiance of standard norms, and because there are now more users of English as a second/foreign language than as a first language. The ELF cause has triggered an industry of empirical research that studies such forms of English. Much of it seems to have detached itself from reality: it is not grounded in explicit cultural or societal principles. Critiques demonstrate its theoretical and methodological flaws (Ferguson 2009, Kayman 2009, Mackenzie 2009, Phillipson 2006) and its harmful irrelevance for learners of English (Prodromou 2007).

ELF research also makes a misleading use of the term lingua franca, as if English is detached from the specific communicative purposes that it serves, and its role in discourses that are integral to an inequitable global society and to inequalities within societies structured by means of class, gender, ethnicity and language (Phillipson 2010, 147-76). English serves identifiable purposes, English as a lingua economica, a lingua academica, a lingua cultura, a lingua bellica, etc, most of which are securely rooted in American English. Each of these variants can be studied for linguistic and pedagogical purposes and for critical discourse analysis. English has also de facto functioned as a lingua frankensteinia vis-à-vis indigenous languages in settler societies in North America and Australasia, and may be having a similar impact in many former colonies and even in Europe.

The claim is also made that ELF should not be seen as a neoimperial language but rather as transformative and emancipatory. English  - like any other language - can function in this way, but the ELF claim ignores the structural role of English in countless contexts, of international and national communication, as well as the role of the standard language which is essential for international written communication. Marketing English as a ‘lingua franca’ is an applied linguistic research fashion and a political stance that feigns ideological neutrality in a deeply unequal world. It is ahistorical, ignores the reality of linguicism and hegemonic language practices, and may therefore inadvertently be serving to strengthen English linguistic neoimperialism. 

The rhetoric of English as a universal lingua franca has been picked up by politicians worldwide. Rainer Enrique Hamel (2003, 134) comments on the misuse of the term lingua franca in an Argentine government educational policy document that states

English is the language of international communication which unites a universal community in brotherhood with no geographic or political frontiers. English has become the natural lingua franca and has thus gained distance from its cultural roots.

Hamel acidly comments: ‘This is a good example of the ideology of “many Englishes”, of a de-territorialised and neutralised language that belongs to nobody and therefore to everybody; as if English were not backed any longer by the world’s most powerful army and navy.’

Kayman (2009) draws on the concept in English law of filius nullius, a bastard child with no legal right to inherit property, and considers that ELF is erroneously conceptualised as an analogous parentless linguistic offspring in the global cultural terra nullius. ELF advocates of fluctuating non-normative forms of English seem to be treading in the steps of Locke: we are all linguistic Americans, occupying more and more of the globe’s linguistic territory, which we treat as a global linguistic terra nullius. ELF seems to see English as a de-territorialised lingua nullius[endnoteRef:25]. [25:  The same applies to the argument that the ‘ownership’ of English has shifted away from native speakers to all users of the language. This also detaches English from the functions it serves, treating the language as a lingua nullius. Annamalai has suggested, in personal communication, that the myth of universal ownership of English can be considered as a sixth fallacy that strengthens Anglo-American interests alongside the five identified in Phillipson 1992.] 

European resistance
The article has traced central aspects of Americanisation and Englishisation, their origins, and attempts to legitimate and implement them. There are strong connections between the occupation of physical territory (propagated via the discursive myth of terra nullius) and of linguistic space (English as a lingua nullius). These are key constituents of the project to impose an American model of society and English worldwide. The concluding section will report on some language policy challenges that are triggering resistance and counteractive measures, but will first briefly list several additional symptoms of the expansion of English:
· English-medium universities, often subsidiaries of American, Australian, or British universities, are spreading worldwide, and using the same content and examination system as in the parent country;
· academics are being obliged to publish in English rather than a national language;
· English-medium ‘international’ schools that cater for a global elite are mushrooming, and tend to be monolingual and detached from the culture of the countries they operate in;
· the British school examination system continues to function in  former colonies, which means that schoolchildren in, for instance, Mauritius or Malaysia, are following a British curriculum;
· EU advocacy of an early start to foreign language learning is strengthening the position of English in European schools at the expense of all other foreign languages;
· Anglo-American publishers are expanding their activities worldwide;
· tests of English proficiency, American (TOEFL) and British (Cambridge), are big business internationally, despite a national monolingual cultural bias in them;
· etc .
These indicators of linguistic and cultural hegemony all suggest that it is Westerners who are intent on maintaining and expanding their influence worldwide, and making money out of it.

European countries that consolidated ‘national’ languages as languages of instruction at all levels of education are currently under pressure to accord more space to English. There are a great many factors, structural and ideological, push and pull factors, influencing ongoing processes of Europeanization and Englishisation (Phillipson 2003, chapter 3). The trend has created a good deal of alarm, even in countries where one would think that the main national language is impregnable. 

Scandinavian language boards have been worried about domain loss in the sense of scholarly writing, the medium of instruction in higher education, and the cultural and business worlds replacing a local language by English. The term domain loss is unhelpful, because ‘domain’ is not defined rigorously, and ‘loss’ reveals nothing of the forces causing the change. It is preferable to think in terms of linguistic capital accumulation by dispossession when an increased use of English is at the expense of a local language, is subtractive. Linguistic capital accumulation can be additive, and much of the use of English in continental Europe still is, but there are simultaneously many indications of the vitality of national languages being threatened by neoimperial English (Phillipson 2010, chapters 6 and 8). Linguistic capital accumulation follows the same capitalist logic as for other forms of capital, economic, financial, cultural etc. It is not restricted territorially, and linguistic capital dispossession may occur[endnoteRef:26]. Hence the clear need for regulation in each country, explicit language policy formation and implementation. [26:  My theorisation of linguistic capital accumulation and dispossession has been greatly inspired by Harvey 2005.] 


There are many symptoms of crisis in higher education in the Nordic countries. Academics are being coerced into lecturing in English rather than the national language. Publication in ‘prestige’ journals, in English, as though this necessarily means higher quality than in another language, is becoming necessary for promotion or even survival in higher education. The Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters published a report in 2007 entitled ‘Freedom of research and expression at universities’[endnoteRef:27]. It concludes that there is a general tendency for these freedoms to be constrained in Western Europe. There is an increasing degree of control of teaching and research by the state and business interests (e.g. the Senates of Danish universities have a majority of non-academics), with less freedom of choice for the academic. A comparative study of academic freedom in 23 EU countries assesses five variables: constitutional protection, specific legislation, self-governance, the appointment of the rector, and academic tenure (Karran 2007). The three countries with least protection of academic freedom are the UK, the Netherlands, and Denmark. The trade union for Danish academics sent a formal complaint to UNESCO on 22 May 2008, accusing the Danish government of failing to live up to UNESCO’s Recommendations on higher education principles, in particular by restrictions on freedom of research, on institutional autonomy, and on collegiate governance[endnoteRef:28]. Although the complaint was not upheld, UNESCO advised the parties to the dispute to find more common ground. [27:   Forsknings- og udtryksfrihed på universiteterne, februar 2007. http://royalacademy.net.dynamicweb.dk/Forskningspolitik/Publikationer-1.aspx.]  [28:   The complaint is accessible on http://www.dm.dk/.] 


The internationalisation of European higher education has gone under the label ‘the Bologna Process’ since 1999[endnoteRef:29]. The objective is ‘within the framework of our institutional competences and taking full respect of the diversity of cultures, languages, national education systems and of University autonomy - to consolidate a European Higher Education Area at the latest by 2010’. 46 European states are committed to it. The EU Commission largely sets the agenda, funds activities, and produces policy and planning documents. These are the foundation for the bi-annual Ministerial Meetings, which representatives of universities also attend. One goal is for European universities to be attractive enough to compete with the USA and Australia. These countries are Bologna ‘observers’, out of self-interest, since foreign students in higher education are big business for them, and Europe is potentially a serious competitor. What is striking is that not once in the lengthy communiqués from the ministerial meetings is there any reference to languages (even if the EU’s 23 official languages in principle have equal rights, Phillipson 2003). There is nothing on bilingual degrees or multilingualism. The language of virtually all documents and deliberations is English. This can perhaps be justified for practical reasons at conferences – though this does not guarantee equality in communication - however what emerges unambiguously is that in the Bologna process, ‘internationalisation’ means ‘English-medium higher education’, an apparently unchallenged acceptance of English linguistic hegemony (Phillipson 2006). [29:   http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/educ/bologna_en.html.] 


Whether the expansion of English – occupation of novel space – is occurring in synergy with existing languages and cultures or is establishing an inequitable hierarchy is an open question which needs empirical investigation in any given context. The governments of the Nordic countries are committed to maintaining the vitality of national languages while promoting competence in international languages, particularly English. A Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy was approved in 2006 by the Nordic Council of Ministers, and promulgated in Danish, Faeroese, Greenlandic, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian, Saami, Swedish, and English[endnoteRef:30]. The document outlines the language rights of all residents in a Nordic country, and sets out goals for language policy. It encourages key institutions to develop long-range strategies for choice of language, the parallel use of languages, and language instruction. Implementation of the many recommendations has yet to be undertaken. However, since this is the first time that government-level language policy in this area has been made explicit, it is positive that language policy is not merely being left to market forces. The underlying thinking is both/and rather than either/or: not a focus on a single medium of instruction (an English-medium or local language-medium school or university) but a combination. [30:  www.norden.org.] 


There are countless ways in which the project of establishing ‘global’ English, its products, and processes of mental occupation are promoted (Phillipson 2010). Some of the issues are addressed in three recent dialogues that I have been involved in.

· The volume Christian and Critical English Language Educators in Dialogue: Pedagogical and Ethical Dilemmas, edited by Mary S. Wong and A. Suresh Canagarajah (2009) assesses whether it is legitimate to combine the role of an English language teacher abroad with Christian missionary activity. Combining missionising with language teaching has, of course, a long history. A mission to the Choctaws in Oklahoma in the 1850s 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” ’ (Spring 1996, 152). These three gospels have a long history in the Europeanised world. The professional training in TESOL (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages) has failed to equip people for addressing the interlocking of three contemporary gospels: international English, capitalist consumerism, and Christianity. A likely consequence is that global Americanisation and Englishisation are facilitated by much TESOL activity. Its global export, whether imbued with Christianity or not, occurs in relationships that are as asymmetrical as was the colonial and imperial embrace. ‘Dialogue’ between English native speakers as representatives of the dominant culture, and people of other cultures, is a modern variant of Orientalism. It is as deeply political as when Jesus chose not only to preach but to take on Pharisees and money-lenders. International missionary activities dovetail with the successful efforts of the Christian Right in the USA to consolidate its political influence nationally and in many United Nations and international fora, and to link up with Islamic and Jewish movements that work for traditional family and gender roles, and are against abortion, gay rights, female clergy etc. (Butler 2006).

· I have written a review article ‘The politics and the personal in language education: the state of which art?’ based on a reading of The politics of language education. Individuals and institutions, edited by J. Charles Alderson (in Language and education, 24/2, 151-166, and followed by Alderson’s response, pp. 167-168, and my Final comment, p. 169). The book is essentially about the export of British TESOL know-how worldwide. I have serious reservations about the appropriateness of what is undertaken in global ‘English language education’ and testing. Language teaching and testing ‘aid’ can be considered a basically coercive form of linguistic imperialism. The alternative is to promote linguistic diversity, and counteract linguistic imperialism, in coalition with partners with a shared goal of promoting greater social justice, as exemplified in a book edited by two Europeans and two Indians (Skutnabb-Kangas et al 2009). 

· I contributed to a conference on the language policies of the European Union at which the majority of participants were lawyers from a mix of member states (see Kjær and Adamo, 2011). Here the professional challenge for a sociolinguist was to dialogue effectively across disciplines and cultures, a reciprocal process that is necessary if our analyses and recommendations are to be produced in a form that might influence policy-makers. This consideration is why my educational sociolinguist wife, Tove Skutnabb-Kangas, has collaborated with an international lawyer in producing a book on the educational and linguistic rights of indigenous minorities: Indigenous children’s education as linguistic genocide and a crime against humanity? A global view (Skutnabb-Kangas and Dunbar 2010). My own experience at both the national level, mainly in Denmark, my country of residence, and at the supranational level of the European Union institutions indicates that scholarly input may be elicited - a modest amount of research on language policy has been commissioned by the EU - but tends to be ignored. This means that even when there is a rhetoric of strengthening multilingualism and diversity, the market forces behind global English are allowed free rein (Phillipson 2003). An increased use of English in EU institutions and in the wider European society (in the finance and business worlds, academia, the media, and entertainment) serves some interests better than others. Privileging English has comparable elite closure effects to those in operation in many postcolonial countries that have retained the former colonial language as the main contact language externally, and as the language of inclusion and exclusion internally. The forces, material and ideological, behind English are so strong that its hegemonic role has been internalised. 

English tends to be promoted worldwide as though it is apolitical, and not serving special interests, a lingua nullius. The uses and forms that English takes therefore contribute to the global occupation of minds in ways that are likely to serve the purposes of corporate control and intimidation, co-option and coercion, perpetuating linguistic and cultural imperialism (Phillipson 2010). I agree with the way Frantz Fanon closes one of his books (1952) on the adverse effects of colonialism: ‘I merely wish that humans should not be dominated by things, and that the subordination of some people to others ceases for ever.’ We need to heed Gandhi and Kant, Orwell and Said, we need action and reflective vision.
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