Macaulay alive and kicking: How linguistic imperialism continues

Robert Phillipson


A class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect.
Thomas Babington Macaulay, 1835

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.
Winston Churchill, 1943[endnoteRef:1] [1:  When receiving an honorary doctorate at Harvard University, 6 September 1943.] 


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.
Ajit Mohanty, 2006, 268


The purpose of this study is to analyse whether the consolidation of English as the language of the British Empire, as articulated in a key policy statement by Thomas Babington (later Lord) Macaulay in India in 1835, remains in place to this day, with modern Macaulays reiterating the cause of British English. A report on English in India by David Graddol (2010), commissioned by the British Council, is contrasted with the earlier imperial rhetoric and its consequences. The documents need to be seen in terms of the history of commercially-driven European colonisation in the imperial age and the market-driven commodification of English in the 21st century. The evidence demonstrates remarkable continuity in the types of argument used. It reveals unmistakably the smooth transition from colonial linguistic imperialism to contemporary linguistic neoimperialism.

The British Council was established in 1935 as a result of prompting and funding from British oil companies with interests in the Middle East, and in response to the success of rival propaganda activities by fascist countries.  British foreign policy since that time has sought constantly to strengthen the position of English worldwide. American foundations were active in funding work on establishing English as a ‘world’ language on both sides of the Atlantic in the 1930s (Phillipson 2009, 112-118). USA and UK strategy was coordinated in the 1950s and 1960s, impelled by concern to maintain the value of investments and to establish strong links with newly independent countries (Phillipson 1992, 164-169).

My personal engagement with these issues requires some explanation. In 1941, the time when my life began, a book entitled The diffusion of English culture outside England. A problem of post-war reconstruction was written by an adviser to the British Council, R.V. Routh. It provides a rationale for consolidating the position of English globally once the fascist governments have been defeated. It propounds that ‘A new career service is needed, for gentlemen teachers of English with equivalent status to ‘the Civil Service, Army, Bar, or Church’, [...] an ‘army of linguistic missionaries’, generated by a ‘training centre for post-graduate studies and research’, and a ‘central office in London, from which teachers radiate all over the world’. The new service must ‘lay the foundations of a world-language and culture based on our own’. The book can be seen as a roadmap for how the profession of English Language Teaching, for which the British Council served as pilot in the UK, was brought to life in the 1950s (Phillipson 1992, 136-152, 173-222).

In 1964, straight from a gentlemanly university, I was commissioned into this army of linguistic missionaries, and sent by the British Council with minimal training to preach the gospel of English in Africa and later in communist Yugoslavia. My entire professional life has been as a professor of English, but I resigned my commission in Her Majesty’s service in 1973. I am now notorious as a lapsed linguistic imperialist who has related the business of English teaching worldwide to the political economy of global Western dominance (Phillipson 1992). 

Since language policy, multilingualism in education, and language rights are burning issues worldwide, I have been fortunate enough to visit many countries, including India on frequent occasions since the mid-1980s. I have also edited books with Indian colleagues (Mohanty et al, eds., 2009). It was therefore fitting that on the occasion of a major conference at Jawaharlal Nehru University in December 2010, where many lectures took stock of the achievements of recent decades in the social sciences, I should assess the UK’s role in relation to the significant presence of English in India[endnoteRef:2]. [2:  This was the 20th Annual Conference of the National Academy of Psychology. My ‘distinguished lecture’, which this article builds on, was given in connection with a book launch by Orient Blackswan of Multilingual Education Works, edited by Kathleen Heugh and Tove Skutnabb-Kangas.] 


Many scholars, both from the Indian subcontinent and Western countries, have analysed Macaulay’s Minute on Indian Education, addressed to the Governor General, Lord William Bentinck, 2nd February 1835. One of the key architects of the cultural colonization of India was Charles Trevelyan, who married Macaulay’s sister. Trevelyan’s goal, articulated in a communication to Lord Bentinck in 1834 (cited in Clive 1973, 361) was to strengthen ‘our language, our learning, and ultimately our religion in India... India as a base of operations, that afterwards may be applied ... to the surrounding nations’. His endorsement of the mission to extend the use of English in India (the Anglicist task) was grounded in the view that: ‘The Indian mind had walled itself up inside such a prison that only a new language could give it a ladder of escape’. Those in favour of a consolidation of Asian languages (the Orientalists), according to Trevelyan, ignored the reality of education that was ‘more adapted for the lecture-room of a German university, than for the enlightenment of benighted Asians.’ Macaulay saw his task as to listen to all parties, to ascertain what Bentinck was in favour of, and to articulate a robust case. The decision to strengthen English and weaken the hold of other languages was in fact a fait accompli before the Minute was written (Clive 1973, 347-367; Sullivan 2010, 141-145). Macaulay’s role was in essence that of a spin doctor.

There is an extensive literature on the history of language in education policy in India during the British period and since. Only evidence that can demonstrate continuities over time will be drawn on here.

Graddol’s English Next India has been vigorously promoted in India by the British Council in an attempt to secure British influence over Indian education[endnoteRef:3]. Graddol collected and processed a large amount of information about Indian society and the economic, linguistic and educational problems and challenges it faces. Official governmental studies are cited, and a 2009 World Bank report. Big shots from the Indian commercial world provided input on what they believe is needed in Indian education. The complexity of the issues is presented lucidly. Many observations are valid and frank, and stress inequalities in India, the inefficiencies for many children of what is supposed to be education, and the wish of all classes and castes to attain the benefits that proficiency in English offers. However, Indian scholars figure only very selectively, and their views are generally not cited explicitly. The report is not an academic study with exploration of the substantial literature on language and educational policy. What is drawn on and presented is glimpses of the issues, inevitably in a selective fashion. Graddol’s study, funded and published by the British Council, does not directly declare who commissioned the work or what mandate he was given[endnoteRef:4]. [3:  The website of the British Council in India has links to some of the contributions to a debate about the Graddol report at a conference convened by the British Council in Delhi in December 2009. The report itself can be downloaded from http://www.britishcouncil.org/learning-english-next-india-2010-book.htm.]  [4:  The report states: ‘David Graddol is a British applied linguist, well-known as a writer, broadcaster, researcher and consultant on issues related to global English. He is the Managing Director of the English Company (UK) Ltd ....’. ] 


I have major reservations about the entire exercise. The unstated agenda is to strengthen the British English Language Teaching (ELT) industry. In surveys of English across the globe in Graddol’s earlier reports, also commissioned and published by the British Council, The future of English (1997), and English Next (2006), the connection between a multi-faceted analysis and British ELT was made openly: the purpose was to equip the British ELT establishment (universities, publishers, language schools, consortia exporting language teachers and advisers, etc.) to adjust to a changing world and maintain the position of the billion-pound industry. The assumption in the Indian report, completely covert, is that the UK has the expertise to solve India’s English-learning educational problems. This assumption – which I challenge - is subtly packaged, as no explicit advice is forwarded in the report. It is presented as a position paper for debate and follow-up. I present some of the misrepresentations and errors in the report below.
The British historical legacy

In the year A.D. 97 a leading administrator of Roman Britain wrote: ‘Who the first inhabitants of Britain were, whether natives or immigrants, remains obscure: one must remember we are dealing with barbarians’ (Tacitus 1948, 61). He also reported on how Roman policies successfully assimilated the local elite:

Agricola trained the sons of the chiefs in the liberal arts... The result was that 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.

Cultural and linguistic imperialism thus have a long history. Throughout the British Isles, the effort to establish English monolingualism was attempted through internal linguistic colonialism. The 1536 Act of Union with Wales entailed subordination to the

rights, laws, customs and speech of England. ... 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’ (Jenkins 2007, 132).

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’ (ibid., 160). Resistance to linguistic imperialism is influenced by many factors.

The monolingual thrust was pursued energetically in schools. Matthew Arnold, His Majesty’s Inspector of Schools (also an influential poet and thinker), declared in1853, 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 far as possible, homogeneous, and to break down barriers to the freest intercourse between the different parts of them. Sooner or later, the difference of language between Wales and England will probably be effaced, as has happened with the difference of language between Cornwall and the rest of England. (quoted in Sutherland 1973: 23).
The present-day strength of European languages throughout the Americas, Asia, Australasia, and Africa bears witness to the relative ‘success’ of linguistic imperialism domestically and worldwide (Phillipson in press a and b).

According to scholars with a training in psychiatry and psychology, colonising and colonised cultures are characterised by cultural pathology and psychopathology: ‘The civilising mission built on the “decivilisation” of the coloniser’, wrote Aimé Césaire from the Caribbean (cited by Nandy, 1983, 30). The decivilisation was deeply experienced by George Orwell as a British colonial police officer in Burma, and succinctly portrayed in ‘Shooting an elephant’: ‘when the white man turns tyrant it is his own freedom that he destroys’ (Orwell and Angus 1968, 269). The USA does not appear to have learned this lesson (Afghanistan, Iraq, Guantanomo, ...).

Ashis Nandy stresses that 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. Bertrand Russell examined the sort of education that was needed when training young British males to run an empire (1960, 31):

The aim was to train men for positions of authority and power, whether at home or in distant parts of the empire. […] The product was to be energetic, stoical, physically fit, possessed of certain unalterable beliefs, with high standards of rectitude, and convinced that it had an important mission in the world. To a surprising extent, the results were achieved. Intellect was sacrificed to them, because intellect might produce doubt. Sympathy was sacrificed, because it might interfere with governing ‘inferior’ races or classes. Kindliness was sacrificed for the sake of toughness; imagination, for the sake of firmness.

These attitudes are still widespread in the Western world. Macaulay fits into the mould snugly (Sullivan 2010). He was a great admirer of the Roman empire, and deeply familiar with Latin literature, in particular works on rhetoric and history. Latin figured prominently on British school time-tables until the second half of the twentieth century. It was an obligatory subject in my own schooling from age 8 to 16.

Many of the books that narrate the ‘story’ of English spreading to all continents, through settlement, military aggression, trade, and missionary activity, and through corporate-driven imperialism in the 20th century, are uncritical and triumphalist (for critique of several, see Phillipson 2009, 35-37, 42-47, 251-265). Decolonizing the minds of both the colonizer and the colonized therefore remains an important task. The British establishment, including the British Council, in its promotion of British interests and English worldwide, is apparently failing to engage with this task.
Continuities in discourse

The two documents for scrutiny were produced for British government purposes. At root these interests are commercial. British India was run from 1757 to 1858 by the East India Company, which exercised military and administrative functions as well as being outstandingly profitable for the British economy. The British Council claims to be independent. Its Annual Report for 2009-2010 proclaims that it is ‘the UK’s international organization for cultural and educational relations’, but it has a turnover £705 million, with its business operations (primarily teaching English and running examinations) generating ‘£2.50 for every £1 of public money received’. A body that is ‘UK’s second biggest charity’ has as a primary purpose to ‘support the English language industry, worth £3-4 billion a year’. The organization’s brand and self-promotion are riddled with such contradictions. 

The documents cannot therefore be seen as independent, impartial scholarship. Extracts from both texts serve to clarify the sort of arguments that are marshalled, and how they serve particular, partisan interests.

	Macaulay’s Minute 1835
	Graddol’s English Next India 2010

	... the Orientalists. I have never found one among them who could deny that a single shelf of a good European library was worth the whole native literature of India and Arabia.

Whoever knows that language [English] has ready access to all the vast intellectual wealth which all the wisest nations of the earth have created and hoarded in the course of ninety generations… the literature now extant … is of far greater value than all the literature which 300 years ago was extant in all the languages of the world together.[endnoteRef:5] [5:  Anglo-French rivalry for global dominion at this time can be glimpsed in a comparable claim being made for the supremacy of French by Antoine de Rivarol in his Discours sur l'universalité de la langue française (1783). He sings the praises of French as a superior language and claims that books in French  ‘composent la bibliothèque du genre humain’, ‘comprise the library of humanity’.] 


We are attempting to raise up a large class of enlightened natives. I hope that, twenty years hence, there will be … thousands of natives familiar with the best models of composition … and Western science. Among them some persons … will have the inclination and ability to exhibit European knowledge in the vernacular dialects.


	The rate of improvement in the English-language skills of the Indian population is at present too slow to prevent India from falling behind other countries which have implemented the teaching of English in primary schools sooner, and more successfully.

English is now seen as a ’basic skill’ which all children require if they are fully to participate in 21st century civil society…. It can now be used to communicate to people from almost any country in the world … We are fast moving into a world in which not to have English is to be marginalised and excluded.

India now aspires to make English universal … is it necessary? Is it desirable? … engaging with globalisation … building on the extraordinary human resource offered by India’s existing linguistic and cultural diversity. English may be a useful catalyst …  a vital ingredient … but the final goal must lie beyond English.



The point of departure for both authors is that what India needs is English. They both refer to local languages, but Macaulay bombastically execrates Indian languages: the use of Sanskrit, Persian, Bengali and other local languages has failed to make India a ‘wise nation’. Indian brains are seen as tabula rasa waiting for European enlightenment. For Graddol, English is ‘a casualty of wider problems in Indian education’. There are, however, fundamental flaws in Graddol’s line of argument.

· Graddol cites no evidence for English being taught successfully in primary schools elsewhere. The sole country that could demonstrate this is Singapore, where English is the sole medium of education. As a result of several decades of this policy, over half of Singaporeans now use English as the language of the home. This is an extreme case of forcible language shift.
· The claim that English is a ‘basic skill’ (a concept that is left undefined) is also undocumented. It is misleading and deceptive, a mantra voiced by uncritical promoters of ‘global’ English, which is a project rather than reality (Phillipson 2009, 170-171). ‘Basic’ implies a privileged position from early in general education. The effect is to put English onto a comparable pedestal to Macaulay’s.
· The idea that you can communicate in English with ‘people from almost any country in the world’ is fraudulent. Two-thirds of the world’s population have no proficiency in English. You don’t get far in Latin America, southern Europe, most of Africa, the Middle East or Asia - even in India - with English outside elite circles and tourist sites.
· Graddol rightly wonders whether making English universal in India is an appropriate policy, but the ‘final goal … beyond English’ is presumably an oblique reference to participation in globalization, as though this is what the entire population needs. While English is of major importance for the global economy, assuming that it is so ‘basic’ that it is a requirement for economic success is contradicted by the fact that the economies of China, Japan and Korea, all key players in globalization, succeed through using local languages in basic education.

Graddol’s reference to English as a ‘basic skill’ assumes instruction through the medium of English rather than as a school subject. He conflates the two. The falsity of his argument is at its most visible in his concluding remarks, page 122, where he refers to the experience of developing competence in English in northern European countries. Here ‘the majority of the adult population can now speak English’ but it has taken ‘50-60 years to reach this stage’. The reality is that the level of relatively high competence in spoken English in Scandinavia, the Netherlands, and Finland (it in fact varies hugely, and has never been systematically investigated) has been achieved in countries which are more egalitarian than any others in the world, with good, free education in a national language for the entire population, and well qualified teachers with reasonable fluency in English. English has been taught and learned relatively well as a foreign language, i.e. as a subject, and virtually never as a medium of instruction.  The proficiency of the Scandinavians, Finns and Dutch in spoken English and their competence in the written language is much more limited and incomparably inferior to the proficiency in English of a large elite of English-users in India for whom it is in effect a mother tongue. Graddol’s comparison is completely false.

The argumentation in the two texts is fundamentally similar:

	
	Macaulay’s Minute 1835
	Graddol’s English Next India 2010

	denigrates and stigmatizes the local.
	Indian learning of English is inadequate.

	It glorifies Western culture and English.
	English is the key to success in the modern world.

	It rationalizes the asymmetrical relationship between colonizer and colonized.
	The UK has the solution to India’s language in education problem.

	It sees the task as purely technocratic. 
	A single expert from the UK can cover the issues.

	It conceals the economic interest of the colonizers.
	The potential benefits to the UK economy are not mentioned.

	It fails to refer to the reality of British military occupation of India.
	Geostrategic political and military interests are not considered relevant.




Macaulay’s declared goal was to produce ‘interpreters between us and the many millions we govern’. The Minute was essentially about priorities in the short term as well as long-term goals, and was concerned exclusively with higher education. The amount of money for disbursement was the same per annum as Macaulay’s personal astronomic salary. He went to India to get rich. He expressed concern that those educated in Western knowledge would be isolated and estranged from the rest of the population, that there would be inadequate ‘filtration’ to other groups. This was prescient. An additional consequence of the implementation of the policy, which established the supremacy of English in Bengal within a decade, was to intensify the division between Hindus and Muslims. Another consequence was that the education provided was, in Nehru’s view, appropriate for ‘clerks’ rather than intellectuals, and many could not find employment.

The long-term effects of the initial decision by Governor-General Bentinck to put funding into English rather than Indian languages have been massive. Many scholars from the subcontinent have stressed its pernicious consequences. Gandhi’s analysis of language issues and the need for cross-cultural understanding in the chapter on education in Hind Swaraj (1907), written initially in Gujerati and later in an English adaptation, was: ‘To give millions a knowledge of English is to enslave them. The foundation that Macaulay laid of education has enslaved us’ (Gandhi 2010, 84).  Svati Joshi (1994a, 18) notes that Macaulay’s ‘political foresight lay in investing 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’.

Some Western scholars see matters rather differently. The general editor of the Oxford History of the British Empire book series, considers that the promotion of English reflected a firm belief in progress, ‘English liberty, toleration and improvement’ (Louis 1999, 5). But liberty for whom? Were colonial societies ever characterized by toleration? ‘Improvement’ meant a Western ‘civilizing’ mission. A second American historian considers 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). Some Indians were indeed keen to learn English, the language of power, a logical attitude that is also widespread two centuries later. Bengali cultural life did benefit substantially as a result (Rabindranath Tagore won the Nobel Prize for Literature written in Bengali and English in 1913). However, linguistic imperialism invariably involves pull as well as push factors, demand as well as supply. English was causally related to inequality and injustice then, and still is. Western historians of empire evidently choose to ignore this reality.

To consider British promotion of English Language Teaching worldwide as exclusively a question of meeting demand (which the British Council has done for fifty years, see Phillipson 1992, 300-301) is simply untrue. David Graddol correctly writes that there is an Indian demand for English, but his report essentially orchestrates this demand around the assumption that the British know how to sort out India’s educational language learning problems. It would be difficult to find many Indian educationalists who would agree with this idea. The assumption is fundamental to the texts of 1835 and 2010. Macaulay’s cultural arrogance was explicit, while the British Council bombastically proclaims that English is needed for success in the global economy, in Indian education, and in every Indian home:


	Macaulay 1835
	Martin Davidson, Chief executive, British Council,  Foreword to Graddol 2010;
British Council Annual Report 2009-10

	We know that India cannot have a free government. But she may have the next best thing – a firm and impartial despotism.


We have to educate a people who cannot at present be educated by means of their mother tongue. [...]
	English provides access to the information with which individuals can learn and develop and it provides access to the networks which are vital in building and maintaining economic links.

English Next India tells us that from education to the economy, from employability to social mobility, the prospects for India and its people will be greatly enhanced by bringing English into every classroom, every office and every home.



The British tabloid The Sun, owned by Rupert Murdoch, proclaimed on 18 January 2008, when Gordon made his first visit as Prime Minister to India and China:

Gordon Brown will today pledge to export the English language to the world – and boost our economy by billions. Mr Brown believes teaching English will quickly become one of Britain’s biggest exports. It could add a staggering £50billion a year to the UK economy by 2010. 

Ahead of these high-profile visits, Brown announced a boost to English language learning, teaching and training facilities for people throughout the world. The British Council announced on its website (highlighting added):

We will help develop a new website to deliver that goal. Gordon Brown also announced how the British Council will be starting a programme in India to recruit 'Master Trainers' charged with developing the skills of 750,000 teachers of English over a five-year period. These initiatives are being developed by our teams in China, India and the UK.
The Prime Minister emphasised that the new website will establish networks between teachers and students throughout the globe and enable one-to-one tuition between people anywhere in the world. 
Martin Davidson, Chief Executive of the British Council, said we are delighted to be working with other organisations to provide access to the best of teaching: ‘We know that right around the world young people want access to English language to give them the skills they need to take part in the globalising economy but also to get access to all the knowledge and understanding that we have in this country. And our ambition, as an organisation, is that every learner and teacher of English right around the world should have access to the best of English language teaching from this country.

So the British know best what India needs in 1835 and 2010. Other languages cannot deliver, and the British will see to it that English is used in future in every Indian home. The focus of the arguments varies over time. The imperial packaging is renewed and currently cushioned by neoimperial obfuscation.

To achieve this aim, Graddol brings in a set of myths that seem plausible but can easily be disproved:
· English as a global language. This is in fact a project that some are attempting to bring about. It is not a present-day reality.
· English is ‘the language of business across Europe’. In fact, many languages are used in business in Europe.
· European universities are shifting from local languages to English. What continental European universities are doing is adding English to their repertoires, and there is currently no evidence that this is at the expense of local languages of scholarship.
· There is a global consensus on how English should be learned, ‘a new global orthodoxy’. Elsewhere in the report Graddol endorses the idea of a mix of educational approaches being needed, but the notion that one approach (presumably that of the British English teaching industry) is universally valid is false,
· The early start fallacy. Any number of studies indicate that the age factor is one among many variables that influence educational success, and that age itself is less important than teacher qualifications and choice of the most appropriate medium of instruction.

What is dangerous about these claims is that bureaucrats and an Indian readership might take them as gospel, whereas most scholars with a profound familiarity with language policy issues would not.

If there is any paradigm or orthodoxy in educational language policy and planning, it is one that is presented in a book to which Graddol refers (p. 59, though it is absent from the references listed), which has contributions by scholars from Africa, Canada, Europe, Latin America, and the United States, and with strong representation from India and Nepal (Multilingual education for social justice: Globalising the local, edited by Ajit Mohanty, Minati Panda, Robert Phillipson and Tove Skutnabb-Kangas, Orient Blackswan, 2009). This paradigm is in conformity with the global consensus on how multilingual education can best be achieved. UNESCO published an influential report explaining criteria for successful multilingual education in 1953, and updated it after a worldwide consultation process in the publication in 2003 of Education in a multilingual world. Graddol appears to be only familiar with the earlier publication. The 2009 report by the British NGO, Save the Children, for a commercial body, the Centre for British Teachers, Language and education: the missing link (Pinnock 2009), is in the same spirit, the ‘missing link’ being failure to provide a solid foundation in the mother tongue. Most foreign ‘aid’ has tended to follow a different agenda, putting resources into ex-colonial languages. It has failed a large section of the population as a result.

It is also disturbing that Graddol does not appear to have considered what role departments of English or education at universities in India might play in improving the quality of English learning in the country. British ELT knows best.

This is not the place for a detailed analysis of the pedagogical principles that underpin the British ELT industry (for a dissection of its origins, see Phillipson 1992, chapter 7). The ‘communicative’ focus of recent decades, in its British and American variants, is essentially monolingual, and does not require familiarity on the part of its adherents with the languages or cultures of the learners. It does not even require experience of learning languages other than English successfully, or familiarity with how multilingualism functions. These foundations ensure that ELT can be marketed globally. By contrast, foreign language learning is generally undertaken in the Western world, including the UK, by teachers who have gone through the experience of acquiring the language in question, and who are therefore in a position to undertake metalinguistic analysis in relation to the two languages and translation. Should this not be a requirement for British involvement in education systems anywhere outside the UK, and specifically in India, if it is to be considered relevant?

Linguistic imperialism has these defining features (Phillipson 1992, 2009):
· 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 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.

English linguistic imperialism has been cumulatively asserted in independent India. In 1950 the British Council organized a conference in Mahableshwar, attended by a single British academic and 30 Indians. The thorough conference report is dogmatic about the need for the ‘Direct Method’ and an early start. It cites the familiar fallacy of ‘standards’ of English dropping if Hindi is promoted, and proclaims that the British had the key to ‘the most modern methods of teaching English as a foreign language’. This was strategic opportunism at a time when the English Language Teaching (ELT) profession was virtually non-existent.

British self-interest also influenced the Central Institute of English and Foreign Languages, (CIEFL) at Hyderabad, established in 1958 (and now renamed the EFL University). An evaluation of the CIEFL by Braj Kachru for the Ford Foundation in 1975 determined that

at the outset the goals of the CIEFL were not well defined... This policy naturally resulted in ... lack of serious, theoretically interesting and pedagogically useful research. In formulating these policies, the British Council was also responsible, since, in the beginning, the British Council provided the academic leadership for the institute. The British concept of TESOL did not go beyond what the Institute of Education (Program of TESOL) was doing in London. (Kachru 1975, 90)

In the postcolonial age the pre-eminence of English could only be maintained if the profession of English teaching envisaged by the British Council in the 1940s was brought into existence. The British concept of TESOL (Teaching of English to Speakers of Other Languages) was a distillation of the English-only approach that evolved in adult education and in colonial education, and consecrated in the 1960s (Phillipson 1992, chapter 7). It was based on five professional fallacies: the monolingual fallacy, the native speaker fallacy, the early start fallacy, the maximum exposure fallacy, and the subtractive fallacy. These are still central to the US-UK ‘English Language Teaching’ business, and to most World Bank policies for post-colonial education.

Scholarly underpinning for this approach, which essentially legitimates the idea that native speaker skills are universally marketable, was provided at an Anglo-American conference held in Cambridge in 1961. The eminent literary scholar, I. A. Richards, with professorships simultaneously at Harvard and Cambridge, wrote that ‘in an underdeveloped country, the students’ world becomes restructured’ by English,  and echoing Macaulay: ‘English, through its assimilations, has become not only the representative of contemporary English-speaking thought and feeling but a vehicle of the entire developing human tradition’ (see Phillipson 1992, 167). This is a prescription for global linguistic apartheid, an even more exclusive position than Macaulay’s.

British commercial interest in the Indian market for English was serviced by a study by the market research agency Ipsos MORI for the British Council in 2009, Demand for English language services – India and China. This simultaneous study is not referred to by Graddol. The role of foreign ‘aid’ bodies in promoting the interests of the funding country, and the dubious effect that their projects have on strengthening English learning in Asian countries is analysed in depth in an Australian study (Widin 2010). It documents in great detail that such projects are ‘illegitimate’. They are part and parcel of the ‘web of deceit’ (Curtis 2003) that characterizes the foreign policy of Western governments.
English a global lingua nullius?

When Europeans set about global conquest, there was a need to legitimate territorial colonisation. The land of other continents was seen as terra nullius, a term that derives from Roman law: land so identified is considered to be land belonging to no-one. By extension it refers in international law to land over which there is no sovereignty. The right of Europeans to occupy land worldwide is explored by the British philosopher, John Locke, in chapter 5 of his Second treatise of government, On Property (1698). Locke provided a rationalisation for Europeans arrogating to themselves a God-given right to occupy territory elsewhere. He 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. 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:6]. 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). Likewise Zionists, Christian and Jewish, in the nineteenth century argued that Jews should return to the land that Palestinians lived in, since this was ‘a land without a people for people without a land’. [6:   Herodotus attributed this dichotomy to the Egyptians.] 

Following Locke, the concept terra nullius facilitates global Americanisation. There are echoes of this when European leaders express their identification with the United States at moments of heightened international tension. After 9/11, several European Prime Ministers declared: We are all Americans.

The USA has seen itself as an empire in the making since before its independence was declared. 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).

Roberts, a modern-day historian of the English-speaking peoples in the triumphalist tradition of Macaulay and Churchill, also cites Rudyard Kipling (2008, 144), 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’. Kipling could see through US falsity while himself seeing colonised peoples in India as ‘half-savage, half-child’ and legitimating the British empire to a vast readership in his own poetry and novels[endnoteRef:7]. [7:    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.] 

Some influential advocates of English as a ‘global language’ claim that the language has lost its ancestral connections to the UK and the USA and is now the property of anyone who uses it, i.e. a lingua nullius. The consolidation of a single language at the expense of others follows the same logic as seeing colonized territory as terra nullius. The marketing of English for all purposes and all people treats the language as a lingua nullius. Those who consider 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 its expansion. Kayman (2009) draws on the concept in English law of filius nullius, a bastard child with no legal right to inherit property, so as to conclude that protagonists of English as a Lingua Franca conceive of the language as an analogous parentless linguistic offspring in the global cultural de-territorialised terra nullius. Advocates of English as a global lingua franca, in particular scholars who condone fluctuating non-normative forms of English, seem to be treading in the steps of Locke: we are now all linguistic Americans, occupying more and more of the globe’s linguistic territory, which we treat as a global linguistic terra nullius. This is a recipe for blind acceptance of the USA empire project, with English as the sole neoimperial language, and British English hoping to get in on the act for economic and political reasons. The British Council’s activities promote this cause.

Macaulay’s life and writings have led to a vast literature analyzing his influence. He is best known in the UK as an influential historian of Great Britain that is strongly nationalist and imperialist. His writings are impeccably crafted so as to make his narrative readable and to trigger a strong British feel-good factor. Others have trodden in his footsteps, most notably Winston Churchill (awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature on the strength of his historical writings in 1953) and, currently, Andrew Roberts, cited earlier on the US discourse of global empire. Roberts writes that Macaulay wrote in his Minute: ‘Come what may, self-knowledge will lead to self-rule and that would be the proudest day in British history’. This is seen by Roberts (2006, 398) as ‘nonsense. To take and hold a vast empire might be a legitimate cause for pride; to return it for want of personnel, resources, morale, money or willpower – let alone over political ideology – should only be grounds for grief […] to believe ceding power is better than exercising it is an infallible sign of degeneracy’. Empires still have their advocates.

Macaulay’s legacy from a couple of years in India in his young days was significant both in education throughout the British Empire and in the codification of law for India. The legacy that is not so well-known either in India or the UK is that his scorn for lesser breeds led him, in a study written in 1838, to endorse the extermination of them for the greater good of the British Empire:  ‘In Calcutta the unknown Macaulay also projected what became his most chilling achievement: he appears to have been the first responsible European to advocate publicly what the mid-twentieth century learned to call “genocide”. […] More than ever an enthusiast for human progress and English power, he insisted that “it is in truth more merciful to extirpate a hundred thousand human beings at once, and to fill the void with a well-governed population, than to misgovern millions through a long succession of generations.” Presented as a counterfactual history of modern Ireland, his ethic of civilizing and imperial slaughter was embraced globally before World War I and practised into the second half of the twentieth century’. (Sullivan 2010, 6-7). Macaulay’s ‘understanding of race was fluid and rhetorical, defined less by biological distinctiveness than by different national characters shaped by climate, language, and history.’ (ibid., 196). This could legitimate the extermination of the Celtic Irish and the indigenous peoples of the Americas and South Africa. In Macaulay’s prolific, influential writings ‘he urged the ethic of killing thousands of nameless and faceless people because they spoke irrational languages, lived primitive lives, and resisted England’s civilizing mission. Macaulay was not uniquely responsible for Great Britain’s mid-nineteenth-century “turn to empire”, which made it “by far the most persistently bellicose of the European powers.” But his fluent and plausible bellicosity, uneasy about the present but discerning “favourable “signs of the times” and prophesying a better future, was widely heard‘ (ibid., 203). 

The United Kingdom is still the most bellicose of the European powers, in its role as a junior partner to US, most recently in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The British Council, with Graddol in the vanguard in promoting English and British interests worldwide, also interprets ‘signs of the time’ in a partisan way, and holds out the promise of ‘a better future’ if the message is ‘widely heard’. The similarities between the rhetoric of the early 19th and 21st centuries are strong and disquieting:

	Lord William Bentinck & Macaulay’s Minute
	Davidson, BC & Graddol’s English next India

	English as ’universal’
	English a ’basic skill’

	Limited budget of £10,000
	Budget for institutional infrastructure

	Good business in consolidating British power
	Income from course work

	Major impact on educational policy
	Impact unpredictable

	Covert political economy
	Covert political economy

	Imperial hubris
	Cultural pathology

	Linguistic imperialism
	Linguistic neoimperialism



The similarities may seem minor when compared with the enormities of colonial repression and current global militarization, but for the individuals whose lives and educational hopes are impacted, the consequences may be equally devastating. The rhetorical discourse explored here is influential. It serves the purposes of imperialists ancient and modern and not those whom Fanon described so vividly as ‘the wretched of the earth’, ‘les damnés de la terre’ (1961), the colonial and neoimperial subjects. 
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