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Introductory article

Varieties of English and Kachru’s Expanding Circle

Zoya G. PROSHINA' and Cecil L. NELSON?

! Lomonosov Moscow State University
Moscow, Russia
2 Indiana State University
Terre Haute, Indiana, USA

Abstract

In this overview article, we present the motivations for compiling this issue of RJL and summarize
the major premises of the World Englishes (WE) Paradigm. The focus is on the relations between
the WE school of thought and the paradigms that branched from it, i.e. English as a Lingua Franca
(ELF) and English as an International Language (EIL). The statuses of Englishes in the Kachruvian
Expanding Circle that function mainly as lingua francas in international communication is one of
the most controversial issues in sociolinguistics. We discuss the misconceptions regarding the
Expanding Circle Englishes. Finally, we give a brief survey of the articles contributed to this issue,
which develop theoretical and empirical material for the WE paradigm.

Keywords: World Englishes paradigm, varieties, Expanding Circle, English as a Lingua Franca,
English as an International Language, International English, language norms
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523-550

BCTyrII/ITEJIbHaH CTaTbd

BapuaHTBI aHIJIMHACKOTO SA3bIKA
u Paciuupawmuiica kpyr Kaupy

3.I. MPOILIMHA', C.JI. HEJILCOH?

! MockoBckuii rocyiapcTBeHHbli yHEBepcuTeT uMend M.B. JlomoHOoCOBa
Mockea, Poccus
2 Yuusepcurer mrara Mnauana
Teppe-Xom, CLLIA

AHHOTaNNA

B nanHOI 0030pHON cTaThe OOBICHIIOTCS MPUYUHBI, 00YCIOBUBIINE TOATOTOBKY 3TOTO BHIITyCKA
JKypHalla, ¥ CYMMHPYIOTCS OCHOBHBIC ITOJIOKCHUS KOHTAKTHOW BApHAHTOJIOTHH AHTIHHACKOTO
s3p1ka. OOpamniaercss BHUMAaHHE Ha CBA3b MEXKy MapaJurMOi, H3ydaromiell BapuaHThl aHTIIHIHCKOTO
S3bIKa B MHUpE, U TEOPHAMH, OTIIOYKOBABIIUMICS OT HEE — TEOpPHEH aHTIMICKOTO KaK JHHIBA
(paHKa 1 TEeOpHEH aHTITMHCKOTO KaK MEeXIYHAPOIHOTO s13b1Ka. OTHOM U3 CaMBIX CIIOPHBIX Ipo0IeM
COLIMONMHTBUCTHKH CTaJl BONIPOC O CTAaTyce BapHaHTOB u3 Pacmmpsromerocss Kpyra,
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npexacraBieHHoro B teopun b. Kaupy. B MexayHapoaHOM KOMMYHHMKAllMM 3TH BapUaHTbI
(YHKIMOHHMPYIOT TJaBHBIM 00pa3oM KakK S3BIKU-TIOCPEAHWKH, WM JIMHrBa  (paHKa.
PaccmarpuBarotcs ommOoYHbIEe KOHIENIINNA OTHOCUTENHHO BapuaHToB Pacimpstomerocs kpyra. B
3aKJIIOUeHHE JIeJIaeTCsl KpaTKuid 0030p CTaTeid, MpeACTaBlIeHHBIX B JaHHBI HOMEp, pa3BHBAIOIINX
TEOPUIO0 U TPENOCTABILIIONIMX SMIUPHUUYECKUN Marepuai Uil JalbHeHIed pa3paboTKu TeopuH
BapUAHTOB aHTJIUICKOTO SI3bIKa B MUDE.

KiroueBble cJI0Ba: KOHMAaKMHAA 8APUAHMONOLUS AH2TUIICKO20 A3bIKA, eapuanmul, Pacuupsio-
Wuicsl Kpye, GHeIUUCKUTL KAK TUHe6Ad (PPAHKA, AHETUUCKULL KAK MENCOYHAPOOHDIU S3bIK, MENCOYHA-
POOHDBLU AHSTUNICKULL S3bIK, S3bIKOGbLE HOPMbL

Jns uuTupoBaHus:

Proshina Z.G., Nelson C.L. Varieties of English and Kachru’s Expanding Circle. Russian
Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 523-550. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-
523-550

1. Introduction

This journal issue is a collection of articles that ponder the status, functions,
and features of Englishes that in their home settings are mostly known as a foreign
language. They are normally used for intercultural communication with people of
other countries and rarely for interpersonal communication within their own
countries. These varieties of English belong to the third group of Englishes that are
regularly named Expanding Circle Englishes in the famous Three Circles Theory
of Braj B. Kachru (1985). The other two groups are termed Inner Circle Englishes,
characterized as native (first) languages for the majority of their countries’
populations and serving almost all possible functions within their communities, and
Outer Circle Englishes, institutionalized and serving as a second official
(co-official) language in their country’s institutions. (Critiques of Kachru’s model
and descriptions of other models are examined in Schneider 2017 and Berns 2019.)

According to the statistics provided by ThoughtCo', English as a Second
Language is learned by 375 million people, while English as a Foreign Language is
learnt by 750 million (Beare 2020). Thus, there are twice as many users of English
in the Expanding Circle as in the Outer Circle. In China only, in 2001 the number
of English learners was 390 million (Wei & Su 2012: 11). Statistics provided by
Levada-Center reveal that in 2014, 11% of Russians, about 16 million users,
claimed good knowledge of English.

The quantitative research conducted by Margie Berns in 2005 and 2019
demonstrated steadily growing interest in Expanding Circle Englishes. Berns
counted papers published in two scholarly journals, World Englishes and English
Today, and found that within the period of 1998-2001 these journals published
47 articles on Expanding Circle Englishes. In 2001-2018, the number of papers on
Expanding Circle Englishes was 318. The total number was 365 papers covering
79 countries and 11 regions, with the “lion’s share” (Berns 2019: 12) relating to
East Asia, especially China (about 100 papers) and Japan (20 papers). Russian

! ThoughtCo is a premier reference education site, whose content is created by high-grading
experts in a field. See https://www.thoughtco.com/about-us (accessed: 16.07.2020).
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English was documented in 19 articles, the majority of which were published in a
special issue of World Englishes (Proshina 2005). Berns stressed that these
Expanding Circle Englishes “remain uncharted territory in many respects” (Berns
2019: 13).

In fact, the proof of her statement can be seen even in such encyclopedic
reference works as handbooks. The first Handbook of World Englishes, published
in 2006 (Kachru, Kachru & Nelson 2006), had only three chapters on Expanding
Circle varieties — East Asian, South American, and European Englishes — of sixteen
chapters describing localized world Englishes. The second edition of the Handbook
of World Englishes (Nelson, Proshina & Davis 2020) has five chapters dealing
specifically with South American, European, Russian, East Asian, and Chinese
Englishes. Five chapters on East Asian, Chinese, Slavic, Colombian, and European
Englishes are included in The Routledge Handbook of World Englishes (Kirkpatrick
2010). Only one region (Central America) of the Expanding Circle is covered in
The Cambridge Handbook of World Englishes (Schreier, Hundt & Schneider 2020),
and three in The Oxford Handbook of World Englishes (Filppula, Klemola &
Sharma 2017). Seven regional varieties are discussed in The Routledge Handbook
of English as a Lingua Franca (Jenkins, Baker & Dewey 2018). Though
Thumboo’s volume titled The Three Circles of English (Thumboo 2001) is aimed
at discussing various Englishes that are comprised in the Kachruvian model, only
four chapters address the Expanding Circle proper. Very little information on the
Expanding Circle can be found in 4 Dictionary of Varieties of English (Hickey
2014).

Special works on Expanding Circle Englishes are not numerous, either.
European Englishes are examined in Cenoz & Jessner (2000), Gorlach (2001,
2002), Berns, de Bot & Hasebrink (2007), Houwer & Wilton (2011), Edwards
(2016), Borodina (2018). East Asian Englishes are researched in Proshina (2001,
2020); Bolton (2003), Stanlaw (2004), Bondarenko (2007), Bianko, Orton & Gao
(2009), Ivankova (2009), Seargeant (2009, 2011), Xu (2010), Zavyalova (2011),
Graddol (2013), Hadikin (2014), Cho (2017), and Jenks & Lee (2017).

Russian English, though a very debatable issue, has been a focus of the special
volume Russian English: History, Functions, and Features (Proshina & Eddy
2016), as well as a number of articles (Gritsenko 2014, Proshina 2006, 2014b,
Proshina & Rivlina 2018, 2020, Rivlina 2013, 2015a, 2015b, Ustinova 2005, 2006)
and dissertations (Eddy 2007, Lawrick 2011, Lazaretnaya 2012). Some authors,
though not using the term ‘Russian English’ have in fact contributed to the
discussion of the variety, its cultural underpinning (Kabakchi 1998, 2002, 2015)
and its linguistic features (Savitsky & Kurovskaya 2004, Schennikova 2017,
Shishkina 1996).

Given what has been said and still is to be clarified, the motivation of this
journal’s thematic issue is the need to discuss the nature of Expanding Circle
Englishes and the factors that facilitate their development, different from each other
and from other varieties in the Inner and Outer Circles, yet not recognized by many
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speakers of these varieties or even by linguistic scholars who, on the one hand, take
Kachru’s division of world Englishes for granted, but on the other, argue against
Expanding Circle Englishes having the right to be called a variety.

2. The WE paradigm and how it differs from other theories

Before we introduce the articles contributed to this issue, we would like to
remind the reader of the major prerequisites and tenets of the Word Englishes (WE)
paradigm, and its connection with other paradigms that have actually branched
from it.

The WE paradigm, which emerged in the 1960s (Kachru 1961, Beliayeva &
Potapova 1961) and has developed since, with its theoretical basis brought into
focus especially in the 1980-1990s (Kachru 1986, Kachru & Smith 1985, Smith
1987, Smith & Forman 1997, see also Bolton 2020), is a revolutionary theory
(Proshina 2014a), as it has radically challenged the traditional views on the
Empire’s linguistic dominance, flipped sociolinguistic ideas, and drastically
changed pedagogical beliefs that had found their way into English language
teaching and learning. To summarize the major premises, the following arguments
should be highlighted:

— English is not a monolithic and homogeneous language anymore. Being
pluricentric (which is due to historical, political, and economic, as well as cultural
and informational reasons), it has differentiated into a great number of varieties —
world Englishes.

— Each variety is underpinned by its linguaculture, which means it is able to
express the cultural identity of its users and has certain features transferred from
their mother tongues and/or other languages that are in regular contact with this
variety.

— A variety is a sociolinguistic phenomenon. Therefore, it has features
characteristic of a certain speech community on the average but not necessarily
manifested in the speech of every member of this community, since each speaker’s
usage depends on the level of language proficiency, sphere of use, style of
communication, and individual preferences.

— Due to the linguacultural underpinning that identifies each variety, world
Englishes are all equally legitimate. In the very first issue of the World Englishes
journal, its founding editors stated:

The editorial board considers the native and non-native users of English as
equal partners in deliberations on users of English and its teaching
internationally. WE is thus a vehicle which may be used to share the vast
Western and non-Western expertise and experience for the benefit of all users
of English.... The acronym WE, therefore aptly symbolizes the underlying
philosophy of the journal and the aspirations of the Editorial Board (Kachru
& Smith 1985: 211).

— Varieties of the Outer and Expanding Circles are used as additional or
auxiliary (Smith 1976) communicative tools. The functions of the burgeoning
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varieties might seem restricted, but the more a variety develops over time, the more
functions it gains. Kachru (1986: 92) refers to the ranges of Englishes in “cultural,
social, educational, and commercial contexts,” and to the depths of their social
acceptance and use in ‘“various strata of society.” This dynamic headway is
nowadays obvious in all varieties.

These innovative features are salient for linguistics, especially sociolinguistics,
literature studies, culture studies, and applied linguistics, by which we understand
not only the domain of language teaching and learning as is normally meant “in the
Anglophone literature” (Knapp & Antos 2009: vii), but also in the so-called
“Practical Applied Linguistics” in Back’s sense of the term (Back 1970), as it is
also used in Russia, i.e., “application of insights from linguistics in a practical field
related to language, such as language teaching, translation, and the like” (Knapp &
Antos 2009: vii). In a word, these features mark the interdisciplinarity of the new
paradigm, which makes it much wider in its scope than the English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) paradigm in English language teaching (ELT).

The WE paradigm has led to the emergence of other branches of research that
are nowadays characterized as new paradigms — English as an International
Language (EIL) and English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) — that are developing certain
aspects related to world Englishes. Both these branches have ELT as their major
focus. They stand in clear opposition to the pedagogy of EFL, which is based on
teaching a monocentric or bicentric model of English, based on British English and
British culture, or/and American English and the culture and values it serves.

Unlike the pedagogical concept of EFL, the idea that stands behind EIL, the
term put forward by Larry Smith (1976) and further developed by Farzad Sharifian
(2009) and many other scholars (Alsagoft 2012, Marlina & Giri 2014, Matsuda
2012, 2017, McKay 2002), focuses on the necessity of acquainting students with
the language by exposing them to diverse world Englishes that might meet the needs
of future communicators in real-life situations:

EIL in fact rejects the idea of any particular variety being selected as a lingua
franca for intercultural communication. EIL emphasizes that English, with its
many varieties, is a language of international, and therefore intercultural,
communication. (Sharifian 2009: 2)

If the concept of EIL is grounded on the diversity of world Englishes, a similar
term, International English, implies a controversial phenomenon. It is associated
with an allegedly unified standard English that facilitates international
communication (Todd & Hancock 1987, Trudgill & Hannah 1994) — similar to
Quirk’s idea of “nuclear English” (Quirk 1982) — and is used in formal contexts
(though, as we will discuss later, it is an abstract ideal implemented in real speech
practice with at least a local accent, if not other context-specific features). This
understanding of International English coincides with Peter Strevens’s definition:
“a particular dialect of English, being the only non-localized dialect, of global
currency without significant variation, universally accepted as the appropriate
educational target in teaching English; which may be spoken with an unrestricted
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choice of accent” (Strevens 1983: 88). In fact, nowadays it is impossible to speak
about one and the same standard of English for all varieties — they are changing
dynamically and the process of standardization is observed in all of them (Hickey
2013). Judging by Strevens’s definition, EIL and International English prove to be
antonymic concepts, with EIL oriented towards diversity and differentiation —
i.e. varieties — and International English, towards unity and homogeneity,
1.e. invariant.

The concept of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) was revived by Alan Firth
(1990, 1996) to imply “the modus operandi” for interactants none of whom has this
language as their mother tongue (Firth 1996: 255). As is clear from this definition,
native speakers are excluded from this conceptualization, which can reasonably be
questioned, since speakers of English as their first language have to adapt the way
they speak in intercultural settings. Therefore, nowadays more commonly accepted
is the definition given by Barbara Seidlhofer: ELF is “any use of English among
speakers of different first languages for whom English is the communicative
medium of choice, and often the only option” (Seidlhofer 2011: 7), which includes
participants of the three circles (though still we can find associations of ELF mostly
with varieties of the Expanding Circle). Seidlhofer’s explanation of ELF also
prompts a very important conceptual idea: ELF is the use or function of any variety
of English. It has no status as a variety, but is just a variety’s pragmatic facet. Any
world English as a variety (including Inner Circle varieties) can be characterized by
this function, which is implemented mostly in intercultural communication. But
besides this function, world Englishes have many other functions as well.

It is no wonder that when teachers are talking about ELF, they concentrate
mostly on three objects: strategies of communication, mutual understanding, and
diversity awareness.

Firstly, strategies of communication are aimed at mutual accommodation of
speakers via such adaptive processes as exploiting redundancy, regularization,
added prominence, explication, adjustments, reformulations, repetition, code-
switching, negotiation of meaning, and many others (Cogo & Dewey 2012,
Mauranen & Ranta 2010, Meierkord 2012, Vettorel 2018). Research on these
processes is mainly carried out by means of corpora; therefore, the contributions of
these scholars to corpus linguistics is undeniable (e.g., VOICE, Vienna-Oxford
International Corpus of English; ELFA, English as a Lingua Franca in Academic
Settings; CASE, Corpus of Academic Spoken English; ACE, Asian Corpus of
English; RACE, Russian-Asian Corpus of English; BELF, English as Business
Lingua Franca).

Secondly, mutual understanding in international communication is a common
problem for ELF, EIL, and WE researchers. In the early days of the WE paradigm,
the problem was formulated as a three-facet phenomenon by Larry Smith and the
scholars he was working with (Nelson 2011, Smith 1992, Smith & Bisazza 1982,
Smith & Rafiqgzad 1979, Smith and Nelson 2020). Mutual understanding comprises
three facets: intelligibility, understanding spoken and written forms of speech
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production; comprehensibility, understanding the meaning of what is said and
written; and interpretability, understanding the sense of what hides behind the text —
a pragmatic component associated with the background knowledge of
communicators which allows them to understand the purpose of the language in
use.

The third challenge, diversity awareness, which is much discussed by ELF
researchers (Bayyurt & Sifakis 2015, Lopriore & Vettorel 2015, Sifakis et al. 2018,
Sung 2018, Wang 2015), is not an uncommon topic for EIL and WE scholars,
as well. As was shown above, diversity has become a key word for talking about
EIL. World Englishes are singled out based on different features and functions, and
because of that, they are differentiated as varieties. From a pedagogical point of
view, raising awareness of the diverse ways people speak English due to their
different linguacultural grounds is to make “an informed choice” (Jenkins 2007:
22). which is necessary for effective intercultural communication.

An issue that seems to have been a stumbling block between ELF and WE
supporters is the relation between ELF and a variety. Though it has been recognized
that ELF “does not exist as a system” (Canagarajah 2007: 926) and “emerges out
of and through interaction” (Meierkord 2004: 129, see also Kecskes 2019), and that
it is an abstraction, a concept of a function but not a live variety per se (Berns 2009:
196), time and again we can find works (e.g., Breiteneder 2009, Mackenzie 2014,
Jenkins 2017) that describe phonetic, syntactic, and other levels of ELF that
demonstrate that the authors treat this concept as a structured variety (at least a
generalized entity, which makes it an abstraction rather than a live phenomenon)
instead of talking of world Englishes functioning as ELF.

3. Dispelling doubts about the Expanding Circle

While Inner Circle varieties, both old and new (like New Zealand, Australian,
and Canadian Englishes), and many Outer Circle Englishes are well recognized and
by now have been thoroughly described, the Expanding Circle Englishes have not
yet been unanimously accepted, especially among their own users. Reasons for that
are usually seen in these varieties not being codified, but if we have a deeper look
into the problem, we can find that, in fact, the rationale for rejecting Expanding
Circle varieties is lack of linguacultural acceptance.

Regarding codification, which is usually understood as the process resulting in
standardization of the language, we can definitely argue that all varieties as
language manifestations are standardized, though their spoken performance might
be represented as either fitting norms or breaking them. Following Davis (2010),
we use the term standardized English rather than standard English to emphasize
the dynamic linguistic changes that take place in all world Englishes, including
those that belong to the Inner Circle.

Speaking about types of language norms, Kachru (1985) subdivided them into
three kinds according to the three circles: the Inner Circle comprises endonormative
varieties that usually serve as norm-providing models for other Englishes; the Outer
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Circle varieties are in the most dynamic process of modifying the norms and,
therefore, are considered as norm-developing Englishes; and the Expanding Circle
varieties are norm-dependent and apply exonorms that have been developed and
codified in other Englishes, not necessarily in the Inner Circle; if there is need,
Expanding Circle users of English can employ standards of an Outer Circle English.
The variability of exonorms, especially British and American, leads to their
frequent mixture and results in a certain specificity in using the standardized
variety.

As for speech production in Expanding Circle Englishes, Kachru’s theory
again provides us with an explanation in the form of a bilingual cline model (Kachru
1983). Any variety produced by contact with an indigenous language results in
bilinguality of its users, which can be represented as a continuum of use, depending
on the language competence of users and functions and style of their discourse.
Acrolectal speech characterizes formal discourse of very competent uses;
mesolectal speech is mostly manifest in informal discourse of educated speakers or
in formal and informal discourse typical of users with less proficiency; and
basilectal speech as a hybrid and even pidginized type of discourse is characteristic
of uneducated users (Proshina 2017: 150-152).

We see that standardization should not be regarded as a major argument for
accepting a variety, which exists in both standardized and non-standardized forms
and includes not only acrolect, but also mesolect and basilect. Acceptance of a
variety is gained when its users recognize that their variety expresses their
linguacultural identity, and it might be a primary or a secondary vehicle for this
expression. The variety they speak and write expresses their culture, values,
mindset, and world view. This conceptual cultural part of identity is revealed
through lexis and syntax, first and foremost (culture-loaded words, collocations,
and syntactic structures). Besides these means, the lingual part of one’s identity is
also transferred via phonetic (phonetic accent) and grammatical levels (grammar
categories, such as discretion in expressing plurality of nouns — equipments,
furnitures — as is observed in Asian Englishes). The linguistic features result from
transfer from the users’ first language, as well as from verbalization of their
mindset. For example, even in acrolectal Russian English one can hear Russian
intonation, devoiced final consonants, frequent lack of aspiration, sometimes
specific pronunciations of separate sounds (such as th, w, r), by all of which the
Russian accent is easily identified. On the grammatical level, direct object fronting
(This book I haven 't read yet.), lack or unusual use of articles (the complex ethnical
structure of the population determines peculiarity of the gender interaction),
avoidance of the Perfect tenses (I am living in this city since childhood), substitution
of left-hand attributive clusters by postpositional attributes containing prepositions
(Old English period > period of Old English), dominance of impersonal sentences
with a dummy subject (/¢ is expected that she will come will be preferred to She is
supposed to come) are very typical. Many other features of Russian English
discourse are described in Proshina & Eddy (2016).

530



Zoya G. Proshina and Cecil L. Nelson. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 523-550

This does not mean that absolutely all users of a variety will exhibit the full set
of features typical of the variety. As has been mentioned, the number of the variety’s
distinctive features in an individual’s spoken discourse will depend on the user’s
language competence, context of situation, state of mind, and degree of desire to
follow the educational model as an exonorm.

Acceptance of a variety is a long process — it takes time for an English in a
certain location to become the local English. Even Inner Circle Englishes, for
example, Australian English, had to make the transition from English in Australia
to Australian English (Fritz 2007) that was fully recognized as a variety per se only
in the 1970s when Australians overcame their cultural cringe, and their cultural
nationalism paved the way to assert their linguistic and cultural identity.

Social and psychological awareness of linguacultural identity expressed
through a variety, as well as its educational codification (Kachru 1985), lead to
recognizing its distinctive features. Most of the Expanding Circle varieties are still
on their way to this recognition.

This recognition will certainly come with a growing functional increase of
Expanding Circle Englishes. Nowadays they serve not only intercultural functions
as a lingua franca. They also have informative functions in business, advertising,
mass media, and science. They implement an instrumental function in education,
including English as a medium of instruction (EMI). Expanding Circle Englishes
can also be found in their creative functions (in translingual or contact literatures,
mass culture, and ludic uses in puns and so on; see, for example, Seidlhofer (2010)
for the functions of English and domains of its use in Europe).

To conclude, we would like to emphasize that Expanding Circle varieties do
exist in real life and no matter how closely their users might approach an educating
exonormative model, varieties will still have their own distinctive features as they
serve as secondary means of linguacultural identity. A variety is a typical collection
of discourse events and products, distinctive in linguistic features and cultural
underpinnings.

A variety is not a simulation of a codified education model, nor is it a collection
of defective speech samples of interlanguage. Expanding Circle varieties, like all
other world Englishes, are used by educated communicators with fluent
performance and high competence — those whom Kachru (1998) described as
functional native speakers of their varieties (see also Smith 2008).

World Englishes of the three circles should constitute part and parcel of EIL
curricula. Raising awareness of the diversity of Englishes is of unquestionable value
in language teaching and learning and in translation and interpretation. The domain
of applied linguistics is yet to be enriched by WE research. Knowing distinctive
features of other varieties, as well as specifics of their Romanization systems (such
as Chinese Pinyin, for example) will make intervarietal communication, including
intervarietal translation, easier.

Recognizing one’s own variety as a vehicle to express one’s mindset and
culture. and being aware of its place among other world Englishes provides
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psychological comfort in intercultural communication due to the principles of
inclusiveness and equality of varieties. Knowing typical features of one’s own
variety is important for improving one’s language competence.

4. Brief description of this issue

Berns (2005: 92) spoke about the “dawning age of the Expanding Circle
Englishes.” The publication of this issue of the Russian Journal of Linguistics
shows that the dawn has gradually grown into late morning, though the primetime
noon is still ahead.

Having described the motives that pushed us to collect this issue and the major
premises of the WE paradigm and its branches, such as EIL and ELF, we would
like to express our gratitude to the authors who contributed their works to make this
publication interesting and insightful.

As readers can see from the Table of Contents, the articles presented in this
journal deal with Asian (Japanese and Chinese), European (German), and Russian
Englishes. They cover general issues of the Expanding Circle Englishes, their
statuses, features, and functions (A. Kirkpatrick, V. Zavyalova, Zh. Xu & D. Zhang,
A. Rivlina, E. Gritsenko & A. Alikina, and Yu. Davydova). Some of the articles
discuss pedagogical challenges related to teaching global and local Englishes
(J. D’Angelo & S. Ike, N. Hino, and 1. Lebedeva). One article (G. Lovtsevich &
A. Sokolov) examines the lexicographic aspect of WE as viewed from the
Expanding Circle.

Besides the research articles, this issue also includes two reviews related
directly to the theme of World Englishes (E. Marinina and E. Lebedeva).

All the problems are discussed from international perspectives, as the authors
have worked in different parts of the world and synthesized their empirical research
with in-depth theoretical foundations. We hope that readers will find the issues
raised in these papers to be useful and stimulating food for thought, further research,
and practical activities.

RU

1. BeBepeHue

B 3TOoM HOMEpe KypHaa coOpaHbl CTaThU, aBTOPHI KOTOPBIX PA3MBIIUISIIOT O
cTartyce, QyHKIUSAX U YepTax BapUaHTOB aHTIUICKOTO S3bIKa, KOTOpbIe y ceOs Ha
POAHHE Yale BCCro HAa3bIBAOTCSA MHOCTPAHHBIM S3BIKOM. OGBI‘-IHO OTU BapUAHTBI
UCTIOJIB3YIOTCS 111 MEXKKYJIBTYPHONH KOMMYHHUKAIIMU C TIPEICTABUTENSAMU JIPYTUX
CTpaH U PEJIKO — JUIsl MEKIMYHOCTHOI'O OOIIEHUS] BHYTPU CBOMX CTpaH. JTU BapH-
AHTBHl AHTJIMCKOTO SI3bIKA OTHOCSTCS K TPEThEU TpyImIe, OOBIYHO HA3hIBAEMOMU
BapuaHTaMu Pacmupsitoierocst Kpyra, COrjlaCHO M3BECTHOM TEOPUHU TPEX KPYroB
MHPOBOTO aHIIHCKOro si3bika bpamka b. Kaupy (Kachru 1985). Jlse npyrue
TPYIIBI OTHOCATCS K BapuaHTaM BHYTpeHHEro Kpyra, KOTOphIE XapaKTepHU3yIOTCs
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KaK poJHbI€ (IIE€PBBIC) SI3BIKHU I OOJIBIIMHCTBA HACEICHHS ATUX CTPaH U BBINOJ-
HSIOT NPAaKTUYECKU BCE BO3MOXKHBIE (DYHKIIMU B paMKax CBOETO COLIMyMa, U K Ba-
puanTam BHemiHero kpyra, KOTOpble HHCTUTYIIHAIU3UPOBAHBI U BBIIIOJIHSAIOT POJIb
BTOPOr'0 O(QHIMATIBHOTO SI3bIKa B COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX MHCTUTYTaX CBOUX CTpaH.
Kputuka monenu b. Kaupy u onrcanue apyrux mojenei paccMOTpEHbI B paboTax
3. HInaiigepa (Schneider 2017) u M. bépuc (Berns 2019).

CoryiacHO CTaTUCTUYECKUM JIaHHBIM, TPEI0CTaBICHHBIM “ThoughtCo”z,
AHTTIMICKUIN KaK BTOPOM SA3BIK N3y4aroT 375 MIIH 4€JI0BEK, B TO BpEMsI KaK aHIJIUi-
CKUI KaK MHOCTpaHHBIN A3bIK M3y4aroT 750 miH yenosek (Beare 2020). Takum 06-
pa3oM, MoJib30BaTesel aHIIMHCKOro s3blka B PacimpstomeMcs: Kpyre B JiBa pas3a
Oombie, ueM Bo BuemneM kpyre. Tonbko B Kutae B 2001 r. uniciio u3ydaronimx
anrnuiickuii s3Ik coctaBisuio 390 muta (Wei & Su 2012: 11). Cratuctuueckue
JaHHBIE, TpeocTaBiIeHHbIe JleBama-1eHTpOM, CBHIETENLCTBYIOT, uTOo B 2014 T.
11 % poccusH, T.e. 0koo 16 MIIH 4EIOBEK 3asBJISUIA O XOPOLIEM 3HAHUM aHTJIUii-
CKOTO SI3bIKA.

KonnuectBeHHoe nccnenoBanue, nposeneHHoe Mapmxku béprc B 2005 u
2019 rr., mokazano cTabMIBLHO paCcTYIINI HHTEPEC K BapuaHTaM Pacimpsiroriierocs
kpyra. M. bépHc cnenana mojcyer crareil, omyOJIMKOBAHHBIX B JIBYX HAyUHBIX
x)ypHanax, World Englishes u English Today, n o0HapyXuia, 4TO B TCUCHUE TIEPH-
ona 1998-2001 rr. atu xypHaisl ony6nrkoBanu 47 crareit o BapuanTtax Pacmmpsi-
fouerocst kpyra. B 2001-2018 rr. uncno crateit o Bapuantax Pacmmpsromierocs
Kkpyra yxe Obuto 318. OOmiee ymcno crareil coctaBuiio 365, OHM OXBaThIBAJIH
79 ctpan u 11 pernoHoB, mpuueM «JIbBUHas A0is» ctatei (Berns 2019: 12) nmena
oTHolIeHue Kk Bocrounoit Azun, ocooerno Kutaro (oxono 100 pa6ot) u SAnonuu
(20 pabot). OmucaHue PycCKOrO BapuUaHTa AHTIIMMCKOTO sI3bIKa OOHApY>KEHO
B 19 craThsiX, U3 KOTOpPBHIX OOsblIas yacTh ObUIa HameyaTaHa B CIELHATbHOM
BhITTyCKe XypHana World Englishes (Proshina 2005). B uenom, M. bépac moauepk-
HyJa, 4TO BapuaHThl Pacmmpsiomierocss kpyra «BO MHOTHX acIlleKTaX OCTarTCS
GenbiMu naTHaMK»® (Berns 2019: 13).

B camowm zene, 1oka3aTenbCTBOM €€ YTBEPKACHUS MOTYT ObITh SHIIUKIIONETU-
YeCKHe CTpaBOYHbIC M3/aHus, u3BecTHhIe Kak handbooks. IlepBast kHura Takoro
poma o BapuaHTax aHriauikckoro s3bika, “The Handbook of World Englishes”,
onybnukoBanHas B 2006 r. (Kachru, Kachru & Nelson 2006), conepskaiia TOIbKO
TPH TJIaBbl O PErHOHANBHBIX BapHaHTax Pacrmmpsioierocss Kpyra — BOCTOUHOA3U-
ATCKHX, FOKHOAMEPHUKAHCKHUX U €BpOIeHCcKuX (13 16 T1aB, OMMCHIBAOIINX JTOKAJIH-
30BaHHBIC BapHWAHTHl AHTJIMMCKOTO s3bIKa B MHpe). Bropoe wm3manme “The
Handbook of World Englishes” nznarensctBa Wiley-Blackwell (Nelson, Proshina
& Davis 2020) umeeT yxe IsTh TJIaB, PACCKa3bIBAIOIINX 00 aHTJIUHCKOM SI3bIKE

2 “ThoughtCo” — oIMH M3 COBPEMEHHBIX CIIPABOYHO-00pPA30BATENBHBIX CAlTOB, KOHTEHT KO-
TOPOT0 TOTOBUTCS KPYITHEHUIIIMH CIICIIMATNCTAMHE B cBoel oomactu. Cum. https://www.thoughtco.com/
about-us (mara obpamenus: 16.07.2020).

3 3neck u manee nepeson Ham. — 3.17.
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Bocrounoit Azuu, Kuras, FOxnoit Amepuku, EBponsl u Poccuu. 1141 rnas o Ba-
puanTax Bocrounoit Asuu, Kuras, cnaBsHckux rocyaapcts, KomymOuu u EBporibt
BiuroueHsl B KHUTY “The Routledge Handbook of World Englishes ™ (Kirkpatrick
2010). Tonbko onun peruon (LlentpanpHoit Amepuku) Pacmmpsitomerocs: kpyra
ocenieH B kKeMOpumkckom u3nanuu “The Cambridge Handbook of World
Englishes” (Schreier, Hundt & Schneider 2020), u nuis Tpu — B COOTBETCTBYIO-
meMm okcopackom uznanuu “The Oxford Handbook of World Englishes”
(Filppula, Klemola & Sharma 2017). Cemb permoHajabHbBIX BapHaHTOB CTaJH
obwexkTom orucanus “The Routledge Handbook of English as a Lingua Franca”
(Jenkins, Baker & Dewey 2018). HecmoTps Ha TO 4TO KHHTra MoJ peAakiuen
3. TamOy HazbiBaetcs “The Three Circles of English” (1.e. Tpu kpyra anrnuiickoro
a3bika) (Thumboo 2001) uee uenpio OBLIO ONMMCaHHE PA3IUYHBIX BapUAHTOB
AQHIIMKMCKOTO s3bIKa, KOTOpBIE KaTeropusupyrrcs B monenu b. Kaupy, Tompko
YeThIpe TJIaBbl 3TOM KHUTM OPUEHTHUPOBAaHBI Ha Pacmmpsromuiics Kpyr Kak Tako-
Boil. OueHp Mano uHpopmanuu o Pacumpsromemcss Kpyre MOXHO HaWTH Takxke
B CJIOBape BapHaHTOB aHIIMIcKoro sizbika “A Dictionary of Varieties of English”
(Hickey 2014).

Hemuorouunciensl u paboThl 0 KOHKPETHBIX BapuaHTax Pacuupsitomierocs
kpyra. EBponeiickue BapuaHThl Ucciaea0BaHbl B padotax SIcone CeHoc u Yabpuke
Eccuep (Cenoz & Jessner 2000), Maundpena ['épnaxa (Gorlach 2001, 2002),
Mapmxu bépuc, Kuc ne bor u YBe Xacebpunk (Berns et al. 2007), AHHUK e
Xoysep u Autmke Yunton (Houwer & Wilton 2011), Dmucon Dasapac (Edwards
2016), [1.C. bopoaunoii (Borodina 2018). Bocrounoa3narckue BapruaHThl aHTJIHNA-
ckoro si3bika mccnenoBanbl 3.I°. Ilpommnuoit (Proshina 2001, 2020), Kunrcium
bonTonom (Bolton 2003), J/Ixxeiimcom Ctannoy (Stanlaw 2004), JI.I1. Bormapenko
(2007), dxxo3edom Jlo bestako, J[xetin Opton u ['ao Mxyn (Bianko, Orton & Gao
2009), T.A. MBankoBoii (Ivankova 2009), @unmumnom Caprxkantom (Seargeant 2009,
2011), Croti Ysxnuanom (Xu 2010), B.JI. 3aBesutoBoii (Zavyalova 2011), J[sBumgom
I'pannonom (Graddol 2013), 'mennom Xagukuaom (Hadikin 2014), Yo 1[3unpioHb
(Cho 2017), Kpuctodepom Ixernkcom u Jxeppu Bon JIlu (Jenks & Lee 2017).

Pycckuii BapuaHT aHTJIMICKOTO SI3bIKA, OYyIy4Yd OYEHb JTHUCKYCCHOHHBIM
BOIIPOCOM, CTajl OCHOBHOM TE€MOM KOJUIEKTUBHOW MoHorpaduu Russian English:
History, Functions, and Features (Proshina & Eddy 2016), a Taxxe uenoro psna
crateit (Gritsenko 2014, Proshina 2006, 2014b, Proshina & Rivlina 2018, 2020,
Rivlina 2013, 2015a, 2015b, Ustinova 2005, 2006) u nucceprauuii (Eddy 2007,
Lawrick 2011, Lazaretnaya 2012). HekoTopble aBTOpBI, HECMOTpPS Ha TO YTO OHHU
HE TMOJIb3YIOTCS TEPMUHOM «PYCCKHI BapUaHT aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa» HA CAMOM JIeJie
CHOCOOCTBOBAJIM PA3BUTHIO JUCKYCCHH 00 3TOM BapuaHTe, €ro KyJIbTypHOM Oa3uce
(Kabakchi 1998, 2002, 2015) u s3pik0BbIX yepTax (Savitsky & Kurovskaya 2004,
Schennikova 2017, Shishkina 1996).

ITonroroBka AaHHOTO TEMAaTUYECKOTO BBIMYCKa »YpHajla MOTHBHpOBaHA
HEOOXOJMMOCTBIO OOCYIUTh CYIIHOCTH BapuaHTOB Pacmmpsromierocs Kpyra
U (aKTOPOB, KOTOPBIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT X PAa3BUTHUIO U OTJIMYAIOT UX APYT OT JApyra
U OT BapuaHTOB BHyTpeHHero u BHeniHero kpyros, 4To, TeM HE MEHee, 10 CUX 0P
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HE IPU3HAETCA MHOTMMH TOBOPSIIIMMHU Ha 3THX BApUAHTAX W JaXKE€ JIMHTBUCTaMH,
KOTOpBIE, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, MPUHUMAIOT Pa3JCICHUE BapUAHTOB AHTJIUMCKOIO
a3bIka, npemioxkenHoe b. Kaupy, HO ¢ Apyro#, BbICTYyHarOT IPOTHB TOTO, YTO
BapHaHThl Pacmmpsionierocss Kpyra HMEIOT MPaBO HAa3bIBaThCsl COOCTBEHHO
BApHAHTAMH.

2. Napagurma BapuaHTOB aHI/IMIACKOrO A3blKa
U ee OT/INYMA OT APYrUX TEOPUIA

[lepen TeM Kak MpenCTaBUTh CTAaTbU JAHHOTO BBIMYCKA XypHajia, HaM ObI XO-
TEJIOCh HAIOMHUTDH YUTATEII0 OCHOBHBIE MOJO0XKEHHUS KOHTAKTHONW BapUaHTOIOTHH
aHIJIMICKOTO sA3bIKA, M3BECTHOM 3a pybOexom kak mapanurma Word Englishes
(WE), 1 cBs13b 3TOM MapagurMpl C IPYTUMH TEOPUSIMH, KOTOPHIC B ICHCTBUTEIHHO-
CTH OTIIOYKOBAJIUCH OT IaHHOW KOHLICTIIIHH.

[TapagurmMa BapuaHTOB AHTJIMMCKOTO si3blKa, mosiBUBIIasics B 1960-x romax
(Kachru 1961, benseBa & IloramoBa 1961) u mony4yuBIinas pa3BUTHE C TEX MOP,
IIPY ATOM €€ TeopeTUIecKas OCHOBa Oblia 3aioxkeHa B 1980—1990-x romax (Kachru
1986, Kachru & Smith 1985, Smith 1987, Smith & Forman 1997, cm. Taxxke Bolton
2020), — aTo peBomtornonHast Teopus (Proshina 2014), mnockosbKy OHa B KOPHE U3-
MEHMJIa TPAJUIMOHHbBIE B3IJIs/IbI Ha SA3BIKOBOE JOMHHHMpOBaHUE bBpuTaHckoil nm-
NepuH, TIePEeBEpHYJIa COMMOIMHIBUCTUIECKHE HIIEH U KapIuHAIBHO Mpeodpaso-
BaJla MeJaroruuyeckue NpecTaBieHus, KOTOpbIe IPOHUKIIHN B MIPAKTUKY O0yUeHUs
AHTIIMACKOMY SI3BIKY M €T0 U3ydeHUsl. [10bITOKMBast OCHOBHBIE TTOJIOKEHUS ATOM
HapaJurmel, ciaelyeT akleHTUPOBATh CIEAYIOIINE TE3UChI:

— AHTIMIACKHIA SA3BIK TIepecTasl ObITh MOHOJIUTHBIM U OJHOPOJIHBIM SI3BIKOM.
Byayun munopHLIEHTpUYHBIM (4TO OOYCIIOBIEHO HCTOPUYECKUMH, IOJUTHKO-
SKOHOMHMYECKHMU U KyJIbTYPHO-UH(POPMALIMOHHBIMU IpUYMHAMHU), OH U depen-
poBaics Ha 6onbioe yncio BapuaHToB (world Englishes).

— Kaxnaplii BapuaHT ONMMUPAEeTCs Ha CBOKO JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPY, @ 3TO O3HAYaET,
YTO OH CIOCOOEH BBIPAXKaTh KYJBTYPHYIO HIEHTHYHOCTh CBOMX IOJIb30BaTesei
¥ IMEET YEePTHI, IEPEHECEHHBIE M3 X POJHBIX S3BIKOB H/HIIH S3BIKOB, C KOTOPBIMH
BapHUaHT BCTYIMAET B PETyJIAPHbBII KOHTAKT.

— Bapmant — comumonmHrBUCTHYEeCcKOe siBieHHMe. OH XapakTepusyeTcs
yepTamMM, KOTOpbIE CBOMCTBEHHBI ONPEIECICHHOMY YCPEJIHEHHOMY pEYeBOMY
coo0miecTBy, HO HE 00S3aTEIbHO MPOSBISIFOTCS B PEUM KaXKIOTO WIEHA ITOTO
cooOmiecTBa — UCMOJIb30BAHUE SA3bIKA KaXJIbIM T'OBOPSIIMM 3aBUCUT OT YpPOBHS
SI3BIKOBOM KOMITIETEHIINH, Cephbl UCTIONB30BAaHUS, CTHIISI KOMMYHUKAIIUN U WHIH-
BUAYAJIbHBIX NPEANOYTEHUH.

— bnaronmapst TMHTBOKYJIBTYpHOMY OCHOBAHHIO, OIPEIEISIONIEMY KasKIbIi
BapUaHT, BCE BapUaHTBl AHTJMICKOrO s3bIKa paBHBl B CBOEH JIETUTMMHOCTH.
B camom nepom Homepe xypHana World Englishes ero penakTopsl, OCHOBATEIN
KypHasa, 3assBUIH:
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PenakumoHHast KOJUIETUSI CUNTAET, YTO IOJb30BATENIN AHIVIMHCKUM SI3BIKOM
KaK POJHBIM, TaK U HEPOJHBIM — paBHbIEC MApTHEPHI B JUCKYCCUHU O MOJB30-
BaTEJSX AHTJMHCKAM SI3BIKOM M O MPENOJaBaHUHU €r0 Ha MEXAYyHAapOIHOM
ypoBHe. Takum 00pazoM, xypHan WE SBISIETCS CPEICTBOM, KOTOPOE MOXKET
WCTIOIB30BAThCA IJIS1 TOTO, YTOOBI IENUTHCSA 3HAHUAMHU U ONBITOM TOJIH30Ba-
TeJslel Kak 3amaIHbIX, TaK ¥ He3ala HbIX CTpaH Ha 0J1aro Bcex MoJib30BaTesel
AHTTIUICKUM SI3BIKOM... TakuM o0Opa3oM, akpoHHMM WE Kak Henb3s JIydlle
CHUMBOJIM3MPYET OCHOBHYIO (HIIOCO(HIO KypHAJa U HENH €ro PeAKOJUICTHH
(Kachru & Smith 1985: 211)

— Bapuantel Baemnero m Pacmmpsronierocsi KpyroB MCHOJIB3YIHOTCS Kak
JOTIOTHUTENIbHBIE WM BcoMoratenbHbie (Smith 1976) komMMyHUKaTHBHBIE WH-
CTpyMeHTBl. MOeT Nmoka3aThcs, 4YTO (PyHKLUUHU Pa3BUBAIOIINXCSI BApUAHTOB Orpa-
HUYEHBI, HO YeM JI0JIbIlIe PA3BUBAETCS BApUAHT, TeM Oouiblie pyHKUUI OH Ipuoo-
peraer. b. Kaupy (1986: 92) numer o duanazone pacnpocTpaHEHUs BapUAHTOB
aHIJIMHACKOTO S3bIKAa B  «KYJBTYPHBIX, OOpa30BaTENbHBIX U KOMMEPYECKHX
KOHTEKCTaxX» U O 21yOuHe NX COLUATbHOIO MPUHATHUS U UCTIOJIb30BAaHUS B «pa3iny-
HBIX CJIOSIX OOIecTBa». Takoe AMHAMHUYECKOE DPa3BUTHE TENEeph CTal0 SBHBIM
BO BCEX BapHaHTaXx.

OTH MTHHOBAIIMOHHBIE YEPTHI UMEIOT OOJIBIIYI0 3HAYMMOCTb JIJIsl JIMHTBUCTHUKH,
0COOEHHO COLIMOJINHIBUCTHUKH, JIUTEPATYPOBEACHHUS, KYJIbTYPOJOTUN U MPUKIIAJ-
HOM JIMHTBUCTHKH, IOl KOTOPOM Mbl HOHUMAeM HE TOJIBKO 00JIaCTh METOAMKH TIpe-
M0JIaBaHUs U U3YUYEHUs S3bIKA, KaK 3TO OOBIYHO XapaKTEpPHO IJIs «aHII0()OHHON
autepatypsl» (Knapp & Antos 2009: vii), HO TakXke Tak Ha3bIBAEMYIO «IIPAKTHYE-
CKYIO MPUKJIAHYI0 JUHTBUCTUKY» B TOoJKOBaHUU 3TOro TepmuHa O. bakom (Back
1970), xak 3TO MMeeT MecTo U B Poccun, T.€. Kak «IPUMEHEHHUE JaHHBIX U BBIBOJIOB
JMHTBUCTUKH B MPAKTUYECKUX OOJACTIX, UMEIOUIMX OTHOIIEHHE K SI3BIKY, TAaKUX
Kak MeTo/iuKa o0yueHus, nepeso u T.1.» (Knapp & Antos 2009: vii). Onnum cio-
BOM, B 3THUX YepTax MPOSBIAETCS MEXIUCUUIUIMHAPHOCTh HOBOM MapagurMsbl, 4YTO
00ycnoBIMBaeT ropaszio 00bIIyI0 chepy ee GyHKIMOHUPOBAHUS, YEM TEOPUH aH-
rIMicKoro kak uHoctpanHoro si3bika (EFL), koTtopas ncnonb3yercss B METOMKE
IPENoAaBaHMsl AHIJIMMCKOTO SA3bIKA.

Konnenuus WE nana Hadano pa3BUTHIO HOBBIX HAIPABICHUN HCCIICIOBAHUSA,
Ha3bIBAEMBIX HOBBIMHU IapaJIATMaMH — aHIJIMICKOr0 KaK MEKyHAPOIHOIO SA3bIKa
(EIL) n anrnuiickoro kak quHrea gpanka (ELF), B KOTOpBIX HaX0T pa3BUTHE He-
KOTOpBIE€ aCIEKThI, CBOWCTBEHHBIC BapHaHTaM aHTIIMUCKOro s3bika. ObOa 3TH
HaIpaBJICHUS! OPUEHTHUPYIOTCS Ha NIPENOJaBaHUE aHIVIMHCKOTO s13bIKa. OHU IPOTH-
BOCTOSIT METOJIMKE aHTJIMICKOTO Kak nHocTpaHHoro si3bika (EFL), B ocHOBE KOTO-
poii JeKUT 00ydeHHe MOHOIICHTPUUYECKON MIM OUIICHTPHUYECKOW MOJIEH aHTIIUii-
CKOTO sI3bIKa, Oa3upyromelics Ha OpUTAaHCKOM BapHUaHTe W KyJnbType Bemukoopu-
TaHUM W/UJIM aMEPUKAHCKOM BapUaHTE aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa, €T0 KYJIbTYpe H IIeH-
HOCTSIX, 00CITy’)KHBAa€MBbIX 3TUM BapHAHTOM.

B orinmume OT METOOMYECKOrO IMOHATHS «AHTTIUMHUCKUM KaK WHOCTPAaHHBIN
SA3bIK», TEPMUH «AHTJIMUCKHUI KaK MEXKTYHAPOIHBIN SI3bIK», TPEIOKEeHHBIN Jlappu
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Cmutom (Smith 1976) u panee paspaborannbiii ®apzagom [lapuduanom
(Sharifian 2009) u apyrumu ydenbimMu (Alsagoff 2012, Marlina & Giri 2014,
Matsuda 2012, 2017, McKay 2002), hokycupyetcst Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTH 03HAKOM-
JICHUs CTYJICHTOB C pa3JIMYHBIMU BapUAHTAMHU aHTJIUICKOTO A3bIKa, KOTOPHIE MOTYT
noTpedoBaThCs UM B OyIymieil KOMMYHHKAIIMA B PEANBbHBIX KU3HCHHBIX CUTYya-
HSX:

Ha camom niernte, mpezcraBieHue 00 aHITIMICKOM KaK MEXIyHApOIHOM S3bIKE
OTBEpraeT MbICIb O TOM, YTO B KaUeCTBE JIMHI'BA (PpaHKa AJIsI MEKKYJILTYPHOM
KOMMYHHUKAIIUK BBIOMpaeTCs KaKOW-TO OcoOblii BapuaHT. Teopus aHTIUi-
CKOT'0 KaK MEXIYHapOJHOI'0 sI3bIKa OJYEPKHUBACT, YTO AHITIMHCKHUHN S3bIK CO
BCEMH €r0 MHOXKECTBEHHBIMHU BapHAHTAMH SIBJISICTCS SI3BIKOM MEX[yHApPOI-
HOH ¥ IOTOMY MEXKYJIbTypHOH KoMMyHuKamu (Sharifian 2009: 2).

Ecian B OCHOBE KOHIENTA «aHTIIMHACKUM KaK MEXIYHApPOIHBIN S3BIK» JIEKUT
npU3HaK pa3HooOpa3usi BapUAaHTOB AHIVIMMCKOTO S3bIKA, TO MOXO0XHH TEPMHH —
«MeXayHapoaHbIN aHTIHiickuit» (International English) — npeanonaraer npoTtuso-
noJjio’kHoe siBiieHne. OH accouuupyercst ¢ IKOObl YHU(PHUIIMPOBAHHBIM CTaHAAPT-
HBIM aHTJIMHACKUM, KOTOPBIH 00JieryaeT MexayHapoaHyo kommyHukanuto (Todd
& Hancock 1987, Trudgill & Hannah 1994), nono6no uaee P. Keupka o «saepaom
anriuiickom» (Quirk 1982), u ucnonb3yercs B popMaIbHBIX KOHTEKCTaX (OHAKO,
Kak OyJIeT OKa3aHO HUXKE, 3TO aOCTPAKTHBIN Heall, pealn3yeMbIid B )KUBOU pede-
BOW MpaKTUKE, 0 MEHBIIEH Mepe, C JIOKATbHBIM aKI[EHTOM WJIM C JPYTUMHU KOH-
TEKCTHO-CIIen(UYECKUMU YepTaMy BapuaHTa). Takoe MOHHMaHue MEXIYHapo/I-
HOTO aHIJIMICKOro coBmaaaer c ompeneneHueM I[lutepa CrpeBenca (Strevens
1983): MexayHapOAHBIM aHTJIIMHUCKUN — 3TO «OCOOCHHBIM AUAJIIEKT aHTIHUHCKOTO
SA3bIKA, KOTOPBI SIBISAETCS €AMHCTBEHHBIM HEJOKATU30BAHHBIM JUAIEKTOM, IJIO-
0abHOTO PACIpPOCTPaHEHUs, 0€3 3HAYUTEIHLHOTO BapbUpPOBAaHUS, TMOBCEMECTHO
BOCTIPHHUMAEMBIN Kak MpHeMyeMas 1elib 00y4eHUs! aHTJIMHCKOMY S3BIKY, Ha KO-
TOPOM MO>XHO TOBOPHUTH C CaMBbIMH pa3HbIMHU akieHTammu» (Strevens 1983: 88).
Ha camom niene ceroiHs HEBO3MOXHO FOBOPUTH 00 OJHOM U TOM K€ CTaHAapTe
AHTTIUICKOTO S3bIKa JUISl BCEX BAPUAHTOB — OHU OBICTPO U3MEHSIOTCS, U B HUX MPO-
ucxoautr mporecc crangaptuzamuu (Hickey 2013). Cyns mo ompeneneHuto
I1. CtpeBeHca, ‘aHTIMICKUN Kak MeXayHapoaHbiid s3bik’ (EIL) n ‘mexayHapo-
Hblil anrnuiickuii’ (IE) oka3piBaloTCsl aHTOHUMUYECKUMU KOHIIENITaMU: ‘aHTJIMNA-
CKHI KaK MEXIYHApOJHBIN S3bIK° OPUEHTUPYETCS Ha pasHooOpazue u nuddepen-
LIUAIHIO, T.€. HA BAPUAHTHIL, @ ‘MEXIyHApOAHbBIN aHIVIMHCKUI® — Ha €JUHCTBO U O1-
HOPOJIHOCTb, T.€. UHBAPUAHT.

Tepmun «anrnuiickuii kak aunarea ¢panka» (ELF) Obu1 Bo3poxkaen AnaHom
®duptom (Firth 1990, 1996) u ob6o3HaYaeT «MOIYC OMEPAHIN», HE SBISTIOUTUNCS
POIIHBIM SI3BIKOM HH JUIsSE 0THOTO U3 koMMmyHUKaHTOB (Firth 1996: 255). Kak cie-
IyeT U3 3TOTO OMpPEeIeIeHHsI, HOCUTENHU SI3bIKa UCKIIIOYAIOTCS U3 3TOM KOHIleNnTya-
JM3aIMHY, YTO HE MOKET HE BBI3BAaTh BOIPOCOB, TIOCKOJIBKY T€, KTO TOBOPHUT Ha POJI-
HOM JJISl HUX aHTJIMMCKOM SI3bIKE, JOJDKHBI aJalTUPOBATh CBOIO PeUb B YCIOBUSIX
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MEXKYJIbTypHOTO 001meHus. [loaTomy B HacTosiee Bpems 60see pacpoCTpaHeH-
HBIM cTalo onpeneneHue bapoapsl 3aiiibxodep: aHTIMiCKHiA Kak TUHTBa (ppaHKa
(ELF) — 210 «i11000€ MCTIOIB30BaHIE AHTIIMICKOTO SI3bIKa CPEIU TOBOPSIIIIUX C Pa3-
HBIMU TIEPBBIMU S3bIKAMH, /Il KOTOPBIX aHTJIMHCKUI BJIsIeTCs BBIOPAHHBIM Cpel-
CTBOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMH, YaCTO €IWHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHBIM» (Seidlhofer 2011: 7).
OTO ompenieNeHne BKIIOYAeT KOMMYHUKAHTOB TpeX KPyroB (OAHAKO, 10 CUX TOp
AHTTIMICKUHN Kak JIMHIBa (ppaHKa acCOLMUPYIOT MpEeUMyIecTBEHHO ¢ Pacmmpsio-
muMcst Kpyrom). JleuHunys aHrIuicKoro Kak JMHIBa (paHKa, MpeuIosKeHHas
b. 3aiibxodep, coAepKUT BaXKHYIO HUCIO O TAHHOM KOHIIENITE: aHTTTMHCKUM KaK
JMHIBa (paHKa — 3TO MCIOJIb30BaHHE, WIN (YHKIMA JTH000T0 BapuaHTa aHIIMHA-
CKOTO 5I3bIKa. Y HETo HET cTaTyca caMOoro BapuaHTa, 3TO MPOCTO MparMaTHUECKU
acrekT BapuaHTa. JI1000i BapHMaHT aHTIMICKOTO s3bIKa, B TOM YHCJIE BapUaHThI
BuyTtpennero kpyra, o61agatoT 3Toi (yHKIUEH, peadn3yeMoi TJIaBHbIM 00pa3oM
B MEXKYJIbTYpHOM o01ieHuu. Ho kpome 3Toi (pyHKIIMH, Y BADHAHTOB aHIIIUHCKOTO
s3pika (world Englishes) ecth Takke MHOTO Ipyrux QyHKIIHMA.

He BBI3BIBaeT yIMBJIEHUS, UTO, KOT/1a IPETIOIaBATENN FOBOPAT 00 aHTIIMHCKOM
KaK JIMHIBa ()paHKa, OHM 0OpallaroT BHUMAaHME, TJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM, Ha TpH 00b-
€KTa: CTpaTernd KOMMYHMKAIUU, Ha Mpo0IeMbl B3aMMOIIOHUMAHUS U OCO3HAHUE
pas3Inuui.

Bo-nepBbIX, cTpaTernn KOMMYHUKAIIMK HAIPaBJICHBl HA TOCTHIKEHUE B3aUM-
HOT'O TIPUCIIOCOOJIEHNS KOMMYHUKAHTOB Yepe3 TaKue aJalTHBHbBIE ITPOLIECCHI, KaK
U30BITOYHOCTh PEYM, Pperyispu3alus, YCWIEHHE O3KCIPECCHH, SKCIUIMKALUA,
HOMpaBKH, nepedopMyIHpoBaHue, OBTOP, KOJOBOE CMEIIEHHE, 00roBapuBaHUe
3HaueHusi u MHorue apyrue (Cogo & Dewey 2012, Mauranen & Ranta 2010,
Meierkord 2012, Vettorel 2018). UccneqoBanust 3TUX MpoOIECCOB B 3HAYUTEIHHOM
CTETIEHH ITPOBOJIATCS C MCIIOJIb30BaHHEM KOpIycoB. BoT mouemy OeccriopeH Bkiaj
ITUX HUCCJeaoBaTeNeld B KoprmycHyro TUHTBUCTUKY (Hampumep, VOICE, Vienna-
Oxford International Corpus of English; ELFA, English as a Lingua Franca in
Academic Settings; CASE, Corpus of Academic Spoken English; ACE, Asian
Corpus of English; RACE, Russian-Asian Corpus of English; BELF, English as
Business Lingua Franca).

Bo-BTopeiX, 00mieit mpobnemoii Ans HMcciefoBareseil aHTIMHCKOrO Kak
nuHrea ¢ppanka (ELF), anrnuiickoro kak MexayHapoaHoro si3bika (EIL) u Bapuan-
TOB aHruickoro si3pika (WE) cTano uccienoBanne B3aMMOIIOHUMAHUS B MEXKHA-
HAOHAJIBHOW KOMMYHHKalMH. Ellle B Hauasie nosiB€Hus KOHTAaKTHOW BapUaHTOJIO-
MM aHTJIMICKOTO sA3bIKa 3Ta npobieMa 6bi1a chopmynupoBana Jlappu CmutoMm u
uccienoparensamu, paboraBmumu ¢ HUM (Nelson 2011, Smith 1992, Smith &
Bisazza 1982, Smith & Rafiqzad 1979, Smith and Nelson 2020), kak TpexacnexT-
HOE SIBJICHHUE: IOHUMAaHUE Pa3TOBOPHBIX U MUCbMEHHBIX hopm PeueBOil IPOAYKIIMH
(intelligibility), mnoHuMaHue 3Hauenus TOrO, YTO HANUCAHO MM CKa3aHO
(comprehensibility), u moHumanue cusicia Tekcra (interpretability) — mparmatuye-
CKUI KOMIIOHEHT, acCOLMMPYEMBI ¢ (DOHOBBIMH 3HAHUSMH KOMMYHHMKAHTOB M
MO3BOJIIOIIMN UM MIOHUMATh 11€1b UCTIOIb3yEMOTO SA3bIKA.
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Tpetbs npobiema — 0OCO3HaHUE PA3NUYUI, — IIMPOKO 00CykAaeMast Uccieno-
BaTeNIsIMU aHIJIMHCKOro Kak JuHrBa ¢panka (Bayyurt & Sifakis 2015, Lopriore &
Vettorel 2015, Sifakis et al. 2018, Sung 2018, Wang 2015), oObeaunser ux
C HUCCIIeIOBAaTENsIMH aHIJIMICKOTO KaK MEXIYHAapOJHOIO S3blKa M BapHAHTOB
AHTJIMCKOTO si3bIKa. Kak moka3zaHo BhINIE, pa3HOOOpa3He CTAIO KIFOUEBBIM CIIO-
BOM B HCCIIEJIOBAHUSAX AHIVIMHCKOTO KaK MEKAyHApOJIHOTO si3blka. BapuaHTh! aH-
TJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKA BBIJICIISFOTCS] HA OCHOBE OTIMYUTENLHBIX IPU3HAKOB U QYHKIINH;
UMEHHO Onarojapsi UM oHH 1uddepeHIupyoTcs Kak BapuaHTbl. C METOIUYECKOi
TOYKHA 3pEHHS O3HAKOMIIEHHE C pa3HoOOpasWeM TOro, Kak JIOAW TOBOPSAT
HO-aHIIMHCKU M3-3a Pa3IMYMid B JIMHIBOKYJIbTYpax, JOJDKHO CTaTh «MH(OPMUPO-
BaHHbIM BbIOOpOoM» (Jenkins 2007: 22), HeoOxomuMmbiM aisi 3h(eKTUBHON
MEXKYJIbTYPHOW KOMMYHHUKALUH.

Opnnoit u3 npo0sem, KoTopas craja KAMHEM IPETKHOBEHUS MEXK/1y CTOPOHHHU-
kamu HanpasieHuss ELF ¥ cTOpoOHHMKaMM KOHTakTHOM BapHaHTOJOIHMH, CTaJlo
OTHOIIEHHWE MEXJy MOHATHUSAMHU ‘aHIVIMACKUM Kak JIMHrBa (ppaHka’ U ‘BapuaHT .
HecmoTps Ha TO 4TO ceroJHs MPU3HAH TE3UC O TOM, YTO aHTJIMICKUI KaK JMHIBa
(bpanka «He cymecTByeT kak cuctemay (Canagarajah 2007: 926), 4To OH «IOSBIIA-
eTcs U3 B3auMoaencTBus u Onaronaps emy» (Meierkord 2004: 129, takxxe Kecskes
2019) u uyTo 3TO abCTpaKIKs, KOHLENT (PYHKIMH, a HE )KUBOTO BapuaHTa KaK TaKo-
Boro (Berns 2009: 196), BpeMmst OT BpeMeHH 00HapY KUBAIOTCs pabOThI (Hanpumep,
Breiteneder 2009, Mackenzie 2014, Jenkins 2017), onuceiBaroriue poHETUUECKHE,
CHUHTAaKCUYECKHE U JIpYTHe YPOBHH aHTJIMICKOrO Kak JIMHIBa ()paHKa U MOKa3bIBa-
IOLIHE, YTO aBTOPBI 3TUX padboT TpakTytoT ELF kak cTpykTypupoBaHHbBIN BapHaHT
(mo xpaiiHelt Mepe, B 00OOIIEHHOM BHJE, YTO MPEJACTABIAET 3TO MOHATHE KaK
a0cTpakiuio, a He kuBor (peHomeH). Hamo roBopuTh 0 BapraHTax aHTJIHICKOTO
A3bIKa, YHKLIMOHUPYIOUIMX KaK JIMHTBA (hpaHKa.

3. PacceMBaHue COMHeEHUI OTHOCUTENIbHO Paclumpsaloweroca Kpyra

B To Bpems kak BapuaHThl BHyTpeHHEro Kpyra, crapble 1 HOBbIE (Kak, Halpu-
Mep, HOBO3€NaH/ICKUH, aBCTPATMICKHI U KaHAJICKUil), © MHOTHE BapHaHThl BHe-
HEro Kpyra npu3HaHbl BCEMHU U YK€ XOPOIIO ONMUCAaHbl HAa CETOAHSIIHUN J1€Hb, Ba-
pPHAHTHI aHIJIMICKOTrO sA3bIKa Pacmmpsromerocst kpyra eme He MOJIy4HId €IHHO-
JQYLIHOTO MPU3HAHUS, 0COOEHHO CPEI CBOUX COOCTBEHHBIX IoJib30Bareneil. Kak
NpaBUIO, MPUYMHAMH 3TOTO HA3bIBAIOT OTCYTCTBHE KOJU(PHUKAIMK ITHX BapHaH-
TOB, HO, €CJIM MIOCMOTPETh Ha NMpolsaeMy Tiy0xe, MOKHO YBHIETh, YTO HA CAMOM
Jiefie HenmpusTHe BapuaHTOB Pacmupsromnierocst Kpyra o0yciaoBI€HO OTCYTCTBUEM
NPU3HAHUS UX JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPHOU crien(pUIHOCTH.

Yro kacaercs Koau(pUKaLUK, KOTopasi 0OBIYHO OHUMAETCs KaK MPOLEcc, MpH-
BOJSIILIMN K CTaHAApPTU3aLUH SI3bIKa, MOXHO C YBEPEHHOCTHIO YTBEP)KIaTh, YTO
CTaHIapTU3UPOBAHBI 6ce BApUAHTHI KaK SBJICHUS SI3bIKa, HO UX pPEYEBOE MPOSIBIIC-
HUE MOXET 00 clieIoBaTh HOpMaM, JTu00 Hapymath ux. Benen 3a 1. [piiBucom
(Davis 2010) MBI HCTIOIB3YEM TEPMUH «CTaHIAPTU3UPOBAHHBIN AHTTTMHCKUN S3BIK»
(standardized English), a He «cTtannmaptblii anrnuiickuit» (standard English),
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MOTYEPKHBAsi, YTO BO BCEX BapUAHTaX aHIJIMMCKOIO SI3bIKa, B TOM YHUCJIE BApUaHTaX
BHyTpeHHero kpyra, IpouCcXoIIT TUHAMUYECKHE H3MEHEHMUS.

I'oBopst 0 Tunax s3pikoBBIX HOpM, b. Kaupy (Kachru 1985) pasaenun ux na
TPH BHJIa, COOTBETCTBYIOIINE «TPEM Kpyram»: BHYTpeHHMIT KpyT BKIIOYAET YHIO0-
HOPMAaTHBHBIE BapHaHTHI, KOTOPbIE OOBIYHO CIIy’aT HOPMOOOECHEeUHBAIOIINMU
MOJIeTISIMU Il APYTUX BapUaHTOB AHTJIMICKOTO sI3bIKa; BapHaHThl BHemiHero
Kpyra oOHapy>KMBarOT HanOojiee TUHAMHUYHBIE IMPOLECCHl MOAM(DUKAIMK HOPM
U TIOTOMY CUMTAIOTCS HOPMOPA3BHBAIOIIMMHM, a BapuaHThl Pacmmpsioniero kpyra
SIBIISTFOTCSI HOPMO3aBHCUMBIMU H MICTIONIB3YIOT 9K30HOPMBI, BEIpAaOOTaHHbIE M KOJIH-
(unmpoBaHHbIC B APYTUX BapUaHTaX aHTIUHCKOTO SI3bIKa, HO HE TOJIbKO BHYTpeH-
HEro Kpyra — €cJM BO3HHMKAeT HEOOXOJNMOCTb, MOJIb30BATEIN AHTIMUCKUM SI3bI-
KoM B PacmmmpsitomemMcst Kpyre MOTYT TaKk)Ke HUCIIOJIb30BaTh CTaHAApThl BHemHero
Kpyra. BapuaTMBHOCTH 5K30HOPM, OCOOEHHO TIOCTPOCHHBIX Ha OpUTaHCKON
¥ aMEPUKAaHCKOM MOJIeNsAX, 00YCIOBIMBAET UX YACTOE CMELICHHE, U 3TO OOBICHSACT
crenugpuKy UCIOIb30BaHUs CTaHIApTU3UPOBAHHOIO BapuaHTa Pacmmpsromnierocs
Kpyra.

Uro kacaeTcsi peuenpou3BOJCTBAa Ha BapuaHTax Pacuupsitomierocst Kpyra,
b. Kaupy 00bsCHsAET CYHUIHOCTh 3TOr0 Mpoliecca B BUJAE OMIMHIBAIBHOM ILIKAJIbI
(Kachru 1983). JIro6oi1 BapraHT, MOTy4aeMbIil B pe3yJIbTaTe KOHTAKTa C POJAHBIMU
SI3bIKAMHU TIOJIb30BaTEJICH, CBUAETENBCTBYET O OMIMHIBU3ME €0 IMOJIb30BaTeNe,
KOTOPBII MOXHO MPEJICTAaBUTh KaK (DYHKIIMOHAIBHBIA KOHTHHYYM, 3aBHCSIIMNA OT
SI3BIKOBOM KOMITETEHIIMH T10JIb30BaTeNIed U CTUIIS UX TUCKypca. AKpOJIEKTHas peydb
XapakTepHa a1 (OpMaJbHOTO JUCKypca IOJIb30BaTeeil ¢ BBICOKOI CTENEHbIO
KOMIIETEHTOCTH; ME€30JIEKTHAsl peub MPOSBISIETCS IIaBHBIM 00pa3oM B HeopMallb-
HOM JMCKypce 00pa30BaHHBIX I0JIb30BaTENEH WM B (OpMaIbHOM U HEPOpMab-
HOM JIMCKYpCE€ KOMMYHUKAaHTOB C MEHbILIEH CTENEHbIO BIaCHUS SI3bIKOM, U 0a3u-
JIEKTHAsI pedb, B PE3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOU MOSBISIETCS THOPUIHBIA U TaXKe TTHIHKIHH-
3UpPOBaHHBIA BUJA AUCKYpCa, XapakTepHa Ui HEoOpa3oBaHHBIX MOJIb30BaTeEleH
(Proshina 2017: 150-152).

OueBUAHO, UTO CTAHAAPTH3AIMS HE MOXKET CYUTATHCSI OCHOBHBIM apIyMEHTOM
JUTSL TIPUHSATHUSL BapUaHTa, KOTOPBI MOXKET CyIIECTBOBATh KaK B CTaHIAPTHU3HUPO-
BaHHOM, TaKk U HECTAaHAAPTU3UPOBAHHOMN (OopMax M KOTOPHIN BKIIOYAET HE TOJIBKO
aKpOJIEKT, HO TAK)Ke ME30JIEKT U Oa3uiekT. [Ipu3HaHue BapuaHTa IPOUCXOAUT TO-
I/1a, KOTJla €ro MOJb30BaTEeId OCO3HAIOT, YTO WX BAPUAHT SI3bIKA BBIPAXKAET UX
JMHTBOKYJIBTYPHYIO HIEHTUYHOCTh W YTO OH MOXKET OBITh NMEPBHYHBIM I BTO-
PUYHBIM CPEJICTBOM €€ BhIpa)KeHUs. BapuaHT, Ha KOTOPOM OHH TOBOPST U MUIIYT,
BBIPA)KAET MX KYJIbTYPY, IEHHOCTH, MEHTAIUTET U KAPTHHY MHUpa. DTa KOHIENTY-
QJIbHO-KYJIbTypHasl 4acTh WJCHTUYHOCTH BBIPAXKAETCS MPEX/]E BCEro 4epes3 JIeK-
CUKY M CHHTaKcucC (peajiud, KOJUIOKAllMM U CUHTAaKCHUYeCKHUe CTpyKTypbl). Kpome
9TUX CPEJICTB BBIPAKECHHUSI, SA3bIKOBASI YaCTh UACHTUYHOCTH TAaKXKe MepelaeTcs Ha
(honeTnyeckoM ypoBHe ((DOHETHUECKUI aKIIEHT) U FpaMMaTHIECKOM (TrpaMMaTHyie-
CKHE KaTEerOopHHM, KaK, HalpuMep, TUCKPETHOCTh B BBIPAKEHHUH MHO>KECTBEHHOTO
yHclla CYLIECTBUTENbHBIX — equipments, furnitures — (GOpPMBI, OTMEYaeMble
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B Aa3WMATCKUX BapUaHTAX AaHMJIMHACKOTO s3bIKa). JIMHTBUCTHYECKHE TPH3HAKH
BapuaHTa 00pa3yloTcs B pe3yJibTaTe MepeHoca 4epT MEepBOro s3blKa MOJIb30BaTe-
Jeid, a Takke B pe3yibTare BepOanm3anuu WX MeHTanuTtera. Hampumep, naxke
B aKpOJIEKTHOM BapHaHTE PYCCKOTO AHIIMICKOTO MOYKHO Pas3iIHYUTh PYCCKYIO
MHTOHAIINIO, OTJIYIICHHE KOHEUHBIX COTJIACHBIX, YACTOE OTCYTCTBHE aCIHMpPAIINH,
UHOra cnenuduyHoe MPOM3HECEHUE OTAETbHBIX 3BYKOB (TakuX Kak th, w, r),
Omaromapsi ueMy JIETKO OIpeneNsieTcsi pyccKuil akineHt. Ha rpammarndeckom
YPOBHE JIJISl peU PYCCKUX Ha aHTJIMICKOM s13bIKE TUITUYHO BBIIBUKEHUE B HAYalb-
HYIO MO3ULUIO NpsMOro nonoiHenus (This book I haven’t read yet.), oTCyTCTBHE
WIN HEOObIYHOE UCIIONIb30BaHUe apTukien (the complex ethnical structure of the
population determines peculiarity of the gender interaction), uzberanue ynorpeo-
neHus nepekTHwIX BpeMeH (I am living in this city since childhood), 3amena npe-
MO3UTHUBHOW aTPpUOYTHUBHOM IIETIOYKH MOCTIO3UTUBHBIMU TPEJIOKHBIMU COYETa-
HUSMH B aTpuOyTuBHOU QyHkuuu (Old English period > period of Old English),
NpeArnoYTeHne Oe3MMYHBIX TPEIIOKEHHH CO  CTPYKTYPHBIM  TOJUICKAIIM
(1t is expected that she will come BmecTo She is supposed to come). Muorue apyrue
YepTHI JUCKYpCca Ha PYCCKOM BapUaHTE aHTIIUICKOTO S3bIKa OMIMCAHBI B KOJUIEKTHB-
Ho MoHorpaduu nox penakuueit 3. I'. [Ipommnoii u A. A. Onau (Proshina & Eddy
2016).

Jlanexo He Bce MOJIb30BaTENIM BAPHAHTOM JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT B CBOEH peun Bce
4epThl, TUMMYHBIE U1 BapraHTa. Kak y)ke 0TMedanoch, YUCIO JUCTHHKTHBHBIX
NPU3HAKOB BapuaHTa B MHIMBUAYAIBHOM PEUH MOJIb30BATENs 3aBUCHUT OT €T0 SI3bl-
KOBOW KOMITETEHTHOCTH, KOHTEKCTa CHUTYAIlHH, TICUXOJIOTUIECKOTO COCTOSHHS |
JKeJlaHHsI TOBOPSALIETO CJIe0BAaTh 00pa30BaTeIbHON MOJIENTH KaK 3K30HOpME.

[Tpu3nanue Bapmanta — JONTHIA Tporecc. HeoOxommmo Bpemsi IUist TOTO,
YTOOBI AHTJIMICKUI A3BIK B OINPEEIIEHHOM PErMoHe YTBEPAMJICS KaK JIOKAJIbHBIN
BApUAHT aHIIMKCKOTO s3bIKa. Jlake Ui BapuaHTOB BHYTpeHHEro kpyra, HampH-
Mep, aBCTPATMICKOTO aHTIIMICKOr0, MOTpedoBaICs IePEeXOAHbIN Mepruo A Ipe-
BpalCHUS U3 «AHIVIMMCKOTO sI3bIKa B ABCTPAJINW» B aBCTPAIMICKHUI BapUaHT aH-
rinuiickoro si3bika (Fritz 2007), koTopelil ObUT IPU3HAH KaK COOCTBEHHO BApHAHT
TOJIbKO B 1970-X TO/ax, Korjaa aBCTpaMUIIbl MPEOA0JIETN CBOE «KYJIBTYPHOE TO-
J000CTPaCTHE», U UX KYJIbTYPHBIN HAIIMOHATIU3M HPOJIOKUIT IOPOTY YTBEPHKIECHUIO
UX SI3bIKOBOM M KyJIbTYPHON UJACHTUYHOCTH.

ConnanbHOE ¥ ICUXOJIOTHYECKOE OCO3HAHNE CBOEH JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOM HUIIEH-
TUYHOCTH, BEIPQKEHHOW Yepe3 BapuaHT, a TAK)Ke MPOSBISIEMON TTOCPEICTBOM 00-
paszoBarenbHOM Konudukamuu (Kachru 1985), npuBoauT K NpU3HAHUIO TUCTUHK-
TUBHBIX IPU3HAKOB BapraHTa. MHOTHE U3 BapuaHTOB Pacmmpsiromerocst Kpyra Bce
ellle HaXoJIATCs B MPOLecce TaKoro npusHaHus. IlpusHanue, HECOMHEHHO, TPUIET
C pacmpeHreM QyHKIIMOHAIBHOTO NCTIOIh30BAHNUS BAPHAHTOB Pacmmpsiromerocs
kpyra. CeroJiHsi OHU UCHOJB3YIOTCS YK€ HE TOJIBKO B (DYHKIIMU MEXKYJIBTYPHOTO
oOlIeHNs] B KayecTBE s3bIKa-MOCpeHuKa (JuHIrBa (panka). OHU TaKKe BBINOJ-
HAIOT HH(GOPMATUBHYIO (DYHKIMIO B OM3HECEe, peKiaMe, CPeCTBaX MacCOBOM MH-
¢dopmanmu, Hayke. OHU BBITIOIHAIOT WHCTPYMEHTAIBHYIO (DYHKIIHIO, BBICTYTIASI,
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HanpuMep, B KaueCcTBE aHIJIMUIICKOro kak cpeacrtsa odyuenus (EMI). BapuanTsl
aHITIMICKOro s3blka Pacmmpsromerocs Kpyra MNpOSIBISIFOT TaKXKe KPEATHBHYIO
(GyHKUMIO (B TPAaHCIMHIBAJIbHOM, MM KOHTaKTHOW JIUTEpaType, MacCOBOM KyJb-
Type, B UTPOBOM MCIIOJIb30BaHUM B KainaMmOypax W T.A. — CM., Hampumep, paboTy
b. 3aitnnexodep (Seidlhofer 2010) o pyHKUMIX aHTTTUHCKOTO SI3bIKA U cepax ero
ucnonb3oBanus B EBporne).

B 3aBepuienne He0OX0IMMO OTYEPKHYTh, UYTO BapuaHThl Pacimpsromerocs
Kpyra peajbHO CYIIECTBYIOT, MU HE3aBUCHUMO OT TOIO, HACKOJBKO OJIM3KO HX
MOJIb30BaTENM MPUOIM3MWINCh K SK30HOPMAaTHUBHON MOJENH, BapuaHThl OyayT
XapaKTepu30BaThCcs CBOMMHU JUCTUHKTUBHBIMU YE€PTaMH, MOCKOJIBKY OHM CITy>KaT
BTOPUYHBIM CPEICTBOM JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOH HAEHTUYHOCTH. Bapuant — 370
TUIMYHOE COOpaHUE TUCKYPCUBHBIX COOBITHN U MPOAYKTOB, OTINYAIOIIMXCS SI3bI-
KOBBIMH NIPU3HAKAMHU U KYJIBTYPHBIM OCHOBaHHEM.

BapuanTt He sABnsercs nMUTaLMEd KOIU(PUIMPOBAHHOW MOJENU OOy4YeHHMS,
TaK)Ke KaKk OH He SIBJsieTCsl HA0OpOM HENPaBUIIbHBIX PEUEBBIX 00pa3llOB UHTEPH-
sa3blka. Bapuantel Pacimpstomierocst kpyra, Kak ¥ J1to0ble Apyrue BapHaHThl aH-
[JIMHACKOTO fA3bIKA, UCIIOJIB3YIOTCSI M 0O0OpPa30BaHHBIMU KOMMYHHMKAHTaMH, BBICOKO
KOMIIETEHTHBIMH U O€rjio TOBOPSAIIMMHU Ha AHTIMMCKOM s3bIKE€ — KOMMYHHUKaH-
Tamu, KoTopbix b. Kaupy Ha3zBan ¢pyHKIIMOHAIBHBIMUA HOCUTENSIMU CBOMX BapUaH-
toB (Kachru 1998, Smith 2008).

N3yyeHre BapHaHTOB aHIJIMICKOTO SI3bIKA JIOJDKHO COCTaBISATH HEOThEMJIE-
MYI0 4acTh IPOrpaMMbl AHIVIMMCKOTrO f3bIKa Kak MexayHaponHoro. Oco3HaHue
pa3zHooOpa3usl BApUAHTOB AHIJIMICKOTO SI3bIKA MPEICTaBISET OECCIIOPHYIO 3HAUU-
MOCTh B OOYYEHHUH SI3bIKYy M €ro M3Y4YeHHH, a TaK)K€ B YCTHOM M NHUCHBMEHHOM
nepesoze. [IpukiiagHoi IMHIBUCTHKE €1IIE TPEICTOUT MHOTOE MOJyUUTh OT UCCIIe-
JIOBaHUIl MO KOHTAaKTHOW BAapUAHTOJIOTMH. 3HAHUE JAMCTUHKTHBHBIX MPU3HAKOB
JPYTUX BapUaHTOB, a TaKXKe ClIeU(UKN UX CUCTEM JaTUHU3AIMH (KaK, HalpuMep,
KHUTalCKON cHCTEeMBbl TMHBHUHB) 00JErYMT KOMMYHHUKAIMIO HA Pa3HbIX BapUaHTax
AHTJIMICKOTO SI3bIKa, a TaKXke OyJ1eT cnocoOCTBOBAaTh MEKBAPUAHTHOMY MEPEBOTY.

[Tpu3HaHue cBoero cOOCTBEHHOIO BapuaHTa KaK CPeACTBA BBIPAXKEHUS CBOEH
KyJbTYpbl U CBOETO MEHTAJIUTETA, a TaK)Ke IMOHMMaHHE MECTa CBOEr0 BapHaHTa
Cpeau APYTHX BapHaHTOB AHTIMICKOrO s3bIKa B MUpPE 00ecreynBaeT MCUXO0JIOTU-
YyecKui KOM(OpPT B MEXKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYHHKAIUU Ojarofaps NpUHIMIAM
MHKJIIO3UBHOCTM U PAaBEHCTBA BapUaHTOB. 3HAHME THUIMYHBIX YEPT CBOErO
COOCTBEHHOI0 BapHaHTa Ba)KHO I YJIYUIICHUs YPOBHSI CBOEH SI3bIKOBOM KOMIIe-
TEHIUH.

4. KpaTtkoe cogep:KaHue AaHHOrO BbiNYCKa XXypHana

B oxnoit u3 cBoux padotr M. bépuc (Berns 2005: 92) nucana o «paccBeTe Ba-
puanToB Pacmmpstomierocs kpyray». [lybnukaiiys 3Toro Homepa )ypHasa JI0Ka3bl-
BAeT, YTO PACCBET IMOCTETICHHO TMEePEepOC B TO3/IHEE YTPO, XOTS TOIYICHHBIA MUK
ele He JOCTUTHYT.
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OmnmucaB, 4To MOOYIMJIO HAac K M3/IaHUIO 3TOTO TEMAaTUYECKOTO BBINMYCKa,
U OCBETHB OCHOBHBIE IIOJIO)KCHHMsS KOHTAKTHOW BapHUaHTOJOTUU KaK HAyKH
0 BapHaHTax aHIVIMHCKOTO si3bIka B coBpeMeHHOM Mupe (WE) u otnoukoBaBumxcs
OT HEe MapaJurM aHTJIMHUCKOro Kak MexxayHapoaHoro s3bika (EIL) u anrnuiickoro
kak nuHrBa ¢panka (ELF), Mbl Obl X0Tenu BbIpa3uTh OJarogapHOCTb BCEM aBTO-
pam, IPUCIABIIMM CBOM MAaTE€pHAJIbl U CHEJIABLIMM ITOT BBITYCK MHTEPECHBIM U
UH(GOPMaTUBHBIM.

Kax MOKHO BUIETH U3 OIJIaBJICHHUS, CTaThH, IIPEJCTABICHHBIE B ’TOM BBIITYCKE,
paccMaTpuBarOT a3MaTCKUE (SIMOHCKUM U KUTaHCKUI), eBpONeHCKUI (HEMELKUA) 1
PYCCKUIM BapuaHTHI aHIIMHCKOTO s3bIka. OHU OCBEIIA0T 001IHe TPOOIeMBbl Bapy-
anToB Pacmmpsitomierocst kpyra, ux craryc, 4yeptel U pynkuuu (3. KupknaTpuk,
B.JI. 3aBbsinoBa, Yx. Croii u JI. Yxan, A.A. Pusnuna, E.C. I'punienxo u A.B. Anu-
kuHa, 0. JlaBbii0Ba). B HEKOTOPBIX cTaThAX 00CYK1AI0TCA METOAMYECKHE U TIea-
rOrMyecKue MpoOJIeMbl, CBA3aHHBIE C IPENOJaBaHUEM BapUAHTOB AHTJIMICKOTrO
s3bIKa B TJIOOQIBHOM M JOKaidbHBIX Macmtabax (k. I’Anmkeno u C. Uko,
H. Xuno). Onna cratesa (I'.H. JloBueBuu u A. A. CokosioB) mpeAcTaBIseT Hccle-
JIOBaHME JIEKCUKOIpahUuecKoro acrekTa BapHaHTOB C MO3UIUI HcclieoBaTeei
Pacmmpsromerocs kpyra. Kpome Hay4HO-HMCCIe10BAaTENbCKUX CTATEN, TaHHBIN HO-
Mep KypHasia Bkitodaet Ase perensuu (E.B. Mapununa, E.C. JleGenea), umero-
M€ HEMOCPE/ICTBEHHOE OTHOILIEHHE K TeMe BapHMaHTHOW TuddepeHanuy aH-
TJIMMCKOTO SA3bIKA.

Bce o0cysxaaeMble mpo6ieMbl TOKa3aHbl B MEXKyHapOJHON IEPCIEKTHBE, M0-
CKOJIBKY aBTOPBI 3TOTO BBIITyCKa paboTalld ¢ MaTepHaioM pa3HbIX CTPaH U CUHTE-
3UPOBAJIM CBOM SMITUPUUYECKHE UCCIIET0BAaHMS C INTyOOKUM TEOPETUYECKHM 000C-
HOBaHHMEM. MBI HaJieeMcsl, 4YTO BOIIPOCHL, TOAHSITHIE B CTATHSIX 3TOT0 BBIYCKa, OKa-
KYTCSl MHTEPECHBIMHU ISl YUTATeNsA, OyAyT CTUMYJIMPOBATh MBICIIb, TIOCITYKAT OC-
HOBOM U1 MOCJIEAYIOIINX UCCIIET0BaHUMN U JIJIsl MPAKTUYECKOTO UCTIONIb30BaHMSL.
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HayudHas cTaTbsa

BapuaHTbI aHIVIMICKOrO fA3blKa Pacmupsawinerocs Kpyra:
B pokyce - A3usa

Iuau KHPKITATPUK

VYuusepcurer I'puddura
bpucoen, Ascmpanus

AHHOTAUMA

B opurunnansHo#t knaccudukanuu b. Kaupy Pacmmpsromuiics Kpyr BKIIIOYaeT TaKue CTPAHEI, TIC
AHIIMICKNH TPEUMYIIECTBEHHO M3Y4aeTcs B IIKOJIE KaK MHOCTPAHHBIN S3bIK. B camMux 3Tnx crpa-
HaX aHMIMHACKUN A3BIK HE WI'PAacT MHCTUTYIHOHAIBHOHN poinu. [loceMy 3Tu CTpaHbI Ha3bIBAIOTCA
«HOPMO3aBHCHUMBIMWY, TIOJIATAIOIIUMHUCS Ha SK30HOPMATHUBHbIC CTAHIAPTHl HOCUTEICH SI3bIKa KaK
MOJIETIb U 1IEJTb MPY U3Y4YE€HUN aHTIMHCKOTO s13bIKa. OHAKO B MOCJIEAHUE FOABI POJIb AHITTHHCKOTO
A3bIKa BO MHOTHX a3MaTCKMX CTpaHax Pacmmpsromerocs Kpyra — a Takue CTPaHbl BKIFOYAIOT
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TOCylapCTBa C MOIIHOW YKOHOMHUKOM, Takue kak Kuraii, Amonus u KOxuas Kopes — 3HaunTENEHO
YCHITMIIACh KaK BHYTPH ATHX CTpaH (IOCKOJBKY aHTIIMHCKUH MpHOOpeTaeT Bce OONBIIYIO 3HAYH-
MOCTbB, HalpuMep, B cdepe o0pa3oBaHMSA), TaK M MEXKAYy ITHUMHU CTpPaHAMH B KadyecTBE S3BIKa-
MIOCPETHUKA, WK JTUHTBA (PpaHKa (AaHTTHHACKUHN A3BIK SBIIETCS, HAPHIMEp, EAUNHCTBEHHBIM pado-
YUM S3BIKOM Acconuarmu rocyaapets FOro-Bocrounoit Asun — ACEAH). Lens nannoit craten —
PacKphITh, KaK yCHIMBAJach PONb aHTIHMICKOTO SA3bIKa B a3MATCKUX CTpaHax Pacmmpsromierocs
kpyra. @okyc cienaH Ha 3HAYSHUH aHTJIMIICKOTO KakK sI3bIka 00pa30BaHusl IIPY ONHCAHUH ITPoIlecca
paciIMpeHHs ero pojiy B 3TUX CTPaHaX, a TAKKE Ha POJIM aHTJIIMHCKOTO Kak JIMHrBa (ppaHka Mex 1Ly
a3uaTCKUMU cTpaHamu Pacumpsonierocst Kpyra. B 3akiroueHne IenaroTcsi BBIBOIBI O 3HAYUMOCTH
9TOI POJIN aHTIMHCKOTO sI3bIKA JUISl METOAMKH TPETIOJaBaHus 1 00pa30BaTEIbHOMN MOJUTHKHY.
KuaroueBsnlie cioBa: Pacwupsirowuiics kpye, Buewnuil kpye, awenutickuil Kax sA3bIK-NOCPeOHUK
(nunesa gpanka), eapuarnmol aHeIULUCK020 s3blka, Bocmounas u K0z2o-Bocmounas A3us

Jns uuTUpoBaHuUA:
Kirkpatrick A. Englishes in the Expanding Circle: Focus on Asia. Russian Journal
of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 551-568. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-551-568

1. Introduction

In this article, I shall look at the current roles of English both within and
between the Expanding Circle countries of Asia. First I need to explain what Asia
will constitute in the terms of this article. Asia represents an enormous area and the
most linguistically diverse continent on earth with 34% or 2301 of the world’s
7102 living languages (Lewis, Simons & Fennig 2015). It would be impossible to
cover all this diversity in a single article and my main focus will be on the countries
of East and Southeast Asia, although I shall also refer to South Asia, in particular
Nepal, in the discussion on the role English is playing in education.

The article will first consider the new roles English is playing within the
nations of the Expanding Circle and then consider its new roles between the nations
of East and Southeast Asia, especially its role as a lingua franca. In the first part of
the article, I shall look at how the roles of English within the Expanding Circle
countries of East and Southeast Asia have developed, especially as a language of
education from primary to higher education. In Kachru’s original formulation
(1992), the place of English in Expanding Circle countries was restricted to its place
as a school subject where it was taught as a foreign language. These Expanding
Circle countries were norm dependent, meaning they relied on native speaker
varieties of English as classroom models and targets for learners to strive for.
English was also “foreign” in the sense that it played no role within the countries.
This was a major difference between Expanding Circle and Outer Circle countries.
In Outer Circle countries, English, as a result of these countries having been
colonies of English-speaking empires, played an institutional role and local
varieties of English, such as Filipino English and Singaporean English, developed.

In the second part of the article, I shall describe how English is playing an
increasingly wide and important role as a lingua franca between the nations of Asia.
Here, it will be necessary to include Outer Circle countries in the discussion as
English is being used as a lingua franca by Asian multilinguals from both
Expanding and Outer Circle countries. As will be illustrated below, its official role
as the sole working language of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
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(ASEAN) exemplifies its role as a lingua franca between Outer and Expanding
Circle countries. Of the ten nations that form ASEAN, four that were colonies of
either Britain or the United States (Brunei, Malaysia, The Philippines, and
Singapore) can be classified as Outer Circle countries and are home to local
varieties of English. Five (Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnam) can
be classified as Expanding Circle countries. With the exception of Thailand, all
were some form of colony but not of English-speaking empires. The tenth nation of
ASEAN, Myanmar, is difficult to classify. While it was a colony of Britain, it went
into a form of self-isolation in 1962 for decades, during which time Burmese was
the sole medium of education, and English stopped playing any institutional role
and became a foreign language. I shall describe the role of English as a lingua franca
between the countries of Asia and exemplify this with examples taken from the
Asian Corpus of English (ACE), a corpus of the naturally occurring use of English
as a lingua franca across Asia.

In the third part of the article I shall consider the implications of these
increasing roles of English both within and between the countries of Asia for
English language teaching and language education policy.

2. The role of English within the Expanding Circle countries

English is playing an increasing role in both Outer and Expanding Circle
countries of Asia. As Bolton and Bacon-Shone note:

Since the era of European decolonisation in Asia, which largely took place
from the late 1940s to the 1960s, there has been a massive expansion in the
spread of English throughout the whole of the region, in both Outer Circle and
Expanding Circle societies (Bolton & Bacon-Shone 2020: 49).

Using data from language surveys and government censuses, Bolton and
Bacon-Shone have estimated the number of English users in the Expanding Circle
countries of Asia. The numbers and percentages are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Knowledge of English in Expanding Circle Asian societies

Society Bolton (2008) Current estimates Approx. total of English speakers
Nepal 30% 30% 8.5 million

Macaut - 28% 0.2 million

China 25% 20% 276.0 million

Myanmar (Burma) 5% 10% 5.2 million

Japan 20% 10% 12.5 million

South Korea 10% 10% 5.1 million

Taiwan 10% 10% 2.4 million

Thailand 10% 10% 6.5 million

Vietnam 5% 10% 4.6 million
Cambodiat 5% 5% 0.8 million

Indonesia 5% 5% 13.0 million

Laos 5% 5% 0.3 million

Total 335.1 million

553



Andy Kirkpatrick. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 551—568

This suggests that the total number of users of English in the Expanding Circle
countries of Asia is nearly equal to the total number of native speakers of English.
Clearly the most striking figures concern China, and I will therefore consider the
Chinese case in more detail here. The question to ask is why so many Chinese are
learning English.

One answer is that they have to. English is now a compulsory subject for all
school children from Grade 3 of primary school. The importance attached to
English is evidenced by the fact that English is one of three core subjects that
students have to take in the highly competitive gao kao, the national school-
leaving/university entrance exam. The other two core subjects are Mathematics and
Chinese itself. That those parents who can afford it send their children to English-
medium kindergartens shows that there is strong demand for English among the
Chinese. This demand is in turn reflected in the increasing popularity of
kindergartens where English is used as the medium of instruction (Feng &
Adamson 2019).

This also illustrates the desire of Chinese to connect with the world as they see
English as a primary vehicle for doing this, As Bolton, Botha, and Zhang point out
(2020: 523), English connects Chinese people to the world “either directly, through
travel or education abroad, or even symbolically, by connecting young people to
life outside mainland China, at a range of levels, from popular culture to current
affairs or to various forms of academic knowledge.” English has thus become much
more than just a foreign language in China. In addition to offering a connection to
the world, English in China is also playing a political role, especially in on-line
media. Many Chinese netizens are creatively adapting English to poke fun at or
express opposition to the Chinese Communist Party’s official line. To do this they
have changed the spelling of certain English words to produce neologisms to
indicate new meanings. Examples include “harmany,” “departyment,”
“goveruption,” “freedamn,” and “democrazy” (Li 2014 n.p.). On-line media are
also home to a “mixed code variety of Chinese English” (Zhang 2012: 40). Some
sites even make the mixing of the two languages obligatory (Zhang 2012).

The English spoken by Chinese users is also beginning to develop Chinese
characteristics (Kirkpatrick 2015). This example from Xu (2010) shows how the
Chinese preference for prefacing cause before effect in a “because-therefore”
sequence (Kirkpatrick 1995) is reflected in the way speakers order cause and effect
in English:

A: When you first got to the Great Wall, how did you feel?

B: Some stranger feelings, because I couldn’t get the same feeling as others,
because others always feel powerful, and happy or others, because 1 didn’t
have some special feeling, so | feel sad.

If B were a speaker of a native variety of English s/he would probably have
started the answer by saying something like:

B: I felt sad because....
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The place English currently occupies in the school curricula means that it has
become the second language of education in China after Putonghua itself, the
national lingua franca. More Chinese are learning English than they are the other
languages of China, including Cantonese (Yue), Shanghainese (Wu), Hakka (Kejia
Hua), and Hokien (Min Nan Hua). In fact, the Language Law of China expressly
forbids the use of Chinese languages other than Pufonghua as languages of
education (Kirkpatrick & Xu 2001, see also http://www.gov.cn/english/laws/2005-
09/19/content64906.htm). All Chinese schoolchildren learn two languages: the
national language, Putonghua, and English.

English is also the second language of education at the tertiary level. Nearly
20 years ago, Zhu Rongji, then the Chinese Premier, addressed his alma mater, the
School of Economics and Management at the highly prestigious Tsinghua
University in Beijing, saying. “‘I hope all classes will be taught in English. I don’t
worship foreign languages. But we need to exchange our ideas with the rest of the
world” (Kirkpatrick 2011: 110). Today over 1000 of China’s 1448 tertiary
institutions have established English medium programmes. This is part of China’s
plan to attract international students, and the aim is to have an extraordinary
35.5 million international students studying in China by the end of 2020. This will
require establishing even more English-medium of instruction (EMI) courses
(Galloway, Numajiri & Rees 2020). (This target, of course, has been missed
because of the Covid crisis.)

China is the Expanding Circle country with the highest population and the
largest number of English users. I will compare this with the situation in one of
Asia’s smallest Expanding Circle countries in terms of population, Nepal. Table 1
shows that while there are fewer than one million English users in Nepal, they
represent 30% of the population. While relatively sparsely populated, Nepal is
home to some 125 indigenous languages, about 30 of which have fewer than
100 speakers (Sunuwar 2020). Recent moves to more democratic governments
since the overthrow of the Shah kings in 2006 have seen policies promoting mother-
tongue based multilingual education, but these have not been implemented
successfully. Instead, the Ministry of Education has legitimised English as a
medium of instruction for private schools and allowed that the national language,
Nepali, and English both be mediums of instruction in public schools. The Ministry
also mentions that mother tongues can be used as the medium of instruction in
primary schools (Phyak & Ojha 2019). However, parental demand and the belief,
mirrored throughout the Expanding Circle countries of Asia, that English opens the
door to international communication and participation in globalisation (Kirkpatrick
& Liddicoat 2019) has actually resulted in most state schools following private
schools in making English the medium of instruction. Secondary schools fear they
will lose pupils to the private sector if they offer only Nepali-medium education.
This does not mean, of course, that English is necessarily being learned. As the
authors of a recent Nepalese study “Medium of Instruction and Languages for
Education” reported:
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The lack of books and materials, or even of teachers who speak English, does
not seem to have cautioned schools away from embarking on the change. In
reality, most “English medium” schools would seem to be using Nepali quite
extensively alongside English, but without the benefits of a planned approach
to bilingual teaching. Training and resourcing for English falls vastly short of
what is required, even to achieve effective teaching of English as a subject
(Seel et al., 2015: xii, cited in Phyak & Ojha 2019)

This tension between a desire to enhance mother-tongue based multilingual
education to preserve the linguistic diversity of the country and the neoliberal
agenda which promotes English as the language of education which will offer
pathway to participation in globalisation is reflected in many other countries.

To turn now to the countries that make up the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN), Table 2 below shows when English is first introduced into the
school curriculum in each of the ten countries.

Table 2
The National Language and English in Education in ASEAN
Country Medium of Instruction First Foreign Language (Year of Introduction)
Brunei* Malay and English English (primary 1 as Mol)
Burma Burmese English (primary 1)
Cambodia** Khmer English (primary 5) (French also offered)
Indonesia** Bahasa Indonesia English (secondary 1)
Laos Lao English (primary 3)
Malaysia Malay and Vernaculars English (from primary 1)
Philippines Local languages (until P3) English (from primary 1 as Mol)
Singapore English Malay/Mandarin/Tamil (primary 1)
Thailand Thai English (primary 1)
Vietnam** Vietnamese English (primary 3 in selected schools)

* The Arabic script, jawi, is introduced from primary 3
** Some bilingual education for minority groups in early primary
(Table adapted from Kirkpatrick & Liddicoat 2017)

Table 2 shows that English has become the second language of education (after
the respective national languages) in nine of the ten countries. In the tenth,
Singapore, English is the first language of education. The promotion of English as
a language of education is replicated across Asia. In a recent Handbook on
Language Education Policy in Asia (Kirkpatrick & Liddicoat 2019) the following
trends were identified:

(1) the promotion of the respective national language as a symbol of national
identity and unity;

(i1) the promotion of English as the second language of education;

(ii1) as a result of (ii), an increasing division between the “have” and “have
nots” as government schools often face shortages of qualitfied English teachers and
lack access to suitable materials;
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(iv) limited support for indigenous languages in education, and often they are
present in policy documents but not in reality;

(v) as aresult of (i1) and (iv) many children are having to learn in languages
they do not understand.

A notable exception to proving limited support to indigenous languages is the
Outer Circle country, The Philippines, where 19 of the nation’s 170 or so languages
have been introduced as mediums of instruction for the first three years of primary
school (Young & Igcalinos 2019). However, the national language, Filipino, and
English remain the major languages of secondary education, and English the
primary language of higher education.

Indonesia is also unique in that it is the only one of the ten countries of ASEAN
that does not make English a compulsory subject in primary school. Indonesia is
the most linguistically diverse nation in Asia, being home to more than
700 languages. Given Indonesia’s diversity, size, and recent decentralisation
policies, it is hard to know how many of these languages are actually being taught
in a systematic way. Kohler (2019) reports that some of the larger languages, such
as Sundanese and Javanese, are taught in secondary schools. Local languages with
fewer speakers, such as Buginese, are also taught in some areas where Buginese is
the native language, but not in all such areas. Yet, despite its not being a compulsory
subject in primary schools, English is also the second language of education in
Indonesia, and there is evidence that it is being adapted by Indonesians to reflect
their own cultural norms and values. For example, some pesantren (schools which
are attached to mosques) are teaching English for Islamic purposes (Fahrudin
2013). As an example, when speaking about future plans, students are taught to end
their English sentence or utterance with “Insya Allah” (Allah willing), thus
conforming to Muslim practice in noting that all plans are subject to the will of
Allah. Indonesians also understand the important role English can play in telling
the world about Indonesian cultures and values. In a study in which she surveyed
attitudes of a sub-section of Indonesians towards English, Dewi (2012) interviewed
staff from a number of universities in Yogyakarta, including Islamic, Christian, and
secular institutions. Generally speaking, the respondents reported that English was
useful in allowing their voices to be heard, as these three typical responses indicate:

“I learn English because I want to be heard.”

“English can boost our confidence as a nation.”

“English makes me more confident I do not feel inferior anymore.”
(Dewi 2012: 16-17).

None of the respondents saw English as a threat to their religion or way of life.
Indeed, the Muslim respondents noted that

“[English] is also necessary for us to master English for proselytising,”
“English helps the development of my religion,” and
English can deliver information about my religion” (Dewi 2012: 22).
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Therefore, far from simply being a foreign language learned in schools,
English has become adopted and adapted by speakers from the traditional
Expanding Circle countries of Asia for their own needs. A recent edited volume
Teacher Education for English as a Lingua Franca: Perspectives from Indonesia
(Zein 2018) provides evidence as to how English is becoming a language of Asia.
The authors of one chapter (Musthafa, Hamied & Zein 2018) make a number of
recommendations for re-imagining English in the Indonesian and Asian context.
These include re-orienting the objectives of English language education in
Indonesia. Such an adjustment would involve switching the focus of the classroom
from Inner-Circle varieties of English to regional varieties and the use of English
as a lingua franca. It would also involve developing students’ intercultural literacy
with regard to regional cultures (and, of course, that of their teachers). The authors
also recommend that Pre-service teacher education prepare teachers with exposure
to the varieties of English used in ASEAN in order to show that communication can
be accomplished without adherence to native-speaking norms.

I shall return to the implications of how the roles of English have changed in
the Expanding Circle countries of Asia in the third part of this article. Here I turn
to describing how English, as noted by Musthafa et al. above, is becoming
increasingly used as a lingua franca among Asian multilinguals across Asia.

3. The role of English as a Lingua Franca

I start this section of the article by quoting from Graddol’s Afterword in his
book English Next: India:

Throughout India, there is an extraordinary belief, amongst almost all castes
and classes, in both rural and urban areas, in the transformative power of
English. English is seen not just as a useful skill, but as a symbol of a better
life, a pathway out of poverty and oppression.... How can the benefits of
English be enjoyed without damaging the potential that India’s
multilingualism brings, as a source of unique identity in a globalised world,
of cultural richness, and an important future economic resource? (Graddol
2010: 124)

I have referred to this tension between the apparent benefits of English and
those of multilingualism when discussing the role of English in Nepal above, and
I shall return to this issue in the third section of this article. Here I note that this
“extraordinary belief ...in the transformative power of English” is shared across
many of the countries of Asia. This is one reason why ASEAN has made English
the sole working language of the group. Article 34 of the ASEAN Charter, which
was signed in 2009, simply states, “The working language shall be English”
(Kirkpatrick 2010). The importance attached to English was stressed in a speech in
2013 by the then Director General of ASEAN, Le Luong Minh:

With the diversity in ASEAN reflected in our diverse histories, races, cultures
and belief systems, English is an important and indispensable tool to bring our
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Community closer together. [...] Used as the working language of ASEAN,
English enables us to interact with other ASEAN colleagues in our formal
meetings as well as day-today communications. [...] In order to prepare our
students and professionals in response to all these ASEAN integration efforts,
among other measures, it is imperative that we provide them with
opportunities to improve their mastery of the English language, the language
of our competitive global job market, the lingua franca of ASEAN (ASEAN
2013).

In addition, therefore, to the beliefs in the transformative power of English, by
making English the sole working language of the group, ASEAN has provided a
further important motivation for the peoples of ASEAN to learn English. The result,
as illustrated in Table 2 above, is that English has become the second language of
education of nine of the ten member nations of the group and the first language of
education in Singapore. But the role of English as a lingua franca extends far
beyond ASEAN. English has also become the working language of extended
regional groups, including the so-called ASEAN + 3, comprising ASEAN and
China, Japan, and Korea, and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum
(APEC), comprising 21 countries, the 13 of ASEAN + 3 along with Australia,
Canada, Chile, Mexico, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Russia, and the
United States. APEC issued a statement as long ago as 2003 urging member
countries “to undertake measures to provide adequate knowledge and practical use
of English as a working language within the APEC region” (Lazaro & Medalla
2004: 278).

To illustrate how English is actually being used as a lingua franca in these
ASEAN/Asian contexts, a number of examples are provided below. These excerpts
are all taken from the Asian Corpus of English, a corpus of the naturally occurring
use of English as an Asian lingua franca. ACE is freely accessible on line
(https://corpus.eduhk.hk/ace). The first two examples discuss language and how the
speakers view language and identity. In the first extract, a Bruneian of Chinese
ethnicity (S2) is talking about her language journey as she describes the languages
she grew up with and how she came to study English. The other participants are a
Filipina (S1), a Thai male (S3) and a Vietnamese female (S4). SX indicates that it
is not possible to determine who is speaking. SX-f means it is a female speaking,
but that it is not possible to determine which one.

)

S2: my first language when i fam- when i'm at home in the family are actually
dialect chinese dialects i speak a few languages well i speak to my father in a
different dialect i speak to my mother in a different dialect-kay so that is when
1 am at the age of one one to three one to four

SX-family

S3: chinese dialect

S1: growing

S4: mhm
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S2: so two dialects growing at the same time and at the same time our
neighbours spoke malay
S4: mhm
S3: mhm
S2: we live in an area where there were a lot of malays there were a lot of
malays li- living in the area as well
S1: your mother's chinese
S2: my father's chinese my mother is chinese
S4: mhm
S2: erm so but we spo- i spoke dialect chinese: so i had so i grew up with a lot
of languages around me
S1: that's interesting
S2: and i don't i don't actually remember
SX-f: (laughter)
S2: how i i only knew that i was drilled in grammar but erm i felt for
a ve- very long time that even when i was i can still think back and i was in
kindergarten i could understand the teacher
SX-f: okay
S1: uh-huh
S4: hm
S2: and she spoke erm english
SX-f: hm
S2: at that time so it wasn't a major difficulty because i was so small and so
young
S1: eah yeah so what would you say is er what is your first language now
S2: definitely english now i mean english has become i think in english i
S3: English english
SX-f: (laughter)
S4: so you have so you have your mo- mother tongue father tongue
SX-(laughter)
S2: in the language 1 use most
S1: neighbourhood tongue
(Kirkpatrick 2021: in press)

In this excerpt, S2 recounts that she grew up speaking different dialects of
Chinese — the dialects spoken by her mother and father. At the same time, the
language of her neighbours was Malay and then she learned English at school. In
other words, she grew up multilingual speaking (at least) four languages. She
concludes by saying that English is now her strongest language.

In the second example, a Malay female of Chinese ethnicity is talking to an
Indonesian male about the daughter of a mutual friend who has recently left for
England where she will train as an English teacher.

()

S2: and she's she is been: er: england before or not she's been in england before
or not

S1: yes: been
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S2: yah been she has been in england before or not

S1: before yes she's stu er: she was study there

S2: uh-huh you sure

S1: yah:

S2: er i just last time we go to her room then i saw her daughter's picture

daughter daughter's

S1: she graduated in england

S2: hh

S1: for the undergraduate

S2: o:h that's why she's:

S1: yah for the degree program that's why

S2: yah she speaks

S1: she can speak

S2: alot yah

S1: english properly

S2: mhm

S1: and then even she cannot speak malay (laughter)

S2: she cannot

S1: she cannot er i mean she can but not fluently yah

S2: just a few oh

S1: she cannot speak engli- er:: malay fluently

S2: she's still here or she's already

S1: she's still here she she's: she teaches the: english course
(Kirkpatrick 2021: in press)

While both participants agree that their friend’s daughter speaks excellent
English (she can speak it “properly”), they also note that she is not fluent in her
mother tongue, Malay. In both these examples of the use of English as a lingua
franca, we can see that the learning of English means that other languages in the
speaker’s repertoire may be weakening, representing how the tension between
English and multilingualism is reflected in the real lives of people. But, at the same
time, they illustrate how widespread the use of English has become in these contexts

These two examples present relatively informal conversations between
acquaintances. The next example is more formal. It is taken from a Chinese current-
affairs television programme. The host, Tian Wei (S1), is interviewing Najib Razak
(S2), who was the Prime Minister of Malaysia at the time of the interview. The
interview was conducted entirely in English and was destined for a Mainland
Chinese audience, and thus provides further evidence for the increasing role of
English in China.

3)
S1: Mister Prime Minister welcome to our dialogue
S2: thank you

After a wide-ranging discussion, the interviewer raises the issue of ignoring
difficult topics being part of Asian culture. Prime Minister Najib first agrees, but
then adds that it is also a practical way of dealing with problems.
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(3 cont.)
S2: I agree with you I think er if there are some rather intractable problem or
seemingly intractable problems then we should put those problems aside put
those problems on the back burner for a while you know and and work on
things that can lead to: results
S1:is it in Asian culture?
S2: yeah it's part of Asian cul but it's it's a very pragmatic way of looking at
things ‘cos if you can't solve the problem er you know put it aside and and
look at into other areas that you can really build on and build on that
relationship and if the relationship gets stronger and stronger and stronger er
you know the problem that you wanted to attend to earlier probably would not
be so unbearable or so un- insurmountable when you look at it sometime in
the future.

(Kirkpatrick 2021: in press)

The Asian Corpus of English contains many more examples of the way English
is currently being used as a lingua franca among Asian multilinguals. I have
included these three examples to give readers a flavour of the way English as a
lingua franca is being used and to illustrate how English has become far more than
simply a “foreign” language restricted to the language classroom in the Expanding
Circle countries of Asia. Far from being simply a classroom-based foreign
language, English has developed wide-ranging roles not only within Outer Circle
countries but also within Expanding Circle countries. And it has become the major
lingua franca of the region. In his 1998 article “English as an Asian Language”
Kachru noted that English was usually described as being a language in Asia, but
not of Asia. Kachru then lists five uses of English in Asia (1998: 102-3). They are:

(1) as a vehicle of linguistic communication across distinct linguistic and
cultural groups;

(i1) as a nativised medium for articulating local identities within and across
Asia;

(ii1) as one of the Pan-Asian languages of creativity;

(iv)as a language that has developed its own subvarieties indicating
penetration at various levels;

(v) as a language that continues to elicit a unique love-hate relationship that,
nevertheless, has not seriously impeded its spread, function and prestige.

In discussing the current myriad uses of English within and between the
Expanding Circle countries in a range of contexts from informal to formal and
which include the five uses listed by Kachru above, we can conclude that English
1s now not only a language in Asia but of Asia. In the third section of the article |
shall consider the implications of this for the teaching of English and language
education policy in Asia’s Expanding Circle.

4. Implications for pedagogy and policy

One of the recommendations that Musthafa, Hamied, and Zein (2018) made
was for English to be re-oriented away from Inner Circle varieties of English to
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regional varieties and the use of English as a lingua franca. As English is being used
as a lingua franca, it makes sense to teach it as one. I have recently developed a set
of five principles for adopting a lingua franca approach to the teaching of English
in this context (Kirkpatrick 2018, 2021) which I repeat here with a brief explanation
for each of the five principles. The first two principles echo three of Kachru’s
famous six fallacies, namely that the goal of English learning is to interact with
native speakers, to learn about British or American cultural values and to adopt
native models of English (Kachru 1992: 357 f¥).

Principle 1: The native speaker of English is not the linguistic target. Mutual
intelligibility is the goal.

I have illustrated how English is operating in the Expanding Circles of Asia
and noted that there are as many Expanding Circle users of English in Asia as there
are native speakers of it worldwide. I have also shown how English is being used
as a lingua franca not only between Asian multilinguals from the Expanding Circle
countries but across Asia as a whole. It follows that Asian multilinguals are more
likely to be using English with their fellow Asian multilinguals than with native
speakers. The goal of English learning and teaching should, therefore, be to ensure
successful communication among Asian multilinguals. Familiarity with the English
used by Asian multilinguals becomes more important than familiarity with native
speaker varieties of English. The ability to make oneself understood becomes more
important than approximating native speaker models of English. The primary goal
of learning and teaching English is to ensure one can understand and, in turn, be
understood by fellow Asian multilinguals. Hence, the principle states that mutual
intelligibility among Asian multilinguals is a more important goal than
approximating a native speaker’s variety of English.

Principle 2: The native speaker’s culture is not the cultural target.
Intercultural competence in relevant cultures is the goal.

Following on from the above, as Asian multilinguals are most likely to be using
English with their fellow multilinguals, it is the cultures which are associated with
these Asian multilinguals that become important for learners of English in which to
become knowledgeable. For example, Indonesians speaking to Chinese need to
know more about each other’s cultures than they do about American, Australian or
British cultures. Leaners need to become familiar with the cultures of the people
they are most likely to be interacting in English with. Hence the principle prioritises
developing inter cultural competence in relevant cultures as more important than
developing knowledge about native speakers’ cultures.

Principle 3: Local multilinguals who are suitably trained provide the most
appropriate English language teachers.

As mutual intelligibility and intercultural competence in relevant cultures
become the major goals of the learning and teaching of English in this context,

563



Andy Kirkpatrick. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 551—568

English teachers who share or are familiar with their learners’ linguistic and cultural
backgrounds become appropriate teachers of English for Asian multilinguals. They
need, of course to be well-trained as teachers of English and possess valid
qualifications.

Principle 4: Lingua franca environments provide excellent learning
environments for lingua franca speakers.

Learners of English whose main aim is to communicate with fellow Asian
multilinguals would benefit more by studying in true lingua franca environments
rather than travelling to countries of the Inner Circle in order to develop their
English proficiency. True lingua franca environments are those where English is
used naturally as a lingua franca. These include places such as the Philippines,
Malaysia and Hong Kong. Indeed, the Philippines has become a popular place for
many Asian students to develop their English. Besides the cheaper cost of studying
in the Philippines, students are likely to feel more comfortable using English in such
an environment, not least because of the absence of the native speaker. In a recent
study of university students in Hong Kong, Sung (2017) reported that local English
majors felt that they were confident users of English when conversing with fellow
non-native speakers of English, but they felt they were learners of English when
conversing with native speakers, and worried about making mistakes. Hence,
Principle 4 recommends lingua franca environments as suitable places for Asian
multilinguals to develop their English skills.

Principle 5: Assessment must be relevant to the context.

I shall not say too much about Principle 5 here (see Kirkpatrick 2018, 2021 for
more detail, also see Newbold 2018, Tsagari & Kouvdou 2018) except to stress that
if we teach English as a lingua franca, we must assess it as lingua franca.
Assessment must be valid and reliable.

These five principles frame a lingua franca approach to the teaching and
learning of English in the Expanding Circle countries of Asia. Similar approaches
for different contexts have been proposed by scholars such as Dewey (2012),
Galloway and Rose (2018), Sifakis and Tsantila (2018), and Matsuda (2019).

I want to conclude this section by considering some of the implications of the
increased role of English for language education policy. As was exemplified in
Table 2 above, the great majority of countries of Asia have prioritised English as
the second language of education. Ministries have also been introducing English
earlier and earlier into the school curriculum in the belief that, with regard to
language learning, “the earlier the better.” Despite many scholars arguing against
this position (e.g., Benson 2008, Kirkpatrick 2010, Coleman 2011) this belief
remains resilient. This is unfortunate, as not only does the early introduction of
English lead to children failing to learn English, the consequent lack of attention to
indigenous languages and their neglect as languages of education also results in
children having to learn content subjects in a language they do not understand, a
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trend reported in the study of language education policy across Asia (Kirkpatrick
& Liddicoat 2019). I have argued elsewhere (Kirkpatrick 2010) that English can
quite reasonably be delayed until secondary school, allowing primary schools to
focus on developing literacy in the national language and, where relevant and
practical, the child’s home language. Language education policy in the region needs
to move from prioritising both the national language and English, and to provide
for conditions favourable to the development of literacy in local languages and
English (Sah 2020). Children could thus graduate from secondary school, confident
in their home and the national language while also being functionally proficient in
English. At present, too many children are failing to learn both English and content
subjects in primary school, at great emotional and economic cost to themselves,
their families, their communities, and their respective nations as a whole.

5. Conclusion

In this article I have illustrated how, far from simply being a foreign language
learned in schools, English in the Expanding Circle countries of Asia is playing
ever-increasing and diverse roles. I have exemplified uses of English both from the
perspective from within countries and between them, and given some examples
from the Asian Corpus of English (ACE) of how English is being used as a lingua
franca by Asian multilinguals. These examples illustrate how Expanding Circle
Englishes express the linguacultural identity of their users (Proshina 2019). I have
put forward five principles for the adoption of a lingua franca approach to English
teaching in light of these developments. At the same time, [ have argued that this
increasing role of English and its perceived importance in these contexts means that
governments are, not unnaturally, prioritising English as the primary language of
education and introducing it earlier and earlier into the curriculum. As a result,
indigenous languages are being neglected as languages of education. I have
therefore argued that language education policies should be revised in ways that
would allow primary schools to focus on the national and relevant indigenous
language(s), leaving the introduction of English to the secondary school. This
would leave ample time for students to become functionally proficient in the
language that is likely to play a greater and greater role in the Expanding Circle
countries of Asia for the foreseeable future.

© Andy Kirkpatrick, 2020
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commons
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HayyHas cTaTbA

UcToku poHeTHYECKOI BAPUATUBHOCTH aHIJIMMCKOTO A3bIKA
BocTo4YHO# A3UH CKBO3b NPU3MY (POHOJIOTMH 3aUMCTBOBAHUI

B.JI. BABbAJIOBA

JlanbHEeBOCTOUHBIN (heiepanbHbli YHUBEPCUTET
Braousocmox, Poccus

AHHOTANMA

OnuH U3 KIIFOUEBBIX BOIPOCOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C N3yYCHUEM BAPHAHTOB aHIIIMIICKOTO SI3bIKa B «PACILIU-
PSIFOLIEMCS KpYTe», KacaeTcsi 0COOCHHOCTEH nX (POHETHUECKON OpraHu3aluy, B KOTOpOoi Hanbosee
SIBHO MOXET IPOCIIEKHBATHCS «IPUCYTCTBUE» POJIHOTO s3bIKa TOBOPALIMX. B naHHOM craThe
HCCIIETYIOTCSI SIBIICHHS SI3BIKOBOTO KOHTAKTa, MOPOXKIAIONINE BO3MOXKHOE IIPOHUKHOBEHUE CTPYK-
TYpHO-(OYHKIIMOHAJIBHBIX (POHETHYECKHUX NMPU3HAKOB OJHOTO S3bIKa B Jpyro# (mo tumy 51 > £12)
1 ONpesesomue creuduKy 3ByKOBOTO CTPOS aHITIMHCKOTO s3bIKa BocTouno# Asun. Onmpasich
Ha OOIIyl0 TeopHuio (OHOIOTHH 3aMMCTBOBaHWH, aBTOpP paccMaTpuBaeT (OHOrpaPHUCCKYFO
aIaNTai0 AHTIMHCKUX JIEKCEM, NMPUHHIMAEMbIX BOCTOYHOA3MATCKUMH SI3BIKAMM, KaK OJUH W3
Hanbonee TOCTOBEPHBIX UCTOYHHUKOB JAHHBIX, KOTOPBIE MOATBEPKAAIOT MPUPORY (HOHETHIECKON
BapHAaTUBHOCTH B aHTJIIMHICKOIN peyl KUTAMCKHUX, KOPEHCKHUX U AMOHCKUX OWJIMHIBOB B CPaBHEHUH
¢ pycckoroBopammmi. bazoBas MeTonMKa BKJIIOYAET CPABHUTENBHBIN aHAIN3 aHIVIMICKUX 3aUM-
crBoBaHuil (7 =200 st KaXJOro 53bIKa), OTOOPAHHBIX M3 CIOBApHBIX MCTOYHHKOB, M PEUCBBIX
00pa31oB, 00HAPYKMBAEMBIX B KOPITyCe aHIIIMIICKOI peur HOCHUTEINEH PyCCKOTro M BOCTOYHOA3HAT-
CKHX S3bIKOB, COOpaHHOM B X071e Oojiee paHHero nccienosanus. [oaydyeHHbIe pe3ynbTaThl J0Ka3bl-
BalOT CYIIECTBOBAHWE THIOJOTMYECKON KOPpEISIHH JIBYX (OpM (POHOIOIHMYECKOTo IepeHoca:
MIPOSIBIISIIOILIETOCS,, B OJTHOM ciydae, B (oHOrpaduyecKod ajanTalvy 3aMMCTBOBAHHOTO CIIOBA,
B APYTOM — B ()OHOJIOTUH HEPOJHOTO ISl OMIIMHTBA SA3bIKA. Pemrarontyro posis B 000X JTMHTBUCTH-
YEeCKHNX KOHTEKCTaX UrParoT OrPaHWYCHHUS POAHOTO (IPUHIMAIOIIETO) sI3bIKa HA CJIOTOBOM YPOBHE,
MOCKOJIBKY, Oyaydn (hyHIaMEHTAIbHON eIMHMIICH Pedes3bIKOBOM CHCTEMBI, CJIOT 00ecrednBaeT
(YHKIMOHMPOBAaHHE CEIMEHTHBIX M CYNPAcerMEHTHBIX (DOHOJIOTHYECKHX CpeiacTB. B cuiry
CYIIECTBEHHbIX THIIOJOTMYECKUX OTIMYMN CIOTOBOTO KOJAa AHIJION3BIYHBIE 3aUMCTBOBAHMS
B HICCIIEAYEMBIX A3bIKax BocTouHO# A3nu 0OHapyXHMBAIOT IPU3HAKHU PETYIAPHON CIIOTO-pPUTMHUYEC-
CKOW pECcerMeHTAlUM; MPU 3TOM CXOJHbIE TpaHC(opMalUK HMEIOT MECTO B aHIIIMHCKOW pedn
owtnreoB u3 Kuras, Pecniyonuku Kopes m Snonun. B cBoro ouepenp, Onmaromapst 00ibliei
OJIM30CTH aHTIIMHCKOTO U PYCCKOTO SI3BIKOB B YaCTH (POHOJIOTUUECKOM THITOJIOTHH CJIOTa, OpraHu3a-
LUl 3aMMCTBOBAaHUH M3 aHIVIMHCKOTO S3bIKa, KaK M aHTJIMICKasi peub PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX KOMMYHH-
KaHTOB MEHEE I0/IBEPKEHA CIIOT0-PUTMHIECKUM MepECTPOHKaM.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: gocmounoazuamckue 8apuanmyl aHIUUCKO20 A3bIKA, PYCCKUU AH2TUUCKUL,
gonemuueckasn sapuamuernocms, QoHonocuveckas mpancgepenyus, gonoepapuueckas adanma-
Yust 3aUMCME0BAHULL, PeCUIIabayus 6 peduu Ha UHOCMPAHHOM A3bIKE

Jns uuTupoBaHus:

Zavyalova V.L. Tracing the roots of phonetic variation in East Asian Englishes through loan
phonology. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 569-588. DOI:
10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-569-588

1. Introduction

An integral attribute of the Expanding Circle varieties of English which is
easily spotted in global English-mediated communication contexts is their phonetic
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variations, which help the listener to rather effortlessly identify the primary
language (L1) background of a speaker. This is due to the natural immersion of
L1 phonology into a bilingual’s secondary (L2) phonological system. Phonological
transfer is one of numerous language-transfer manifestations accompanying
secondary language acquisition. According to Lado (1957: 2), “individuals tend to
transfer the forms and meanings, and the distribution of forms and meanings of their
native language and culture to the foreign language and culture -- both productively
when attempting to speak the language and to act in the culture, and receptively
when attempting to grasp and understand the language and the culture as practiced
by natives.” Nowadays the term fransfer, being interpreted as both positive and
negative L1-upon-L2 influence, covers various linguistic contexts in which
speakers shift elements from their mother tongue to L2. These include pidgin and
creole development, language convergence, language attrition, code switching and
mixing, etc. Loanword phonology, known as “a study of how languages adapt
foreign words within their phonological systems™ (Crystal 2008: 287), has also been
typically attributable to transfer (Broselow 2000). Dictionary of Linguistics and
Phonetics defines a loan as ““a linguistic unit (usually a lexical item) which has come
to be used in a language or dialect other than the one where it originated” (Crystal
2008: 286). According to the dictionary, several types of loan process have been
identified, with loan words being recognized as the type “where both form and
meaning are borrowed, or ‘assimilated,” with some adaptation to the phonological
system of the new language” (Crystal 2008: 286).

The general theory of loan phonology distinguishes two transfer types
depending on the direction of cross-linguistic influence, namely, borrowing
(“recipient language agentivity”, 1.e. the assimilation of foreign elements by the
speakers’ native language) and imposition (‘“‘source language agentivity,” i.e.
influence of a speaker’s native language structures on the second language) (Van
Coetsem 1988: 3). Many researchers have argued that via these bidirectional
transfer manifestations, loanword phonology can provide data on the phonological
constraints in the recipient language that are not necessarily evident in native
phonology (Hyman 1970, Kawahara 2008, Kang 2010, Hyman & Plank 2018).
More recently, linguists have started to reflect on loanword phonology as a source
of evidence that is comparable to L2 phonological evidence (De Jong & Cho 2012,
Gut, Fuchs & Wunder 2015). However, the comparative methodology of loan
phonology vs. L2 phonology has not been widely adopted in linguistics, nor has it
been employed to describe the phonologies of world Englishes. This is most likely
because internal phonology and phonotactics of the borrowing language alone
cannot account for all the cases of transfer manifestation because some languages
develop, as Smith (2009: 155) puts it, “a loanword-specific adaptation strategy.”

This article aims to show that much of the account of loanword phonographic
adaptation (imposition phenomena) runs in direct parallel with the phonetic and/or
phonological evidence from L2 speech production and perception, while the
processes of adjusting the loanword into a new phonological system, and
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developing L2 phonological categories in L2 acquisition are both confronted with
the primary necessity to satisfy the constraints of the native language. This, in its
turn, results in forming the idiomaticity of loanword sound forms and of
L2 phonology, respectively, since in any case of phonological contact, when a
language runs into a phonological structure that does not have a representation in
its phonology, the phenomena of phonological transfer occur. Another ground on
which the analogy between loan phonology and L2 phonology can be drawn is the
likelihood of loan adaptation being partially performed by “advanced L2 speakers”
(Calabrese & Wetzels 2009: 51). Linguists argue that if this occurs, the loan
phonology might be “filtered” by L2 English perception (ibid.), which implies even
more similarities, though accrued otherwise.

Honna (2006) stresses a great influx of English loanwords in the languages of
East Asia. In the process of borrowing from the English-dominated global culture,
the recipient languages adjust the sound form (along with the meaning) of English
loanwords' according to their own phonological rules. In most cases, speakers
attempt to approximate English sounds by choosing the acoustic equivalent that
most closely correlates with phonemes or phonemic sequences (or other units)
available in the recipient language (Calabrese & Wetzels 2009: 11). The recipient
sound system quite often comes into natural conflict with that of the source
language, at the same time seeking a compromise, which results in certain phonetic
“fine-tuning” of the loanword in its new linguistic domain. Transferring
L1 phonological patterns in loan words may involve not only segmental changes
but also L1-specific syllable restructuring, stress assignment, etc. In this article, we
assert that comparable adjustments take place when late bilinguals from East Asia
acquire the idiomatic phonetic system of the English language. As Berent
(2013: 10) states, “we instinctively extend the phonological pattern of our language
to all inputs, and when violators are detected, we automatically recode them as licit
forms.” Hence, there is the likelihood of interlanguage formation in L2 learning,
which may eventually become fossilized (Selinker & Lamendella 1980). According
to Major (2001: 81), interlanguage usually contains three groups of components:
those transferred from L1 and L2, and universals. Our assumption is that that similar
elements can be found in loan phonology as well.

2. Problem statement

By using relative data from our study on loanword phonology compared to
second language phonology this article aims to show that there exist observable
traits of likeness and overall correlation of the two transfer types. The specific
methods of phonographic adaptation of English loanwords in Chinese, Japanese,

! According to Crystal (2008: 286), of the several types of loan process that have been
recognized (loan words, loan blends, and loan shifts), loan words constitute the category “where
both FORM and MEANING are borrowed, or ‘assimilated,” with some adaptation to the
PHONOLOGICAL system of the new language.”
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Korean, and Russian are matched up to to the corresponding phonological features
identified in East Asian Englishes and Russian English.

The focus in both aspects of our research is laid upon the fundamental
linguistic unit, the syllable, given that the structure of the syllable (or mora in
Japanese) to a great extent determines the entire organization of speech in any
language. For example, Randolph (1989) provides reliable evidence on the
influence of syllable-based constraints on properties of English sounds, while
Selkirk (1982) shows that principles of syllabification interact with rules of stress
assignment, etc. At the same time, linguists have demonstrated the key role the
syllable plays in the perception of speech. Knowledge of the phonological rules of
how syllables and syllable sequences are organized on the part of the listeners is
crucial for their ability to decode the speech continuum (Massaro 1972, Nusbaum
& DeGroot 1991).

We proceed from the basic assumption that syllabic and rhythmic adaptation
of English loanwords is indicative of the borrowing language’s phonology, which,
in another language-contact context, demands syllable code-copying alteration in
this or that English variety. The choice of East Asian languages, Russian, and
English, as well as the corresponding varieties of English, as a research focus for
comparative investigation was guided by the fact that English and Russian, on the
one hand, and Chinese, Japanese and Korean, on the other, are typologically and
genetically distant from one another. Hence, the languages under study have
different types of syllable matrices’ formations and functions, and they are also
different in terms of their rhythmic organization, the major distinction being stress-
timing versus syllable (or mora)-timing (see, e.g., Bondarenko et al. 2007). Russian,
a language that allows complex consonant clustering in the syllable onset and coda
positions, and exhibits stress-timing prototype in rhythm (Auer 1993, Zavyalova
2018), is taken as an example of a language genetically and typologically close to
English, to show the contrast in both English loanword adaptation and L2 (Russian
English) production.

3. METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS

The present study of phonetic variation in East Asian Englishes through loan
phonology employs a complex methodology including general descriptive and
comparative, as well as experimental (auditory and instrumental) phonetic methods.
Since we consistently compare the newly obtained data with the findings of our
earlier group research project on phonetic variation in East Asian Englishes
(Bondarenko et al. 2007), it is important to outline methodological basis for those
findings and the key results of that investigation.

Initially, major dissimilarities in the syllable and rhythmic structures of the
languages under study (English and a group of East Asian languages, compared to
Russian) which were thought likely to cause the phenomenon of phonological
transfer in different situations of language contact were revealed via the review and
comparison of descriptive studies of the appropriate phonological systems. Table 1
below demonstrates the most salient syllable-related features:
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Table 1
Syllable-related differences in English (Inner Circle Model) vs
languages of East Asia compared to Russian (Expanding Circle Models)
English East Asian languages Russian
(1) |phonetically determined|morphologically determined syllable| c¢f. |phonetically
syllable division; division (Ch.)%; phonetically determined determined  syllable
+ “graphic rule”-based syllable division” division;

(Kor.)}; mora determined syllable weight
and syllable division (Jap.)*
(2) |prevalence of closed|prevalence of open (unchecked)| cf. |prevalence of open

(checked) syllables|syllables (CV-type); (unchecked) syllables
(CVC>-type); (CV-type);

(3) |partly limited sound|strictly limited sound distribution within| c¢f. |partly limited sound
distribution within|syllable boundaries (syllable-final distribution within
syllable boundaries; consonant prohibition/restriction); syllable boundaries;

(4) |stress-timed rhythm|syllable-timed rhythm (Ch, Kor); mora-| c¢f. |stress-timed rhythm.
and relative isochrony. [timed rhythm (Jap).

To explore the syllabic and prosodic organization of East Asian Englishes
(compared to Russian English), we designed a multi-stage methodology to allow
for the analysis of non-native speech production and perception, as well as for the
experimental study of these processes.

Speech Production research required collecting English speech corpora (see
Korpus... 2011):

(1) A subset of English speech samples read by native speakers of Chinese,
Korean, Japanese, and Russian (35-40 subjects in each language; aged 17-25;
senior University students majoring in English at Dalian University of Foreign
Languages, China; Hokuriku University, Japan; Kyungnam University, Republic
of Korea; Far Eastern Federal University, Russia; L2 skills — intermediate),
collected in order to identify phonetic features in corresponding non-native English
varieties.

(2) A subset of English speech samples read by American speakers
(8 subjects; aged 30-55; visiting professors and fellow scholars at Far Eastern
Federal University, Russia). The samples included: a) the same English texts as
read by East Asian and Russian participants to be further employed as patterns for
comparison with non-native samples, and b) specially designed texts, partially
borrowed from Chwat® (1994), containing potential phonetic difficulties, to be

2 To indicate the languages, the following abbreviations are used: Ch. for Chinese, Kor. for
Korean, Jap. for Japanese, Rus. for Russian, and Eng. for English.

3 The grouping of letters in the Korean alphabet (Hangeul) is syllable-oriented, i.e. vowel and
consonant letters are put together to form syllable blocks. Such a writing system is called alpha-
syllabic.

4 In the traditional Japanese writing system (Hiragana) each symbol represents a mora; a
syllable may contain one or two morae.

5 C stands for consonant; V for vowel.

¢ Program for Accent Elimination employed at The Sam Chwat Speech Center, New York
http://www.samchwatspeechcenter.com
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further used as stimuli in the experiment on native English speech perception by
East Asian bilinguals’.

Speech Perception research included the following steps:

(3) Auditory analysis of the elicited non-native English speech samples by two
categories of subjects: American speakers (who previously participated in our
Speech Production research), and Russian teachers of English Phonetics (5 subjects;
aged 25-55; Far Eastern Federal University, Russia), for assessing the degree of
English language proficiency of the subjects and determining the scope of phonetic
variation. As a result, three groups of English speakers were identified by the
listeners, namely, basilectal®, mesolectal, and acrolectal. Phonetic variation features
(compared to native American speech samples) were further examined only for
mesolectal non-native speech samples on the assumption that phonetic
representations of foreign accent would be most salient in speakers with
intermediate L2 command, since at this level of L2 proficiency bilinguals tend to
use appropriate grammar and vocabulary, still displaying rather strong
L1 phonological transfer.

(4) Auditory analysis of the American English speech samples by East Asian
and Russian participants (35—40 speakers in each language; aged 17-25). The
experiment elicited numerous cases of perceptual resegmentation of the stimuli on
the part of East Asian bilinguals. This part of the experiment was critically
important for our research since we treat speech perception and production as more
or less isomorphic processes that together can unveil a host of phonetic difficulties
in L2 acquisition attributed to transfer. Moreover, the data obtained has clear
implications for understanding loan phonology as it appears to be largely dependent
on L2 perception of bilinguals, who carry out language borrowing.

Finally, to support our theoretical findings on the likelihood of syllable-related
phonological transfer in different situations of contact between English and East
Asian languages (compared to Russian) and to prove the validity of the Speech
Production and Speech Perception research, instrumental-phonetic methods with
elements of electro-acoustic analysis’ of speech samples were applied (Bondarenko
et al. 2007, Zavyalova 2018).

Based on the described research above, which provides the ground for our
hypothesis on the underlying syllable code conflict as a trigger of diverse
phonological transfer occurrences in East Asian varieties of English, the present

7 As speech production and speech perception are viewed as two inseparable modes of speech
interaction (Casserly & Pisoni 2010), both processes are relevant for the study of phonological
transfer in various situations of language contacts, including non-native speech and phonographic
adaptation of loanwords.

8 Basilect, mesolect, and acrolect are sociolinguistic terms, which in this context,
correspondingly, mean elementary, intermediate and advanced second-language proficiency levels.

° The computer program used in the research — Praat 5.0.5 — is a software program developed
by the Institute of Phonetic Sciences, University of Amsterdam; it is specially
designed for phoneticians to assist in analyzing acoustic features of speech
(http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/).
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study focuses on revealing correlative phonological transfer manifestations in
phonographic adaptations of English loanwords in East Asian languages, compared
to Russian. Firstly, we analyze the main syllabic rules in English as a donor
language and outline the restrictions for them in the recipient languages. To provide
examples and comparisons for the second part of our study, in which different types
of phonographic adjustments in loan phonology are grouped, a corpus of English
loanwords (200 in each recipient language) was formed. The sources include: Tuttle
New Dictionary of Loanwords in Japanese (Taeko 1994) and Online Japanese
Dictionary of Foreign Words (2016) for Japanese; the electronic dictionary ABBYY
Lingvo 12 Software (2006) and a list of loanwords by Hall-Lew (2002) for
Mandarin Chinese; National Academy of the Korean Language’s English-Korean
Dictionary (2016) for Korean; Vasmer’s Etymological Dictionary of the Russian
Language (Vasmer 1956) and Etimological Dictionary and Dictionary of
Anglicisms of the Russian Language (Dyakov 2010) for Russian. English
borrowings in East Asian languages are analyzed in Romanized spellings: Romaji'®,
Mandarin Pinyin, and Revised Romanization of Korean (RR), respectively. Their
counterparts in Russian, used for comparison, are spelled in Cyrillic!'. Parallels
with regular pronunciation patterns of English words found in the corresponding
varieties of English in our Russian-Asian speech corpus (or with phonetic forms
made up on the basis of previously revealed regularities) are drawn throughout the
description.

As our research was initially syllable-oriented, the choice of the English
loanwords to be used in the comparative analyses of phonographic adaptation
methods was determined by the complexity of syllable structure in the donor
language both in terms of consonant clustering in the onset and/or coda of the
syllable (CCV-, CCCV-, CVC-, CCVC-, CCCVC-, CVCC-, CCVCC-, CCCVCC-,
VC-, VCC-, VCCC- types), and of the phonotactic restrictions within a syllable,
with English syllable boundary characteristics being also taken into consideration.
According to Faircloth and Faircloth (1973: 78), the percentage of closed syllables
in English is estimated as follows: 30.22 (CVC), 16.34 (VC), 5.55 (CVCC),
2.84 (CCVC), 0.72 (VCC), 0.60 (CCVCC), 0.24 (CCCVO), 0.19 (Ccceveo),
0.12 (CVCCC), and 0.02 (CCVCCC). In contrast, East Asian languages under
study display strong and principled limitations on consonant clustering, both in
syllable onsets and codas. In Russian syllables, consonant clustering is allowed,
sequences of phonemes within the clusters following rules of syllable phonotactics.

One more difference between the borrowing languages under study is that
being syllabic by nature, East Asian languages tend to have a syllable restructuring
(resyllabification) constraint in polysyllabic words (Derwing et al. 1993), while the

10 Along with a special Latin script, Romaji, the Japanese language employs a special Katakana
syllabary to nativize loanwords it borrows from English and other European languages (gairaigo).

' The most common methods of borrowing foreign words into Russian are transcription (or
“transvocalization”), which requires closest phonetic correspondence of the source language sounds
and target language letters, and transliteration, which establishes letter-for-letter correspondences in
the source and target languages’ writing systems.
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phonemic character of the Russian language along with its synthetic typology
(Arakin 2005, Zavyalova etd al. 2016) allows for the syllable restructuring
phenomenon in polysyllabic derivatives: e.g., cmox (““(a) table”) /stol/ — CCVC, but
06a cmona (“two tables”) /sto.la/ — CCV.CV, cmonosuwiii (Adj., “relating to table”)
/sto.o.vyj/ — CCV.CV.CVS'?. In English, contrastively, syllable organization
displays a feature which demonstrates strong dependence of coda consonants on the
type of vowel nucleus in a syllable under stress: when the vowel is checked it
attracts the following consonant, forming a closed syllable. This phenomenon is
also known as nucleus-vowel-length-dependence'?: short vowels can occur only in
closed syllables. When the vowel nucleus under stress is long, the following
consonant forms the onset of the following unstressed syllable. See examples in
Table 2.

Table 2
Examples of syllable division dependence on nucleus vowel length
in British and American English (Cambridge Dictionaries Online 2019)
Checked vowle:l ;: ucleus in Types Free vowel nucleus in English Types
(Inner Z:g: Models) of Syllables (Inner Circle Models) of Syllables
(1) litter UK /'lit.a"/ US 'lit.a/ CVC.V  [of. |liter |UK/'li:.ta"/ US /'liv.ta/ Ccv.cv
CvC.V Cv.cv
(2) [coffee  |UK /'kof.i/ US /'ka:.fi/ CVC.V  |[cf. |caucus|UK /'ka:.kas/ US /'ka:.kas/ Ccv.cv
(cf.) Cv.cv Ccv.cv
(3) |[money |UK/'man.i/ US /'man.i/| CVC.V [cf. |[miner [UK /'mar:.na"/ US /'mar.na/ cv.cv
CvC.v Cv.cv
(4) lother  |UK /'A8.3"/ US /'Ad.2/ VC.V cf. lauthor|UK /'2:.83"/ US /'a:.62/ V.cvV
VC.V V.CV

Since the syllable code in the East Asian languages and Russian prescribes
mostly CV or CV(S) models, the boundaries of English closed syllables with
checked vowel nuclei in polysyllabic words are not expected to be observed in
English speech production (or perception) by East Asian and Russian bilinguals, or
in the phonographic adaptation of English loanwords by the recipient East Asian
languages and Russian. At the same time, no consonant cluster restructuring is
predictable on the part of the Russian language as compared to East Asian
languages in the language contacts contexts under study.

Another feature of English-specific syllabification which is lacking in East
Asian languages and Russian is related to a particular type of syllable formed by
the sonorants /1/, /n/ and /m/, which may be preceded by a consonant (e.g. little
/Mit.l/, table [terbl/, garden /'ga:.dn/, rhythm /1. m/, etc.). In view of the
described linguistic differences above, our prediction is that no such syllables are
likely to be formed in loan words borrowed from English or in English as
L2 production (or perception).

12.S — a symbol used for sonorant consonant.
13 Checked vowels are traditionally associated with phonological shortness.
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3. Results

Consistent with previous studies (Calabrese & Wetzels 2009, Paradis &
LaCharité 2011), our comparative findings in the peculiarities of English speech
production and perception by East Asian and Russian speakers, as well as in
phonographic adaptation of English loanwords by the recipient East Asian
languages and Russian, demonstrate clear evidence of the tendency to transform the
syllabic, hence, the rhythmic patterns of an English word (or a rhythmic group),
approximating them to the corresponding recipient language schemes. Our findings
are also in line with Campbell’s (2004: 66), who asserts that non-native
phonological “patterns are subject to accommodation, where loanwords which do
not conform to native phonological patterns are modified to fit the phonological
combinations which are permitted in the borrowing language.”

Our study revealed the most frequent transformations associated with
approximation to native phonological patterns both in the methods of phonographic
adaptation of English loanwords by the recipient East Asian languages and in
L2 phonetic organization by the mesolect'* Asian-English bilinguals (compared to
Russian-English ones). Typical correspondence patterns of phonetic modifications
in both linguistic contexts are attested by the descriptions and examples below.

e Consonant clusters occurring in syllable onset (2), (3), and/or coda (1) of an
English word cause regular vowel insertion (i.e. onset/coda branching), which
results in resyllabification and change in the rhythmic structure of the word, as
exhibited in Table 3:

Table 3
Consonant cluster “simplification” similarities in English loanwords (Dictionary Source)
compared to East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)

. English loan in East Asian Commorf pattern of ErfghSh
English word i word in corresponding
languages and Russian . L
English varieties
(1) |toast /teust/ CVCC => |tdsT (Ch) | cf. |['tou:st] (ChEng)
cv.ev cv.cv

(2) |(ice)-cream => |(aisu) kuri-mu (Jap) | ¢f. |[(‘ar.su.)ku'ri:.mu] (JapEng)
/( as) 'krizm/ (V.CVv.) cv.cv.cv (V.CV) CV.CV.CV
(VC.) ccve

(3) |brandy /'breen.di/ => |beulaendi (Kor) | cf. |[bi'.l/ra:n.di:] (Korkng)
CCcvC.cv Cv.cvc.cv Cv.cvc.cv

cf.

(4a) |toast [tavst/ => |mocm (Rus) | ¢f [[to(w)st)] (RusEng)
cvce cvee CVCC

(4b) |cream /'krizm/ => |kpem (Rus) | ¢f |[krim] (RusEng)
Cccve CcvC CCvVC

(4c) |brandy /'braen.di/ => |6peHdu CCVC.CV (Rus) | cf. |['bren.di] CCVC.CV (RusEng)
ccve.cv

14 Speech examples in this section represent mesolect-accented Chinese, Japanese, Korean, and
Russian Englishes.
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e Comparable (2) and different (1), (3) transformations, involving vowel
insertion and syllable restructuring, are notable in English-specific type of syllable
formed by sonorant acting as a nucleus (sometimes preceded by a consonant)
(Table 4).

Table 4
Sonorant-nucleus syllables transformations in English loanwords (Dictionary Source)
compared to East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)
English word English loan in East A.sian Fommon patt.ern of Er.wglish I-IVO.I‘d
languages and Russian in corresponding English varieties
(1) [Michael /'mat.k’l/ | => |maike ér (Ch) | cf. |['mar:.ke] (ChEng)
CV.CS CV.CV.VS CV.CV
(2) |bagel /'ber.g?l/ => |béquru (Jap) | cf (JapEng)
CV.CS CV.CV.SV CV.CV.CV
(3) |table ['ter.b’l/ => |teibeul (Kor) | cf. |['tei.bil] (KorEng)
CV.CS CV.CVS CV.CVS
cf.
(4a) [Michael ['mat.k®l/ | => |Mai*kna (Rus) | ¢f |['majkl] (RusEng)
CV.CS CVSCS C
(4b) |bagel /'ber.g?l/ => |b6elien (Rus) | ¢f. |[bejgl] (RusEng)
CV.CS CVSCS CVCS
(4c) |table ['te1.b?l/ => |ma3li6n (slang) (Rus) | cf. |[tejbl] CVSCS (RusEng)
CV.CS CVSCS

o Closed syllable structures (CVC-type) that are prohibited or restricted by
final consonant distribution rules in speakers’ mother tongues are modified by
either omitting the coda (1) or adding a vowel after it (2), (3), as shown in Table 5:

Table 5
Modification of closed syllables in monosyllabic English words in recipient languages
(Dictionary Source) compared to East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)
English loan in East Common pattern of English word
English word Asian languages in corresponding
and Russian English varieties
(1) |cool /ku:l/ => (Ch) cf. |[ku:_]CV_ (ChEng)
cve C
(2) |pool /pu:l/ =>  |pdru (Jap) |¢f. |['pui.ru] (JapEng)
cvC cv.cv CV.CV
(3) |nice /na1s/ => |naisseu CV.CV |(Kor) cf. |['nar.si] CV.CV (KorEng)
CVC
cf.
(4a) |cool [ku:l/ => |kya (excl.) CVC |(Rus) |¢ff |[kul] CVC (RusEng)
CvC
(4b) |p => |nya CVC (Rus) |cf. |[pul] CVC (RusEng)
6
(4c) |price-(list) ['pra1s (. list)/|=> |npalic-(nucm) |(Rus) |c¢f. |['pra1s ('list)] (RusEng)
CCVC (.CVCC) CCVCC (.CVCC) CCVC (.CVCC)

15 There are no diphthongs in the Russian phonological system; the letter 2 — corresponds to
the sonorant consonant /j/.
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e In a disyllabic (or polysyllabic) English word, closed syllables are regularly
transformed into open syllabic units (CVC.>CV.CV.), with the coda of the
preceding syllable becoming the onset of the following one (1), (2), (3), as shown
in Table 6:

Table 6
Modification of closed syllables in disyllabic English words in recipient languages (Dictionary Source)
compared with East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)

English loan in East Asian Common pattern of English
English word languages word in corresponding
and Russian English varieties

(1) |model /'mnd.(3)l/ => |mo.te (Ch) | ¢f |['mo.d/ta(l)] (ChEng)
CVC.(V)C Qv.ev CVv.cv(C)

(2) |penny /'pen.i/ CVCV | => |pe.ni CV.CV (Jap) | ¢f |['peni:] CV.CV | (JapEng)

(3) |shopping /'[op.1n/ => |syo. ping (Kor) | cf. |['s/[p.pin] (KorEng)
CvVCcvC CvV.cvC CV.cvC

cf.

(4a) |model /'mod.(3)l/ => |mo. 'desnb (Rus) | ¢f |['mo.del] CV.CVC | (RusEng)
CvC.vC CV.cvC

(4b) |penny /'pen.i/ => |'newH.Hu ['n3-Hn]*® (Rus) | ¢f |['pe.ni] CV.CV (RusEng)
CvCcvV Cv.cv

(4c) |shopping /'[op.1n/ => |'wo.nuHe ['Wwo-AuHr] (Rus) | cf. |[fo.pin(g)] (RusEng)
CvcvC cv.cvcc CV.CVC(C)

e Rhythmic restructuring of English words by East Asian speakers is
manifested in two ways, namely:

a) The stress is assigned (or extra prominence is given) to a non-stressed
syllable of a polysyllabic English word, as seen in Table 7:

Table 7
Relocation of word stress in English loanwords (Dictionary Source)
compared to East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)
English word English loan in East A.sian Common pattern. of English word
languages and Russian i

(1) |chocolate => (Ch) cf. |['tfo.ka. 'li:] (ChEng)

/'tfok.(a).lat/
(2) |office /'nf.1s/ => |ofisu (Jap) cf. |['o.fi'si:] (JapEng)
(3) |party /'pa:.ti/ => |pati (Kor) cf. |['pa: 'ti] (KorEng)

cf.

(4a) |chocolate => |wokKo'nad (Rus) cf. |['tJo.kn.'la:t] (RusEng)

/'tfok.(a).lat/
(4b) |office /'nf.1s/ => |'ogpuc (Rus) cf. |['o.fis] (RusEng)
(4c) |party /'pa:.ti/ => |'mapmus (Rus) cf. |['pa:.ti] (RusEng)

16 In Russian, the graphical division of words containing doubled consonant letters into
syllables is often different from phonetic division.
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b) The overall rhythmic structure of the word can be modified due to syllable
restructuring known as plus-segmentation, i.e. adding extra vowel sounds in initial
consonant clusters and after single-consonant codas (Table 8).

Table 8
Rhythm modification in English loanwords (Dictionary Source)
compared to East Asian and Russian Englishes (Corpus Source)
English word English loan in East A.sian Common pattern of English word
languages and Russian
(1) |trick /trik/ => (Ch) | cf. |[ta'r/li:ka] (ChEng)
(2) [trend /trend/ | => |torendo (Jap) | cf. |[to'remn.do:] (JapEng)
(3) |date /dert/ => |deiteu (Kor) | cf |['derti] (KorEng)
cf.
(4a) |trick /dett/ => |mprok (Rus) | cf. |[trik] (RusEng)
(4b) [trend /trend/ | => |mpeHd (Rus) | cf. |[trend/t] (RusEng)
(4c) |date /dert/ => |0elim (slang) (Rus) | cf. |[dert] (RusEng)

As aresult of the described syllabic and consequent rhythmic modifications or
autonomous rhythmic restructuring due to linguistic differences in rhythm along
with commonplace phonemic substitution, East Asian varieties of English tend to
demonstrate neutralization of distinctions between different lexical units, which
leads to the formation of homophonic pairs of lexemes both in English speech
production and perception by East Asian speakers; see Table 9. Note that the
syllabic code of the Russian language does not noticeably conflict with that of the
English one; therefore, homophonic lexical pairs are formed in Russian English
mostly due to segmental modifications.

Table 9
Modification-induced homophones in East Asian and Russian Englishes
(Corpus Source) compared to phonetic adjustment of English loanwords (Dictionary Source)

Enalish loan Common pronunciation
, . g , pattern of English word Homophone pairs
English in East Asian . . . . . .
in East Asian Englishes in East Asian Englishes
word languages . . i
. compared to Russian compared to Russian English
and Russian .
English
(1) |poker => |pake (Ch) | cf. |[p/buke] (ChEng) |poke=poker=book
/'pav.ka’/
(2) |love => |rabu (Jap) | cf. |[rabu] (JapEng) |love=Ilover= rub= rubber=Ilab
/Iav/
(3) |rope => |lopeu (Kor) | cf. |[r/loup/fa] (KorEng) |rope=loaf
[ravp/
cf.
(4a) |dad => (030 (Rus) | cf. |[ded/tY"] (RusEng) |dad=dead= debt
/daed/

17 Russians tend to devoice final voiced obstruents when they speak English, as this is a
systemic phonological rule in their native language (e.g., different lexemes epu6 “mushroom” and
epunn “flu” are pronounced alike — [grip]; other examples include cmon6 “pole” and cmoan
“pillar” — [stolp]; zy2_“meadow” and zyx “onion” — [luk].
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Enalish loan Common pronunciation
. . 9 . pattern of English word Homophone pairs
English in East Asian . . . . . .
in East Asian Englishes in East Asian Englishes
word languages . . .
. compared to Russian compared to Russian English
and Russian .
English
(4b) |kiss => |Kuc (Rus) | cf. |[kis] (RusEng) |kiss=keys
[kis/
(4c) |love => |nas (Rus) | cf. |[lav/f] (Rustng) |love=laugh
/Iav/

It is noteworthy that most salient in our list of loanwords under study are
adjustment cases, where vowel-insertion simplification of donor consonant-
clustered syllable structures, prohibited by the phonotactics of the recipient
language, takes place at the beginning of the word, consequently inducing its
overall rhythmic restructuring. These adjustments lead to the formations of such
homophonic pairs in East Asian Englishes as blood = ballad [ 'bae.l15(d)], brag =
barrack [ 'be.ro(k)], sled >salad [ 'sx.15(d)], train = to rain [to'remn].

Table 10 below provides our projection of the likelihood of overall syllabic
and rhythmic restructuring induced by L1 syllable-related transfer that commonly
occurs in East Asian, Russian and other Expanding-Circle Englishes, as well as its
consistently manifesting itself in phonological adjustments of English loanwords in
the corresponding recipient languages.

Table 10
Dependence of syllabic modifications in L2 / loanword phonology
and rhythmic restructuring of a word
Type of. syllabic m.od:f:catlon inL2/ Scheme of transformation Rhythm:F
Adjustments in loanwords restructuring
1 |Simplification of consonant clusters by CCVCC=>CV.Cv.cv.cv +
branching syllable onset/coda
2 |Modification of sonorant-nucleus syllables CV.CS=>CV.CV /CV.CVS/ /+/+
by inserting a vowel CV.CV.SV
Modification of closed syllable structure by CVC=>CV -
omitting the coda
3 |Modification of closed syllable structure by CVC=>CV.CcV +
adding a vowel after the coda
4 |Transformation of closed syllables by turning CVC.V=>CV.CV -
the coda of the preceding syllable into the
onset of the following one in disyllabic (or
polysyllabic) words
5. |Assigning the stress to a non-stressed| 'CV.CV.CV=> (') CV.'CV.(')CV +
syllable of polysyllabic English words
6. |Modifying the overall rhythmic structure of CVC=>(")Cv.'cv +
the word due to syllable restructuring by
adding extra vowel sounds after final
consonants

As it can be seen in Table 10, overall rhythmic restructuring in both linguistic
contexts under study directly depends on the type of resyllabification and stress
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relocation within a word. Transformation schemes involving plus-segmentation
induce mandatory changes in rhythm, while those associated with the minus-
segmentation tendency (e.g. omitting final consonants) or with regrouping
phonemic sequences in a polysyllabic word do not lead to noticeable variations in
rhythm.

4, Discussion

We maintain that the syllabic and prosodic (rhythmic) resegmentation of
English loanwords in East Asian languages and correlative phenomena manifested
in East Asian English speech production (as well as in perception of English speech
by East Asian speakers) are both caused by the syllable coding-related differences
between East Asian languages under study (particularly, Chinese, Japanese, and
Korean) and English. It is accepted that phonological typology distinguishes two
main groups of languages as to the minimal unit of phonetic coding, namely
phonemic languages (like Russian, English, and German) and syllabic ones (like
Chinese, Vietnamese, and Burmese), in which the syllable demonstrates phonemic
features (see, for example, the definition of a syllabeme in Ivanov & Polivanov
1930). However, the important role of the syllable as a speech unit (Bondarko 1969)
or as a unit of higher “mental activity of a speaker” (Ladefoged 1975: 221) is not
argued for the phonemic languages. Syllabic structure determines the phonological
system of Japanese, which is a mora-syllabic language, and of Korean, which is
considered post-syllabic with a unique alpha-syllabic system of writing, Hangeul,
relying both on alphabetic and syllabic principles. Although syllable coding in a
language cannot be guided by anything but the physiology of speech, there still
exist idiomatic rules that make one language sound different from another.
Regardless of the phonological or morphological status of the syllable in this or that
language, there exist particular regulations determining its phonemic organization.
The World Atlas of Language Structures (Maddieson 2013) defines Chinese
(Mandarin), Japanese, and Korean as languages with moderately complex syllable
structures that “permit a single consonant after the vowel and/or allow two
consonants to occur before the vowel,” forming CVC and CCV syllable types,
where the second of two consonants is commonly limited to being either a
“liquid” — /1/, /1I/ — or a “glide” — /w/, /j/. English and Russian are classified in the
Atlas as languages with complex syllable structures, i.e. having “freer combinations
of two consonants in the position before a vowel, or which allow three or more
consonants in this onset position, and/or two or more consonants in the position
after the vowel,” producing (C)(C)(C)V(C)(C)(C)(C) syllable types (Maddieson
2013). So it seems natural that “inconvenient” complex English syllables are
regularly transformed into more “convenient” moderately complex ones in East
Asian borrowings, which is notable in both loanword phonology and English
speech of East Asian bilinguals. No such customary adjustment is marked on the
part of Russian English and Russian as a recipient language, being closer to English
in terms of the allowable phonemic complexity of the syllable.
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There are two main reasons to consider the correlation between the
phonological processes of adjustment in borrowing and of L1 transfer in L2
acquisition. First, one has to accept that both are induced by language contact, and,
which is more important, that both happen in, or via, a bilingual individual who acts
as a speaker and as a listener of two languages. It must be pointed out that the phase
that precedes both loan adaptation and L2 production is the perception of L2 words
(and of speech in general), which is regulated by the bilinguals’ auditory system,
which is “pre-tuned” by the acoustic properties of their native language. Speakers
whose mother tongues do not allow consonant-clustered syllables or exhibit
different phonotactic rules within a syllable will unavoidably perform perceptive
restructurings of “improper” sound sequences when listening to a foreign language.
The same is true in relation to language borrowing, which is performed by
bilinguals who, having access to the phonology of the donor language, try to find
the closest match among the phonemes and their sequences within a syllable
available in the inventory of the borrowing language.

Another relationship of English loan phonology to L2 English phonology is
that the latter is naturally acquired via the former, i.e. in many cases learners are
recommended to increase their L2 English vocabulary through borrowings
considered by some researchers and educators as “a built-in lexicon of English”
(Daulton 2008, 2015, Hara 2011). For the above reasons, we assume that although
the two processes — loan word adaptation (affected by the borrowing language
phonological constraints) and L2 acquisition (affected by L1 phonological
transfer) — are definitely distinct phenomena.

Although they occur in different domains (in L1 and L2), these two phenomena
are related by common causality, which is the embodied phonological structure and
“calcified” phonotactic (and prosodic) rules of a bilingual’s native language. Both
phenomena form three groups of elements in L1 (in case of loan word adaptation)
and L2 (in case of L2 acquisition): those specific to L1 and to L2, and universals.
With regard to syllable types, East Asian Englishes and English loan words adapted
in Chinese, Japanese, and Korean are characterized by the presence of the universal
CV type of syllable, and the ones specific to L1. Hence, the analysis of one of the
two processes can be efficiently used for interpretation of another.

5. Conclusion

The paper contains observations on the typological correlations between the
phonology of world Englishes in the Expanding Circle and phonographic
adaptations of English loanwords in their speakers’ native language systems. It
provides explicit accounts of L1 phonological transfer phenomena, regular in both
linguistic contexts, which confirm that means similar to those identified in linguistic
borrowing manifest themselves in syllabic and rhythmic structuring of words and
their sequences in corresponding L2 varieties of English. Our data suggest that
loanword phonology can be viewed as a valuable source of evidence for
phonological constraints in the recipient language, which, further, might shed more
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light on language-specific and universal phonological features. Correlation of the
two phenomena — loan word phonology and L2 phonology — can be accounted for
by the similar phonological restrictions in L1 and the phonological transfer effects
in language contact. Most influential seem to be L1 syllable constraints that breed
various related resyllabification phenomena in loan words and L2 phonology. It
should be pointed out that while structural changes taking place in loan adaptations
do not interfere with the loanwords’ meanings on the part of the borrowing
languages’ speakers, comparable transformations in non-native English varieties
can undeniably be expected to affect word recognition by listeners. From our results
it is clear that, for instance, regular simplification of syllable onset consonant
clusters via vowel insertion, noticeable in English loans, tends to lead to total
restructuring of the word’s syllabic and rhythmic patterns, which, when occurring
in East Asian Englishes, in many cases forming homophonic English lexemes,
might seriously hinder understanding. Furthermore, in view of the volume of
English borrowings in East Asian languages under study, we also subscribe to the
view that loan phonology serves as a potential cause for a vast range of
modifications in English varieties. The main conclusion that can be drawn from our
study is that English borrowings in L1 can help us understand the roots of phonetic
variation in East Asian Englishes and the phonology of other Expanding Circle
varieties of English, in general, which has clear implications for enhancing
communication in English-mediated contexts.
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The world of English has been witnessing shifts and turns over the last half century, and a major one
is a paradigm shift from a monolithic English to pluricentric Englishes. The term “Englishes”
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HayyHas cTaTba

UccnepoBaHue QyHKIMOHAIbHOCTH aHIJIMMCKOrO sI3bIKa
B KuTae: ucropusi JByX ropoioB

Y. CIOH,' 1. Y7 KAH?

! YHuBepcurer umeHn MoHama
MenvbypH, Ascmpanus
2 FOHBbHAHLCKUIA NeJarOrMYeCKUii YHUBEPCUTET
Kynomun, Kumai

AHHOTANHUSA

3a mociegHre MOIBEKa MHUP aHTIIMICKOTO SI3bIKa MPETepIeBacT CABUTH M MTOBOPOTHI, U OJHUM H3
TJIaBHBIX CIIBUTOB CTAJI0 H3MEHEHHUE NMapaJurMbl OT MOHOJUTHYECKOTO aHTIIMHCKOTO S3bIKa K IITIO-
PULEHTPUYECKON KOHLIETIIMY BAPUAHTOB AHIJIMICKOrO s3bIKa. TEPMHUH «BAapUAHThl aHIVIMHCKOIO
s3bika» (“Englishes”) o3HayaeT «pyHKIMOHANBHYIO 1 (HOPMATIBHYIO BApUATUBHOCTD B SI3BIKE U €I0
MeXayHapoaHyto akkyinbTypaiuioo» (Kachru B. & Smith 1985: 210) u cBsi3aH mpexne BCero c
«MOHATHOCTHIO (hOpMBI, IOHMMaHUEM 3HAueHMs1 M MHTeprnperanueil cmbicia» (Proshina 2014: 4).
Yro kacaercsa Kutas, B HeM HacuutbiBaeTcst 350-500 MUITHOHOB IMOJIB30BATENEH M U3ydYalOIIUX
AHTJIMACKUH SI3BIK, U (QYHKIIMH aHTIUHCKOTO S3bIKa PACIIMPIIIACH CO BPEMEHH Hadayia OCYIIeCTB-
JICHUS IOJIUTUKU «PePOPMEI U OTKPBITHIX Bepei» B 1970-x romax (Kirkpatrick & Xu 2002). Iens
JMAHHOM CTaTbU — WCCICNOBaHWE PACIIUPEHUS (DYHKIIMOHAIBHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH AHTIIHHACKOTO
s13p1ka B KuTae ¢ yueToM OCHOBHBIX H3MEHEHHH, TIPOSIBIIEMBIX B BAPHAHTaX aHTIIMHACKOTO S3bIKa B
MHpe, HalpuMep, epexo1 0T KOMUGUKAINH S3BIKOBBIX YePT BAPHAHTOB aHTJIMHCKOTO s13bIKa K (o-
KyCHPOBAHHIO BHUMAaHUS Ha ITOJB30BATENAX M MX TPAHCIMHTBAJIBHBIX MPAKTUKAX B MYJIbTHIIMHT -
BaJIBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, a Takke (QYHKIIMOHAIBHBIN MOBOPOT, MHOTOSI3BIYHBII TIOBOPOT M AWHAMHY-
HBII nHTepakTHBHBIN MOBOPOT (Sridhar & Sridhar 2018). B wacTHOCTH, MBI HCIIOJIB3yEM KBaJIUTA-
TUBHBIM MOJIXO/ K MCCEAOBAHUIO KUTACKOTO BapUaHTa aHIJIMIICKOTO SI3bIKa KaK CPEJICTBA TPaHC-
JIUHTBAILHOW MPAKTUKUA OWJIMHIBAJIBHBIX MPOGECCHOHATIOB, TOBOPSIIUX Ha KUTAHCKOM aHIJIHM-
ckoMm. Harma 3aiaua — nmokasath pacumpenue QyHKIUI aHTJTHICKOTO SI3bIKa B JIBYX KPYITHBIX TOPO-
nax Kuras — [lekune u Kyapmune. Onupasch Ha MONYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIC HHTEPBBIO, B3SATHIC Y
KHTaHCKUX CICIMATINCTOB, TOBOPSIINX HA aHTJIMHCKOM SI3BIKE, MBI TIPEJICTABISIEM KHUCTOPHUIO JIBYX
TOPOJIOBY» B CBSI3U C pacIIupeHneM (HyHKIIMOHATHFHOCTH aHTIIMHCKOTO s13bIka B Kurtae.

KiroueBble €10Ba: KuUMalcKuii 8apuanm aHeIUliCKo20 A3bIKd, QYHKYUOHAbLHOCMb AH2IULICKO20
AZbIKA, CMEHA Napaouembl, QYHKYUOHATbHBIL NOBOPOM, 8APUAHINbL AHSTUNICKO20 S3bIKA 8 MUpe
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589-611

1. Introduction

The world of English has witnessed a major paradigm shift over the last half
century, from a monolithic English to pluricentric Englishes. A paradigm is a
concept that refers to shared beliefs, assumptions and rules, and it is “a set of
recurrent and quasi-standard illustrations of various theories in their conceptual,
observational, and instrumental application” (Kuhn 1996: 43). The new paradigm
in world Englishes reflects variations in lexis, syntax, discourse, and pragmatics of
English varieties in different contexts. According to B. Kachru and Nelson (1996:
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76-77), “the concept of a monolithic English as an exponent of culture and
communication in all English-using countries has been a convenient working
fiction that is now becoming harder and harder to maintain. What we have now in
reality is English languages and English literatures.” The plural forms in “English
languages and English literatures” indicate the diversity of English varieties around
the world and the “multiplex nature of English” (Seargeant 2010: 97). B. Kachru
and Smith (1985: 210) have pointed out that the term Englishes symbolizes the
“functional and formal wvariation in the language, and its international
acculturation.” Such functional and formal variation and international acculturation
of English in a global context give rise to the pluralism of English, which in turn
results in rising issues of the “intelligibility of form, comprehensibility of meaning,
and interpretability of sense” (Proshina 2014: 4) among speakers of world
Englishes. Proshina (2014: 1) also points out that one of the salient features of the
World Englishes paradigm is the “domineering of a dynamic functionality over a
static prescriptive approach.” To understand the pluralism and the domineering
dynamic functionality of English, “it is therefore vital to see its spread, uses, and
users in sociolinguistic contexts” (Kachru B. & Nelson 1996: 77).

Alongside the major paradigm shift, there have been associated shifts and turns
surrounding world Englishes, e.g., the shift of research focus from identifying and
codifying features of English varieties to understanding the users and their
translanguaging practices in multilingual contexts, and the shift from using English
in the real world to an increasingly trans-mediated use of English in the virtual
space via social media. In terms of “turns,” the world of English has in the past few
decades witnessed a functional turn (B. Kachru 1992), a multilingual turn (May
2014), and a dynamic interactive turn (Sridhar & Sridhar 2018). And more recently,
newer turns seem to have emerged, such as a translanguaging turn and a transmedia
turn, which we shall propose in this paper in relation to the expanding functionality
of world Englishes.

In China there are an estimated 350—500 million learners and users of English
with wide ranges of proficiency and competence, and the functions of English in
China have expanded since the “reform and open door” policies beginning in the
1970s (Kirkpatrick & Xu 2002). These Chinese learners and users of English have
become increasingly aware of their own use of English in relation to the functions
in their local and global contexts. In this paper, we explore the expanding
functionality of English in China, taking the major shifts and turns surrounding
world Englishes as a backdrop. We adopt a qualitative approach to researching
Chinese-English bilingual professionals in order to unpack the expanding functions
of English in two major Chinese cities, Beijing and Kunming. Drawing upon semi-
structured interviews of Chinese-English bilingual professionals from the two
cities, we present a “tale of two cities” in relation to the expanding functionality of
English in China through addressing the following research questions: 1) What are
the functions of English used by Chinese-English bilingual professionals? 2) How
are the expanding functions of English mapped onto the linguistic and cultural
contexts of China, particularly in Beijing and Kunming?
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2. Literature review

The major paradigm shift from English to Englishes implies a number of
aspects. For example, English has become a pluricentric and multicultural language,
with variations in lexis, syntax, discourse, pragmatics, and cultural
conceptualizations across different varieties of English. There has also been a shift
in multilingual speakers’ perceptions of the role of their first language and culture
in relation to English from the “baggage” of negativity as an interlanguage to a
“badge” of multilingual identity. In addition, one of the fundamental shifts
underpinning the goals of English language teaching (ELT) worldwide is from
manufacturing native or near-native speakers of English to developing “effective
and strategic translanguaging users of English in multilingual communication
contexts” (Xu 2017: 703-704).

Alongside the major paradigm shift in World Englishes, as far as the Outer and
Expanding Circle varieties of English are concerned, we have also observed a
number of concurrent shifts, e.g., there has been a noticeable shift in research focus
from identifying and codifying features of English varieties to the users and their
translanguaging practices in multilingual contexts. Seargeant and Tagg (2011: 498)
have proposed a “post-varieties” approach to world Englishes studies, which is
defined as “an analysis apparatus that is sensitive to the dynamic communicative
practices which use English-related forms and connotations as one part of a wider
semiotic repertoire.” They suggest that “in actual practice, people often mix English
with other languages in an ad hoc manner, adding English-related words and
phrases while nominally speaking other languages in a way which reflects
transnational cultural flows.” Canagarajah (2017: 4) has also observed that “in the
place of territorialized, bounded, and static ways of talking about language and
social practices, we are now adopting constructs that index their mobile, hybrid,
and constructed nature.”

Apart from the above-mentioned shifts, there have also been functional,
multilingual and dynamic interactive turns surrounding the research and practice of
world Englishes. We normally speak of a “turn” when there is a “conceptual leap”
that moves right across disciplines “as a new means of knowledge and
a methodologically reflected analytical category” (Bachmann-Medick 2009: 4).
More recently, newer turns have emerged, such as a translanguaging turn and a
transmedia turn. In terms of the functional turn, when B. Kachru (1983: 235)
investigated the “Indianization of English,” he proposed a functional approach to
English varieties in “un-English” sociocultural contexts, arguing that “language
must be considered an integral part of the meaning system in which it functions,
and relates to the contexts in which it is used.” B. Kachru (1992: 58) has proposed
four functions of English in relation to South Asian English varieties, namely “the
instrumental, the regulative, the interpersonal, and the imaginative/innovative’:

The instrumental function is performed by English as a medium of learning at
various stages in the educational system of the country. The regulative
function entails use of English in those contexts in which language is used to
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regulate conduct; for example, the legal system and administration. The
interpersonal function is performed in two senses: first, as a /ink language
between speakers of various (often mutually unintelligible) languages and
dialects in linguistically and culturally pluralistic societies; and second, by
providing a code which symbolizes modernization and elitism. The
imaginative/innovative function refers to the use of English in various literary
genres. (B. Kachru 1992: 58)

B. Kachru (1992) draws upon these functions from researchers such as
Bernstein (1966) and Halliday (1973), who had explored functions of language in
a broader sense, e.g., the restricted and elaborated codes of a language serve
“functions of a particular form of social relationship, or more generally, of qualities
of social structures” (Bernstein 1966: 255). Halliday (1973: 36) proposes that
language structures reflect the social uses of the language by the language users,
and he argues that adult language can be explained in terms of “macro-functions,”
including the ideational, the interpersonal, and the textual. Apart from the macro-
functions, Halliday (1973) has also developed a list of functions of language in
relation to the personal and social needs of the users, including the instrumental,
the regulatory, the interactional, the personal, the heuristic, the imaginative, and
the representational/informative.

The “functional turn” in World Englishes is characterised by “the alleviation
from the obsession with the target language milieu as prototype acquisition
environment” (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 130), and it is also characterized by a
“pragmatic redefinition of the acquisitional target in terms of intelligibility and
communicability and interpretability” of multi-competent English users rather than
an “arbitrary, native-like correctness” (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 130-131).
Alongside the “functional turn” in World Englishes, there is also a “multilingual
turn” indexed by rising applied linguistic and sociolinguistic concepts focusing on
language users’ practice in multilingual contexts, e.g., metrolingualism (Pennycook
2010) and functional bilingualism (Baker 2011). Clyne (2003: 47-48) argues that
“bilinguals are not double monolinguals” because they employ resources of their
languages so that each language has certain functions, and various combinations of
the languages serve to make social and communicative meanings. The multilingual
turn implies that multilingual speakers employ language resources in their existing
multilingual repertoires legitimately as they engage in their “fluid and overlapping
language uses, and related linguistic and sociocultural competencies, of
multilingual communities” (May 2014: 7).

From a World Englishes perspective, multilingual English users, by definition,
“have more options of codes, strategies, and nuances since they control more than
one linguistic system” (Kachru Y. & Nelson 2006: 19). The multilingual turn is
characterized by the perception of multilingual speakers of English as “developing
a verbal repertoire — where the two (or more) languages interact with and influence
one another, sometimes complementing, sometimes overlapping, to create a
composite multilingual competence,” and the realization that “the several languages
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(often more than two) in the community’s and individual’s verbal repertoire
together cover the range of functions” (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 131).

In addition, there is more recently a “dynamic interactive turn” raised by
Sridhar and Sridhar (2018: 132-133), which is based on multilingual speakers’
linguistic repertoire models that the World Englishes paradigm has recognised since
its inception. The linguistic repertoire model serves to challenge our traditional
views of language and grammar. “Multilingual people’s grammars are best thought
of in terms of ‘verbal repertoires’; they use a formally and functionally determined
range of languages as part of their competence for linguistic interaction” (Kachru Y.
& Nelson 2006: 20). The current “dynamic interactive turn” moves away from
bilingualism as “double monolingualism” or multilingualism as “parallel
monolingualisms” (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 131), and it recognizes that “the
languages of a multilingual not only complement one another in discrete domains,
but also overlap one another within many domains” (Sridhar & Sridhar 2018: 132).
The “dynamic interactive turn” views common language practices of multilinguals
such as borrowing, transfer, convergence, code-switching, code-mixing, stylistic
stratification, and bilingual creativity as “value-added features” and “natural
outcrops of the ecology of multilingualism” (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018: 132).
In light of the latest developments in applied linguistics and technology-mediated
communication, we extend the “dynamic interactive turn” to consider our current
translanguaging and transmedia interactions in terms of a translanguaging turn and
a transmedia turn surrounding world Englishes.

In terms of a translanguaging turn for World Englishes, we understand
translanguaging as a repertoire-based communicative practice among bilinguals
and multilinguals. Translanguaging practice is not only dynamic and interactive,
but also transformative in nature, because “it creates a social space for the
multilingual language user by bringing together different dimensions of their
personal history, experience and environment” (Li 2011: 1223). According to Li
(2018: 23), “translanguaging underscores multilinguals’ creativity — their abilities
to push and break boundaries between named languages and between language
varieties, and to flout norms of behavior including linguistic behavior, and
criticality — the ability to use evidence to question, problematize, and articulate
views.” A translanguaging turn sets a demand for speakers of world Englishes to
develop new competence, and therefore, we propose “translanguaging competence”
of world Englishes speakers as a competence that involves “dynamic, embodied
and mediated linguistic and cultural repertoires of multilingual users when they
make sense of their worlds through languaging as an act and process of sense- and
meaning-making across cultures” (Hlavac & Xu 2020: 20). In relation to the current
use of English by world Englishes speakers, we also propose a transmedia turn as
an integral part of the “dynamic interactive turn” to account for the many ways in
which speakers of world Englishes interact with one another to make and negotiate
meaning associated with English across different media, including traditional
spoken and print media as well as Internet-based social media. Such a transmedia
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turn may serve to acknowledge a world in which we communicate through various
modalities in our objective and virtual realities.

As far as the use of English in China is concerned, Xu (2010: 1) describes
Chinese English as a “developing variety of English, which is subject to ongoing
codification and normalization processes.” He perceives Chinese English in terms
of a “variety” based largely on the two major varieties of English, British and
American, characterized by the transfer of Chinese linguistic and cultural norms,
and used primarily by Chinese for intra- and international communication. However,
in more recent years, in light of the shift of focus from codifying features of varieties
to exploring the multilingual practice of the “post-variety” speakers of world
Englishes, we propose that Chinese English can be understood from a more
functional perspective as a translanguaging practice involving Chinese cultural
underpinnings through which English is reshaped and adapted to suit the needs of
Chinese English speakers.

Ma and Xu (2017: 191-194) have reviewed the use of English in China in
relation to the four major functions outlined by B. Kachru (1992). They observe
that the interpersonal function is the most salient among the four functions for a
number of reasons, including the increasing interaction between foreign residents
living in China and their Chinese counterparts, the unprecedented craze for English
among Chinese, Chinese professionals seeking high-end employment and
promotion, the rising young urban Chinese professionals who have received quality
English education, as well as online social media communication.

The instrumental function of English in China is most visibly observed in the
use of English as a medium of instruction (EMI) in the educational system.
“Internationalization of education in China entails global exchange — inbound and
outbound — of Chinese and foreign teaching staff and students; this is clearly
premised on a sound bilingual education system” (Ma and Xu 2017: 192-193). In
addition, Fang (2018: 36) observes that “the implementation of EMI is a constantly
growing and even inevitable trend as universities view EMI as an important means
to internationalize and to attract more international students.”

In the imaginative/innovative use of English, Chinese creative writers have
been writing in English for over a century, from Lin Yutang in the 1920s and 1930s
to Eileen Chang in the 1940s, and more recently, June Chang and Ha Jin. In addition,
the imaginative/innovative function of English has been extended to tertiary
education, in English creative writing programs and workshops in universities (Dai
& Zheng 2019, Sui 2015).

One of the less salient functions of English in China is the regulative use of
English to regulate conduct in terms of administration and law. It may be true that
“the regulative function of English is far behind the other three functions, but
noticeable changes have been taking place” in China, e.g., “as early as 2008, the
Olympic Court in Beijing adopted simultaneous interpretation in English and other
foreign languages to cater for the needs of foreign visitors; most of its staff (police
and judges) could communicate in English fluently” (Ma & Xu 2017: 194).
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Although English is increasingly being used in China, serving limited but
expanding functions, “there is little research into where exactly English is being
used, i.e., who is using Chinese English, with whom and for what purposes?”
(Kirkpatrick 2017: 276). Therefore, Kirkpatrick (2017: 278) calls for further
research “to investigate the breadth and depth of Chinese English use across China,”
and he suggests that “the most important question for Chinese English researchers
to investigate in the future is the extent to which Chinese English is, in addition to
fulfilling an instrumental function of practical use or yong, is also providing
Chinese English speakers with some # or essence as an integral part of their
developing identity as multilinguals.” (Kirkpatrick 2017: 278). The ti-yong
dichotomy consititutes a key pair of terms in Chinese philosophy, with #i
representing essense and substance, and yong representing function, application and
utility. Chinese people believe that Chinese learning is for # or essence, and
Western learning, including learning English, is for yong or function.

3. Methodology

We adopt an analytical framework that is closely related to the major shifts and
turns surrounding World Englishes. In particular, we adopt a qualitative approach
to data collection and analysis, drawing upon semi-structured interviews of
Chinese-English bilingual professionals from Beijing and Kunming so that we
explore the expanding functionality of English in China. Our major semi-structured
interview questions include:

1) Which areas do you work in?

2) How often and in what circumstances do you use English at work?

3) What functions does English serve for your work?

4) How often and in what circumstances do you use English outside your
work?

5) What does English mean to you?

Our participants are ten Chinese-English bilingual professionals based in
Beijing and Kunming. The five from Beijing, coded as B1 through BS5, are from
public relations of corporate businesses, legal industry, state media, education, and
medicine. The five from Kunming, coded as K1 through K5, are from medicine,
private education, tertiary education and creative writing, the customs office, and
information technology.

The semi-structured interviews were largely conducted in Chinese via social
media. There were considerable instances of Chinese and English code-mixing and
code-switching during the interviews. While transcribing the interview data, both
authors of this article translated them from Chinese into English and double-
checked each other’s translations. While analysing the data, we incorporate the
shifts and turns surrounding World Englishes and our review of Chinese English
into the findings and discussions. We conclude the paper by summarising the
expanding functionality of the use of English in China.
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4. A tale of two cities: the use of English in Beijing and Kunming

We choose Beijing and Kunming to explore the expanding functionality of
English in China, primarily because of the geographical locations of the cities and
their capital status at the national and provincial levels. In addition, the two authors
have lived substantially in the two cities respectively. Beijing (L 3%) is located in
the north of China, and its name literally means “north capital.” It is an expanding
modern city with an imperial past. Kunming (E28) is one of the largest cities in
Southwest China, known as “the city of eternal Spring.” It is the capital city of
Yunnan Province with 6% of its population being ethnic minorities. Historically
Kunming was the gateway to the Silk Road facilitating trade with Tibet, Sichuan,
Myanmar, India and beyond. Positioned near the border with Myanmar, Laos and
Vietnam, Kunming is a Chinese city facing the major member countries of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)).

In the sections below, we analyse the semi-structured interview data of the ten
participants, i.e., BI-B5 as the tale of Beijing, and K1-K5 as the tale of Kunming.

B1: “English brings us closer to true realities”

B1 is a female participant in her late 40s; she is a public relations (PR) manager
for corporate businesses. She majored in English for her Bachelor's degree in the
late 1980s. After graduation, she worked for a state-owned company in Beijing, and
within two years, she applied to work for a Japanese company in Beijing as a PR
manager. After 18 years of working for that company, she moved to a Chinese
private enterprise for a similar position as a PR manager.

For B1, English functions as a “working language” first and foremost. The
working language status of English, in the context of Beijing, implies its
instrumental and interpersonal functions (B. Kachru 1992: 58). Here below is how
she elaborated on the ‘working language” function:

Without knowing English, people wouldn’t qualify to work for the Japanese
company. So, all the overseas branches use English as their working language.
I'had worked in the company for 18 years, and over 90% of the communication
was in English, with the headquarters, the bosses and the heads of various
departments.

English also functions for B1 as social and cultural capital for getting involved
with friends and clubs in Beijing, across China and beyond. This function is
associated with the role of English that indexes “internationalism, modernization,
innovation, prestige, creativity, and entertainment” (Proshina & Ustinova
2012: 30). BI stated:

Beijing is relatively international. The circles that we communicate with, e.g.,
people from the world economic forum, and organisations such as foreign
embassies, and the “wives of ambassadors.” There are many international
organizations that are interested in China. For example, Page Society is a very
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high-end membership club. They would think that without the heads of
communication from Chinese companies, they are not complete.

English apparently serves multiple functions for B1. When asked what English
means to her, she responded:

I think English is like a window. When I read English books and write my
own prose articles, for example, I feel that I can access fresh perspectives and
create ideas. If I didn’t know English then I wouldn’t be able to access them.
English means more opportunities and possibilities. Through English I get to
know the realities and developments in foreign countries more directly. So
English helps provide a fuller perspective, and English brings us closer to true
realities.

B2: “English has gone beyond a tool, pragmatically speaking”

B2 is a female corporate lawyer in her early 40s working in a law firm
specialising in commercial law. Prior to working in Beijing, she did her Bachelor's
degree in social sciences in Beijing, and her Master's degree in law in Hong Kong.
She had previously worked in law firms in Australia and Hong Kong.

B2 makes full use of her Chinese English bilingual competence for her work,
as she works with both Chinese and foreign colleagues and clients. She mentioned
that her language choice for work “depends on the clients,” and that it is “totally a
flexible arrangement.” She explained:

I think whether we use English at work depends on the clients. If we have
foreign clients, we’d have documents in English. And the foreign clients are
not necessarily from English speaking countries, e.g., Japan and Italy. For
Chinese clients, it all depends. If the case deals with foreign business, it’s
likely that we use English. ... There are also cases that involve both China and
foreign countries, and although we may represent one party, we would prepare
bilingual files. So, this is totally a flexible arrangement.

The above excerpt implies that employees in the legal industry involving
foreign colleagues and clients need to develop their bilingual and “translanguaging
competence” (Hlavac & Xu 2020: 20). B2’s response also shows that there is a
“dynamic interactive turn” (Sridhar & Sridhar 2018: 132—-133) taking place as a
common practice, which implies that there is a multilingual turn and a
translanguaging turn arising, e.g., in B2’s words, “you have to keep changing
channels ... for practical reasons.” She elaborated on her point:

It’s more efficient to communicate if we code-mix Chinese with English. ...
However, when I code-mix and realise that the other party hesitates a bit, and
that he or she may not understand what I mean, I’d shift back to Chinese or
explain it again in Chinese. It’s like you have to keep changing channels. We
have many foreign clients, so we have such a tradition that even for internal
emails, we use English, for practical reasons.
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B2’s excerpt below shows that English also serves a gate-keeper function for
employment in the context of the legal industry in Beijing, and that English offers
added value or advantage for people who are in the industry.

And for seeking employments, take our profession for example, if your
English is good, it’s an absolute advantage. In fact, not all lawyers need
English for their work, only a minority of them have to use English, but for
recruiting junior employees, it’s always expected that their English should be
good. So, if your English is good, you’ll be far much of an advantage at your
interviews.

Outside B2’s work, English also serves her in various functions, particularly
among the emerging Chinese “middle-class population” for social interactions and
accessing information for leisure activities. According to Y. Kachru and Nelson
(2006: 88) English may serve as a “high variety” in a diglossic society.
B2 elaborated the various functions by saying:

For social interactions, because we have some friends who are foreigners, for
example, the parents of my son’s classmates, we’d use English. My son’s
tennis coach is a Japanese, so all the social interactions associated with my
son can be in English. For myself, I watch English news, and [ watch it daily.
And also I’d search for information, such as information about where we’d
travel to, I’d browse ‘tripadvisor’, and that’s in English. And also the middle-
class population in China is expanding, and their needs, including
entertainment, or their life circles, would cross national boundaries.

To B2, English has been a game-changer in the sense that English “has gone
beyond a tool,” as she identifies herself as part of the bilingual Chinese English
middle-class population with a “passport” or broader access to information and
resources, and English brings her “closer to the world” as a “global citizen.” She
said:

I feel like previously English was a tool, or more of a tool, but now I feel it’s
a part of culture, because English has gone beyond a tool, pragmatically
speaking. You’ll feel that you can access a lot of information via English so
that you may change how you see things, or your perspectives. ... I think if
you have been using this language, you’d feel that you’re much closer to the
world. ... Or you’d feel that you’re more like a ‘global citizen’. Of course this
might sound a bit exaggerating, but you’d feel that English is a passport.

B3: “All sorts of media are full of English, including all kinds of network
media”

B3 is a male journalist working in one of the top state television stations in
Beijing. He was interviewed in his workplace in July 2018. He is in his early fifties,
and he has been employed by the television station since 1988, with a number of
years working as a foreign correspondent in Thailand. His department at the central
station features news and feature programs in English for foreign and domestic
audiences.
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Having learned and used English in the Chinese context, B3 has witnessed the
changing perceptions and functions of English among Chinese people. He recalled:

At the time when I learned English in the 1970s, English was regarded as a
profession, now perhaps it’s very different. It is more like learning English
plus another profession. Learning English, I think it could broaden one’s mind,
and get to know the outside world.

In addition, B3 has witnessed the changing linguistic and media landscapes of
China from the 1970s onwards, from English as a “profession,” to the transmedia
turn, where there are “all kinds of network media, e.g., self-media,” which
contribute to the commonness and popularity of English in China. He recalled:

When [ started learning English, there were fewer people learning English. I
remember that many of my friends ended up being translators, because China
was in an urgent need of translation and interpreting professionals. That was
1970s. But later, it was totally different. Now, it’s like all sorts of media are
full of English, including all kinds of network media, e.g., self-media, all kinds
of magazines and newspapers, very widespread, and there are many English
programs and foreign language schools, so it means that China is more and
more internationalised, and that China is more open, and the environment is
more beneficial for the use of English. English has become not just popular
but more common now in China.

To B3, English is not only his working language, but a necessary means
through which Chinese people share their culture and enhance their cultural
confidence. He elaborated on this point:

We often stay in touch with foreigners, and there’s a lot to talk about, about
our astronomy and geography, customs and conventions, history and culture.
We have 5000 years of history, so our history, our experiences and lessons,
good or bad, our developments since the reform and open-door policies, our
successes, or even our failures, all of these can be the source of our cultural
confidence.

B4: “English is more like a part of my self-identity, internalized, with
feelings and emotions”

B4 is a female lecturer in one of the most prestigious universities in Beijing.
She is in her mid-30s, and she obtained her Barchelor's and Master's degrees in
English language and literature in two universities in Beijing. She teaches English
to non-English major students at the university.

To B4, English functions in all aspects of her work, as she works in the English
department of the Foreign Languages School of the university. Fang (2018: 36)
observes that in the Chinese education domain, particularly in tertiary education,
“the implementation of English medium instruction (EMI) is a constantly growing
and even inevitable trend.” The excerpt below is how B4 described her work:
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In my daily work, I would use English for teaching and communicating with
foreign teachers. For teaching, since I teach English, I’d use English most of
the time as a medium of instruction, or at least I try to use English throughout
my teaching. As I said, I also communicate with foreign teachers in English,
for example, writing emails, making phone calls, or chatting via WeChat. 1
think English has been an integral part of my work, and it goes hand in hand
with my Chinese as my working language.

B4’s bilingual competence has also been utilized to its full capacity, as she
would act as a translator or interpreter on occasion in her workplace, for example,
liaising between the Chinese administrative staff and her foreign colleagues. She
explained:

I’d sometimes act as a translator or interpreter for our foreign teachers and
administrative staff members of the department. They are not formal
situations, for example, when the department organize some retreat or Spring
outing, I’d interpret for them. You know, being a staff member in the English
department, you are always regarded as a translator or interpreter by the school
administrative departments.

English has become an indispensable part of B4’s life; she said that terms such
as “tool” or “profession” were no longer sufficient to describe how she felt about
the language. The excerpt below is how B4 elaborated on this point:

English to me has become a part of my life, and it’s an indispensable part.
Most of the times, I’d do code-switching between Chinese and English, and I
find it pretty natural, even subconscious. I wouldn’t say English is a tool or a
profession, as such terms are a bit too rough, aren’t they? Although English
can be a tool and a profession and all of those things, I’d say English is more
like a part of my self-identity, internalized, with feelings and emotions pretty
much involved.

BS: “I can see the world, expand my vision, and facilitate my professional
development through this powerful language”

B5 is a male physician in a Beijing hospital. He is in his late forties. He
graduated from the school of medicine of a university in Shanghai.

B5 considers English as a powerful facilitating tool for his work, for example,
in expanding his vision and knowledge, and in his practicing evidence-based
medicine. According to Y. Kachru and Nelson (2006: 169), English in the
Expanding Circle context is “increasingly being used intra-nationally in certain
domains such as medical and engineering professions.” B5 described the roles of
English for his work:

English plays the role of a powerful facilitating tool for my work, e.g.,
expanding my vision and knowledge in the medical field, practicing evidence-
based medicine, publishing papers, and accessing new knowledge and
methods in the relevant fields of medicine. To me, English means that I can
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see the world, expand my vision, and facilitate my professional development
through this powerful language.

It is evident that English has an expanding functionality, particularly for
research and academic purposes, for medical professionals, even though their
day-to-day medical practice may not often involve foreign patients. B5 continued
by saying that:

In my everyday life, I’d also use English, e.g., learning and exchanging
information, watching English videos, foreign movies, and news. And I think
the use of English in Beijing is slightly different from other cities, and it’s
more widespread and more common. English is surely and increasingly used
in Beijing, e.g., when I make ward rounds, attend conferences, search for
academic literature, see foreign patients, meet foreign medical experts and
visit foreign countries. Normally, there aren’t many foreign patients seeking
medical examinations or treatments in our hospital. Those who come to see us
would normally have their own interpreters, but we’d also use English to
interact with them.

K1: “I use English to teach medical students”

K1 is a female doctor in her early thirties. She graduated from a medical
university and then obtained her Master’s degree through an on-the-job Master’s
program. She is currently a doctor in a hospital affiliated with a medical university
in Kunming.

While practicing medicine, K1 also teaches medical students using English as
a medium of instruction, and her use of English in teaching the international
students is an indication that there is an expanding instrumental function of English
in China. She explained the function of English for her work:

I use English to teach medical students. I have some international students
from Burma, Thailand, and India. They are medical students. Our hospital is
affiliated with the medical university, so some doctors are required to
undertake some relevant teaching work.

K1’s work includes teaching international students, which has a close
relationship with the implementation of EMI in Chinese universities. In K1°’s case,
because of the cooperative relationship between the medical university and the
hospital that K1 works for, the instrumental function of English ranges across two
domains, education and medical practice.

K2: “I also teach my students mathematics, physics, chemistry, and
biology in English”

K2 is a male English teacher in a well-known English training school; he is in
his late twenties. He obtained his Bachelor’s degree in finance. Although K2 did
not major in English for his undergraduate studies, he was offered a job in the
English training school because of his excellent performance in an English public-
speaking contest. He described his work as follows:
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My work is to teach in English, which includes teaching test preparation
courses. Let me calculate the percentage that I use English. I think it really
depends on what kind of class I’'m teaching. If ’'m teaching, like the speaking
class, it is definitely over 50%, that’s the minimum. As for the intermediate
level, it’s definitely over 90%, but for the beginners’ level, I think it’s 50%.
I have to speak one English sentence and then a Chinese one to translate it.
lalso teach my students mathematics, physics, chemistry, and biology
in English.

K2’s teaching in English indicates that the instrumental function of EMI has
shifted from formal education to the private educational services in China. “English
is consumed by individuals as well as institutions and organizations” (Xu 2009:
124) in English language training schools and centers across China, and English is
regarded as a commodity with an exchange value. K2’s interview shows that
English language training and test preparation courses are in high demand in China,
leading to the rapid growth of private English language education services.

K3: “My English poetry writing is my self-expression”

K3 is a male university lecturer in Kunming. With both BA and MA degrees
in English, K3 has been teaching English for work, and writing poems in English
in his spare time since his undergraduate studies. He explained why he wrote poems
in English:

I write poems, either in Chinese or in English, just by feeling. I subconsciously
think that Chinese poetry is more rhetorical and implicit, which allows people
to enjoy the poetic feeling through the beautiful Chinese characters.
Comparatively, English poetry is more direct and emphasizes the meaning.
I would use English to write the poems which can express explicit feelings.

K3 is conscious of his language choice for his poetry writing. B. Kachru (1985:
20) defines bilinguals’ creativity as “those creative linguistic processes which are
the result of competence in two or more languages” and asserts that it entails “the
use of verbal strategies in which subtle linguistic adjustments are made for
psychological, sociological and attitudinal reasons”. K3 appreciates both the poetic
expression in Chinese and the directness of English, so he takes advantage of the
latter to express his multiple Chinese identities in his poem I Am not Me to the
World. K3 said that expressing these identities in his first language Chinese might
sound overly simple for conveying the poetic “feeling,” therefore he chose English
to create a straightforward and somewhat philosophical “feeling.” K3 explained that
his English poetry writing is his “self-expression.” He continued by saying:

My English poetry writing is my self-expression. I wrote poetry for myself
before I became a father. After becoming a father, maybe subconsciously
I think my daughter would be the reader of my poems. Many years later when
I pass away, as long as my poetry is alive, my daughter can at least feel that
her father was once a living person, not just a few pictures or memories. But
now I have changed my mind. If possible, I will publish a collection of English
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poetry. The readers are the ones who like to read poetry, especially my
students.

K3’s English poetry serves different functions for himself and his readers.
From his personal perspective, English poetry is for self-expression. “It can be
argued that functional variations in nativized varieties of English, particularly in
literary writing, are part and parcel of self-expression, identity construction and
transcultural creativity that mark the worldliness of English in an ever-expanding
world Englishes literature” (Xu 2020: 88). To K3, English serves as a medium for
a bonding experience between family members and an extended readership
including those who love English, such as his students.

K4: “We can make efforts in learning English to make Kunming, Yunnan,
and China get connected to the international arena”

K4 is a male customs officer at Kunming International Airport. He majored in
information management and information systems for his Bachelor’s degree. After
graduation, K4 took the National Civil Service Examination and then was recruited
as a customs officer. This is evidenced in K4 regarding his routine work at the
airport:

The international travelers in Kunming are mainly from South and Southeast
Asian countries. We might need to communicate with them in English when
they have some questions, or they need to declare to us, or we identify people
to check and examine. My working area is the international exit/entry where
all the signs are in Chinese and English. We also broadcast some regulatory
videos, such as the videos about customs laws and regulations in bilingual
Chinese and English.

Part of K4’s job is communicating with non-Chinese in English regarding
relevant regulations. This shows that English serves a regulative function, which is
“to regulate conduct, for example, the legal system and administration” (B. Kachru
1992: 58). The use of English in K4’s working context is to convey the relevant
information about the border security laws and regulations in China to the overseas
travelers, so that they can follow the instructions accordingly. K4 emphasized that:

Our country is becoming international. Kunming International Airport is the
Bridgehead transportation hub facing Southeast Asia. I think it is good to see
Chinese and English here. My colleagues and I try to learn the language
knowledge as much as possible in our spare time. We can make efforts in
learning English to make Kunming, Yunnan, and China get connected to the
international arena.

As shown in the excerpt above, K4 and his colleagues associate their efforts in
learning English with the internationalization of Kunming and Yunnan province as
well as the image of China in the “international arena.” It is worth noting that the
Chinese government initiated the Bridgehead Strategy for Yunnan Province in
2009, which stresses the importance of the geographic location of Yunnan, i.e.,
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strengthening the cooperation of Yunnan Province, of which Kunming is the
capital, with Southeast and South Asian countries.

KS: “If you want to get this information, you can only get through the
English channels”

K5 is a male cyber security engineer in his early thirties. He majored in cyber
security at a top university in Shanghai. When he graduated, he worked in a leading
company in Shanghai for three years. Then he came to Kunming and now works in
a telecommunications company. K5 finds English indispensable for his work. He
explained:

My work has so much to do with the security vulnerabilities among which
many are discovered by the engineers abroad. Consequently, the exact
technical details about the security vulnerabilities are definitely written in
English. English acts as a tool in my work, which assists me to read the
technical details and understand them. ... If [ have some questions about the
security vulnerability and the details, I might directly leave a message under
the source article, or send an email to the writer.

As a cyber security engineer, K5 fixes security vulnerabilities as part of his
regular work. A precondition for such work is understanding myriad technical
details. Since most security vulnerabilities are discovered by engineers overseas,
K5 uses English to stay in contact with counterparts overseas among his
work-related community of practice. In addition, K5 puts the field of cyber security
in China into a bigger picture, and sees a local and global nexus among relevant
communities of practice. In this sense, English has a nexus function in connecting
developing and developed regions and countries in the field of cyber security. The
nexus function in relation to the use of English in this context can be understood as
a bridging function that connects Chinese-English professionals with their
international peers or counterparts, with English as a professional means for
communication. K5 elaborated on this point:

I think that English is very important in my work. To be honest, compared
with other regions and countries like America, China may not be as advanced
in the field of cyber security, or even left far behind. Moreover, cyber security
pays special attention to timing. That is to say, the timing of discovering a
security vulnerability, one hour earlier or later, may lead to totally different
consequences. For such a field where timing is of great importance, we need
to catch up with the channels of information flow and exchange, and if we
want to get this information, it seems that we can only get it directly through
English channels. All in all, English plays a vital role in my work.

The above semi-structured interview data analysis of BI-B5 and K1-KS5
shows that English has developed multiple functions in a range of domains in
Chinese cities from business to the legal industry and state media, and from public
and private education, clinical medicine, to cyber security engineering and the
customs office of national boarder security. Both Beijing and Kunming are capital
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cities at the national and provincial levels of China, and the data analysis so far has
shown that English has been extensively capitalized across domains of the cities
involved in varying forms of capital, e.g., economic, social, and cultural. Both cities
are multiethnic and multicultural, and they are open to the rest of the nation and the
world now that Kunming is more explicitly connected to Southern and Central
China and overseas towards ASEAN, while Beijing is more connected to Northern
and Eastern China, as well as the rest of the world economically, culturally, and
virtually via transmedia.

From a functional perspective, the tale of two cities is about the legitimacy of
creativity and the adaptability of functionality by Chinese-English bilingual
professionals for local and global communication. Viewing Chinese-English
bilingual professionals and their English practices against the backdrop of the
ongoing shifts and turns in World Englishes, and taking the Kachruvian functional
perspective as an analytical framework, we see a wide range of functions that
English fulfils in China.

Indeed, the data analysis shows the expanding functionality of English in
China in two broader aspects, i.¢., the “practical use” of English in Chinese contexts
and the “essence” as an integral part of the developing identities of Chinese-English
bilingual professionals. This expanding functionality ranges from instrumental,
interpersonal, imaginative/innovative and regulative functions, as elaborated
by B.Kachru (1992: 58), to ideational, personal, interactional, textual,
representational/informative, and heuristic functions (Halliday 1973).

All ten participants in this investigation use English as a working language to
varying degrees in their respective domains or professions. This reflects the
instrumental function of English in China. The interpersonal and interactional
functions are reflected among all the participants, as they build up and sustain work-
related relationships partly through English with colleagues, clients and students,
as well as family members and friends for non-work-related interactions. The
regulative function is reflected in the workplaces of B3 and K4, where the state
media and border security serve as contexts for regulative channels for domestic
and international audiences and travellers. The imaginative/innovative and personal
functions are more saliently reflected in B1 and K3 who write prose and poetry in
their spare time as a way to communicate creatively with their potential readers.
The representational and informative functions for expressing proposition and
relaying information are reflected in B3, K4 and K5, as shown in the data analysis
in this section. The heuristic function for exploring and discovering one’s
environment is evident in B1, B3, and K4, for example, B1’s jobs require her to
manage events and multilingual teams in different contexts and locations; B3 as a
journalist would travel both domestically and internationally as part of his work
routines to report news events and feature stories; and K4 as a customs officer works
at an international airport, and all of these contexts and locations are environments
that require the participants to explore and discover.
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In addition, the data analysis has shown the ever-expanding functionality of
English in China, including English serving as a gateway to employment, e.g., B1,
B2, and K2; a passport for high-end friendship ties and membership clubs, e.g., B1;
a game-changer in terms of changing personal and professional life trajectories,
e.g., B2. In terms of the paradigm shifts and turns surrounding World Englishes,
Expanding Circle countries, such as China and Russia, do not only reflect those
shifts and turns, but also enact and contribute to them. Proshina (2016: 205) points
out that “in the Expanding Circle, the major function of English is providing
intercultural communication. However, it is not the only function,” as for Russia,
“the turn of the century has seen a rapid increase in the range and functions of
English.” This is also the case for China, as evidenced in the “tale of two cities.”
English in China plays an overarching nexus function to connect local and global
communities of practice, both explicitly in terms of the tangible functions or
“practical use” (i.e., yong) of English, and implicitly in relation to the “essence”
(i.e., ti) or the “invisible” function, in Y. Kachru and Nelson’s (2006: 169) terms,
“a gatekeeper and indicator of social status.” It is evident that Chinese-English
bilingual professionals indeed regard English as an integral part of their Chinese
culture and self-identities, with feelings, emotions and subconsciousness as a way
of getting connected to the outside world, and ultimately as a means of multilingual
self-expression.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have explored the expanding functionality of English in two
major Chinese cities, Beijing and Kunming. We have taken the major paradigm
shifts and turns surrounding World Englishes as a backdrop to unpack the multiple
functions of English for Chinese-English bilingual professionals in their various
contexts and how their life and professional trajectories have been impacted by the
paradigm shifts and turns. In particular, we have discovered that the multiple
functions of English for Chinese-English bilingual professionals develop and
evolve in two complementary directions, i.e., “practical use” or yong and the
Chinese “essence” or #i. It is worth pointing out, based on the “tale of two cities,”
that English in China, together with Chinese in the verbal repertoires of Chinese-
English bilingual speakers, serves an overarching nexus function in the sense that
it connects the local with the global, the real and virtual realities, as well as multiple
ethnicities and communities for a whole range of functions. It is hoped that through
this “tale of two cities,” we see further developments of functional world Englishes
across the Kachruvian Circles.
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Abstract

This article considers the Buschfeld-Kautzsch ‘EIF’ (External and Internal Forces) model from the
perspective of the Japan context. The model was developed as an enhancement to Schneider’s
Dynamic Model of Postcolonial Englishes, which is itself an enhancement of the Kachruvian World
Englishes paradigm. The EIF is a flexible model that attempts to incorporate the linguistic, social,
and historico-political development of English(es) in both postcolonial and non-postcolonial
settings: thus addressing the main problem that variety development has heretofore not been
systematically analyzed in Expanding Circle contexts. Hence our aim is to see if the EIF model can
account for this development in Japan. We incorporate material and data from an eclectic range of
historical and current sources. In the process, we consider the historical development of English in
Japan from the Meiji Era to the present day, introduce the EIF model in some detail, and assess the
usefulness of the model to help explain how English is growing and developing in Japan. The major
findings of the article indicate that the EIF model is useful somewhat problematic, and only partly
accounts for variety development of Japanese English. We conclude with some recommendations
for improving the model through further testing, so it may become a more useful construct for
identifying the process of ongoing variety development in non-postcolonial settings.
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HayudHas craTbsa

Moae/ib BHELLIHUX U BHYTPE€HHHUX CAJI pa3BUTHUA
AHIJIMMCKOTrO SI3bIKa B INIPUMEHECHHHU K KOHTEKCTY AnoHum

Haxeiime JI'AHJIKEJIO!, Cag UKD?

"' Vuusepcurer Troké
Haceosa, Anonus
2 Yuusepcuter Moiinzé
Haceosa, Anonus

AHHOTANHUSA

B cratbe paccMmaTpuBaeTcs MOZETb «BHEIIHMX W BHyTpeHHHX cwi» (BBC), BbiaBuHyTas
C. bymdensn n A. Kaynirem, B IpUMEHEHHH K KOHTEKCTY SImoHUM. DTa MOJENb SBIAETCS Iajb-
HeHme pa3paboTKOW AMHAMHUYECKOW MOJIENN TIOCTKOJIOHHAFHBIX BAPHAHTOB aHTIIMICKOTO SI3BIKa
3. Illnaiinepa, KoTopas M cama SIBISETCA PAa3BUTHEM TEOPUM BapUaHTOB AHTJIMICKOIO S3BIKA
b. Kaupy. OHa 00benuHSET TMHIBUCTHYECKYIO, COLIMANTBHYIO U UCTOPUKO-TIOIMTUYECKYIO COCTaB-
JIAOMUEC Pa3BUTHA BapUaHTOB AHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK B IIOCTKOJIOHHUAJIbBHOM, TaK U HCIIOCTKOJIO-
HUaJIbHOM KOHTEKCTax. B crarbe oOpaiaercss BHUMaHKE Ha TNIABHYIO TPOOJIeMY, 3aKITF0YarONTy0Cs
B TOM, YTO Pa3BUTUE BapUaHTOB B Pacmupsromemcs kpyre emie He JOCTaTOYHO U3Y4YEHO B CUCTEM-
HOM Tiopsiike. Hata riestb cocTouT B TOM, YTOOBI HOCMOTPETH, MOXHO JIM IIPUMEHHUTH Mojientb BBC
JUTSl M3YYEHHS pa3BUTHS BApHAHTA aHTIMHCKOTO si3bIKa B SImoHMK. Marepuanom Hcciie0BaHus Ho-
CITY>KHJIH Pa3TIMYHbIE HICTOPUIECKUE U COBPEMEHHBIE HCTOYHMKH. Harr 0030p 3aTparuBaer ncTopu-
YECKOE Pa3BUTHE aHIVIMKMCKOIO sI3bIKa B SIMOHMM HA4YMHAs OT 3MOXU Mbi3u A0 HACTOSILErO Bpe-
MeHH, ¢ npuMeHeHneM mMojenu BBC; naetcs orenka mneiaecoo0pa3HOCTH 3TOM MOAETH ISt 0OBsIC-
HEHUS TOTO, KaK pa3BUBAETCA U aKTMBU3UPYETCS aHIVIMHCKUN SI3bIK B COBpeMEeHHOU Snonuu. Hc-
ClJIe/IOBaHUE MOKa3bIBaeT, yTo Mozenb BBC HeckoIbpKO poOiieMaTHYHA U JIMIIb YACTHYHO IOJIXO0-
JUT I OOBSICHEHHsI OCOOCHHOCTEH pa3BUTHS SMOHCKOTO BapHaHTa aHTIIMHCKOrO si3bika. CTaThsl
3aBCPUIACTCA PEKOMEHAAIUAMU TOI'0, KaK MOKHO YCOBCPUICHCTBOBATb MOJCIIb ITYTEM €€ ,uaaneﬁ-
LIET0 TECTUPOBAHMSI, TAK YTOOBI OHA cTaia 0ojee MpUeMIIEMbIM KOHCTPYKTOM JJIsl MICHTU(UKALIIH
Ipolecca MOCTOSIHHO MPOJOJIKAIONIET0Cs Pa3BUTUS BApUAHTA aHIVIMHCKOTO SI3bIKAa B HETIOCTKOJO-
HUAJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE.

Ki1roueBble c10oBa: ounamuueckas Mooenb, HenoCMKOJIOHUAIbHbIE BaAPUAHIMbL, 6APUAHTNBL AHSIUL-
CKO20 A3bIKA, ANOHCKUL 8APUAHM GH2TUTICKO20 A3bIKA, Pacuupsiowuiics kpye

Jns uuTupoBaHus:

D’Angelo J., Ike S. The External-and-Internal-Forces model applied to the Japan context.
Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 612—632. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-
2020-24-3-612-632

1. Introduction

Since its first incarnation in 1985, the World Englishes paradigm (Kachru
1985) has been of significant use in helping scholars understand the differences in
English varieties viewed from a historico-political lens, and has fostered an
appreciation for the diversity and pluricentricity of English. The paradigm was
further strengthened by the work of Schneider (2007), who helped to account for a
less static, more dynamic and ongoing process of varietal development. Yet these
models have been called into question (D'Angelo 2008, Seargeant & Tagg 2011,
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Seidlhofer 2001) for their excessive focus on describing varieties of English, and
their lack of accounting for the greatly increased use of English in the non-post-
colonial settings of the Expanding Circle. The EIF model, as proposed by Buschfeld
and Kautzsch (2017) addresses these concerns, and makes an important
contribution by providing new ways of looking at varieties, while at the same time
accounting for the complex use of English in the ever-shifting speech communities
of the 21st century. This article considers the case of Japan and its historical
involvement with English from the time of earliest contact, and analyses the
subsequent development of Japanese English to the present day. We present a
careful discussion of applying the EIF model to Japan, from the viewpoints of both
Schneider’s original model and the enhanced perspective of the EIF model.

2. Backdrop
2.1. The Dynamic Model

Let us briefly consider the fundamental components of Schneider’s Dynamic
Model (2003, 2007). These will be seen in concrete application in the following
section, since the main components are preserved in the EIF. The Dynamic Model
consists of five phases. The first is the Foundation Phase, in which English is first
introduced into a context through some form of contact with English-speaking
entities, typically coinciding with the start of colonization. At this point, there are
two groups of language users, English settlers (STL) and the local-language
speaking indigenous strands (IDG). The second phase is Exonormative
Stabilization, wherein an externally imposed variety becomes stabilized, with
increased use of English in various domains. This can be a quite long period, usually
during an era of colonization. The strength of the Dynamic Model is that as
compared to the static nature of Kachru’s three circles, it can account for a great
deal of variation in how these phases are realized in each unique context. The third
phase is that of Nativization. This can begin prior to national independence through
adoption of certain local features, but gains much more momentum after
independence. The process then gathers speed, entering a phase of Endonormative
Stabilization, in which norms are more locally determined, as wider portions of
society use English in official domains and local cultures and languages have more
impact on the variety. The final phase is that of Differentiation, wherein the local
form(s) of English used by various groups and regions may increasingly diverge.
This phase is most common in contexts such as America or Australia, but can be
witnessed in Singapore and other post-colonial settings.

The analysis of each phase is framed by four key parameters: 1) extra-
linguistic factors (e.g., the historical and political development of the country);
2) characteristic identity constructions, factors which change the population’s
concept of their own identity; 3) sociolinguistic determinants of the contact
situation (e.g., conditions of language contact, language attitudes, and use); and
4) structural effects (e.g., the development of lexical, phonological and grammatical
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characteristics). In particular, Schneider (2003, 2007) claims that an Event X is
crucial in identity construction development, and this usually coincides with
independence of the country.

2.2. Issues with the Dynamic Model

There have been several attempts to analyse Expanding Circle Englishes from
a Dynamic Model perspective (S. Ike 2012, 2014, Schneider 2014). One problem,
however, is the missing settler strand (STL) and “Event X” described in the
Dynamic Model. Since Japan has never been formally colonized, there are no settler
strands that develop the sense of locally-based identity after Event X. Furthermore,
the history of Japan shows that there were cases of language contact and of political
and sociolinguistic factors for development and domains of English use, but STL
has comprised only temporary residents. In other words, Japan lacks the necessary
STL element for variety development, and thus cannot be analysed adequately with
the Dynamic Model.

To substitute for the missing colonization factor in the Foundation Phase,
Edwards (2016) suggests that world-wide globalization may trigger its start.
Globalization in current Japan is evident in countless aspects, such as the growth in
the number of incoming tourists, steadily increasing numbers of international
businesses, and widespread use of the internet and Social Networking Systems
(SNS). Inevitably, these conditions affect decisions by Japan’s language policy-
makers, which in turn affect English education, the status of English in various
domains, and English-language services for tourists and local non-Japanese
residents. Also, we need to consider that Japan seems to have undergone a
Foundation Phase in the 1800s. The opening of the country was definitely the start
of globalization for Japan.

General attitudes towards English in Japan are at times highly negative (see,
e.g., Chiba, Matsuura & Yamamoto 1995, McKenzie 2008b), and surveys indicate
that Japanese people do not claim ownership of English (S. Ike 2012). However,
the introduction of English in non-post-colonial English (non-PCE) settings is quite
different to that in post-colonial English (PCE) settings, and the spread of English
to the Expanding Circle is the spread of the English language, and not of English
speakers (Mesthrie & Bhatt 2008). English is formally introduced to the country,
but the need to acquire English is not yet recognized in the first phase. Also, studies
(Honna 1995, S. Ike 2012) indicate the distinctiveness of English in Japan, as well
as gradual attitude changes in educational settings. Thus, while the Dynamic Model
has been widely applied, there is a need for a new model to account for the growing
use of English in the Expanding Circle,

Schneider himself acknowledges this (Schneider 2014); he coined the term
“transnational attraction” to account for the global boom of English in such contexts
as East Asia or continental Europe. Buschfeld and Kautzsch (2017) go on to stress
that a more scientific model is needed, and propose the EIF model, as in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The EIF Model (Buschfeld, Kautzsch & Schneider 2018: 24)

| S

The EIF maintains the five phases of the Dynamic Model, both for PCE and
non-PCE contexts. It does, however, display question marks (see Figure 1)
superimposed over phases four and five (Endonormative Stabilization and
Differentiation) in the non-PCE column. There are also minor changes to
terminology, such as Phase 2 being named “Stabilization” rather than
“Exonormative Stabilization” for the non-PCE strand. The model presents the
phases as moving along a vertical timeline, starting with Foundation. The
sequencing of this timeline will be addressed in our following sections. We should
also note that the EIF model introduces boxes to the right of the Foundation,
Nativization, and Differentiation Phases, which are respectively given the
designations “EFL,” “ESL,” and “ENL”, although ENL is most likely not relevant
for the non-PCE contexts (see the question mark placed on phase 5). Unlike the
timeline, these designations are presented with bi-directional arrows, indicating that
a context could possibly regress in some way to an earlier phase. Finally, one can
also see the Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces entering the model from both sides,
as well as at the bottom of Fig. 1. Although still included, the four parameters are
not explicitly addressed in the EIF model.

In addition to the globalization movement, the EIF model illustrates possible
forces—both extra- and intra-territorial-as illustrated in Figure 2. Regarding the
specifics of the all-important extra- and intra-territorial forces which provide the
main enhancement to the Dynamic Model, they are in two cases given the same title
in both extra- and intra-territorial columns (“Sociodemographic background” and
“Foreign policies”), but are slightly modified in the three other forces (“Attitudes
towards colonizing power” rather than simply “Colonization,” “Language
attitudes” added to “Language policies,” and “Acceptance of globalization” rather
than “Globalization”), as seen below in Figure 2. It can also be seen in Figure 2
where an “x” is found, that Colonization is neither an extra- or intra-territorial force
in Non-PCE contexts.
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Figure 2. The Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces

A consideration of the relevance and usefulness of these forces will be the main
focus of Section 3 of the paper, as we apply the model to the Japan context.

3. Testing the EIF model for Japan

The EIF model is designed to identify factors that contribute to the
development of an English variety in both PCE and non-PCE (Expanding Circle)
settings. Thus, we test the model with Japanese English as a case study, starting
with a brief history of English in Japan.

3.1. History of English in Japan

The first contact with English in Japan was around 1603, and English was
briefly used for trading purposes with Britain before Japan closed the country in
1639 (Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). There is some evidence that a few people
attempted to learn English around that time, but there were no institutions for
systematic English education (Koscielecki 2006), and there is no record of any
emergence of loanwords (Loveday 1996). The need for English arose again in 1808,
when the British battleship HMS Phaeton anchored, and marines came ashore and
stole supplies in Nagasaki Harbor, one of the two main trading ports at the time.
Thus, it can be argued that this incident was an extra-territorial force which
triggered the Shogunate to reconsider its defence plan, and to order state interpreters
to learn English (Loveday 1996, Stanlaw 2004, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975).
However, the need for English and exposure to it continued to be highly limited,
since Japan remained closed and isolated until 1858 (Saito 2001). In 1853 American
Commodore Matthew Calbraith Perry came to Tokyo Bay-his actions serving as
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another influential extra-territorial force—and Japan finally opened its doors to
international trade, which acted as an intra-territorial force. Mckenzie (2008a)
argues that this is the first major contact with English, and the opening of the
country was followed by the beginning of the Meiji Restoration in 1868. Although
Japan did not experience colonial status and thus English was not introduced as the
language of power, the introduction of English is clearly traceable, so it is safe to
say that the Foundation Phase began in the early 19th century.

There were a number of sociolinguistic factors (both extra- and intra-
territorial) that contributed to the spread of English in Japan. Since there were no
English-Japanese interpreters at the time, the Convention of Kanagawa (Kanagawa
Treaty) was first translated from English to Dutch by an American, and then from
Dutch to Japanese, causing some confusion and leaving Japan at a disadvantage in
the trade agreement (Stanlaw 2004). English became an urgent necessity for the
government as part of foreign policy and international relations. Meanwhile,
Yokohama opened as one of the main ports, creating another domain for English
use among traders. Pidgin varieties of Japanese and English developed at the same
time among the foreign traders (Kodama & Kodama 1979, Ohta 1981). Atkinson’s
(1879, reprinted in 2007) work on pidginized varieties of Japanese and English
shows that English speakers assimilated Japanese words to similarly pronounced
English vocabulary, but with Japanese meanings. Perhaps the oldest such
borrowing was geret+borotaN “Great Britain” — now modified to gureeto+buriteN
(cf. Stanlaw 2004). Loveday (1996) also points out that 85% of the pidgin
vocabulary was derived from Japanese. The modified EIF model (Buschfeld,
Kautzsch & Schneider 2018) works particularly well in describing this aspect, via
the nativization process.

In the early Meiji period, almost all higher education, including subjects such
as English literature and history, were taught by English-speaking teachers in
English (Ohta 1981, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). Ohta (1981) also states that even
Japanese teachers used English as a medium of education in those days. English
was an absolute necessity for those elites who wished to study any subject, hence
learning English meant gaining advanced Western knowledge in order to “catch up
with” the advanced countries, especially Britain. In fact, Takanashi and Ohmura
(1975) state that students had to graduate from Tokyo English School, one of the
English conversation schools at the time, in order to enter a university. Most of the
language institutions that were established had native English speakers as teachers
and used American textbooks (Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). There were seven
national English schools and more than a thousand private English schools in the
Tokyo area alone in 1873 (Saito 2001). Some scholars describe this phenomenon
as semi-colonization (e.g., Imura 2003, Ohta 1981, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975).
This shows that there were strong extra- and intra-territorial forces for the
development of Japanese English, leading it to the second phase, Stabilization.

There were mainly two domains for English use, one on the street for
international business and day-to-day interactions, and the other within educational
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institutions for the purpose of higher-stakes international relations: both working as
intra-territorial forces. Thus, the contact between two languages, as well as the two
groups of people, can also be traced. It can be argued that English possessed
political power then, as Arinori Mori, later a Japanese Minister of Education,
suggested that Japan needed to consider English an official language, claiming the
Japanese language lacked communication ability without the help of Chinese
elements, and predicting that English would inundate Japan as Japan took in
Western culture (Mori & Ohkubo 1972).

English was used not only in street signs, but also in books for the public. In
terms of linguistic development, this is where loanword usage started, and semantic
shift, broadening and narrowing started to occur, as is evident in publications from
this period. In an effort to integrate English into Japanese, English loanwords were
written in Japanese characters, and often they were pronounced quite differently
(Honna 1995, 2008, Stanlaw 2004). Saito (2001) and Ohta (1981) also show code-
mixed examples in Japanese comical poetry (Dodoitsu), in which many English
words were used, but not necessarily with the same meaning as in their source
English. Charenji is one well-known example, whereby the meaning in Japanese is
much more related to facing an almost insurmountable difficulty. By the late Meiji
period (around 1900), more and more ordinary people were becoming familiar with
English. Arakawa’s dictionary was published in 1931, with 5018 entries of
“Japanized English” (Loveday 1996), indicating extensive English nativization in
Japan. This suggests that there was some innovative use of English in the Japanese
context, functioning as an intra-territorial force, but also as extra-territorial force,
leading to the next phase of variety development.

However, when the Meiji period came to an end, English lost its role as a
means of gaining Western knowledge (Imura 2003). Moreover, in part as a reaction
to early Meiji Westernization, Nationalism emerged and gradually gained support
(Saito 2007). A national education system was implemented in 1872, and in the
following five years, educated Japanese people started to become English teachers
at higher-education institutions. Tokyo University changed its medium of education
to Japanese in 1863, and in 1886, the first Minister of Education, Arinori Mori,
declared Japanese to be the medium of education (Imura 2003). The need for
English decreased considerably, and in 1877, five of the seven national English
schools were closed (Ohta 1981, Saito 2001). Even at the remaining two national
English schools, only two out of 28 teachers were native English speakers (Ohta
1981). The number of foreign teachers decreased from 503 in 1872 to 77 in 1896
(Imura 2003), and this also reflects nationalism in Japan at the time. The status of
English changed from a practical communication skill to just a subject of study.
Saito (2001) says that the learning of English was framed as the study of English
literature and language, creating controversy over “practical English” and
“educational English.” A major setback for English variety development in Japan
was this nationalism (i.e., counter intra-territorial force) throughout the ensuing war
period, starting with the First Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895) and the Russo—
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Japanese War (1904-1905). The bi-directional arrows in the EIF model help
account for this type of reversal.

Nationalism led the effort to set up a standard Japanese language from 1902 to
1916, along with the movement for the unification of the written and spoken
language (genbun itchi undo) (Carroll 2000). In 1939, names of foreign countries
were changed into Chinese characters in the press, and the amount of new English
borrowing significantly declined (Loveday 1996). When Japan entered World War
II and England and America became her enemies in 1941, there was yet another
strong nationalistic movement, and almost all English words disappeared both from
written and spoken contexts, and were substituted for by directly-translated
Japanese words (Loveday 1996, Ohta 1981, Saito 2001), although English remained
a subject in school education throughout the war (M. lke 1995, Imura 2003). This
shows that political and sociolinguistic circumstances, acting as counter-forces,
have prevented steady linguistic development, and Japan remained in the early
Stabilization Phase till the end of WWILI.

Political and sociolinguistic factors changed dramatically between 1945 and
1952, while the US General Headquarters (GHQ) occupied Japan. English was no
longer the enemy’s language, but a means of survival. Loveday (1996) notes that
there were as many as 500,000 American troops stationed in Japan at the time, and
people all over Japan, including children and ordinary citizens, used English during
the post-war period to ask for food (Ohta 1981). As the contexts for English use
expanded, pidginized varieties of English, which were different from the earlier
ones, such as Yokohama dialect, appeared once again (Loveday 1996, Stanlaw
2004). This can be viewed as a new period of globalization for Japan, again shifting
its foreign and language policies outwards. Language restrictions were no longer
enforced, and the education system underwent a major reformation.

Nine years of compulsory education began in 1947, and a great number of
people started receiving formal English education at grade 7. However, there were
significantly fewer native English speakers in Japan after the end of the occupation,
providing much less opportunity for interaction, thus contributing to the
disappearance of such pidginized varieties, and English education remained
focused on reading and writing (Saito 2001). In short, the GHQ occupation was a
strong extra-territorial force, and the following educational reformation was a
strong intra-territorial force in reaction to it, but was only influential for a short
period of time. Nonetheless, English loanwords reappeared to a greater extent in
the streets and in publications, especially in the 1960s and 1970s (Hashimoto 2006).
Conversational English textbooks became bestsellers, and English education
programs were broadcast and attracted large audiences (Loveday 1996, Saito 2001,
2007).

In post-war Japan, intra-territorial forces such as education policy and socio-
demographic forces were present, yet remarkably weak compared to some earlier
periods. However, it should be noted that in general, attitudes towards English were
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positive, and with globalization progressing with Japan’s explosive economic
growth from the 1970s, Japanese citizens became increasingly attracted to English.

3.2. Japan in modern days

In modern days, with ever-increasing globalization, the need for English
continues to grow, and the motivation for English learning has transmuted from
survival to economic success and local interaction. Extra attention is paid in this
section to identifying each force.

i. Language policies

A proposal to introduce English as an official language was raised again by
Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi in 2000. Although this proposal was rejected, an
increasing number of companies are giving English official status for intra-business
communication in recent years. Perhaps one of the earliest companies to do so is
major electronics component maker Sumida Corporation, which designated English
its official language in 1999 (Yoshihara, Okabe & Sawaki 2001). In 2010,
a Japanese electronic commerce and Internet company Rakuten, which has more
than 20 million customers worldwide, announced that English would be used for
all communication, triggering country-wide controversy. An international retail
company Fast Retailing (known for its fashion brand UNIQLO), which has over a
thousand branches overseas, introduced English as an official language for all
internal meetings in Japan in 2012. Also, international business firms including car
manufacturer Honda and cosmetics company Shiseido have been preparing to adopt
English as their official language (cf. Kim 2017).

In educational settings, the movement to adopt English is even stronger, thanks
to government support (MEXT? 2014, also see Murata, Konakahara, lino &
Toyoshima 2018), and universities have reintroduced English as a medium of
instruction (EMI). Kojima (2016) notes that the number of universities which
employ EMI increased from seven (8 departments) in 2008 to nineteen
(38 departments) in 2013. If partial EMI courses of study are included, the number
accounts for 36% of all the courses available in Japan in 2013 (Kojima 2016).
English education policy has been changing, too, introducing English as an
ungraded ‘activity’ in primary school education in 2013 (starting in grade 5).
Beginning in 2020, the introduction of English as an ungraded activity will take
place earlier, in grade 3, and English will become a compulsory subject in grade 5
(MEXT 2003). Prior to this, MEXT proposed an Action Plan in 2002 (MEXT
2002), to “acquire communication skills in English as a common international
language,” which includes sending an assistant English-language teacher (ALT)
to every junior high school and high school at least once a week. An early statement
by MEXT included norm-dependent terms such as “a native speaker of English” in
describing the nature of ALTs and presenting the motivation of English learning as
“[t]o have one’s English understood by a native speaker” (MEXT 2003). A more

2 MEXT — Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology, Japan.
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recent statement by MEXT (2013) has dropped the word “native,” and simply states
“English speakers,” and emphasizes “what they can do” — which is a more CEFR-
like description of the functions students can do with English, rather than their
approximation to native standards. This indicates greater awareness of English as a
Lingua Franca (ELF) in the current world, and evaluating a student’s
communicative ability instead of assessing proficiency against a native norm, as a
small step towards Nativization. However, as Murata et al. (2018) point out, EMI
and English education in Japan is still highly norm-dependent, which suggests that
Japan remains in Exonormative Stabilization today.

The concern, moreover, is that MEXT is pushing more and more schools and
students to focus on English education geared for international standardized tests
such as TOEIC and TOEFL. This can be considered an intra-territorial force,
resulting from institutional pressure on students to perform well on these tests, but
at the same time, an extra-territorial force related to those wishing to study overseas
and corporate needs for English-proficient staff due to the demands of overseas
trading partners. In many cases, the intra- and extra-territorial forces are flip sides
of the same coin.

ii. Linguistic forces

Linguistic forces — reflections of language attitudes — are stronger than ever in
Japan. Loveday (1996) states that more than 7% of the total Japanese lexicon is
English-derived loanwords, while the total proportion of loanwords from all
languages in Japanese is approximately 10%. According to research in 1956
(published in 1962—-1964) initiated by The National Language Research Institute
(NLRI), 9.8% of the words used in 90 different magazines were loanwords, of
which 80.8% were English words. A more recent survey (Hashimoto 2006) shows
that almost 90% of loanwords used in newspapers are English. Here we see a
possibility of further English development in this context. In fact, Honna (2008)
notes that those Japanized words have gone through semantic nativization,
including semantic broadening, narrowing, and shifting, and S. Ike (2014) argues
that these expressions are then used in Japanese English, gaining more recognition
over the years and making their way into English reference works. For example,
words that were once heavily criticized as “incorrect,” such as salaryman (a white-
colour worker) and office lady (a woman working in an office), are now included
in Oxford Living Dictionary as well as the Oxford Learner’s Dictionary.

Linguistic landscapes in Japan also show some evidence of sociodemographic
forces. The annual number of visitors to Japan was approximately 350,000 in 1964,
and reached one million in 1977. The growth rate of visitors was not particularly
high until the 2000s. Since the Japanese government led by then prime minister
Junichiro Koizumi launched the Visit Japan Campaign (VJP) to increase the
number of tourists in 2003 (Japan National Tourism Organization 2003), it
significantly increased from just under five million in 2000 to more than 28 million
in 2017 (Japan National Tourism Organization 2018). Although Buschfeld et al.
(2018) see increasing tourism as an extra-territorial force, it is in fact an intra-
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territorial force in the case of Japan. It should also be noted, however, there were a
number of external factors such as the depreciation of the Japanese yen and the
economic growth of China in the early 2010s (Andonian et al. 2016), and thus
tourism in Japan — and its effect on increased or lessened use of English — needs to
be viewed both as intra- and extra-territorial force.

In reaction to the demand for English by overseas visitors, more and more
tourist spots and shopping areas are providing multilingual signage and language
services (Backhaus 2006). Backhaus (2007) reports that English is often used as the
sole language to pass information to non-Japanese in the Tokyo area, and this use
of increased signage shows relevant contexts in Japan in which English functions
as a communication tool. Backhaus also studies the linguistic landscape
diachronically, and illustrates the increase of official English signage in the last
20 years in Japan, as well as the increase of Chinese and Korean in the last ten years
(Backhaus 2005). Similarly, S. Ike (2017a), based on her survey of signage at two
mayjor train stations in Japan (Kyoto and Nagoya), reports that more than two-thirds
of signage regarding location and direction on Japan Railway (JR) platforms are
provided in English and Japanese. More recently, a major typhoon which swept the
full length of Japan on 30 September 2018 was accompanied by extensive
instructions on the NHK television network targeting foreign residents and advising,
via easy-to-read enlarged English text visuals, on proper precautions to take. Such
actions address not only short-term travellers, but demonstrate the reality of
international mobility, and small-scale immigration.

Meanwhile, there is also a natural growth at the grassroots level of those using
English through electronic media to interact with friends and associates from
around the world. As highlighted by some scholars such as Seargeant and Tagg
(2011), the explosion of internet use, and SNS in particular, opens up many
opportunities for increased use of English. It is not clear as yet to what extent the
ELF-like interaction by Japanese with those from a variety of native-speaker / non-
native-speaker backgrounds may engender further development of Japanese
English, but it is sure to have an impact. Recent data indicates that 47.54 million
Japanese were users of Social Networking Systems (SNS) in 2015, and is expected
to be 63.63 million in 2022 (Statista 2018). Clearly this is both an intra- and extra-
territorial force of globalization, which will have an impact on Japanese English,
and multilingual language use of the Japanese. Japan is also a dynamo with regard
to translation of English fiction and academic/scientific works, with over
50,000 works translated annually (Higuchi 2007). In addition, Japan has produced
products such as the professional translation software Trados (SDL 2018),
a computer-assisted translation tool which allows for a high degree of accuracy by
giving translators a range of options at the phrasal level, allowing for the translator
to make the most accurate choice considering the complex variety of usages
inherent in language. The extent to which such technological breakthroughs may
impact variety development, remains to be seen.

623



James D’ Angelo and Saya Ike. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 612—632

Partly due to the limited domains of English use, and partly because of English
education still largely focusing on reading/writing (Hino 2018), bilingualism in
Japan is not very common, and general English proficiency remains low. Honna
and Takeshita’s (2000) study shows that most university students, who have had at
least six years of formal English instruction, are unhappy with their English
proficiency, and the average score on the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) was ranked 149th of 162 countries, according to the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) in 1993. As of 2017, the mean TOEIC score in Japan is 516,
compared to that in Korea, 679, Malaysia, 644, and China, 586, although
surprisingly, the mean score in Hong Kong, 515, is below that in Japan (ETS
2018a).

Similarly, Japan’s mean TOEFL score is ranked 27th among 29 Asian
countries (ETS 2018b). Some caution should be observed in using this data, since
Japan, as an affluent country, has a large percentage of high school and university
students take these tests, many of whom may not be so serious about the future role
of English in their lives. Nevertheless, the figures may indicate some lack of an
adequate intra-territorial force to strongly promote depth of English proficiency
across wider swaths of Japanese society.

The statistics reported here suggest that English has not fully spread in all
domains in Japan, and there are a few counter-forces preventing English variety
development. In fact, even in large Japanese corporations, only about 10% of
employees will need English for their work (Honna 2008). The use of English is
generally limited to communication between English-speaking communities in
Japan, and communication between Japan and the outside world (Makarova &
Rodgers 2004). In sum, Japan could be seen to be in a late phase of Exonormative
Stabilization or a very early phase of Nativization, but whether it develops further
despite all the counter-forces remains to be seen.

iii. Language attitudes

Lastly, language attitudes need to be examined. The assumption that English
is used between Japanese and “native” English speakers held by the very top
government policy makers in early 2000s, is accurately reflected in the teachers’
and the students’ attitudes towards English. For example, Honna and Takeshita’s
(2000) survey shows that most students learn English in order to communicate with
native English speakers; very few have non-native speakers in mind. Butler’s
(2007) survey also reveals that more than half of elementary school teachers think
English is best taught by native speakers. Similarly, according to a survey by Nakai
(2003), almost half of the students either in English teaching courses or majoring
in English at a university believe that native speakers are more successful in
teaching English than non-natives. He concludes that native speakers are seen as
ideal English teachers in Japan, given the low confidence of Japanese teachers in
pronunciation, authenticity, and accuracy. Greisamer (2006) notes university
students’ comments such as “real English is better” and “native speakers have better
pronunciation” in support of native instructors. The assumption here is that English
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spoken by native speakers is “real” and “authentic,” but English spoken by Japanese
or other non-native speakers is not, showing that in terms of language attitudes,
Japan is still in an early Exonormative Stabilization Phase.

Similarly, students’ lower tolerance of Outer- and Expanding-Circle varieties
has been reported. McKenzie’s study (2008b) shows that Japanese university
students evaluated two Japanese English speakers lower than the other four native
English speakers (two American and two British) in terms of language competence.
Adachi’s (2007) questionnaire results show the exclusion of non-native English
speakers in students’ minds more clearly. While more than 80% of the students
strongly agreed with the statement that they would like to be able to communicate
with native English speakers, only 36% showed strong agreement to the statement
that they would like to be able to communicate with people whose mother tongue
is not English. Adachi argues that this is due to the lack of awareness of the ELF
and World Englishes perspectives among Japanese learners of English.

More recent surveys, however, show that an increasing number of students in
Japan are familiar with the concept of World Englishes, and although still few in
number, more and more Japanese are in support of Japanese English as a variety,
recognising its function as ELF (Hino 2012, Murata et al. 2018). D’ Angelo (2016,
2018), based on data from 10 years of graduates and their actual English needs,
indicates that students exposed to pluralistic models of English truly see the value
of such approaches, out in the working world. He proposes that WE, EIL and ELF
can work in harmony in Japan, under the term “The World Englishes Enterprise.”
There have been various attempts among educators and scholars to integrate the
notion of World Englishes (WE) into English teaching in recent years, such as the
inclusion of characters with various language/cultural backgrounds in English
textbooks (Yamanaka 2006) and specific WE courses in tertiary education
(Yoshikawa 2005). In the academic domain, WE is actively discussed in a number
of societies, such as The Japan Association of College English Teachers (JACET)
and The Japan Association for Asian Englishes (JAFAE).

The importance of recognition and acceptance of Japanese English as a
legitimate new variety has been argued by a number of scholars (Hino 2008, 2012,
Honna 2008, Honna & Meinhof 1999, S. Ike 2010, 2012, 2014), and the features
and distinctiveness of Japanese English have been discussed (Fujiwara 2012, S. Ike
2012, 2016, 2017b). Studies on acceptability of Japanese English (S. Ike 2012)
suggest that Japanese English is intelligible and acceptable in ELF communication,
and non-Japanese participants had mostly positive attitudes towards the variety; yet
Japanese participants still held fairly negative attitudes (S. Ike 2012). In terms of
identity, the ownership of English is still very much L1-oriented, and little evolution
of that view is observable. However, these recent movements may suggest that
Japan is slowly moving toward a Nativization Phase.

In this section we have considered the history of English in Japan from the time
of earliest contact to the present day. The EIF model has been applied to the various
developments which have occurred in a diachronic study, and the model, with its
flexibility and use of the extra- and intra-territorial forces shows evidence of being
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quite useful in capturing certain aspects of variety development that the Dynamic
Model was unable to do.

4. Discussion and concluding remarks

As mentioned earlier, there is need for a new model which attempts inclusivity
for and concrete analysis of Non-PCEs, since it is common knowledge today that
non-PCE users of English outnumber native and PCE users. The previous section
suggests that the EIF model works well in Expanding Circle cases, yet shows that
the model needs improvement in some areas. In this section, we review the
significance of the model and discuss possible modification.

In looking at Japan, the identification of forces in the EIF model partially
accounts for the Foundation Phase, and these can help scholars look at factors
influencing variety development. The time factor in later phases in the case of Japan
(and probably many other Expanding Circle contexts in this volume) is quite
compressed as compared with a classic PCE such as that in Singapore, but this is
the reality we face today. The incubation period is less important, whereas forces
such as language policy, attitudes, and globalization play a much larger role.
Identified forces in the model are also quite useful in evaluating the status of English
in a given context, and having a set of forces to look for enables scholars to examine
and compare English development across nations/regions.

At the same time, our case study indicates that certain points need to be
considered. First, distinguishing extra-/intra-territorial forces needs to be further
clarified. Often the same forces in the EIF simultaneously act externally and
internally. This may make it hard to decide if a particular force is internal or external,
but if one realizes that the international roles and use of English are more important
for the non-PCE, as well as increasingly for the PCE contexts, such as India's, then
one need not be overly concerned about the interplay of the same force on both
levels. In terms of the model display, however, bi-directional arrows should be used
to show the continuum-like nature of the forces.

Second, while the EIF contains the same five phases as the Dynamic Model,
the clear identification of these developmental phases is yet to be explored. It is
hoped that with time, progress will be made towards that end. In addition, as
outlined in section one, Schneider’s four parameters (especially identity re-settings
and linguistic developments) are not defined in the EIF model, and these are
important considerations in variety development. Hence, the sociolinguistic
parameters and linguistic parameters do not necessarily correspond, especially with
regard to attitudes and features. The EIF may indicate that identity construction and
attitudes towards English are intertwined in one category or force, but identity
construction as an “English speaker” and as a “Japanese person” are still two
different concepts in early phases, and thus need to be taken into account separately.
The model seems to imply that sociolinguistic conditions and structural
consequences are synonymous, but the integration of these two aspects may have
the effect of eliminating the space for discussion of Japanese English features.
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Third, we argue that the term “exonormative” should remain in the EIF model.
In many Expanding Circle cases, in Asian countries in particular, there remains a
clear preference for “native” English as a learning model. This means that English
has not just been stabilized in a given context but it retains its attribution of
ownership to L1 users. Therefore, English is recognized as the language of “others”
instead of “ours,” and this phase needs to be clearly demonstrated in the model. In
some way it remains to be seen whether the extra-/intra- forces can replace the
STL/IDG strands of the Dynamic Model. Whether the forces are sufficient to
replace the important role of these strands needs to be demonstrated through
detailed practical application in further research.

A final point is that other forces not yet identified in the EIF model may need
to be sought out and considered. Technological development such as increasingly
sophisticated translation software (e.g., Google translate, TRADOS) may act as a
counter-force and make variety development in non-PCE contexts a less pressing
matter. Another factor which the model does not directly consider is the possibility
of “world mindedness” (D'Angelo 2016) or general awareness of world Englishes,
potentially acting as an intra-territorial force affecting language attitudes.

Our case study of Japan generally supports the validity of the EIF model, as it
allows us to consider variety developments in Non-PCE and PCE settings. The
model shows some compatibility between the two settings, especially in identifying
the Foundation Phase, although modification such as displaying intra-extra forces
in continuum, and clear description of each phase in terms of four parameters, seem
to be necessary. The model also considers idiolectal use of English (as speech
communities become more dynamic), beyond the consideration of national varieties,
and demonstrates the ongoing importance of revising our models to meet the
changing conditions of global English use (D'Angelo 2018). Clearly, the EIF needs
more testing in specific Non-PCE settings, but we hope the proposed modifications
presented here will strengthen the applicability of the model to a wider range of
contexts.

© James D’Angelo and Saya Ike, 2020
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Abstract

For the past two decades, the concept of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) has been a topic of much
debate among researchers in the global use of English, including those involved in English language
teaching (ELT). While in many respects ELF may be viewed just as a new name for its predecessors,
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HayyHas cTaTba

AHIJIMACKUM A3bIK KaK JIMHIBa ppaHKa
B aCleKTe NPUKJIAJAHOU JIMHIBUCTUKM: B KOHTEeKCTe AnoHuu

Ho0yroxku XUHO

Ocakckuil yHUBEpCUTET
Ocaxa, Anonus

AHHOTANHUSA

B nociiename n1Ba qecaTriieTHs KOHIIETIT aHTIINHCKOTO s3bIKa Kak TuHrBa (ppanka (ELF) cran Temoit
MHOTOUYHCIICHHBIX JUCKYCCHH CPeay TEX, KTO 3aHUMAETCsI IIPOOIEMOH IMT00aTbHOTO NCTIONB30BAHHSA
AHIJINICKOTO SI3bIKA, B TOM YHCIIE TEX, KTO CBA3aH C MPEN0JaBaHIUEM aHIIINICKOTO s13b1Ka. HecMoTps
Ha TO 4TO 10 MHoruM napamerpam ELF M0xkHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak HOBO€ HAUMEHOBAHUE IPE/bl-
JQYUIMX KOHIIENTOB, TAKUX KaK BapUaHThI aHIMIHCKOTO s3bika B Mupe (World Englishes, nnun WE)
U aHrMiickuil Kak MexayHaponubiid si3bik (English as an International Language, nnm EIL),
B HEKOTOPOM CMBICJIE 3TOT TEPMHH PAaCKPBHIBAET HOBBIC MEPCIIEKTUBHI (PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHMS BapHaH-
TOB TJIOOANBHOTO AHIVIMMCKOro s3bIKa. B 4acTHOCTH, TONyYMB pa3BUTHE IPEUMYILECTBEHHO
B EBpone, rne aHmmiickuil TpaJuIMOHHO H3y4yaeTcs KaK WHOCTPAHHBIM, a HE BTOpPOH S3BIK,
mapagurma ELF gacto cooTBeTCTBYET MOTPEOHOCTSIM N3YUAIOIINX aHTIIHHCKHH SI3BIK B Pacmpsito-
meMcst Kpyre. B3sB B kauecTBe OCHOBHOTO IpruMmepa SIMOHUI0, aBTOp JAaHHOW CTaThH 00CYy’KAaeT
3Ha4nMOCTh KoHIenTa ELF 1 ero u3ydenns B paMKax NpernoiaBaHys aHIIIMHCKOTO sA3bIKa B Pacim-
pstromieMcst Kpyre. OCHOBHasI MBICITb JAHHOM CTAThU 3aKIIFOYAETCS B TOM, YTO CaMble TIEPBBIE HCCIIe-
noBanus ELF, HaleneHHble Ha MOMCK TOTO, YTO OOECIEYMBAECT IIOHMMAHUE B MEXIYyHapOJHOM
Macmitabe, 10 CUX TOp NMPECTaBIISIOT OOJIBIIYIO IIEHHOCTD JUIS IPETIOIaBaHus! aHTJINICKOTO SI3bIKa
B Pacimpstomenmcs kpyre. OcoOeHHO OHM OPUEHTHPOBAHBI HAa a3MaTCKUE BapHaHTHI Pacimupsirone-
rocsi Kpyra, Iie pellarollyl0 poJib MIPaloT MOAEIH O0y4eHHs, HE MEHbILE, YeM COBPEMEHHbIC
uccnenoBanus ELF, cdokycupoBanHbie Ha ruOkoii TpaHciauHrBaabHOU cymHoctd ELF. CraThs
MOJJYEPKHUBAET HEOOXOAUMOCTh TpeOOBaHMH HKIEKTHYHOCTH W HWHTETPATHBHOCTH B MOJIXO/C
K OOYUYCHHIO aHIIIMMCKOMY S3BIKY, NPENO/AaBaTelId KOTOPOI'O JOJDKHBI B3ATh BCE IOJIE3HOE M3
teopuilt ELF, WE u EIL, BbIXxons 3a paMKH MHHOBAaLUM M TpagULUi NeJaroru4eckux MoaxoMA0B,
41O OyZeT BechbMa OJIaroTBOPHO IS CTYACHTOB.

Ki1ioueBble cj10Ba: aneautickuil sA3blK KaK JUH268a PPAnKa, 6apUanmol AH2IUUCKO20 A3bIKA 6 Mupe,
AHRUUCKULL KAK MeHCOYHAPOOHbLIL A3bIK, Pacuupsarowuiica Kpye, ANOHCKULL 8APUAHM AHTULICKO20
A3bIKA, NPEnooaganue aHeIUNCK020 A3biKd

Jns uuTHpOBaHUS:

Hino N. English as a Lingua Franca from an Applied Linguistics perspective: In the context of
Japan. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 633-648. DOI: 10.22363/2687-
0088-2020-24-3-633-648

1. Introduction

The present paper discusses the concept of English as a Lingua Franca
(ELF) from an applied linguistics perspective, with special attention to the
significance of ELF from the viewpoint of English language teaching (ELT) for the
Expanding Circle (Kachru 1985, Proshina 2019), where English has only limited
functions domestically. In this undertaking, Japan is employed as a sample from the
Expanding Circle. ELF is a relatively new school of thought that made a major
debut with Jenkins (2000) and has been growing fast in the field of applied
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linguistics. In the latest development, Kecskes (2019) sheds new light on ELF from
the perspective of pragmatics. As a study of global Englishes, the notion of ELF is
preceded by more conventional paradigms with different orientations, most notably
World Englishes (WE) (Kachru 1976, 1985, 1997) and English as an International
Language (EIL) (Smith 1976, 1978, 1981).

The emergence of the ELF school has revitalized the study of Englishes for
international communication in response to today’s social needs, especially for the
Expanding Circle, which has often been left behind in WE studies in its relative
focus on the Outer Circle, where English has important intra-national functions. On
the other hand, despite its short history of only two decades thus far, there have
already been notable transitions in the focus of ELF studies. Pedagogical
implications of those shifts will also be analyzed here.

2. Transitions in the concept of ELF

As mentioned above, there have already been some major transitions in the
trend of ELF research. Preceding the latest focus on the multilingual or translingual
nature of ELF, called the “ELF3” phase by Jenkins (2015), a shift of emphasis
toward interactional dynamism (“ELF2”’) was a conspicuous change, as explained
in this >.

The study of ELF started as a search for “core” elements that would make it
possible for speakers of different varieties of English to understand each other: the
“Lingua Franca Core” (LFC) proposed by Jenkins. Her studies at this stage (Jenkins
2000, 2002), now known as “ELF1,” included the description of core and non-core
features in the phonology of Englishes for international communication. ELF
research in those days also triggered the expectation that the concept of the LFC
might be applicable to some aspects other than pronunciation as well, such as
lexicogrammar (Seidlhofer 2006).

Jenkins’ research on English as an international language aroused much
interest among ELT professionals across the world, perhaps with even a stronger
impact than any of her predecessors in the study of global Englishes. It is also my
view that Jenkins (2000) had the potential of bringing about significant advances in
ELT pedagogy. However, her proposal met with criticisms not only by conservative
linguistic purists but also by a lot of WE and EIL scholars who were supposed to
share her philosophy of de-Anglo-Americanization of English, or the idea of
liberating non-native speakers from native speaker norms.

This unfortunate discord was exhibited, among other instances, in a
symposium “Perspectives on English as a Lingua Franca” at the 2007 conference
of the International Association for World Englishes (IAWE) in Regensburg,
Germany, whose panelists included two of the representative ELF scholars, Jennifer
Jenkins and Barbara Seidlhofer, and some noted WE scholars. This panel
discussion, held at the annual meeting of WE (and EIL) researchers, was a rare
occasion for those both from WE and ELF camps to exchange their views at a major
academic conference. However, what I witnessed was that the atmosphere created
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through the discourses at this symposium was not exactly friendly. Especially, some
comments from the floor criticized the ELF position for attempting to prescribe and
impose one monolithic variety of English (a cardinal sin for WE proponents in their
quest for diversity), though this claim was refuted by Jenkins on the spot as a
misunderstanding of the concept (cf. Jenkins 2009).

In fact, Jenkins had reiterated many times that ELF is for diversity
(e.g. 2006, 2007), but WE scholars on the whole did not seem to be convinced.
I basically agree with Jenkins that it is a sort of misunderstanding, though the notion
of LFC is indeed often interpreted to aim for one uniform English.

Interest in the LFC has also gradually waned among ELF scholars
themselves. While early ELF literature was filled with discussions of the LFC,
current publications on ELF, including articles in the Journal of English as a Lingua
Franca, only make sporadic mention of the concept. It was especially ironic that
the fad had already passed when Robin Walker published a significant book in 2010
on an application of LFC to actual pedagogy, which turned out to exert only limited
influence despite its usefulness. Though in my observation even ELF researchers
generally fail to appreciate the true value of the LFC, this attitudinal change among
ELF proponents is also a reflection of a shifting tide in human and social sciences,
namely, a move toward constructivism (e.g., Kohn 2018).

The notion of constructivism, when used in language study, refers to a view
that linguistic behaviors are constantly dependent on interactional dynamism,
always occurring in a fluid manner in ever-changing situational contexts. In this
line of thinking, presupposition of fixed and stable elements in communication is
criticized for being “essentialistic.” From the constructivist position of ELF
researchers today, the concept of LFC seems to look too static to reflect the dynamic
nature of actual ELF interaction. The emphasis on the fluidity of ELF interaction is
most evident in an argument by a representative of the ELF school, Henry
Widdowson (2015), that ELF should be viewed in terms of “variation” in contrast
to WE studies that deal with the issues of “variety” (cf. Seidlhofer 2011).

3. Pedagogical implications of ELF research: Past and present

As presented in the previous section, the transitions that have taken place
during the two decades of ELF studies can be summarized as a shift in focus from
the LFC to interactional dynamism, with translingualism as the latest trend. This
section will analyze pedagogical implications of both the early and later ELF
studies, with more emphasis on the former, which tends to be neglected nowadays.

In academic research, when a theory is replaced by a newer version, the
older one is often deemed useless. However, previous theories actually should be
considered to retain their own worth and remain useful in certain contexts. In the
field of language study, for instance, throughout the developmental process of
Chomskyan linguistics since Chomsky (1957) to date, the model proposed in
Chomsky (1965), known as the Standard Theory, is still the most usable if the
purpose is direct application to pedagogical grammar in ELT, regardless of
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Chomsky’s or other theoretical linguists’ intentions. The paradigm of
methodological analysis in ELT is another example. While the trinity of “approach,
method, and technique” (Anthony 1963) seems to have been taken over by another
analytical framework, “approach, design, and procedure” (Richards and Rodgers
1986), the former still serves better when the researcher wishes to separate the
issues of teaching materials from methodological considerations. Likewise, early
ELF studies, represented by Jenkins (2000), have pedagogical potential that later
ELF research has come to de-emphasize without much further exploration.

3.1 Significance of early ELF studies for ELT

From pedagogical perspectives, Jenkins (2000) was significant at least on four
counts. Below, each of those points will be discussed, especially with regard to their
current relevance to the teaching of English in Japan.

3.1.1. Issues of intelligibility revisited

Firstly, Jenkins (2000) brought back the issue of phonological intelligibility
across varieties of English. Since the classic study by Smith and Bisazza (1982), it
has generally been assumed that understanding English with varieties of
pronunciation is a matter of “getting used to,” and that exposing learners to the
diversity will solve the problem. However, Jenkins (2000) revealed that
unintelligibility due to diversified phonology deserved more systematic treatment,
as it could bring about serious difficulty in using English for international
communication.

3.1.2. Highlighting the importance of accommodation

Secondly, Jenkins (2000) pointed to the importance of “accommodation”
that had often been made light of in WE studies. With the strong emphasis on the
value of diversity in the WE paradigm, a general assumption among WE proponents
is that listeners and readers are primarily the ones who should make efforts to
understand varieties of English (though usually restricted to Inner and Outer Circle
varieties). In other words, there is some tendency among WE scholars to
de-emphasize the need for accommodating one’s language to the interlocutors’
receptive repertoire. Highlighting the significance of accommodation remains one
of the greatest contributions of Jenkins (2000) to the study of global Englishes to
date.

3.1.3. Upholding the legitimacy of Englishes from the Expanding Circle

Thirdly, Jenkins (2000) was a gospel for users of English from the Expanding
Circle. While the WE paradigm has been instrumental in improving the status of
Englishes in the Outer Circle vis-a-vis those in the Inner Circle, WE scholars have
traditionally been rather negative about extending the same privilege to their
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Expanding Circle counterparts. Historically, the WE school can be traced back to
Halliday, McIntosh, and Strevens (1964), a group of leading UK linguists, who
recognized the development of new varieties of English in former British territories,
namely, the Outer Circle. Since then, postcolonial Englishes, or varieties in the
Outer Circle, have been the primary concern for WE scholars. As a result, while
liberating the Outer Circle from native speaker norms, the WE paradigm created a
new discrimination between the Outer Circle and the Expanding Circle (Hino
2009a). On the other hand, Jenkins (2000) spoke for the rights of the Expanding
Circle to employ their own models of English. Though Jenkins herself is from the
U.K., itis no coincidence that many leading ELF scholars come from the Expanding
Circle, including Barbara Seidlhofer (Austria) and Anna Mauranen (Finland).
Drawing on the title of one of the Star Wars films, ELF may be characterized as
“The Expanding Circle strikes back.”

3.1.4. Paving the way for new models of English through LFC

Last but not least, though often interpreted otherwise, the LFC proposed by
Jenkins (2000, 2002) helps to identify new pedagogical models of English as an
alternative to the traditional target of Anglo-American English. While boosting
international intelligibility with the use of core features, speakers of English for
international communication, the majority of whom are non-native speakers, are
allowed to express their own identities by exploiting non-core features, without
always adhering to Anglophone norms.

It was unfortunate that many readers of early ELF research literature mistook
the LFC as restrictive for non-native speakers of English. In my observation, the
misunderstanding is caused by regarding core features as important items and non-
core features as unimportant ones. Actually, non-core features are the most exciting
part of LFC, which provide users of English with freedom of expression.

For example, stress-timed rhythm, which is characteristic of native speaker
English, is classified as one of the non-core features (Jenkins 2000, 2002). This
means that non-native speakers of English are free to use syllable-timed rhythm, a
more natural rhythm for many of them, without impeding international
intelligibility.

Though it is true that the LFC is not universal, as intelligibility depends on
who the interlocutor is (i.e. “intelligible to whom?”), this concept has still opened
up a possibility for new models of English, which can be particularly useful for
traditionally underprivileged speakers of English from the Expanding Circle.
However, as the notion of “model” itself has come to be de-emphasized with the
rise of constructivism, subsequent ELF research has not fully explored this
potential.

3.2. Significance of present ELF studies for ELT

Much of current ELF research, under the pervasive influence of
constructivism, views ELF communication as dynamic and fluid (e.g., Seidlhofer
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2011, Jenkins with Cogo and Dewey 2011, Jenks 2014, Baker 2015, Rose and
Galloway 2019). An implication of this position for ELT pedagogy is an emphasis
on authentic interaction in ELF. That is, it is important for teachers to lead their
students to participate in a community of ELF users so that they may learn to cope
with dynamic and fluid ELF situations through such experiences. On the other hand,
one problem with this educational philosophy is the difficulty of trying to set up
authentic ELF environment in traditional ELT classrooms. This issue will be taken
up again in the next section.

Another major feature of present ELF research is, as briefly mentioned earlier,
an emphasis on the translingual nature of ELF (Cogo 2012, Jenkins 2015, Baker
2015). This stance works as an antithesis against conventional monolingualism in
ELT, where the use of students’ native languages has been discouraged, if not
entirely forbidden. Such traditional insistence on monolingualism in language
teaching has already been criticized by Cook (2010) and others, but recent studies
on the translinguality of ELF have further enhanced the awareness that it is only
natural for ELT classrooms to be bilingual or multilingual.

4. ELF for the teaching of English in Japan

Pedagogical implications of ELF studies for ELT in Japan, an Asian
Expanding Circle country, are enormous. Of particular significance among them
are the following.

4.1. LFC for developing models of Japanese English

While native-speakerism in ELT is prevalent in Japan, as in many other parts
of the world (Houghton & Rivers 2013, Houghton & Hashimoto 2018), it has also
been a long-cherished dream for the Japanese to enjoy an indigenous Japanese
English that can adequately express themselves in international communication.
Indeed, the philosophy dates far back to Saito (1928) who claimed that “the English
of the Japanese must, in a certain sense, be Japanized” (preface). While such a
Japanese wish has often been met with cold shoulders from WE scholars due to the
Expanding Circle status of Japan (Hino 2012b), Jenkins’ LFC, particularly its
description of non-core features, has provided very useful clues about how to take
a step forward toward the development of original pedagogical models? of Japanese
English. The following two sections present two examples.

4.1.1. Features of connected speech as non-core items

Studies of the LFC endorsed, with empirical evidence, an earlier observation
by Hino (1987, 1989) that features of connected speech, such as linking and elision,

2 In discussing this issue, I try to use the expression “models of Japanese English” where
possible, with the plural form “models” because it is my standpoint that each teacher and each learner
should be entitled to their own model.
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are often counter-productive with respect to intelligibility in international
communication. Connected speech is typical of native speaker phonology, which
also contributes to the formation of the stress-timed rhythm characteristic of Anglo-
American English. An implication of this fact is that models of pronunciation for
Japanese English may employ syllable-timed rhythm? with only minimal features
of stress-timed connected speech (Hino 2009b, 2012a, cf. Kirkpatrick 2010). Such
pronunciation also has the advantage of representing Japanese identity even when
speaking English. This will be a drastic change in ELT as opposed to the traditional
view that it is ideal for users of English to sound like native speakers.

Features of connected speech are excluded, in principle, from my
pedagogical model of Japanese English (Hino 2010, 2012a). In addition to the
intelligibility factor, one of the reasons for this practice is the fact that pronouncing
English that way makes me feel as if | am trying to assimilate myself into Anglo-
American culture by giving up my “Japanese-ness.” This attitudinal issue will be
further discussed in the next section.

4.1.2. Suggesting a need for going into the phonetic level

The LFC can also be interpreted to suggest a need to include some
allophonic differences into models of Japanese English. While American English
has been employed as the model for ELT in the public school system in Japan,
pronunciation for production has usually been taught at the phonemic level without
going into phonetic considerations, as evident in the transcription of pronunciation
in ELT textbooks approved by the Ministry of Education. This traditional policy is
largely based on the idea of teaching pronunciation with phonemics, especially
well-known for the concept of “minimal pair,” where “distinctive features” are
highlighted with a de-emphasis on “redundant features.” This conventional practice
has brought about the interesting consequence that ELT in Japan does not really
lead students to pronounce English like native speakers, in spite of the American
English model, as far as allophones are concerned.

This issue has long been a contentious point among Japanese applied
linguists who are interested in the globalization of English. The following is an
excerpt from a talk in 1985 between two leading Japanese scholars in the field, Ikuo
Koike and Harumi Tanaka.

Koike: Some concrete standards would be necessary. For example, we should
perhaps lead students to acquire pronunciation at the phonemic level
rather than expect them to achieve it at the allophonic level....

Tanaka: I must disagree with you on your advice that pronunciation be taught
at the phonemic rather than allophonic level. Supporting the teaching at
the phonemic level means that pronunciation is considered fine as long
as sounds that make differences in meaning can be distinguished.

3 The present paper will not go into the distinction between “syllable-timed rhythm” and
“mora-timed rhythm.”
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However, some points are quite important even at the allophonic level,
for instance, aspirated sounds of [p][t][k]"....

Koike: Such as the distinction between [p"] in “pit” and [p] in “top.”

Tanaka: Right... (Tanaka & Koike 1985: 8. In Japanese. Translation mine)

The aspiration of word-initial voiceless plosives that Tanaka and Koike are
talking about is one of the core features listed in Jenkins (2000). It is remarkable
that Tanaka, an EIL pioneer who had been showing interest in the problem of
intelligibility across varieties of English since the late 1970s (Tanaka 1978, cf. Hino
2014), was arguing for the teaching of pronunciation at the phonetic level, 15 years
before Jenkins did likewise in her data-based study.

However, this idea of going into the allophonic level continues to be
controversial. Concerning the arguments put forth by Jenkins (2000) on issues such
as allophonic vowel length besides that of aspiration, Paroo Nihalani, a noted
linguist well known for his research in Indian English, offers his criticism based on
experiences in the Commonwealth that “speakers of L2 varieties have been
communicating fairly successfully without such allophonic features” (Nihalani
2010: 32). He further comments from the perspective of pronunciation as an identity
marker, a viewpoint mentioned in 4.1.1 above, that “attitudinal studies undertaken
in India, Malaysia, Nigeria and Singapore at the undergraduate level have clearly
revealed resentment against the native-like use of allophonic variants” (Nihalani
2010: 32). Summarizing this position, he asserts that “national identity is
characterized by the phonemic vowel system of the local variety” (Nihalani
2010: 33). Thus, Nihalani holds that requiring learners to adhere to native-like
allophonic norms is problematic both in terms of intelligibility and identity.

In discussing the feasibility of Japanese English for international
communication in Hino (1989), I mentioned the teaching of pronunciation at the
phonemic level as one possible option, while I also expressed some reservation
about this position by calling it “a rather rough argument” (Hino 1989: 8).

As far as the issue of aspiration of word-initial voiceless plosives is concerned,
I basically support, as a pedagogical model of Japanese English, the one without
aspiration. My stance is due to the same two reasons cited by Nihalani, intelligibility
and identity (Hino 2010, 2012a), informed by my years of experience in using
English in international settings, although Japan belongs to the Expanding Circle,
unlike the countries in the Outer Circle that he cites.

As to the former factor, international intelligibility, I usually pronounce
those sounds without aspiration (e.g. [pet] rather than [p"et]), and in my observation,
just as in Nihalani’s, it hardly hampers communication. While many of Jenkins’
proposals on the LFC match my experiences in communicating with both native and
non-native speakers, this item is one of the exceptions. Regarding the latter identity
issue, again as pointed out by Nihalani, pronouncing stops with aspiration makes

4 Although I follow the original transcription in this quotation, it would be more appropriate if
these sounds were transcribed as /p//t//k/ in this context.
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me feel like a parrot, merely mimicking someone else’s pronunciation while
surrendering my own identity (Hino 1987).

However, it must be made clear here that the model of Japanese English that I
propose is just a suggested alternative, which should never be forcefully imposed
on any learner. Any of my students certainly has every right to aim for native-like
pronunciation if that is their wish.

In summing up, while even the conventional American-English-based ELT in
Japanese schools generally had not dealt with pronunciation at the phonetic or
allophonic level, Jenkins’ LFC (2000, 2002) suggests, drawing on empirical data,
that it may be necessary to go into the phonetic level for some sounds to ensure
international intelligibility. This proposal is somewhat ironic in that it will partially
result in promoting native-like pronunciation when Jenkins’ fundamental
philosophy entails freedom for non-native speakers to deviate from native speaker
norms. However, in any case, it would be fair to say that Jenkins’ LFC, though
controversial, has shed valuable light on the issue of international intelligibility of
Englishes, which helps us greatly in reexamining the teaching of pronunciation in
ELT in Japan.

4.2. The importance of engaging learners in authentic ELF interaction

Today’s ELF research puts great emphasis on the dynamic and fluid nature of
ELF interaction. This aspect has been especially highlighted since the ELF2 phase
of ELF studies, but the idea was already implied in the ELF1 phase, when Jenkins
(2000) argued for the significance of accommodation, adjusting one’s English so
that they will be better understood by an interlocutor in ELF communication.
Although all human interactions are dynamic and fluid, enormous diversity in the
participants’ backgrounds, coupled with a vast variety of situational contexts,
makes these aspects particularly salient features of ELF communication. Besides
accommodation, the importance of “negotiation of meaning” (e.g. Seidlhofer 2009),
the construction of meaning through collaboration between interlocutors, is also
underscored in ELF studies today, though to a somewhat lesser degree than the
concept of accommodation.

Traditional CLT (Communicative Language Teaching) hardly meets this
new educational demand from ELF perspectives. So-called communicative
activities in CLT classrooms are too often artificial simulations, which are not
effective enough to help students acquire interactive communication skills to cope
with dynamic and fluid ELF situations, such as accommodation and negotiation of
meaning.

An even bigger factor affecting ELT in many Expanding Circle countries is
that the great majority of students share their first language (usually Japanese, in
the case of Japan), which makes peer interaction simply unauthentic. Not only does
this fact reduce students’ motivation for engaging in classroom interaction, but also
such an unauthentic setting can produce the kind of English that is intelligible only
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to compatriots, without a chance for the students to find out what sort of English
will be actually understood by international interlocutors.

Therefore, from the viewpoint of current ELF studies, a major task for
English language teachers is to provide their students with authentic ELF
environments in classrooms. One solution for this difficult problem in the context
of higher education is to exploit English-Medium Instruction (EMI) (Doiz,
Lasagabaster & Sierra 2013, Jenkins 2014) classes for learning ELF skills (Hino
2018a, 2018b, 2019). With the demand for globalization of higher education, a
number of Japanese universities have recently been launching content courses
taught in English both at the undergraduate and graduate level. In addition to local
Japanese students, many of those EMI classes include international students from
various countries, most of whom are non-native speakers of English. This is an
authentic ELF environment with great potential as an opportunity for students to
experience ELF interaction in person, whether it is a biology, engineering,
economics, or any other course.

I am presently working on the development of a pedagogical approach for
helping students to acquire ELF skills, mainly through reflective practice in my
graduate EMI class. Partly by drawing on the concept of Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL), I have named the approach Content and English as a
Lingua Franca Integrated Learning (CELFIL) (Hino 2015, 2017a, 2018a, 2019).

A technique that | have devised for CELFIL is what I call Observed Small
Group Discussion (OSGD) (Hino 2017b, 2018a, 2019). A group of four students,
constituting an authentic ELF environment in consisting of both international and
Japanese students, discusses a given topic while being observed by all their other
classmates. After that, the teacher leads a whole-class discussion in which observers
and discussants share their reflections not only on the content of the small group
discussion but also on the communication strategies employed there, such as
clarification, confirmation, translanguaging, backchannel, and non-verbal cues. In
the next class, observers and discussants change places, applying to their new roles
the knowledge that they gained in the previous session. Thus, in OSGD, students
learn collaborative meaning-making in ELF through the cycle of observation,
reflection, and practice.

4.3. Endorsing the use of Japanese in ELT

The announcement by the Japanese Ministry of Education in 2008 that ELT
classes in senior high school “should in principle be conducted in English”
(translation mine) has caused controversies among ELT teachers as well as applied
linguists across the nation. Japanese, the first language for the majority of students,
has generally been used extensively in ELT in this country. This traditional
linguacultural and educational practice, known as yakudoku or kundoku, dates back
more than a thousand years to when the Japanese studied classical Chinese by
translating it word-by-word into their native language (Hino 1988, 1992).
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As briefly discussed earlier in section 3.2, recent ELF studies have shown that
translanguaging is a natural aspect of ELF, and that insisting on the monolingual
use of English in ELF communication is groundless. Along the same line as Cook
(2010), who raised awareness among ELT professionals in the positive role of
translation in the classroom, those ELF3 studies may be interpreted to endorse the
legitimacy of the use of Japanese in ELT. On the other hand, in the sociolinguistic
context of Japan, caution should be also taken so that Japanese should not be
overused in ELT classes. In fact, the aforementioned yakudoku/kundoku tradition is
so powerful in this country that both teachers and learners are strongly tempted to
use Japanese whenever possible even in ELT situations.

5. Conclusion

This paper has analyzed some pedagogical implications of the concept of
ELF for the Expanding Circle, with Japan as an example, placing a relative
emphasis on early ELF research represented by Jenkins (2000), whose true
significance does not seem to be recognized even by ELF scholars.

Each of the three major schools of thought on the study of global Englishes,
namely, EIL, WE, and ELF, have their own strengths and limitations. It is desirable
for ELT professionals to learn from all of them, along with other relevant
disciplines, in order to devise appropriate pedagogy that will best prepare students
for intercultural communication in English.
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HaydHas craTbsa

Pycckui aHIJIMMCKUU U TO, YEM OH He SABJIAETCA
A.A. PUBJIMHA

HanmonaneHbI HCCIIeI0BATENBCKUI YHUBEPCUTET « BhICIIas MKOJIa SKOHOMUKI
Mockea, Poccus

AHHOTaNNA

ApryMeHThl, Ha OCHOBaHMH KOTOPBIX OCIIAPUBAETCS CAMOCTOSITENIbHBIN CTaTyC BApUAHTOB aHTJIHIA-
CKOTO s3bIKa Pacmupsitorniierocst Kpyra, 3a4acTyr0 00YCIOBICHBI TEPMHHOJIOTHUCCKUME HETOYHO-
CTSIMH KakK B MPO(ECCHOHATBHBIX, TAK U B JIOOUTEIBCKUX JIMHTBHCTUYCCKUX NUCKyccusx. Llenb
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CTaTbU — YTOYHUTh MOHATHE PYCCKOTO BAPHAHTA AHTTIMHCKOTO S3bIKA YEPE3 COMOCTABIEHHE €TO C
TEMH SI3BIKOBBIMH ()OPMaMH U IPAKTUKAMH B PYCCKOSA3BIYHON BHYTPHHAIIMOHAIGHON KOMMYHHKa-
UM, KOTOpBIE CBA3AaHBI C AHIVIMHCKUM S3BIKOM M TOXKE HMHOTAA ONPEAEISAIOTCS KaK «PyCCKHH
QHTTIMHACKUID WIN «PYCIULL/PYHIIIUIDY, HO OTJIMYAIOTCA OT PYCCKOI'0 aHIMIMHCKOTO KaK BapHaHTa
Pacmmmpstromerocst kpyra. B crarbe moapoOGHO aHanM3upyeTcs MOHSATHE «PYCIHUII» Ha OCHOBE
HE/TaBHUX HMCCJICIOBAHUI TaK HA3BIBAEMBIX «THOPUIHBIX aHTJIHMHCKUX» WM «X-JUIICH» B TCOPHH
KOHTaKTHOW BapHaHTOJIOTHH aHTIIMICKOTO si3bika. VccienoBanue npeacTaBiseT co0oi omucanue
KOpIlyca IPUMEPOB Pa3IUYHbIX KOHIENTYaIbHBIX IOHUMAHHUH pyCIHIIA U €T0 OCHOBHBIX MapKepOB.
B pe3ynbraTe cTaHOBUTCS BO3MOXKHBIM pa3rpaHUYUTh PYCIIMII B y3KOM MIOHUMAaHUY 3TOTO TEPMUHA,
B KayecTBe 0a3MJICKTHOTO IT0JJBApHAHTA PYCCKOT'0 aHTJIMICKOTO, U B IIMPOKOM HOHMMAaHHH, KOTO-
poe Goree XxapaKTEepHO Al OOBIAEHHOTO METasI3BIKOBOTO CO3HAHUS U TOJIPa3yMEBaeT pa3lindHbIe
THUIBI B3aUMOJICHCTBHS PYCCKOTO A3bIKA C AHTIMHCKKM, B IEPBYIO OYEPEb aHTTIU3ALMIO PYyCCKOTO
a3pika. Oco0oe BHHMaHHE B CTaTbe YAEIEHO IIyTIMBO-NAPOAWHHOMY PYCCKOMY aHIJIMICKOMY,
OITHOW W3 (OpPM OMIMHTBAIBHOHN S3BIKOBOM UTPHI, S3IKOBOM MAPOIHH, IPH KOTOPOH TUCTUHKTHUB-
HBIE€ NPU3HAKU PYCCKOTO BapPHaHTA aHTIIMIICKOTO fA3bIKa M PYCIHIIA UPOHUYECKU NPEyBEINYNBa-
IOTCS M BOCTIPOM3BOASTCS B Ipoliecce «cTmn3aiuu Jpyroroy». Kpome Toro, B cTathe HCHONB3YeTCS
TPaHCIMHIBAJIBbHBIA MOJXO0]] K OMIMCAHUIO «THOPUIHBIX aHTJIMHCKUX», B COOTBETCTBUHU C KOTOPHIM
Bce Ooyiee 3aMETHbIE TPAHCIMHIBAJIbHBIC NMPAKTUKHA B MHCHBMEHHOM B3aUMOJEHCTBHH PYCCKOTO
U aHTJUICKOTO A3BIKOB, B YaCTHOCTH, «TPAHCKPUINTAIU3M) BO B3aUMOACHCTBUM KHPWIIIHIIBI
U JIATUHMLIBL, IPEJIaraeTcsl pacCMaTpUBaTh KAaK MIPOSBICHUS «HOBOTO PYCIHIIAY.

KuioueBble ¢Jj10Ba: KOHmMakmmuvle 8APUAHMbBL AHSIULICKO20 SA3bIKA, PYCCKUL AH2AUUCKUL, PYCIuU
(pyHenuw), NapoOUtiHbLL A3bIK, MPAHCIUHSBUZM
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Rivlina A.A. Russian English and what it is not. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24.
Ne 3. P. 649-668. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-649-668

1. Introduction

The status of Expanding Circle (EC) Englishes alongside the Inner Circle (IC)
and Outer Circle (OC) English varieties is “a thorny subject of incessant
metalinguistic and sociolinguistic discussions” (Proshina 2019: 233) in both
professional and lay debate. One of the major sources of disagreements on this issue
lies in the intransigent metalinguistic beliefs and attitudes of “folk linguists”
(Niedzielski & Preston 2000), whose perception of EC varieties such as Russian
English cannot but influence professional linguistic discourse.

Similar to other EC countries, the majority of Russian speakers tend to discuss
a number of English-related forms and practices, especially those which are
frowned upon in Russian-speaking society, under the rubric of “Ruslish”
(“Russlish,” “Runglish,” etc.).! When the term “Russian English” is used, it is often
equated with Ruslish.

"'In his thorough investigation of different “lishes,” Lambert (2018: 30) has enumerated and
estimated the frequency of a dozen of “Russian + English” portmanteau terms, including the most
frequent ones, “Russlish” and “Runglish”, and some rare ones, such as “Ringlish” or “Rublish.”
Epstein (2006) insists that “Russlish” is the only correct term, mainly because it was the first one
introduced into English in Arthur C. Clarke's novel “2010: Odyssey Two.” A small subplot in the
book concerned a Stamp Out Russlish! campaign aboard a Russian-American spaceship. In this
article, “Ruslish” is employed as the term most widely used in World Englishes publications.
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The aim of this article is to particularize the concept of Russian English by
highlighting the differences between Russian English as an EC variety per se and a
number of English-related contact-induced phenomena which might be also
referred to as Russian English or Ruslish in certain contexts, primarily in folk
linguistics. First, the notion of Ruslish will be discussed in detail drawing on recent
surveys of “hybrid Englishes,” or “lishes” in World Englishes theory. Next, a
special focus will be made on the cases when distinctive features of Russian English
or Ruslish are exaggerated and played on. These cases are described in terms of
“styling the Other” and “mock language” research. It is argued that “mock Russian
English/Ruslish” should not be confused with Russian English as an actual variety:
“mock Russian English/Ruslish” is a form of bilingual language play, a linguistic
parody, which implicitly testifies to Russian speakers’ increasing awareness of
Russian English, but is in many critical ways different from it.

Finally, this article tackles the controversies in Russian English investigation
through the perspective of translanguaging, one of the most significant current
trends in sociolinguistics of globalization and multilingualism research.
Translanguaging refers to fuzzy and fluid “discursive practices that cannot be easily
assigned to one or another traditional definition of language” (Garcia & Li
2014: 22). In recent studies, translingual use of English language resources by local
language speakers in EC countries is sometimes interpreted as “new X-lishes,” for
instance, “new Chinglish” (L12016, Xu & Deterding 2017). This article will discuss
some emergent practices of translanguaging in written English-Russian interaction
that are tentatively termed “new Ruslish.”

2. EC Englishes and linguistic hybridity research

Proshina (2019) highlights that the arguments against EC Englishes being
varieties in their own right are often based on terminological misconceptions and
inaccuracies. In most cases, confusion is caused when EC varieties, actually
performed by speakers of local languages when using English, are equated with the
following:

— with the “model” (input) of English teaching and learning, which in EC
contexts is based on British or American varieties norms, or on the abstract model
of English as an International Language (EIL);

— with English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), which is not a variety
characterized by certain distinctive features, but a function, or an activity mode in
intercultural communication; or,

— with so-called “learner English” or with learner’s “interlanguage,” which
are psycholinguistic concepts dealing with an individual’s language state.

Overall, different conceptualizations of Englishes do not exclude each other,
but rather overlap and complement each other, reflecting the increasingly
diversifying English uses worldwide from different angles. The complexity of these
multifarious language phenomena generates the analytical complexity and a
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number of terminological confusions have to be disentangled before EC Englishes
are granted or denied the status of a language variety.

One of the misconceptions leading to terminological mix-up in Russian
English research is connected with the notion of Ruslish. In the World Englishes
theory, each variety is treated as a sociolinguistic bilingual cline, a continuum of
functional zones called “lects” — acrolect, mesolect, and basilect — based on
different levels of English proficiency from the highest to the lowest. Russian
English as a variety embraces all three functional zones. On this cline, the
distinctive features are particularly manifest at the mesolectal level, which is
therefore referred to as Russian English in the narrow sense of the term (see the
summary in Proshina 2020, Proshina & Eddy 2016: 81-120). Within this
framework, the term “Ruslish” is related to learners’ deficient English, that is, to
basilectal performance of English by less proficient Russian speakers (Proshina
2020: 242, Proshina & Eddy 2016: 26-27).

Basilectal performance of local English speakers is the primary meaning of
similar portmanteau terms built on the formula “X [language name] + English,”
known as “Anglo-hybrids,” “hybrid Englishes,” “X-Englishes,” or just “lishes”
(Schneider 2016, Lambert 2018).2 In public discourse, such hybrids are usually
stigmatized as “broken English.” However, a basilectal local version of English is
not the only sense in which various “X-lish” terms are used, especially in folk-
linguistic discussions in different countries. For example, Lambert (2018: 7)
summarizes quite a number of various characterizations of Japlish (Janglish,
Jangrish, etc.). Some of them exhibit the idea of Japlish as the negatively assessed
basilectal sub-variety of Japan(ese) English — “poor English,” “a stilted Japanese
version of English,” “bastardized English” — while others expand it to all “English
as spoken by Japanese” or, vice versa, narrow it down to specific Japanese-English
contact results, such as “Japanese-coined English phrases,” “the invasion of Japan
by English words,” “weird translational malapropisms,” “a hybrid grammar
introducing English components to standard Japanese, or Japanese components to
standard English,” “Japanese words spelled out in English,” or “English written in
katakana.” As Lambert comments, “[l]eaving the abundance of negativity aside for
the time being, in aggregate these attempts at definition speak to the multitude of
linguistic phenomena characteristic of language hybridity in multilingual settings,
albeit explained with differing emphases by different definers” (Lambert 2018: 7).

There have been attempts to streamline a host of interpretations of X-lishes and
to distinguish them terminologically. One of the approaches is to suggest different
terms to separate the two directions of English-vernacular interaction. D’Souza
(2001: 9—-11) writes about Hinglish A, which she describes as a variety of Hindi
with English as a source for lexical borrowing, and Hinglish B, which is, vice versa,

2 Besides “X [language name] + English,” other less common blend patterns may be used for
various language combinations, such as franglais in France or Sheng in Kenya (see the survey in
Schneider 2016 and Lambert 2018). In Russia, other terms for Rus(s)lish/Runglish are rusang!
(“angl” as in angliiskiy, English) (Marinova 2013: 142) or rungliiskiy (Merkulova 2015: 48).
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a variety of English with Hindi as a source of borrowing. In Greek linguistics, the
term Greeklish often refers to Latin-alphabet transliterated Greek, while a different
term, “engreek,” is introduced for the reverse process, English-related forms written
with Greek characters (Androutsopoulos 2015, Spilioti 2019). The term “rusangl,”
used by some Russian linguists for the overuse of Anglicisms in modern Russian
speech (Marinova 2013: 142), may be seen as an attempt to stay away from Ruslish
controversies in lay linguistic discussions. On the other hand, Lambert, when
highlighting similar terminological pairs in other countries (Spanglish vs. Englanol,
Hunglish vs. Engarian, etc.), argues that they “fall into the common definitional
trap of being overly precise” (Lambert 2018: 7). X-lishes resist any attempts at neat
compartmentalization, first, because in many cases they involve processes of
intense mixing that are “not in line any longer with the idea of ‘matrix’ or ‘base’
language” (Schneider 2016: 351), and second, because “[w]ere such restricted
senses to actually be adopted in the field of linguistics, these might be at odds with
wider usage, thus creating nomenclature ambiguity” (Lambert 2018: 9).

It seems to be the case that numerous X-lish definitions, vague and ill-defined
as they are, have a common denominator. All X-lishes, including Ruslish, reflect a
simplified but powerful linguistic ideology of languages as discreet entities with
clear-cut borders between them that need to be upheld (hence, the negative attitude
to hybridization). Folk linguists appear to use these terms to refer to a nebulous
cluster of linguistic constructs united by such ideology, though in each particular
case some manifestations of an X-lish are emphasized while others are overlooked.

Another important distinction, which causes confusion when it is overlooked,
is the distinction between Russian English as a variety with Ruslish as its basilect,
on the one hand, and on the other hand, language play on Russian English and
Ruslish, which may be described as “mock Russian English/Ruslish”. The concept
of “mock languages” was developed in linguistic anthropology to describe the
practice of exaggerating and spoofing the stereotypical linguistic features of
speakers of other languages in order to create a jocular or pejorative effect. In
English-speaking contexts, “mock languages” overlap with X-lishes, revealing
similar hybridized forms and practices. For example, incorporated into English-
based American discourse, “mock Spanish” implies either playful “hyper-
vernacularization” of English, for instance, e/ cheap-o for “cheap” (Spanish
morphology mixed with English vocabulary), or ‘“hyper-anglicized” ludic
representations of vernacular lingual units, for instance, a double entendre grassy-
ass for gracias, “thank you” (Hill 1998: 682). Despite similarities in linguistic
techniques, the mixture of Spanish and English in “mock Spanish” is in most cases
different from Spanglish, and Spanish speakers themselves would not use most of
such “mock Spanish” tokens when speaking English.

From the point of view of linguistics, “mock language” is not a linguistic
variety but linguistic parody based on “speaking from behind a verbal mask”
(Zemskaia et al 1994: 180), “styling the Other” (Hill 1999), or “performing the
Other” (Pennycook 2003: 515). It foregrounds and alienates some linguistic
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features of a particular community in order to reveal the parodists’ attitudes to its
members, “distributed along a continuum between aggression and mocking to
playful appropriation to heartfelt identification” (Hill 1999: 547).

“Mock language” is most visible when performed by professional comedians
and impressionists. Different varieties of English being mocked in comic shows are
tackled in a number of publications: see, for example, Crystal (2003: 410) on
“variety humour” in English, Moody (2009: 190-194) and Moody & Matzumoto
(2012) on special English language entertainment genres and shows in Japan, or
Chun (2004) on “mock Asian” of American comedians mimicking Chinese,
Korean, and Japanese speakers of English. At the same time, like all the other types
of bilingual creativity and language play, “mock language” is often employed to
contribute to “everyday creativity” in regular informal communication.

The theorizing of English varieties is further complicated due to some
emergent discursive practices triggered by the English language globalization and
defined in modern sociolinguistics as “translanguaging” (Canagarajah 2013, Garcia
& Li 2014). It implies that various English-related linguistic resources are
increasingly often employed by people all over the world not as part of an
autonomous foreign language system, but as part of their own fluid “linguistic
repertoire with features that have been societally constructed as belonging to two
separate languages” (Garcia & Li 2014: 2). The globalization of English has
generated an upsurge in English-related linguistic fluidity in EC communities and
some researchers describe the manifestations of the translingual use of English
language resources by local language speakers in EC countries as “new X-lishes,”
for instance, “new Chinglish” (Li 2016, Xu & Deterding 2017).

Especially noticeable are English-related translingual practices blurring the
distinctions between English and local languages in writing, because the
globalization of English along with the expansion of computer-mediated
communication has resulted in global English-local digraphia, or biscriptalism. It
means that speakers of local languages, even if they are not proficient in English,
master the Roman script associated with English in addition to their local script and
broker this resource without switching into English (Androutsopoulos 2012,
Rivlina 2016). The products of such biscriptal practices cannot be easily assigned
to either the local language or English, and they do not comply with the established
features of local English varieties. Thus, these practices are interpreted as “script-
focused translanguaging,” “trans-scripting” (Androutsopoulos 2015: 188), or
“tranBcripting” (Li & Zhu 2019). It should be stressed that trans-scripting and
translanguaging in general are not new sociolinguistic phenomena, but “[r]ecent
forms of globalization have given more visibility to such forms of communication”
(Canagarajah 2013: 2).

As for the study of language varieties, the researchers of translanguaging
underline that their practice-based perspective does not mean that other competing
constructs should be disregarded (Canagarajah 2013: 27). In other words, the
increase in fluidity and fuzziness in linguistic practices due to the globalization of
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English does not undermine “the continuing validity of separate languages”
(Jaspers & Madsen 2016: 246). As Creese and Blackledge put it (2011: 1196), the
sociolinguistic position of translanguaging, or “flexible bilingualism,” which views
language as fluid and changing, with permeable boundaries, coexists with the
position of “separate bilingualism,” acknowledging language as a social construct
which demarcates and reifies identities. Neither of the approaches is to be discarded
as they reflect complex realities and different needs of multilingual speakers in
different circumstances. Nor, for that matter, should the construct of local English
varieties be fundamentally challenged by a translingual approach. What it means in
the changing practical and theoretical climate, as language forms transcend national
and territorial boundaries, is that “a monodimensional, static listing of reified
varieties” is no longer acceptable (Onysko 2016: 198-199). All English varieties,
including EC varieties and Russian English among them, should be seen as “fuzzy
and prototypical categories” (Onysko 2016: 215), with a lot of fluidity, flexibility,
and overlap between them and other contact phenomena.

3. Data and methodology

This article is part of an ongoing investigation of the Englishization of Russian
over a period of more than fifteen years. Some of the issues pertaining to English-
Russian contact phenomena which are dealt with here have been discussed
separately in the author’s previous research; see, for example, bilingual language
play in (Rivlina 2015, Rivlina 2020), “mock Russian English/Ruslish” in (Proshina
& Rivlina 2018), or translanguaging in Roman-Clyrillic interaction in (Rivlina 2016,
Rivlina 2017). Most of the examples in this article have been culled from the
corpora collected for those publications. In addition, a small-scale informal study
using Internet search engines (Google and Yandex) and the Russian National
Corpus (RNC) has been carried out for this article to illustrate the use of the key
terms “Russian English” and “Rus(s)lish/Runglish,” and some of the Ruslish token
forms in Russian-based discourse. The videos addressed in the “mock Russian
English™ part of this article were discussed in the author’s presentations at the
conferences of the International Association for World Englishes (IAWE) in 2017
and 2018, and the Internet links to them were re-accessed and confirmed in
December 2019.

4. Ruslish among other hybrid Englishes

In Outer and Expanding Circle countries, people typically voice their
understanding of X-lishes by pointing to a symbolic public figure who epitomizes
the heavily accented, error-ridden and embarrassingly hybridized local English sub-
variety. Their English speech idiosyncrasies become the tokens of national “lishes.”
For example, as Alison Edwards states in her interview (Nicholls-Lee 2018),
“IpJopular culture has made a folk devil of football manager Louis van Gaal and
his bewildering Dutch-English.” In Edward’s opinion, van Gaal’s English is
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perfectly functional and far from basilectal, however, many people see it as
Dunglish because of his pronounced Dutch accent and his penchant for literal
translations of Dutch idioms into English (Woolcot 2015), a feature which is
regarded as a basilectal deficiency.

In Russia, as commonly agreed and registered both in academic and numerous
non-academic publications, the then Minister of Sport Vitaly Leontyevich Mutko
came to prominence as a symbolic Ruslish figure in 2010, when he gave a prepared
speech starting with the words Let’s mi spik from may khart, in Inglish during the
bidding process for the 2018 FIFA World Cup. This phrase, pronounced in a strong
Russian accent, immediately became an Internet meme and a token of Ruslish. In
addition to the accent, it has been mocked for a typical English-learner mistake —
the substitution of the construction let somebody do something by let’s do
something. This substitution may be described in terms of interlanguage theory as
a fossilized English learner mistake caused by overgeneralization and transfer of
training (Tarone 2018: 2-3), because English learners acquire the latter (let’s sing,
let’s read) earlier than the former. An article in the Moscow Times (Dolgov 2015)
explains some of Mutko’s other famous quotes that exemplify Ruslish. For
example, speaking to reporters in Switzerland in 2015, he mixed up English
and Russian words to produce the following: Criminality? No criminality...
Tomorrow? Nu ... tomorrow meeting budet yevro association. Mozhet budet
recommendation, nationalization the yevro. This English-Russian mishmash is hard
to understand unless you know that nu is a Russian interjection similar to a hesitant
“well,” budet in Russian means “will be,” yevro means “euro,” and mozhet means
“maybe.” Dolgov (2015) comments that Mutko speaks “a version of English that
sounds like he learned the language from stereotypical Russian characters
in Hollywood movies.”

Similarly to other “lishes,” Ruslish as a basilectal version of Russian English
is not the only understanding of this term. The fact is, there is no universally
accepted definition of Ruslish, but rather there are a multitude of definitions with
varying emphases, some of which are specific for the Russian-English contact
situation and others which are common for X-lishes in general, as outlined above.
Since the scope of this article does not allow for a thorough review of all the sources
on the issue of Ruslish, it will suffice to note that, to our knowledge, there has been
no major research focusing on Ruslish as an object of study, apart from several short
publications (such as Ivleva 2005 or Merkulova 2015). In most cases, Ruslish is not
addressed specifically, but is mentioned in connection with other linguistic or
sociolinguistic phenomena, for example, Russian-English bilingualism, as in
(Kabakchi 2015). Moreover, few dictionaries or reference books include
Ruslish/Runglish as an entry (Mostitskiy 2012, Pankin & Filippov 2011: 109).
Though there is no shortage of printed media, online media, and other online
resources revealing public beliefs about and attitudes to Ruslish in Russia and in
other countries (Cole 2010, Epstein 2006, Khudyakova 2018, Kuznetsov 2012,
Nikitin 2009, Vorobyevskii 2017, “Ruslish:...” 2016, Wikipedia 2019), these
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sources still wait for an in-depth sociolinguistic analysis. So far, in addition to
Ruslish as the basilectal performance of English by less proficient Russian
speakers, the cited sources yield the following interpretations:

— Ruslish as Russian-English code-switching and code-mixing in bilingual
communication, for example, by International Space Station crews or between
employees in international companies in Russia;

— Ruslish as heavily hybridized and pidginized speech of Russian immigrants
in English-speaking countries, for example, in the Brighton Beach community in
the US;

— Ruslish as typical deficiencies of Russian learners of English, for example,
thick Russian accent, mispronunciations of English words under the influence of
Russian, and other types of Russian language interference in English;

— Ruslish as English spoken by Russians in general;

— Ruslish as an informal Romanization of Russian, usually following English
spelling rules;

— Ruslish as borrowings from English into Russian being erroneously
Russianized, mispronounced or misinterpreted; and

— Ruslish as the Englishization of the Russian language, first and foremost,
the influx and overuse of Anglicisms in Russian-based communication.

Numerous examples to illustrate each Ruslish categorization are provided in
the sources listed above (though neither the list of sources nor the list of
categorizations is exhaustive). It should be stressed here that in Russia, the
interpretation of Ruslish as the negatively assessed Englishization of Russian due
to excessive borrowing from English dominates in public discourse. It is also the
only meaning of the term ‘“Ruslish/Runglish” registered in Russian general
dictionaries and in the Russian National Corpus (RNC) as of 2019. Compare the
following:

pyciuin, Heol. (PyCCKHUH + WHIVIMI) — PYCCKUH S3BIK, 3aCOPCHHBIN
Ype3MepHBIMH 3aMMCTBOBAaHUAMU U3 aHTIIMKcKoro (Mostitskiy 2012).
Ruslish, neolog. (Russian + inglish) — the Russian language polluted by an
excessive number of borrowings from English;

UuTepBbio, NaHHOE Ha TaKk Ha3bIBAEMOM CaMUM BOJKOBBIM pyHIIHIIE
(TTOTOKOM CO3HAHUS, W3JIOKEHHOM Ha PYCCKOM S3BIKE C IOCTOSHHBIM
BBOPAaYMBaHHEM aHTJIIMHCKHUX CJIOBEUYCK M BBIPAXKCHHUI), TPEACTABISIET COOOM
IUgainyio cMech ockopOaenuii ¢ kiesetoi... (RNC).

The interview given in what Volkov himself defines as Runglish (a flow of
consciousness presented in Russian abundantly interspersed with English
buzzwords and expressions) is an absurd jumble of insult and slander. ..’

Turning back to the main focus of this article, it is obvious that Russian English
as an EC variety should be distinguished from Ruslish as a broad concept embracing
various cases of Russian-English hybridization or interference summarized above,
especially, when it comes to the Englishization of Russian.

3 Translated here and further on by A. Rivlina.
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Another point that needs to be discussed concerns the cases when Ruslish is
interpreted as all English spoken by Russians. It might be referred to as “Russian
English” in popular discourse. This type of Russian English folk interpretation
equating it with Ruslish, which makes no difference between Russian English
distinctive features and Russian learner English deficiencies (hereafter, Russian
English/Ruslish), reflects the same entrenched ideology of “pure” English and
“pure” Russian common for all the other Ruslish categorizations. Consider the
following examples:

Xopolee Npou3HOIICHHE elle Kak HyX HO! «Pycckuil» aHMNMUUCKUI 3BYYUT
nmoBOJbHO-Taku cMertHO (RNC).

Proper pronunciation is extremely important! “Russian” English sounds rather
ridiculous;

Ruslish — pycckuii aHrnuiickuii — sI3bIK, HA KOTOPOM TOBOPSIT OYEHb MHOTHE
JKUTENM Hamled cTpaHbl <...> PYCCKUH aHINIMMCKUH MPOCTO KaKeTcs
HEEeCTECTBEHHBIM M MHOTAA CMEIIHBIM. Huke IpHBENeH TEKCT Ha PyCCKOM
AHTJIMHACKOM U €ro NepeBO/] Ha €CTECTBEHHBIN aHTJIMUCKUN, CACTaHHBIN MHOU
C MOWIMH aMepUKaHCKUMHU Kojuteramu <...> (Nikitin 2009).

Ruslish, or Russian English, is a language spoken by many Russian citizens
<...> Russian English simply does not sound normal and is sometimes
ludicrous. See the text below in Russian English and its normal English
translation, which I made together with my American colleagues <...>.

Similar confusion of local English varieties with their respective X-lishes can
be found in some academic publications. For example, comparing Runglish with
other hybridized Englishes such as Hinglish, Merkulova (2015: 47—48) uses the
terms Hinglish and Indian English interchangeably and claims that these varieties
are primarily the result of educational problems and the fossilization of Hindi-
speaking English learner’s mistakes. This is used as an argument to deny the
existence of Russian English or Ruslish as a variety, because unlike Indian English
or Hinglish, it is restricted functionally and is not considered to be a norm in Russia.

There is certainly a huge difference between “true” or “thriving” mixed codes
(Schneider 2012: 55) like Hinglish in India or Taglish in the Phillipines and
hybridized Englishes in most EC countries such as Russia, which Schneider
describes as “ephemeral” X-Englishes (Schneider 2016: 349). He explains that “in
the majority of instances these refer to local languages which have undergone heavy
lexical borrowing from English rather than stable new varieties” (Schneider
2016: 349). However, be it norm-developing varieties in OC countries like India or
norm-dependent, exonormative EC varieties in countries like Russia, it would be
wrong to equate local varieties of English with respective hybrid Englishes. They
overlap, but exist alongside each other, serving different sociolinguistic and
psycholinguistic purposes. For example, many Filipinos today view the Philippine
English as elitist and tend to use Taglish as a relatively unmarked type of verbal
behavior in casual contexts (Schneider 2016: 345).
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To conclude this section, denying the existence of Russian English as a variety
is deeply flawed on a number of grounds from the point of view of modern
sociolinguistics and World Englishes theory. One such case is when Russian
English is equated with Ruslish. It does not mean, however, that Ruslish is not a
linguistic term at all, as some publications argue (Merkulova 2015: 46). It means,
firstly, that “folk Ruslish” as a fuzzy broad concept embracing various instances of
stigmatized English-Russian hybridization should be separated from a linguistically
rigorous interpretation of this term as the basilectal sub-variety of Russian English.
And secondly, this issue remains highly controversial because hardly any serious
linguistic research has been carried out on Ruslish and many other X-Englishes,
though there is a high degree of awareness of their existence and a lot of local
discussions (Schneider 2016: 341). Thus, further documentation of Ruslish and its
thorough investigation in tandem with Russian English as an EC variety are
crucially important.

5. Russian English and Ruslish vs. “Mock Russian English / Ruslish”

Since it is an important part of the present-day linguistic situation in Russia,
Ruslish is played on and mocked a lot both in the entertainment industry and in
everyday Russian-based discourse. For example, the various categorizations of
Russian English/Ruslish discussed above are exhibited in a number of sketches of
the Comedy Club show on TNT (as of 2018, the sixth most popular Russian TV
channel with a predominantly young audience). One recent sketch parodying
Ruslish* shows a business meeting in a company, where the managers drive their
“normal Russian”-speaking employee crazy by ridiculously overusing Anglicisms,
such as cannaii-meneooicep (supply manager), Oecuoicn-metikepvr (decision
makers), meccedorc nawezo netimunea (the message of our naming), etc.

Ruslish as “broken English” is mocked in another Comedy Club sketch,” which
portrays a presumably American radio-host interviewing a British producer who
promotes an Indian pop-singer. They all speak English with exaggerated respective
accents, and the host can hardly understand either of his guests. One especially
funny part starts when a Russian listener calls the studio and asks questions in
heavily accented and highly hybridized Ruslish. It appears that the only two people
who understand each other perfectly well are the non-native speakers, the Russian
and the Indian. Other sketches in the Russian English entertainment genre include
snapshots of typical Russian English/Ruslish deficiencies of simple-minded
Russian businessmen trying to communicate in English abroad,® incompetent
English language teachers and their students in a Russian classroom,’ or under-

4 URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?time continue=23&v=j7vewLSZ2eg&feature=
emb_logo

3 URL: https://rutube.ru/video/7¢806393a9705797d7¢92c4a05493d5d/?pl_id=3131&pl
type=tag

¢ URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r3BII-BpN3A&t=11s

7 URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0RFz0 MPQyw
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qualified Russian-English interpreters who are baffled by untranslatable culture-
specific Russian lexis, confuse homonymous words, and ludicrously translate
Russian idioms word-for-word.?

Overall, “mock Ruslish” belongs to a common type of “variety humour” in
various EC countries, which aims to stylize and ridicule a locally relevant
stereotyped X-English speaker (Lee 2014). When comedians “fake” linguistic
incompetence and assume that their audience can discern the mistakes, they identify
themselves and the audience as being different from this “ridiculous Other,” which
creates a positive communicative bond. Moreover, as pointed out in Lee (2014) and
Moody & Matsumoto (2012), local-English-variety entertainment helps the
community to relate to often frustrating shared experiences of English learning and
to deal with their “language anxieties.”

Similar connotations are rendered when Russian English/Ruslish is stylized
and mocked in everyday communication in Russian. A number of linguistic
strategies are used for this. One of them is when a real or imagined representative
of the social group being mocked is “ironically quoted” (Hill 1999: 552). For
example, as was mentioned above, some of Vitaly Mutko’s attempts at speaking
English have become tokens of Ruslish and are nowadays often quoted to allude to
Ruslish as “broken English” in a jocular manner. Consider the following examples:

I'oBopuTe ¢ aknieHTOM, Kak MyTKo. «Jler mu cniuk ¢pom Maii XxapT». — AKIICHT
ocTtaics, ero He cTecHs roch (RNC).

You speak with an accent, like Mutko. “Lets mi spik from may khart.” —
The accent remains and I’m not ashamed of it;

Xopolre CHHXPOHHCTHI B CTpAIIHOM JAe(HINTE, JaKe caMble MACTHTHIC
JMHIBUCTUYECKUE BY3bl HE YUaT XyJ0XKECTBEHHOMY TepeBoay. Ho crout mu
10 3TOMY NoBOxLy nepexuBarh? [lodTH Bce MBI CHOCOOHBI MIEPEKHHYTHCS C
WHOCTPAHIIaMU TIApOH CJIOB Ha aHTJIMHCKOM, U T€ 00sI3aTEILHO MOMMYT, €CIH
«cruk ppom mait xapt» (Novosyolova 2013).

Good conference interpreters are in an awfully short supply and even the most
prestigious linguistic universities offer no courses in belles-letters translation.
Should we be concerned about it? Almost each of us is capable of exchanging
a couple of words with foreigners in English and there is no doubt they will
understand us, if “spik from may khart.”

Unlike in Mutko’s speech, which is an example of authentic Ruslish,
“[lets me] spik from may khart” in the excerpts above is a manifestation of “mock
Ruslish,” a symbolic quote thrown in jokingly.

It should be noted that this phrase, like most of the other “mock Russian
English/Ruslish” tokens in Russian-based writing, is presented in Cyrillic,
mimicking Russian accent and stressing the idea that it is not “genuine” English
that is inserted or switched into. This practice of English being playfully rendered
in non-Roman scripts can also be interpreted as a specific “mock language”

8 URL: http://odnajdi-v-odesse.video.az/de/video/117857/garik-harlamov-timur-batrutdinov-
i-demis-karibidis-perevodchik-na-formule-1-v-sochi?locale=ru
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technique similar to but in many cases different from standard transliteration,
normally employed in the process of borrowing. Spilioti (2019: 2) describes such
bilingual practices as “written performances,” or local script “refashionings,”
“respellings” of English that allude to spoken stylizations and associated personas.
She analyses engreek, Greek-alphabet respelt English against the backdrop of
Greek-accented English stylizations for the humorous portrayals of non-fluent
learners of English (Spilioti 2019: 5). In Russia, Cyrillic-refashioned English is
widely employed to mockingly index Ruslish. For example, the then Prime Minister
of Russia Dmitry Medvedev in his jocular birthday post to Vitaly Leontyevich
Mutko on the government’s official Instragram page in 2015 wrote «C ouem
poocoenust, Bumanuii Jleonmvesuu! D nvio 3pa ¢ho 3e 6ond ouesn!y / “Happy
birthday, Vitaly Leontyevich! E new era for ze world began!” (Dolgov 2015).
Another notable “mock language” strategy 1is aggressive “hyper-
vernacularization” of lexis, or the fabrication of deliberately erroneous loans from
English that allegedly mimic typical misunderstandings or mispronunciations of
borrowed terms by X-lish speakers. It sometimes results in stylistically opposed
loan doublets, a regular loan being used in stylistically neutral contexts and a mock
one in jocular or ironic contexts. As for hyper-Russianized mock loans from
English, in addition to being just fun, they are used to voice the disapproval by the
majority of Russian speakers of the Englishization of the Russian language, of
Ruslish as the overuse of Anglicisms, and also in a wider sense, to imply resistance
to the globalization and Westernization of the society. An illustrative example of
this technique is the “mock Ruslish” loan ayxapu (pronounced as /" lu*hari/), which
is a mock doublet of a stylistically neutral borrowing izaxwepu (“luxury”,
pronounced in Russian in a similar way, as /’1Akfari/). In the case of zyxapu
(lukhari), the word “luxury” is being playfully “misread,” reflecting typical
Russian English-learner mistakes — confusion of two variants of the English letter
<u> pronounced as /A/ or /u/ and confusion of the English letter <x> with its
Russian homograph pronounced as /*h/. The source of this mock loan was also an
Internet video that went viral and became a meme in Russia.’ It features two
Russian girls presumably returning from an upscale Moscow suburb shopping mall
Barvikha Luxury Village. When asked where they are coming from, they
ridiculously maim the English name of the place, with “/uxury” pronounced as
/" lw*hari/. People still disagree if it was real-life footage or a staged performance of
Ruslish. Anyway, whether it is just an “ironic quote” of a real Ruslish episode or a
deliberate ludic distortion of the word parodying Ruslish, the lexical variant nyxapu
(lukhari) has been taken in by Russian speakers as a derogatory term for pseudo-
luxury, the opposite of real “luxury,” a pretentious and vulgar imitation of wealthy
life-style, a disapproved striving to emulate the Westernized elite. Like many other
“mock Ruslish” loans, szyxapu (lukhari) has triggered a lot of offline and online
public discussion (see the survey in Partanenko 2016) and even a hashtag #1yxapu

® URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=21SHisd0U 14
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on Russian Instagram, where people reveal their understanding of and their attitude
to what this word stands for.

Though the object of study in this article is Russian English as an EC variety,
it is worth mentioning that Russian English is also a recognizable English variety
in Inner Circle (IC) countries, and as such it is also frequently stylized and mocked.
However, the repertoire of tokens employed, their sociolinguistic indexicalities and
even the terms used to denote this type of “mock language” are drastically different.
To begin with, most English speakers are seldom exposed to the Russian language,
but they do have “media-fabricated familiarity” (Hill 1999: 552) with numerous
Russian characters speaking schematically Russianized English, marked primarily
by phonological peculiarities, such as thrilled /r/, /w/ substituted by /v/,
indistinguishable tense and lax vowels, or specific intonation contours. That is why,
in folk metalanguage in IC countries, Russian English is referred to by a
metonymically expanded term “Russian accent.”'® When Russian-accented English
is stylized, the “stylized Other” is an imagined Russian speaker. Therefore, it can
be described as Anglo-American “mock Russian,” or, to be more precise, as “mock
Russian English” which is used to index “Russianness” and to allude to various
stereotypes associated with it in the IC. “Mock Russian/Russian English” implies a
specific set of not only phonological, but also lexical, grammatical, and even some
graphic tokens (for instance, Cyrillic graphemes inserted into English words in
writing).

As is often the case, these tokens are employed and stereotypes about Russians
are revealed most vividly in “mock Russian/Russian English” performances of
English-speaking comedians. Trevor Noah,!' Rebel Wilson'? and many other
comic artists mimic Russian English in typical “scary Russian accent” jokes, for
example, about deliberately faking a Russian accent to put off unwanted people.
Lexically and grammatically, similar to other “mock languages,” “mock
Russian/Russian  English” in  IC countries is based on “reductive
oversimplification” (Cutler 1999: 439) and general “mock non-standard English”
(Fuller 2009: 663). It means that it is limited to a dozen recognizably Russian
personal names, such as /van or Boris, emblematic borrowings, such as nyet or
comrade, and some random violations of English grammar. For example, a famous
comparethemarket.com advertisement campaign features Russian animated
meerkat characters speaking Russian-accented English,'® however, their slogan
“Simples!” and some other allegedly Russian-influenced linguistic features have

19 The term “accent” is regularly used in folk linguistics to define various English varieties and
“mock languages”; for example, Chun writes about “an imagined variety of American English
frequently referred to as a ‘Chinese accent’ (Chun 2004: 263).

'"URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=85VHW86GHGS; http://scrapsfromtheloft.com/
2017/04/22/trevor-noah-afraid-dark-2017-full-transcript/

12 URL: https://www.cheatsheet.com/entertainment/why-rebel-wilson-often-uses-a-russian-
accent-in-real-life.html/

13 URL: https://www.bglgroup.co.uk/businesses-and-brands/compare-the-market
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little to do with the distinctive features of authentic Russian English as described in
Proshina & Eddy (2016) or Proshina (2020).

For further discussion of “mock Russian/Russian English” in IC contexts,
“mock Russian English/Ruslish” in Russia, and “mock Englishes” in general, see
Proshina & Rivlina (2018), Rivlina (2015: 448-449), and Rivlina (2020: 417-418).
Overall, this type of bilingual language play testifies to speakers’ awareness of the
distinctive features of local Englishes and X-lishes; however, it needs to be
distinguished from actual bilingual communication and varieties of English, such
as Russian English.

6. Translingual English-related forms and practices: “New Ruslish”?

Finally, a few words need to be said about Russian speakers’ translingual use
of English language resources, which, similar to “new Chinglish” in China, can be
described as “new Ruslish.”

“New Ruslish” is primarily evident in English-Russian translanguaging in
writing, namely, in Roman-Cyrillic trans-scripting. Regarding such practices,
Angermeyer (2012) analyzes what he calls “bivalent,” or “ambivalent” written
elements employed by Russian immigrant communities in advertisements and
automobile-number plates in the US. Russian speakers creatively manipulate the
overlap in Roman and Cyrillic scripts to spell English-Russian cognates so that the
form could be read in both alphabets, but in either case, the reader would be required
to draw on the other alphabet for its interpretation. For example, one such bivalent
form ADBOKAT, which represents the Russian word ‘“anBokar” (advokat,
“attorney”, correlating with its English cognate advocate), makes use of a Cyrillic
reading of the shared letter <B>, pronounced in Russian as /v/, and includes the
letter <D> that is not shared, but resembles the cursive variant of the Cyrillic letter
<JI> — <®>(Angermeyer 2012: 265).

A number of Roman-Cyrillic bivalent or translingual written forms in
intranational communication in Russia, specifically in modern Russian linguistic
landscape and in the Internet domain names, are discussed in Rivlina (2017). Some
of them are stylistically neutral. For example, the site name transport.ru can be seen
both as English and as Roman-transliterated Russian cognate word “rpancnopt”
(transport), which is quite plausible because the site itself is in Russian. Many cases
of trans-scripting are deliberately playful. For example, the pun name of the flower
salon [/eem ok, meaning “flower”, plays on the ambivalence of shared Roman-
Cyrillic graphemes <O> and <K>: the Russian substantive suffix <-ox>
is homographic with the English OK and the borrowing “ox” in Russian, thus,
additional graphic manipulation through the use of an apostrophe (which is a
marker of the English writing system) makes this part of the word ambiguous, or
translingual.

When investigating “new Chinglish,” Li (2016) explains that “new Chinglish”
re-appropriates English in the linguistic practices that used to be associated with
“broken English,” but are employed nowadays for deliberately created new forms
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to express a range of locally relevant meanings and intentions. It is an “indigenous
use of English” (Xu & Deterding 2017: 126), as in most cases one needs to know
Chinese to fully understand the meanings. Unlike Chinese English, “new
Chinglish” forms are not intended for international communication and enjoy
increasingly positive attitudes “not just among the young and urban elite, but across
a much wider spectrum of Chinese society” (Li 2016: 14-15).

The same applies to “new Ruslish,” the increasingly frequent translingual
manipulation of English-related forms in Russia. Being intended for intranational
communication, “new Ruslish” needs to be investigated as a phenomenon related
to Ruslish and Russian English, but different from them.

7. Conclusion

It is crucially important to spell out what Russian English is and what it is not
by looking deeper into various conceptualizations of English-Russian interaction in
modern-day intranational communication in Russia. What is referred to as Russian
English or Ruslish often differs from the rigorous sociolinguistic treatment of the
English language variety actually spoken by Russians, though there might be a good
deal of shared forms with or deliberate language play on Russian English distinctive
features. That includes the cases defined in this article as “folk Russian
English/Ruslish,” “mock Russian English/Ruslish,” and “new Ruslish.” Therefore,
two interrelated but separate linguistic phenomena need to be distinguished:
Russian English as an EC variety including Ruslish as its basilect on the one hand,
and on the other hand, Russian English or Ruslish as a broader language contact
concept embracing various cases of English-Russian hybridization and
interference, which is closer to its folk metalinguistic treatment.

There is no denying the fact that language contact is “an underlying mechanism
for all Englishes” (Onysko 2016: 196). This inevitably leads to certain overlap
between different typologies of English varieties and general language contact
categorizations. However, the overlap or fuzziness of borders between various
contact-induced linguistic outcomes in speech practice and in their theoretical
identification cannot be used as an argument for dismissing the idea of Russian
English or any other EC variety as a sociolinguistic entity, a generalized linguistic
construct characterized by certain distinctive features. I hope that the analysis
suggested in this article will contribute to the continuing debate on Expanding
Circle Englishes as varieties in their own right.

© Alexandra A. Rivlina, 2020
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Abstract

The paper addresses the use of English in the Russian-based recruitment discourse. Language is
viewed through the prism of the sociolinguistics of globalization and understood as a set of mobile
trans-locally operative resources used to achieve specific goals of communication. The corpus for
analysis includes job ads and résumés posted on the recruitment platforms HeadHunter and
Super.Job, videotaped conversations of job seekers with recruiters and employers, and ethnographic
interviews with recruitment professionals. We used discourse analysis, ethnographic methods, and
quantitative measuring to analyze the data. The study consists of two stages. During the first stage,
we found out that English can be used as the main language of recruitment or in the form of
“insertions” in the Russian-based texts to demonstrate professionalism, position the company, and
“filter” the candidates. The second stage revealed that the all-English segment of the Russian
recruitment discourse has narrowed, while the use of English in “truncated” forms has increased.
This dynamic is caused by the expansion of the digital segment of the Russian job market (social
media, Internet channels), where English-mediated technologies are the main instrument of
interaction with clients. It results in further hybridization and boosts translingualism in work-related
settings. English, with its tendency to informal personified communication patterns, also affects the
communicative conventions of the Russian-based recruitment discourse. The study demonstrates the
growing role of English as an agent of global professional discourses and an intermediary between
people and technologies.

Keywords: Expanding Circle, globalization of English, bilingualism, language hybridization,
recruitment discourse, indexicality
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HayyHad cTaTba

AHIJIMACKUH A3BIK
B POCCUMCKOM JUCKypcCe TPYAO0yCTPOUCTBA

E.C. TPUIIEHKO', A.B. AINKWHA?

! HarmoHabHBIH MCCITeI0BaATEIbCKUI yHUBEpcUTET «Bricmias mKojaa 3JKOHOMUKI»
Huoicnuti Hoseopoo, Poccus
2MBOY mikona Ne 33
Huoicnuti Hoeeopoo, Poccus

AHHOTANHUSA

B crartbe aHanu3upyeTcs MCIONb30BAaHUE AHIVIMHCKOIO fA3bIKa B POCCUICKOM IHCKYypCE TPYIO-
yCTpOHCTBa. SI3BIK paccMaTPUBACTCS Yepe3 NPU3MY COLMOJIMHIBUCTUKH TII00AIH3aUd ¥ TPAKTY-
eTCs Kak Habop MOOMIIBHBIX TPAHCIOKAIBHBIX PECYPCOB, HCIIOIB3YEMBIX IS NOCTH)KEHHUS KOHKPET-
HBIX leJiell KOMMYyHUKalMi. MarepuaioM /sl aHaTi3a MOCITYKHIIM OOBSIBICHUSI O paboTe U pe-
3I0Me, pa3MelleHHbIe Ha oHiaiiH miatdopmax HeadHunter u Super.Job, Bumeo3anucu HHTEPBHIO
KaH/IM/IaTOB C pabOTOATEISIMU U PEKPYTEPaMU M 3THOTpauuecKre HHTEPBBIO C IPEICTABUTEISIMH
KaJpOBBIX areHTCTB. VICIONB30BaNNCh METO/BI JAMCKYpC-aHAIN3a, STHOrpaUUeCKHd M KOJue-
CTBEHHBII MeTonbl. MccnenoBanue npoBoawiiock B 1Ba dtana. Ha nepBom stane ObUIO yCTaHOB-
JICHO, YTO aHTJIMMCKUI MOKET UCIIOIb30BAThCsl KAK OCHOBHOM SI3BIK ITpOIIEcca TPYJOYCTPONCTBA, a
TaKKe B KauecTBEe ()ParMeHTOB M BKPAIUICHUI B PYCCKOS3BIYHOM TEKCTE ISl JEMOHCTPALIMH IIPO-
(eccnonanusMa, MO3MIMOHUPOBAHNS KOMIIAHUH, TPUBJICUCHUS HYXKHBIX U OTCEHMBAHUS HETIOIXO-
JSIIUX KaHauaaToB. Ha BTopoM atane paboThl ObUIO BEISBICHO, YTO TIPH CYKEHHH CEphl HCIIO0Ib-
30BaHM aHTJIMHCKOTO A3bIKa KAK OCHOBHOI'O HHCTPYMEHTA PEKPYTHHIA PACTET €ro NPHCYTCTBHE B
«yceueHHO» Gopme. DTO CBA3aHO C MOSBICHUEM IH(PPOBOTO CETMEHTAa PEIHKA TPy (COIUATbLHEIE
CETH, HHTEPHET-KaHaJIbI), TJIe ONIOCPENyEeMbIe aHTJIHACKHUM SI3BIKOM TEXHOJIOIHU CTAaHOBSITCS OCHOB-
HBIM CPEJCTBOM B3aHMOJICHCTBHS C KIMEHTOM. B pesynbraTe pacter rudpuausanus mnpodeccuo-
HaJbHBIX KOMMYHHMKATHUBHBIX IIPAKTHK, YCHJIMBAETCS TPAHCIMHIBAJIBHBIA XapakTep OOLICHHS.
Hapsiny ¢ 3TM OTMEUeHO pacTylee BIUsHUE aHIJIOA3BIYHBIX 00pa310B Ha KOMMYHHKATHBHbIE KOH-
BEHIIMU JUCKYypca TpPYyIOyCTpoicTBa (TEHACHIMS K HeQOpMaIbHOMY MNEpCOHAIM3UPOBAHHOMY
CTIWIIIO KOMMYHHKaIuu). [IpoBeeHHbIN aHAIN3 JAEMOHCTPUPYET PACTYUIYIO POJb aHTIUHCKOTO
A3bIKa KaK areHTa r1o0alIbHBIX MPOEeCCHOHATIBHBIX AUCKYPCOB U MOCPEIHIKA MEX]Ty YeIOBEKOM H
TEXHOJIOTHSIMH.

KnroueBble clloBa: pacuupaowuiica Kpye, 2100a1u3ayus aH2IUICKO20 A3bIKA, OUNUHSGUIM, A3bl-
Ko8as 2ubpuousayus, OUCKypc mpyooycmpoucmed, UHOeKCaibHOCHb

Jns uMuTHpOBaHUS:

Gritsenko E.S., Alikina A.V. English in the Russian-based recruitment discourse. Russian
Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 669—686. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-
669-686

1. Introduction

In recent years, the focus of research on English in the Expanding Circle
shifted from feature-oriented description of new varieties to “the most exciting
areas <...> dealing with the slippery linguistic spaces between and within particular
speech communities, where the use of English is juxtaposed with other
international, national, regional, and local languages” (Bolton 2012: 33). The
transnational use of various kinds of resources of English available to individual
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speakers in specific contexts has become an important and challenging topic. The
notion of “English” in this framework covers not only the standardized variety and
its forms and functions but also “elements and fractions of it,” which “can be
employed and adopted selectively and integrated into new contexts where they
retain old or adopt new functions” (Schneider 2014: 25).

Outlining the principles of sociolinguistic research in a globalized world,
Blommaert (2010) argues that globalization transforms not abstract languages but
specific speech forms, genres, styles, language repertoires and practices. In other
words, the impact of globalization is “niched.” Recruitment discourse in Russia is
one such niche. According to Barber, recruitment includes the “practices and
activities carried on by the organization with the primary purpose of identifying and
attracting potential employees” (Barber 1998: 5).

The approaches to the linguistic study of recruitment discourse in the
Expanding Circle may vary due to the differences in the sociolinguistics status of
English, proficiency level and access to language learning in particular countries.
Oftentimes, the role of English in the local job market is addressed in the context
of other relevant issues, such as socio-economic inequality and national educational
policies. Some authors focus on the racial bias of English-related recruitment
discourses. Based on the analysis of the professional websites advertising
employment opportunities for TESOL professionals in Southeast Asia (language
schools in China, Korea, Japan, Taiwan, and Thailand), Ruecker and Ives show that
“the ideal candidate is overwhelmingly depicted as a young, White, enthusiastic
native speaker of English from a stable list of inner-circle countries” (Ruecker &
Ives 2015: 733).

The role of English as a divide between the wealthier, educated urban
populations and other socio-economic and geographic groups is addressed in a few
studies involving Latin America (Ecuador, Columbia, Argentina, Brazil).
According to Perez (2019: 46), in this part of the world, English is rather seen as a
symbol of prestige and an asset for social mobility than a necessary requirement for
professional contexts.

The demand for English in the Turkish job market is attributed to its role in
globalization, international trade, and upward mobility of individuals. Discussing
the market value of English in Turkey, Dogancay-Aktuna argues that it acts as a
gate-keeper for advancement in prestigious jobs. Her survey of job advertisements
in two largest national newspapers shows that “for the higher level, better-paid
white-collar positions in well-known companies, employers sought candidates with
knowledge of a foreign language and specified English especially as a job
requirement” (Dogincay-Aktuna 1998: 34). Although over 45% of job openings did
not require foreign language proficiency, those were much less prestigious
positions. Notably, 20 % of the ads were printed in English, thus cutting off those
who did not know the language.

In European countries, where the socio-economic inequalities are less acute
and the range and depth of English penetration into professional, academic and
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everyday life are much higher, the focus of research is different. Van Meurs
investigates the use of English in job advertisements in Netherlands from three
perspectives: the sender of the ad’s message, the message itself, and the target
audience (Meurs van 2010). He shows how the use of English may affect the
comprehension of the ads, the attitude to the job and to the organization, and
subsequently the receivers’ behavior, i.e. job pursuit intentions and application
decisions.

Different reasons are offered for using English in job advertisements. Moor
and Varantola observe that in job ads in Finnish newspapers English is used “for
global image building” (Moor and Varantola 2005: 138). Seitz reports that English
job titles in German ads “transfer a more modern and innovative image,” “function
like an eye-catcher,” and “as euphemisms for low-prestige jobs” (Seitz 2008: 42).
Based on the analysis of all-English job ads in German and Swiss newspapers,
Hildendorf and Martin (2001) and Watts (2002) conclude that they emphasize the
importance of language skills for advertised positions: even if the advertisement
has no explicit reference to language requirements, applicants “are expected to infer
[...] that the major language with which they will be expected to communicate is
English” (Watts 2002: 117). Gerritsen argues that the use of English job titles in a
Dutch context helps to avoid gender bias (Gerritsen 2002: 103). According to
Larson, the use of “an English-sounding job-title” in a Swedish job ad makes the
job sound “more appealing and challenging” (Larson 1990: 368).

The issue of English in the Russian-based recruitment discourse received much
less attention. Stebletsova compared structural and pragmatic peculiarities of
English and Russian recruitment discourses and examined the cultural differences
of self-representation in the genre of CV/resume focusing on identity issues
(Stebletsova 2010, 2016). Golovushkina & Voyachek addressed some lexical and
stylistic features of English and Russian job ads (Golovushkina & Voyachek 2018).
As part of a larger study on globalization and language ideologies, Laletina
examined the attitudes to English on the Russian job market (Laletina 2012). The
functional range of English and its role as a meaning-making resource in various
genres of the Russian recruitment discourse was addressed in our own previous
research (Alikina 2014, Alikina & Gritsenko 2015). However, the ongoing changes
in the socio-economic situation and technological developments call for a more in-
depth analysis of the topic with emphasis on the dynamics of the domain-specific
use of English.

2. Overview of the study

2.1. Theoretical foundations

The study is guided by the concept of language as a transnational mobile
resource, a set of semiotic repertoires used to achieve specific communicative goals
(Blommaert 2010), and the research on language ideologies which link the
assumptions people have about a language to their social experience (Silverstein
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2003, Woolard & Shieffelin 1994). We bring together sociolinguistic and
ethnographic approaches to investigate how the spread of English manifests itself
and what functions English performs in the Russian-based recruitment discourse.

In the assessment of the scope of English in various recruitment genres, we
follow Bhatia and Ritchie and take into account not only English words, but also
“the use of English wrapped in non-Roman scripts” (Bhatia & Ritchie 2013: 573).
Bearing in mind that speakers can use English as a creative resource without
necessarily switching to English, we take into consideration “pseudo-English in
Roman characters” (Proshina & Ustinova 2012: 43) as well.

We draw on the insights from critical genre analysis (V. Bhatia 2019) to
explore how recruitment professionals use language to achieve their objectives
within the context of specific institutional culture and to highlight the role of
interdiscursive performance in professional practice.

2.2. Terminology

The English term “recruiting” (Rus. “pexpytunr” [rekruting]) was borrowed
into Russian in the 1990s to name professional activities of HR agencies and in-
house recruiters connected with attracting, screening, and selecting suitable
candidates to positions within an organization. There was no pre-existing Russian
word since the recruitment industry came to Russia with the advance of the market
economy. The Russian word “rpynoyctpoiictBo” [trudoustroistvo] has a different
focus: it denotes activities connected with helping people to find jobs, i.e. providing
employment. The word is translated into English as “employment,” “recruitment,”
and “placement” (“job placement”) In this paper, we use the term “recruitment” to
cover both foci and understand recruitment discourse as “purpose-driven interaction
of job market participants connected with searching for jobs and personnel”
(Stebletsova 2016: 78). The terms “recruitment ad,” “job ad,” and “job posting
(job post)” are used in the paper interchangeably.

2.3. Data and method

The study consisted of two stages. During the first stage (May 2013 — January
2014) we looked at how English is used and what pragmatic functions it serves in
the Russian recruitment discourse. The material for analysis included 566 job ads
and 300 résumés selected from the data bases of two largest Russian online
recruitment platforms HeadHunter (hh.ru) and SuperJob (superjob.ru), as well as
eleven televised job interviews from the TV series “Kadry Reshayut” (www.uspeh-
tv.ru). This educational documentary shows real-time conversations of applicants
with employers/recruiters followed by experts’ evaluations of applicants’
performances during the interviews. To verify and clarify the results of the analysis,
we conducted quasi-ethnographic interviews with two professional recruiters.

The goal of the second stage of the study (March — April 2020) was to reveal
the dynamics in the spread of English and its functional range. Using the search
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instruments of the recruitment platforms hh.ru and superjob.ru, we found out the
percentage of all-English job ads and résumés, the percentage of ads in which
English is listed as a necessary requirement, and the percentage of résumés where
applicants mentioned the knowledge of English as a professional skill. The findings
were compared with the previous phase of the study. Then we screened 570 job ads
from hh.ru (0.1% of the total data base) and 211 ads from superjob.ru (0.1% of the
total data base) to trace the changes in the use of English and its impact on shifting
the local conventions of professional communication.

3. Analysis and results
3.1. Stage |

The recruitment platforms HeadHunter and SuperJob are Russian companies.
Their target audiences are speakers of Russian. All navigation tools and standard
relevant information (company address, sphere of activities, regions of available
vacancies) are provided in Russian. However, companies can choose the language
of self-presentation (introductory information posted on the platform) and the
language of job postings.

At the first stage of the study, we divided the sample of job posts and résumés
into three parts (all-English, mixed, and all-Russian) and focused on the first two
parts.

It was found that all-English job ads are usually posted by local affiliates of
international companies, such as Microsoft, KPMG, Visa, and Russian companies
that work on the global market, such as Kaspersky, LUXOFT, Severstal. In such
companies, English is either the language of corporate communication or a “must”
for successful professional performance. Language proficiency is a prerequisite for
employment; therefore, job openings are advertised only in English, résumés are
also submitted in English, and applicants are evaluated for their knowledge of
English. The testing procedures may vary, from a conversation on professional
topics during a job interview to a written text in English to screen out candidates
prior to an interview (Gritsenko & Laletina 2016).

Mixed job posts and résumés are Russian-based texts in which English words
and Anglicisms are used as insertions. Most of them refer to the spheres of sales,
marketing, advertising, PR, banking, and other industries that came to Russia with
the market economy and brought with them new brands, products, concepts, and
terminologies. English is used to name jobs (data scientist, account assistant),
computer software and digital platforms (Python, GoogleAds, Power BI, MyTarget,
Twitter, ARIS, MS Visio), professional skills and activities (e-Commerce,
testing A/B), and general work-related concepts (dead-line, soft skills). Hybrid
terms are very frequent (event-menedowcep [ivent menedzher] — Eng. event-
manager, onepamop call-yenmpa [operator kol tsentra] — Eng. call-center
operator), as are transliterated English words adapted to Russian grammar, e.g.
cenepums kauighno [generit’ keshflo] — Eng. to generate cash flow’; yeneuen

674



Elena S. Gritsenko and Anastasia V. Alikina. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 669—686

ro3abunumu  [uvlechon yuzabiliti] — Eng. keen on usability improvements).
An implicit presence of English is felt due to abundant translation loans and
calques, e.g. npodykmosas nunetika [produktovaya lineika] — Eng. product line;
banxemuvlli meHeOxucep [banketnyi menedzher] — Eng. banquet manager,
Kauenmoopuenmuposannocms [kliyentoorientirovannost’] — Eng. client orientation’,
and so on.

The functions of English in Russian-based recruitment discourse are manifold.
English fills lexical gaps by providing names for jobs and professional activities for
which there are no already-existing Russian words (data scientist, axmyaputi
[aktuarii] — Eng. actuary) or when English names more accurately convey the
specific features of certain professions (mpetioep [treider] — Eng. trader,; 6yxep
[buker] —Eng. booker (in fashion and cinema industries). English also performs an
indexical function by connoting various sociocultural meanings connected with
language ideologies circulating in Russian society. The symbolic meanings of
English have been explored across regions, discourses, and genres (Kachru 2006,
Hildendorf 2010, Kirilina 2011, Bolton 2012, Proshina & Ustinova 2012, Bhatia &
Ritchie 2013, Rivlina 2015, Zhang 2015, Gritsenko 2016, Khokhlova 2017, Martin
2019, Nelson, Proshina & Davis, 2020, etc.). In Russian-based recruitment ads,
employers use English to position their organizations as modern, progressive, and
globally oriented (see examples 1-3 below). They also resort to English for
targeting the audience: only those candidates who are familiar with English-based
professional vocabulary and/or are prepared to accept the corporate culture are
encouraged to apply (examples 4 and 5).

(1) Onvim pabomwvr om 3-x nem, ypogeuwv middle-senior. B nopmeonuo
00J1ICHBL DbIMb COJICHBLE UHMEPPELCH.

[Opyt raboty on tr’okh let, uroven’ mid-sinio. V portfolio dolzhny byt’
slozhniye interfeici].

Work experience from three years up, mid-senior level. Portfolio must include
complex interfaces.

(2) Paboma 6 enasnom department store cmpanoi.

[Rabota v glavnom department store strany].

Work in the main department store of the country.

(3) [Ilpesocxoonoe e6nadenue pycckuM S3bIKOM, JiCeldaHue  Nucamo
0elicmeUmenbHo MHO20 MEKCMOo8 6 pAsHuiX @opmamax — must have
(emphasized in the original — E.G.).

[Prevoskhodnoye vladenie ruskim yasykom, zhelaniye pisat’ deystvitel 'no
mnogo tekstov v raznykh formatakh — must have].

Excellent command of Russian. Willingness to write a lot of texts in various
formats — must have.

(4) Onwvim pabomvt SMM-menedocepom 6 fashion-cecmenme.

[Opyt rabuty SMM-menedzherom v feshen-segmente.

Experience as SMM-manager in the fashion segment.

(5) [Ilpokauail ckumbl: HA HOBLIX NPOEKMAX GbICOKAL NAAHKA KAYeCmed U
MHOHCECMBO 8bI30608.
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[Prokachai skily: na novykh proektakh vysokaya planka kachestva i
mnozhestvo vyzovov].

Pump your skills: new projects set a high bar of quality and pose a lot of
challenges.

Job seekers use English in their résumés (6, 7) and in job interviews (8, 9) to
demonstrate professional competence and raise their value in the job market:

(6) Pasmewenue POS-mamepuanos — yennuxu, 600.1epboi.

[Razmeschenie POS-materialov — tsenniki, voblery].

Placement of sales materials — price-tags, wobblers’.

(7) Ocywecmensina nocmasky no openo-oykam

[Osushestvkyala postavku po brend-bukam].

Shipped goods according to brand-books.

(8) Omo 6yoym xamnanuu cmadbuibhvlie, OoOabULUE, KOmMOpble 0)YO0ym
2eHepUmsb X0pouio Kauip.o.

[Eto budut kompanii stabilnye, bol’shie, kotorye budut generit’ khorosho

keshflo].

They will be stable, big companies that will generate cash flow really well.
(9) Ilepe0 mem, kax npowen OvIOOUL, HPOBOOUMb MEHOEP — OSMO
00s13amenbHo.

[Pered ten kak proshol d’udil, provodit’ tender — eto ob’azatel 'noj.
Prior to due diligence, holding a tender is a must.

The “commodification” of English (Heller 2010) is connected with its high
social prestige and wide spread in professional communities. For recruiters, foreign
language competence is not only a sign of professionalism but an index of positive
personal characteristics; these features can be seen in the following statements from
an employer and a recruiter:

“A candidate who is fluent in English is better educated, hard-working,
prepared to understand western culture” (Marina, HR agency director);
“Good knowledge of English means that a person is goal-oriented,
hard-working, diligent, and disciplined” (Lisa, recruiter).

The study showed that English and Anglicisms are more frequent in job ads
than in résumés. In ethnographic interviews, recruitment professionals explained
that for employers it is important to cut off the unfitting candidates at the very
beginning: they use English as a “filter.” On the contrary, job seekers want to reach
the maximal number of potential employers (both globally oriented and local
companies) and abundant use of Anglicisms can be a disadvantage.

“If a candidate uses too many English words, it [is] a signal of orientation to
western corporate culture. We do not recommend such candidates to local
companies” (Marina, HR agency director).

In job interviews, Anglicisms are more often used in conversations of
applicants with employers (professional to professional) than with recruiters
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(professional to non-professional). In the example below, a candidate to a position
of marketing director is speaking to director of the company:

(10) [na smoii yenesoui ayoumopuu y Hac Hem npoCmpancms, Komopuie Ovl
ovLiu ppenonu <...> He 3naio, npasunvra iu popmyauposka “kKpeamueHulil
Apm 6azap’, Ho ... 5m0 modcem dvlmb opmam onex cnetica.

Dl’a etoy tselevoi auditotrii u nas net prostranstv, kotorye by byli frendli <...>
Ne znayu, pravil’na li formulirovka “kreativnyi Art bazar’, no ... eto mozhet
byt’ format open speisa.

“For this target audience, we have no spaces that would be friendly <...>
I don’t know if the wording “creative Art bazar” is good, but ... it could be
the open space format” (https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLDbZVDV
p1foU4vjO-h8NOZg5R0z27tRKv) (5 April, 2020).

In many respects, the use of English in job interviews resembles a hybrid
jargon that is typical of informal workplace communication in IT and other
professional spheres (Gritsenko & Laletina 2016). In this type of talk, English
serves a lexifier language and Russian provides phonological, morphological and
syntactic foundation. Based on the resource-oriented approach to bilingualism
(Blommaert 2010, Mahootian 2012), these transidiomatic practices of job market
participants can be viewed as “truncated” English-Russian bilingualism (Higgins
2009: 3). Depending on the context and goals of communication, speakers switch
from monolingual to bilingual mode creating and perceiving additional relevant
meanings.

3.2. Stage Il

The second stage of the study revealed some changes in the spread of English
and its functional range. The percentage of all-English job postings on hh.ru has
decreased: 0.5% of the total number of posts on the platform compared to 1.2% in
2013. It may be connected with the fact that under the influence of economic
sanctions, some international corporations left Russia or reduced their activities and
relocated personnel to other countries, while foreign companies that came to Russia
for local clients increased the use of Russian in recruiting. Companies that posted
all-English job ads specialize in IT (40%), marketing (12%), industrial production
(9%, sales (9%), and medicine (6%); other industries represent less than 5%.

The survey of the job postings of two companies (Coca Cola HBC Russia and
KPMG) confirmed the tendency toward a reduced use of English. For instance, on
April 5, 2020, Coca Cola HBC Russia had four job posts in their “sales” category:
only one of them was in English, the other three were in Russian. The all-English
post advertised the vacancy of “category manager” in Moscow. Russian ads were
for the position of sales representatives in the regions. The position in Moscow is
hierarchically higher and requires occasional interactions with global headquarters.
The sales representatives in regional offices deal with local clients and do not need
to use English.
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Although there are fewer all-English job ads, English is frequently used in
company names, which demonstrate the growing use of “truncated” English
language resources. Our survey shows that 9,5 % of the companies on hh.ru have
English (or “pseudo-English”) names. Alongside names of well-known brands and
local enterprises (Visa, Askona, PepsiCo, Hyundai Motors CIS, SAY YES,
Pixelforce, SHARE, FunCorp, DigitalHR and so on), our sample exhibits numerous
hybrids (Macasun Garage, 2BAH®AHU, nabopamopus T&D Lab, OO0 SHARE)
and products of creative English-Russian bi-scriptalism (Manufaktura, Marina
Fashion, ZAVOD games, SALO, Uchi.ru.). The use of English in such names is
emblematic: they attract attention, and increase recognition and memorability.

Only 1% of the total number of posts on superjob.ru (2156 out of 211926) list
English as a requirement for employment. However, English words (transliterated
or in the original script) are routinely used to name positions and describe
professional skills and responsibilities (senior account manager, group head,
product manager, character 3D artist, junior GD, head of performance, ungnoenc-
mapkemune [infl 'uens-marketing] — Eng. influencer marketing, npeomemmuiii
gdomoepadgh [predmetnyi fotograf] — Eng. subject photographer;, nooobpamuv
onozepos no opughy [podobrat’ blogerov po brifu] — Eng. to recruit bloggers
according to a brief (i.e. a short summary of the objectives and results the customer
wants to achieve), pazeusaem GameDev-nanpaesnenue Critical Hit [razvivayem
geimdev-napravlenie kritikal hit] — Eng. develop Critical Hit games, and so on).
Apparently, it is assumed that all candidates would be familiar with basic English-
linked professional concepts.

In 11% of résumés posted on superjob.ru (1 591 322 out of 14 175 507), job
seekers indicate their knowledge of English (from basic to proficient). This shows
that English continues to be viewed as a competitive advantage. Yet, there is an
imbalance of supply and demand: only 1% of job posts on the platform require the
use of English, while 11% of candidates offer this skill. The survey of 165 recruiters
on hh.ru “agrees with these findings. Answering the question “Candidates with what
skills are most difficult to find? " only 2% of in-house recruiters selected the option
“proficient in English.”

Two explanations can be offered for this trend: (1) the number of people who
learn English and bring this knowledge to the job market is growing; (2) with a
shrinking pool of vacancies in international companies, emphasis is shifting to other
professional skills.

The first supposition is supported by our own findings: the survey of
recruitments ads on hh.ru showed a significant increase of employers who provide
educational services online (business schools, language schools, professional
development courses). Recruitment ads of such employers constitute about 1% of
the total number of job posts on hh.ru. Most of them offer various English courses
for young people and professionals. They hire English language instructors, tutors,
consultants, and so on. Among the most active employers, there are schools
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teaching English online (SkyEng; Unenexc [Ingleks], EnglishDom, Yes!Please,
Let’s skype, Parta, etc.).

The second conclusion is consistent with the opinions expressed by
representatives of Russian recruitment agencies in the publication of “Vedomosti,”
a Russian-based business daily. They stressed that in the changing Russian job
market, proficiency in English is vital for employees of international companies
and, in some cases, for senior personnel, while many local businesses tend to focus
on candidates’ professional expertise (https://www.vedomosti.ru/management/
articles/2017/11/14/741590-pomogaet-li-angliiskii). Nevertheless, the role of
English as symbolic capital (Bourdieu 1991) remains significant. English is
considered critical for technological development and innovation, which is a top-
level policy agenda. It is the main medium of communication in the global digital
economy.

Scholarship in world Englishes has long been interested in the impact of digital
media on the spread of English worldwide (Lee 2020). Our study yields some
relevant results concerning this issue. As mentioned above, the all-English segment
of the Russian recruitment discourse has narrowed, but the use of “truncated”
English language resources has increased. The increase is to a great extent
connected with changes in the job market. New occupational areas have appeared,
such as social networks, Internet channels, and so on, where telecommunications
are the main instruments of dealing with clients. It caused an influx of English
professional terms and non-terminological vocabulary that are nativized in
transliteration or in the original English script, e.g. xowmoae [kheshteg] — hashtag,
nouepud [longrid] — longread, cmpumep [strimer] — streamer, 6102eune [bloging] —
blogging, ecetimune [geiming] — gaming, oOpoockacm [brodkast] — broadcast,
mpaggux [trafik] — traffic, You Tube, Instagram, tik tok, VK.com, Facebook,
Twitter and so on).

The need for English in the digital job market is determined by the target
audience (Russian speakers or international social media communities). Even if
English is not required for employment, many jobs in the surveyed sample have
English names (SMM lead, 3d designer, head of performance and so on), and
Anglicisms are routinely used to describe required skills and activities, e.g.
paspabomka Hogvix uu 6 uepe [razrabotka novykh fich v igre] — developing new
features for a computer game; onvim pabomsi epynxeoom om 1 2ooa [opyn raboty
grupkhedom ot odnogo goda] — experience as group head over a year). Names for
new occupations are not only taken (borrowed) from English; they can be coined
by Russian speakers using English as a word-building material’, e.g.:

o chaiinoep [fainder] — a person whose responsibilities are to find new ideas
on the Internet (the word is not connected with the English name “finder” — “an
unregistered broker”; it was coined by Russian speakers in the Russian context);

e nuxkuep [pikcher] — a person whose work is connected with providing
entertaining (funny, challenging) visual content for news posts and social media
publications (the word was coined in the Russian meme-making community based
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on the jocular phonetic and graphical adaptation of the English word “picture”:
“picture” = “nukua” [pikcha] =2 “nuxuep” [pikcher]).

This phenomenon can be viewed as yet another form of language creativity
among Expanded Circle speakers of English: being understood as intended, the new
occupational names are in conformity with the “encoding rules” and meet the
conditions of “communicative feasibility” (Widdowson 2019). This novel form of
translingual word-building, triggered by occupational diversity in social media,
demonstrates the growing role of English as an intermediary between people, work,
and technologies.

Outlining priorities for World Englishes research in professional
communication, V. Bhatia argues “for an integration of discursive and professional
practices in order to facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of how
professionals exploit generic resources (at various levels, including lexico-
grammar, rhetorical structures, discourse organization, conventions and constraints
on and across genres) to create new and hybrid forms to achieve their disciplinary
objectives, invariably transcending geographical, disciplinary, institutional, as well
as cultural, boundaries” (V. Bhatia 2019: 31). In her comparative study of Russian
and English recruitment discourses, Stebletsova noted an important stylistic and
cultural difference between Russian- and English-based résumés: Russian texts
were formal, reserved, and unemotional, while English résumés were less formal
and more emotional, promoting personal achievements (Stebletsova 2016).

The same is true with reference to job ads. Traditionally, the function of job
ads in Russia has been to inform job seekers about open vacancies; no additional
meanings were intended or expected. In the recruitment practices of the US and
global business cultures, the goal of job ads is to attract top-talent employees.
To gain their trust and inspire them to choose their company over the competitors,
employers use special strategies bringing recruitment and marketing efforts
together. Oftentimes, elements of other professional genres (public relations and
advertising) are appropriated to create an appealing and memorable image of the
company.

In Russia, employers are also beginning to use strategies similar to above.
Following the global pattern, recruitment ads for Russian corporations now
routinely have a short introduction — company presentation. This highlights those
aspects of the company’s image which are considered critical for shaping public
opinion and attracting potential employees. For example, the ad for the position of
“senior actuary” posted on hh.ru by Sberbank Life Insurance, a subsidiary of the
biggest Russian commercial bank (Sberbank), has the following introduction:

(11) Coepbanx cmpaxosanue OJHCUZHU — MO MACUWIMAOHBINL NPOEKM HA
POCCUTICKOM CMPAX080M DbIHKE, NPOuLeOwull CMpeMumenbHblil. nyms K
yeepenHomy auoepcmay. Knuenmoopuenmuposantas CnioueHHAs U OPYICHAS
KOMaHOa, Komopas npediazaem KIUEHMAM UHHOBAYUOHMBIL HOOX00 K
CMPAxX08aHUIO HCUZHUL.
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Mbuot pabomaem 0 mozo, umobwi nomous epasicoanam Poccuu ne bosmucs
nianuposamo ceoe byoyuee <...> bnacodaps nawum npooykmam meymst,
ycmpemaeHus u obewanus, OaHHvle cebe U CcBOUM OIUBKUM, 0YyOym
peanuzoganvl. Hecmomps nu na umo.

Sberbank life insurance is a large-scale project on the Russian insurance
market, which has rapidly covered the path to confident leadership. A client-
oriented, solid and friendly team that offers innovative approach to life
insurance.

We work to help the citizens of Russia not to be afraid of planning their future
<...>. Thanks to our products, your aspirations and promises given to
yourself and to your loved ones will be implemented. No matter what.

The issues of leadership, innovation, and public good are prominent themes of
corporate public relations discourse. They are appropriated to present a commercial
enterprise as a benevolent project that improves people’s lives. In the post-Soviet
Russia, market reforms exacerbated social inequalities. In this context, the message
of improving people’s lives is very pertinent. It makes the image of the employer
more appealing and motivates worthier candidates to apply.

The job ad posted by the Russian metallurgical giant Severstal appropriates the
rhetoric of advertising — build trust by adding a personal touch. Potential employees
are addressed in an informal and friendly way with a second-person singular
imperative and the corresponding familiar personal pronoun me: [ty] — Eng. “you.”

(12) He ynycmu 603MOJCHOCMb NHONACMb 6 CAMYIO  3PpekmusHyo
Memannypeuueckyio komnanuto mupa! Ecimu mei omeemcmeennwii, npo
AKMUBHDILLL, XOUeUlb PA36UBANDb HOBble RPOOYKNIbL, O NOOABAL 3A5I6KY 6 HAULY
KOMAHOY.

Don’t miss the opportunity to get to the most effective metallurgical company
in the world! If you are responsible, proactive and willing to develop new
products, apply to our team!

This personalized address form is a syntactic calque from English. It reflects
the adoption of western patterns of informal and friendly interaction. Unlike
English, Russian grammatizes the difference between formal and informal address,
and for professional communication, the unmarked form has always been formality.
The emphasis on the individual has never been characteristic of the Russian
language and culture, but under the influence of English, it is becoming more
common. Thereby, register conventions also tend to shift from formal and reserved
to relaxed and friendly.

The examples above show how English-based norms are appropriated to
regulate communication in Russian. When professional industries globalize, and
businesses move into new markets abroad, they take their communicative norms
along with them (Cameron 2008). Today, the genre of job advertising in Russia
(like other recruitment genres) is largely regulated by global (English-based)
conventions. Russian job ads reproduce their English “prototypes” in form and
translate similar messages, but naturally the appropriation of global conventions
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involves their adaptation to Russian cultural norms. An example of such adaptation
is found in a job post for “Prosvesheniye Publishers,” the leading educational
publishing house of the Russian Federation. The post has a standard four-part
structure — introduction (company presentation) and three sections: “What
objectives we set for the candidate,” “What is important for us,” and “What we
offer You.” In the last section, the employer uses a capitalized form of the second-
person plural pronoun Bwut [vy] — Eng. you. It is a respectful form of address that is
typical of the genre of personal correspondence in Russian. This interdiscursive
manipulation helps the employer to sustain a balance between the global
requirements of personalization and Russian norms of politeness that require
formality in professional communication.

4. Concluding remarks

The spread of English in the Russian recruitment discourse manifests itself in
different ways. English can be adopted as a primary language of interaction between
job market participants (in this case, “English” means the whole system of the
language.) Certain lexical elements (words, phrases) can be borrowed and become
nativized (transliterated or in the original script). English-based norms can be
appropriated to regulate communication in Russian.

In Russian-based recruitment discourse, English is used to fill in lexical gaps
and convey a wide range of socio-cultural implications (indexical meanings)
connected with the perception of English as a marker of globalization, business
efficiency, professional competence, and so on. Employers use English to position
their companies as modern and progressive. They also employ it as a “filter” to
target good professionals and cut off unfitting candidates. Job seekers use English
to demonstrate their expertise and emphasize professional identity. English is more
often used in professional-to-professional type of interaction.

In the current socioeconomic situation, the all-English segment of the Russian
recruitment discourse is shrinking, but the use of “truncated” English language
resources (insertions, hybrids, calques, communication patterns) is growing. This
growth is driven by the expansion of the digital/social media sector where English
serves as an intermediary between people, work and technologies and mediates
global professional discourses.
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Abstract

This paper discusses the changing role of English in Germany drawing on evidence from domains
of English use and speakers’ attitudes. In so doing, it reports two case studies carried out at the
University of Mannheim, Germany. The quantitative data and its methods of evaluation are
discussed in the sections reporting case studies. The first study documents the use of English across
formal and informal settings as well as in spontaneous interactions. In so doing, it reports the results
of a survey collected from 172 students. The second study discusses the results of a survey tapping
into German speakers’ attitudes towards two native (British, American) and two non-native (Indian,
German) Englishes, thereby eliciting respondents’ attitudinal orientations towards English varieties
including their own. This case study is based on data stemming from 94 students. The first case
study shows that English in Germany has been continuously expanding its social domains of use
and there is a small but stable minority of German speakers using English in spontaneous daily
interactions. The second case study highlights the importance of the native-speaker model for the
attitudinal mindset of the German learners; they see no value in speaking German English and
clearly do not identify with this linguistic variety, a finding which reveals their exonormative
orientation. Against this backdrop, I conclude that whereas English spoken in Germany shows clear
signs of evolving into an ESL variety, it is still, by and large, an EFL English, at least in terms of
attitudinal orientations professed by educated young adults.
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HayudHas craTbsa

AHr/IMUCKUM A3BIK B 'epMaHun:
cdepsl A3BIKOBOIr0 MCI0J/Ib30BAaHUA U OTHOLIEHHUE K A3BIKY
10.I'. JABBIJIOBA

®dopapnpOeprcKuii MearorndeCKuii yHUBEPCUTET
Denvoxupx, Ascmpus

AHHOTANNA
B craThe paccmaTpuBaeTcs U3MEHEHHE POJIHM aHTIUICKOTO s3bika B ['epmannu. OOBEKTOM Hcce-
JIOBAaHUS CTAJIO MCIIOJIh30BAHUE aHTIIUIICKOTO SI3bIKA B Pa3HBIX chepax AesITeAbHOCTH U OTHOIICHUES
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K Hemy. McciienoBaHne BEIIOJIHEHO HA MaTepHaie IBYX KelCOB, U3y4CHHBIX B MaHreiMCKOM YHH-
Bepcutere, 'epmanus. B mepBoM cirydae BEINIOIHEH KOJIMYECTBEHHBIH aHAIN3 UCIIONB30BAaHUS aH-
TTIMHCKOTO sI3bIKa B (JOPMANTBEHOM M HE(OPMAIBHOM KOHTEKCTaxX, a TAKKe IPH CHOHTAaHHOM B3aM-
MojeiicTBuu. BTopoii keiic mpencTaBiser oOCYX AEHHE Pe3ylIbTaTOB MCCIECIOBAHHUS OTHOIICHHS
HEMEIKOTOBOPSIIMX KOMMYHUKAHTOB K JIBYM Hal[IOHAJbHBIM BapHaHTaM aHIJIMICKOTO S3bIKa, SIB-
JISIFOLIIETOCS] POHBIM JUIsl €r0 HOCHTeNel (OpUTaHCKOTO M aMEPUKAHCKOTr0), U K IBYM BapHaHTam
(MHAMHCKOMY M HEMEIIKOMY), He SBJISIFOLIIMMCS POJAHBIMU JUISl MX MOJIb30BaTeneld. Tem caMbIM pac-
CMAaTpPUBAIOTCS ATTUTIOIHBIE TEHICHIIMN K BapHaHTaM aHIJINICKOTO S3bIKa, BKIIFOYasi COOCTBEHHBIN
BapHaHT NOJb30BaTeleil. B 3akiitouenme genaercs BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO HECMOTPSI Ha SIBHbIE CUTHAJIBI
TOTO, YTO AHMVIMICKUH SI3bIK, UCIOIb3yeMbli B ['epMaHNuy, MOCTENICHHO NpEeBpaIlacTCsl B aHTIIHHI-
CKHMI KaK BTOPOH SI3bIK, OH, TEM HE MEHEe, BCE €Ile OCTACTCSI HHOCTPAHHBIM SI3BIKOM, MO KpaiHei
Mepe, CyJsl IO OTHOIICHUIO K HEMY CO CTOPOHBI 00pa30BaHHBIX MOJIOJBIX HEMIIEB.

KoroueBble ci10Ba: omuowenue Kk aHeauticKomy A3viKy, c@epubl UCTONb308AHUA AH2TUTICKO20 A3bIKA,
AHeUUCKULL KaK 8MOPOT A3bIK, AH2AUNCKUL KAK UHOCPAHHBILL A3bIK, AH2AUNICKUL A3bIK 6 I epmanuu

Jns uMuTHpOBaHUS:

Davydova J.G. English in Germany: Evidence from domains of use and attitudes. Russian
Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 687-702. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-3-
687-702

1. Introduction

English is the first truly global human language that, over the centuries, has
morphed into a plethora of different lects (see, for instance, Mesthrie & Bhatt 2008,
for an overview). Native vs. non-native Englishes is perhaps the most salient of
these distinctions, and amongst the latter, it is the division into English as a Second
Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL) that has sparked
scholars’ attention (Mukherjee & Hundt 2011, Hundt & Gut 2012, Buschfeld et al.
2014).

Much has been written about the ESL / EFL distinction and there seems to be
an implicit agreement amongst experts that different varietal types are not set in
stone. Rather, different forms of language are endowed with the capacity to evolve
in time (for instance, from EFL to ESL and vice versa) due to various historical and
socioeconomic circumstances (Buschfeld 2014, Kautzsch 2014). Another insight
stemming from this line of academic inquiry is that the ESL/EFL contexts represent
a continuum rather than a dichotomous distinction (Kautzsch 2014).

Assuming that this is the case, the analyst needs a list of criteria that would
allow them to determine the varietal status of the type of English under
investigations. Indeed, previous research has put forward a number of factors
allowing for the descriptions of the ESL / EFL differences (Kachru 1985, Mollin
2007, Buschfeld 2013, Kautzsch 2014). To give one example, Kautzsch (2014)
singles out three factors relevant to the description of the status of an English —
spreading bilingualism, exonormative orientation, and the nativisation of
pronunciation features.

Aligned with previous studies and listed below are the definitive characteristics
of English as a Second Language, which I propose here as a heuristic assessing the
degree to which an English variety can be classified as either ESL or EFL.
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(1) As asecond language, English must have expanded its status from formal
to informal settings; the formal domains of use include mostly educational contexts,
whereas the informal domains of use comprise various types of social and mass-
media products.

(2) Furthermore, ESL must necessarily be used as a means of interaction
during daily linguistic practices within a speech community.

(3) Finally, ESL speakers are acutely aware of the fact that they speak their
own form of the language that may, in part, be drastically different from the English
spoken by L1 speakers. They recognise their own form of English as a variety in its
own right. In other words, they exhibit an endonormative attitudinal orientation.

As a foreign language, English is mainly restricted to educational domains; it
is not used for interspeaker communication in a speech community. Crucially, EFL
speakers are most likely to be willing to align themselves with L1 speakers in terms
of linguistic norms and cultural expectations. In other words, they demonstrate an
exonormative mindset (see Davydova 2019 for an overview).

Against this backdrop, this study sets out to explore the dynamics underlying
the evolution of English in Germany, a traditionally EFL variety, and in so doing,
to re-assess its varietal status in the light of two types of evidence, stemming from
contexts of use on the one hand and speakers’ attitudes on the other. Before
proceeding to the discussion of English in Germany, let us consider the relationship
between English, the global language, and German, a major European language.

To be able to understand the nature of the relations between English and
German, it may be instructive to recall the Global Language System, a classification
of languages proposed by de Swaan (2001), hyper- and super-central languages, as
well as central and peripheral languages (see also Mair 2018). The status of each
language (hyper, super, central or peripheral) reflects the socioeconomic position
of the social group or the nation it represents. It is, however, the communicative
value of a given language that is at the core of this classification. Communicative
value describes the potential of a given language to connect speakers within a given
level of the societal structure.

Within this system, English is the sole hyper-central language because of its
default status as a lingua franca in various social settings across Europe and also
world-wide. In turn, German is a formerly super-central language, which is now
confined to four contiguous nation states (Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and
Liechtenstein) and some other areas, notably South Tyrol, Italy, where it has been
actively supported through various linguistic-equality measures (Stavans and
Hoffmann 2015: 74-76). The factors that contributed historically to the super-
central status of German include its strong presence in the countries of Eastern
Europe in the first half of the 20" century and its status as a major academic
language (on a par with French and English) in the 19 century (Mair 2020: 15, see
also Watson 2010). And while German is undisputedly the main language of the
German-speaking nation states, its relationship with English is clearly
asymmetrical, as there are many more people world-wide learning English as a
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second (ESL) / foreign (EFL) language nowadays than there are people who are
learning German with the same goals in mind. This functional asymmetry between
the two languages on the level of the global societal structure has inevitable
consequences for the role that English plays within the local German-speaking
context.

In fact, Germany itself is a country where English is taught as the main foreign
language in secondary schools, and there are more and more middle-aged Germans
who take up learning English as a hobby. Perhaps even more importantly, English
is viewed by many Germans as a valuable lingua franca in both international and
domestic settings. In Germany, English is indispensable in both elite (academia,
business) and non-elite (pop culture, asylum-seeking) social domains (Mair
2020: 27). Furthermore, there are indications that English has become an
inextricable part of the linguistic repertoire of many young Germans pursuing high
academic goals and social aspirations.

With this said, this contribution aims to tap into the changing status of English
in Germany by way of exploring its domain of use and attitudes. This paper is
structured as follows. Firstly, I provide a brief overview of the history of English in
Germany. Next, I provide an overview of research by scholars investigating the
current status of English while studying its forms and functions and exploring the
attitudes that German speakers harbour toward native and non-native varieties of
English. I will then present and comment on the results of two case studies. The
first study ascertains the degree to which English is used in various types of formal
and informal settings including spontaneous interactions. The second study
explores the attitudinal mindset of German learners of English and in so doing,
determines the degree to which they identify their English with native or non-native
speaker varieties. Drawing on these two types of evidence, I will then discuss the
characteristics of English spoken in Germany according to the parameters
introduced in (1) through (3) above. I conclude that ESL / EFL settings form a
continuum rather than a binary distinction and should be studied as such. I also
conclude that whereas English spoken in Germany shows clear signs of evolving
into an ESL variety, it is still, by and large, an EFL English, at least in terms of
attitudinal orientations professed by educated young adults.

2. English in Germany: A brief historical overview

Although English is historically related to and derived from the Germanic
dialects spoken by the Anglo-Saxon tribes in the fifth century, Anglo-German
contacts remained sporadic up until the mid-17" century (Berns 1988, Busse &
Gorlach 2002). The 18™ century saw the rise of the influence of English literature
on European culture. The advent of the Industrial Revolution promoted British
influence in various domains of technology, notably ship building, railway
construction, weaving, and clothing production. The British also contributed to the
popularisation of certain lifestyles across Europe, including sports and animal
breeding (horses and dogs). Similar to many other European countries (and Russia),
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Germany was affected by an ever-increasing Anglomania in the 19" century. The
result was the acceptance of English as a language of education by large parts of
the German population. English was introduced as a school subject in many German
schools and thus began to play a central role in modern foreign language teaching
rivalling that of French. Throughout the 18" and 19" centuries, English
continuously gained ground as an important academic language. It should be
noticed that in those times, English competed with German and French as a
language of science.

After 1945, English was introduced as the main foreign language in all
secondary schools in West Germany (Busse & Gorlach 2002). From that time
onward, all German school children have been consistently introduced to English
as a foreign language through formal education. This means that German-speaking
communities have seen a continuous rise of L2 speakers of English over the past
decades. German-English bilingualism in Germany is a stable trend that is likely to
continue well into the future.

3. English in present-day Germany: Domains of use and attitudes

Given its historical development, English spoken by the German population
exhibits one major variant. It is the main foreign language taught in secondary
schools throughout the country. As much as 78% of German school children learn
English as a school subject (Syrbe & Rose 2016). It is also increasingly used as a
medium of instruction in international and bilingual schools, most of which,
however, are private, and for that reason elitist, institutions.! Against this backdrop,
it is not surprising that 56% of the German population claim to be able to carry out
a conversation in English, a finding that places them in the top bracket of
proficiency in Europe (Oz6n 2016: 77).

English has also been gaining ground as a medium of instruction in German
universities (Knapp 2011). Like many other countries of Western Europe, Germany
is striving to obtain a fair share of the international education market. For this
reason, many German universities have introduced English-taught programmes,
thereby increasing their chances in the competition for foreign students. English-
taught programmes are appealing to students because such programmes are widely
believed to increase subsequent success on the labour market. To illustrate this
point, Ginsburgh and Prieto (2011) show that enhanced proficiency in English is
associated with higher income in many European countries, including Austria and
Germany. Furthermore, the knowledge of English allows its speakers to participate
in global socio-political developments such as the internationalisation of
professional and personal domains of activity (Coleman 2006). More than a third
of all German students take part in exchange programmes, which take them as far

! For more information see https://www.internationale-schulen.de/ (accessed: January 23
2020).
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as Great Britain, the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand (DAAD
2013, cited in Davydova & Buchstaller 2015: 467).

Increased student mobility is not the only factor fostering the spread of English
in Germany. Mastery of the language also entails that one can consume and, in so
doing, benefit from the products of the mainstream culture, including TV and social
media goods as well as products of the entertainment industry. There are, to the best
of my knowledge, no studies reporting on the amount of English mass media
consumption in Germany, a gap that is addressed in this study.

Given its history, its contexts of use in Germany as well as the mode of
acquisition (through formal instruction), English has been characterised as a result
of foreign language learning. More recent studies, however, present evidence that
English in Germany may have been changing its status from a foreign (EFL) to a
second language (ESL) (Berns 1988, Hilgendorf 2005, Kautzsch 2014). Regarding
that, Berns (1988) highlights the market value of English as many German
employers list knowledge of English as a job requirement. Hilgendorf (2005), in
turn, comments on the institutionalisation of English as a medium of instruction in
the German system of higher education, a development that arguably supports the
spread of German-English bilingualism. Kautzsch (2014) reports increasing
German-English bilingualism that extends well beyond speakers with a high degree
of education, for whom the knowledge of English, as he notes, is vital. Kautzsch
(2014) explores the degree of nativisation of two phonological features but comes
to the conclusion that his findings do not support the hypothesis of the ongoing
nativisation of English pronunciation by the German speakers.

As a second language, English spoken in Germany has some distinctive
properties. Firstly, English is usually taken up as an additional language in the
context of formal education. The extent to which English might be used as a
medium of communication amongst the most recent migrant groups needs further
investigation (see Mair 2018). Secondly, the local use of English seems to be
limited to educational contexts, such as its use as a medium of instruction (Ozo6n
2016: 78). Studies reporting the use of English in non-educational contexts, such as
media are still few and far between.

As for attitudes towards English, existing studies indicate that German
speakers consistently maintain an exonormative mindset that endorses the native-
speaker model of English and reject contact varieties such as German English or
Euro-English (Kautzsch 2014, Gnutzmann, Jakisch & Rabe 2015, Mohr, Jansen &
Forsberg 2019).

4. Case Study: Anglophone practices in Mannheim, Germany

Has English spoken in Germany indeed been changing its status from EFL to
ESL, as suggested by the previous research? And if so, what type of evidence can
be adduced in order to support this contention? In order to explore this issue,
I present and discuss the results of survey data which I collected from 172 students
(63 males and 109 females) enrolled in Bachelor and Master’s programmes at the
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University of Mannheim from 2013 to 2015. Aged 20 to 25 at the time of data
collection, my informants represented a young population segment, allowing me to
tap into the most recent local practices of English use. An overwhelming majority,
161 students (93%), reported being monolingual native speakers of German. Seven
students said they had been raised bilingually with German as one of their
languages. There were four non-native speakers of German in the sample. These
were international exchange students. All respondents reported having learned
English at school as a foreign language.

Participants and materials

The questionnaire aimed at eliciting the amount of exposure to English in both
formal and informal settings. It also explored the extent to which German speakers
used English in spontaneous interactions both in and outside the university. The
survey thus consisted of three parts, summarized in Table 1 for convenience:
(1) items 6 through 9 elicited the amount of formal exposure to English; (2) items
10 through 13 tapped into the degree of contact with English through various types
of informal media, notably TV and film industry; (3) items 14 through
17 ascertained the amount of English use in various types of social settings. For
each item, students had to indicate whether they carried out a particular activity
every day, two or three times a week, once a week, less often than once a week, or
never.

Table 1
Questionnaire 2013-2015, University of Mannheim. Item inventory
Items | Formulations
Amount of formal exposure
Qb6 How often do you have a university lecture in English?
Q7 How often do you speak English at the university in a formal context, for instance, while
making a presentation or talking to a professor/lecturer?
Q8 How often do you write academically or professionally in English?
Q9 How often do you read English reference books?
Amount of informal exposure
Ql0 How often do you read newspapers or magazines in English for pleasure?
Ql1 How often do you use the Internet in English?
Q12 How often do you listen to English song lyrics?
Q13 How often do you watch original TV shows or movies in English?
English use in spontaneous interactions
Q14 How often do you speak English at the university in an informal context, for instance, while
chatting with your friends?
Q15 How often do you speak English with your social contacts outside the university (close
friends, relatives, etc.)?
Qle How often do you speak English in your family?
Q17 How often do you use English for communication in the social networks on the Internet
(Facebook, Twitter, etc.)?

If English spoken in Germany has indeed been evolving into an ESL variety,
then we should be able to attest elevated rates of English exposure and English use
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not only in formal but, crucially, in various types of informal settings including
interpersonal communication. Exploring the contrasts in the use of English across
formal and informal contexts is a relevant measure because ESL varieties develop
through constant linguistic practices in every-day communication.

Results

I now explore the amount of English exposure in formal settings. Reported in
Table 2, the results indicate that an overwhelming majority of the respondents
(about 72%) attend university lectures in English at least two or three times a week
(Q6). Table 2 instructs us further that solid 45% of all students studied here deliver
academic presentations in English two or three times a week (Q7).

Table 2
Amount of formal exposure (total N = 172, 100%)
Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9
never 21 (12.2%) 21 (12.2%) 16 (9.3%) 5(2.9%)
less than once a week 8 (4.7%) 24 (14.0%) 64 (37.2%) 36 (20.9%)

once a week

18 (10.5%)

38 (22.1%)

37 (21.5%)

30 (17.4%)

two or three times a week

98 (57.0%)

78 (45.3%)

43 (25.0%)

74 (43.0%)

every day

27 (15.7%)

10 (5.8%)

12 (7.0%)

27 (15.7%)

no data

NA

1(0.6%)

NA

NA

While the writing habits of these students are quite dispersed (Q8), their habits
of reading academic reference work are much more consistent (Q9). A solid 58%
of the respondents read academic English at least two or three times a week. As for
the amount of informal exposure to English, Table 3 informs us that our informants
are moderate consumers of various print products (magazines, newspapers, etc.)
in English (Q10). We also notice, however, that these young adults are in need of
English whenever they go online (Q11): fully 62% report the need for English while
using the Internet on a daily basis, and when compounded with those who use the
Internet two or three times a week, this number adds up to 79%.

Table 3
Amount of informal exposure (total N = 172, 100%)

Q10 Qi1 Q12 Qi3
never 21 (12.2%) 1(0.6%) 2 (1.2%) 3 (1.7%)
less than once a week 54 (31.4%) 20 (11.6%) 2 (1.2%) 38 (22.1%)
once a week 32 (18.6%) 13 (7.6%) 5 (2.9%) 19 (11.0%)
two or three times a week 32 (18.6%) 30 (17.4%) 15 (8.7%) 71 (41.3%)
every day 33 (19.2%) 108 (62.8%) 148 (86%) 41 (23.8%)
no data NA NA NA NA

Furthermore, most of the informants (86%) are avid listeners to popular songs
featuring English lyrics (Q12), and more than a half (64%) watch TV series and
films in English (Q13). An informative picture emerges when we consider students’
habits of English use in informal interspeaker encounters as reported in Table 4.
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Whereas our informants exhibit varying habits of putting English to use in their
social contacts in and outside of university (Q14 through 16), 50% report relying
on the language while engaging in various activities on social media platforms such
as Facebook or Twitter (Q17).

Table 4
English use in spontaneous interactions (total N = 172, 100%)

Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17
never 25 (14.5%) 24 (14.0%) 134 (77.9%) 14 (8.1%)
less than once a week 47 (27.3%) 52 (30.2%) 26 (15.1%) 46 (26.7%)
once a week 42 (24.4%) 36 (20.9%) 6 (3.5%) 26 (15.1%)
two or three times a week 41 (23.8%) 32 (18.6%) 0 (0.0%) 39 (22.7%)
every day 17 (9.9%) 28 (16.3%) 5 (2.9%) 47 (27.3%)
no data NA NA 1(0.6%) NA

I also notice that even though the majority of students (77%) confess to never
using English for communication in their families, there are nevertheless a few
(26, 15%) who report doing so less than once a week. This finding is interesting, as
it lends weight to the argument that the ESL / EFL distinction is a continuum rather
than a pair of mutually exclusive categories. It is this fundamental insight that must
inform our future endeavours to tap into the differences between second language
and foreign language learning settings. I will return to this issue in the subsequent
discussion.

5. Case study: Attitudes towards English in Mannheim, Germany

In this paper, I argue that the description of ESL / EFL differences must
necessarily include the attitudinal component. Speakers’ attitudes to language
determine their linguistic practices, and these, in turn, shape linguistic outcomes.
Moreover, exploring learners’ beliefs and feelings about native and non-native
English allows the analyst to ascertain which linguistic and cultural norms the group
under study is aligned with. If the English spoken in Germany has indeed been
evolving into an ESL variety, then we can expect German learners to show signs of
an endonormative orientation.

With this said, I report a study (Davydova 2015) that elicited German learners’
attitudes towards native and non-native Englishes. The native speaker varieties
included British English and American English; the non-native speaker varieties
comprised Indian English and German English. In 2013, I asked 94 Bachelor and
Master students at the University of Mannheim to fill out a survey. The students
indicated the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with six statements for the
four varieties under study. Reported in Figure 1 for convenience, the statements
elicited German learners’ conscious attitudes towards the four varietal forms of
English on the dimension of social status (statements 1 and 2), social attractiveness
(statements 3 and 4), and linguistic identity (statements 5 and 6).
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agree with each statement.

1. I think variety X is a high-status variety.
1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

2. I think variety X is prestigious.
1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

3. Variety X is socially attractive.
1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

4. 1 use variety X to express my solidarity with others.
1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

5. Variety X is a form of English that [ speak.
1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

1 2 3 4
I strongly disagree

Quickly read the following statements about variety X and decide to what extent you|

6
I strongly agree

6
I strongly agree

6
I strongly agree

6
I strongly agree

6
I strongly agree

6. Variety X is a form of English that I strongly identify myself with.
5

6
I strongly agree

Figure 1. Participants’ instructions and the assignment of the language attitudes survey

(Davydova 2015)

Table 5 reports the results of the repeated measures ANOVAs carried out in
order to test whether the differences in the mean evaluations British English,
American English, Indian English and German English were statistically significant

or not for each statement.

Table 5

Repeated measures ANOVAs of the mean evaluations (total N = 94), Davydova (2015)

Mean Scores

Statement BrE | AmE | GerE | indE F-value D.F. P-value
Dimension: status / prestige
1. I think X is a high-status variety 4,50 |3.62 |2.97|2.21|70,101| 2.8,254.8 | .000
2. 1 think X is prestigious 436 |3.39|2.78 | 2.00 |89.126| 2.9,267.9 | .000
Dimension: solidarity / social attractiveness
3. X is socially attractive 4.00|4.39|2.87|2.0666.598]| 2.9, 268.2 | .000
4. | use X to express my solidarity with others |2.30|3.58 | 2.56 | 1.29 [46.075| 2.7, 252.0 | .000
Dimension: identity
5. Xis an English that | speak 2.78 | 4.25|3.22 | 1.14 |58.545| 2.2,202.2 | .000
6. X is an English that | strongly identify with 2.55(3.75|2.37 | 1.47 |45.820| 1.9, 181.2 | .000
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If English spoken in Germany has indeed been involving into an ESL form,
then we can expect that German learners will use their own form of English, i.e.
German English, to express solidarity with other users. We can furthermore expect
them to believe that German English is the form of language that they speak and
strongly identify with.

These results indicate that the German learners tested here provide statistically
different assessments of the four varieties for all six statements. Further perusal of
the survey patterns yield three informative trends. Firstly, I observe that both British
and American English receive higher scores for social status and social
attractiveness when compared to non-native Englishes. Crucially, it is American
English, not German English, that our respondents are most likely to want to recruit
in order to express their solidarity with others. Finally, the majority of students also
believe that American English is the variety that they (aspire to) speak and most
certainly identify with. These findings are in contrast with those documented for
ESL speakers of Indian English. Davydova (2019) reports on 49 Bachelor and
Master students from Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, who provided their
opinions of British English, American English, Indian English, and European
English in terms of the six statements discussed above. The data revealed that
Indian students were unanimously willing to have recourse to Indian English
whenever they wished to show their empathy towards other people. They were
likewise aware that they spoke Indian English, which was the variety with which
they strongly identified.

Against this backdrop, the findings for the German group can be interpreted as
a sign of their exonormative orientation. We can conclude that in terms of their
attitudinal mindset, German students behave like EFL learners, not ESL speakers.

6. Discussion and conclusions

This paper proposes that the varietal status (ESL vs. EFL) of a given form of
English can be assessed with respect to three criteria: (1) the amount of English use
across formal and informal domains; (2) the amount of English use in daily
interactions within a speech community; and (3) speakers’ attitudinal orientations
towards their own form of English. The word “amount” is important in this context,
as it suggests, following previous research (Buschfeld et al. 2014), that use of an
English variety can be described in terms of “more or less” rather than “either/or.”
In other words, the ESL / EFL distinction forms a continuum, along which a given
variety can be placed.

The first case study reported on here demonstrated that, as expected, German
speakers consistently use English on various formal occasions, typically in the
university context. A majority of students have to rely heavily on their knowledge
of English while attending university lecturers, giving academic presentations, or
consulting about academic work. However, formal occasions are not the only
instances of English use by German learners. The students regularly engage in
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consuming mass culture products (listening to popular music, watching TV series
and films, communicating on Facebook and Twitter), activities which they
routinely carry out in English. The latter findings generally lend weight to the
argument, also defended in some previous studies (Berns 1988, Hilgendorf 2005,
Mair 2018), that English in Germany has been expanding its domains of use over
the past decades, thereby developing into an ESL variety.

A further diagnostic factor allowing for the assessment of the varietal status of
English in Germany is the amount of English use during spontaneous interactions.
The data presented here has pointed out that, whereas English is still not part of
daily linguistic practices for a majority of informants, there is a conspicuous
minority (15%) who report using English in the family at least once a week. This
piece of evidence can be interpreted to bolster the contention that that English in
Germany has, indeed, begun making inroads into the most intimate domains of
social communication and has, by this token, been developing into an ESL variety.

The second case study on the other hand, makes it clear that German learners
are still very much in favour of the native speaker English model. Crucially, they
see no value in speaking German English and clearly do not identify with this
linguistic variety, a finding which reveals their exonormative orientation. This
interpretation, in turn, suggests that as far as the attitudinal dimension is concerned,
English in Germany is an EFL form of English and has apparently a long way to go
before it achieves an ESL status.

Overall, then, it can be concluded that when the three parameters proposed in
this paper are taken into consideration, English spoken in Germany is perhaps best
classified as an EFL variety with some clear ESL developments. Most German
speakers of English, as presented here, use English as the other (foreign) tongue in
various academic settings and exhibit a clearly exonormative attitudinal mindset.
At the same time, evidence stemming from the domains of English use also shows
that formal occasions are not the only settings preserved for communication in
English. English has expanded well beyond the formal academic domains, and is
being increasingly recruited as an additional language for various leisurely
activities. Last, but perhaps not least, English seems to be slowly developing into a
language used for communication in the family.

The findings reported here are informative for two reasons. Firstly, they
arguably suggest that the ESL / EFL distinction represents a continuum because we
can ask how often a particular activity is carried out in English and thus
quantitatively measure the degree to which the language has established itself in a
given domain of use. Such quantitative measures, in turn, allow us to compare
directly different varietal forms of English in distinctive domains vis-a-vis each
other. To illustrate this point, we could elicit the amount of English use in the family
from three population groups representing three different sociocultural settings.
These hypothetical data are presented in Figure 2. Considering this data, one could
argue that Variety X is more EFL conformant than Variety Y, and Variety Y is
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more EFL conformant than Variety Z. In contrast, it is variety Z that is the most
ESL-like of the three.

every day

two or three times a week

once a week

ey
lessthanonceaweek [ |

never

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HVarietyZ OVarietyY M Variety X

Figure 2. The amount of English use in the family across three (hypothetical) varieties

Secondly, diagnosing the varietal status requires complementary evidence
stemming, inter alia, from reported domains of use and reported language attitudes.
Juxtaposing both types of data is important because a variety may exhibit an ESL
status on one dimension and an EFL status on the other. Conclusions about the
varietal status of a given variety should thus draw on converging evidence from
different domains (Garrett 2010).

In conclusion, I would like to elaborate on several caveats to the arguments
advanced here. Firstly, the studies reported here have addressed just one highly
specific population segment, namely educated young adults pursuing ambitious
goals in life, receiving a high academic degree and securing thereby a stable
position in German society. Admittedly, the findings reported here cannot be
generalised to all population groups living in Germany. A more comprehensive
study would thus be needed in order to ascertain whether the results documented
here are borne out when a wider population group is taken into account.

Secondly, what also needs to be borne in mind is that spontaneous language
data has not been accounted for in this paper. Language-production data arguably
adds another important dimension to the analysis of the ESL / EFL distinctions
because it allows the analyst to pinpoint creative language use — lexical and
morphosyntactic innovations, code-switching patterns, etc. It is spontaneous use
that is indicative of a true ESL setting.
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Finally, exploring the details of the acquisition of English in Germany via both
quantitative and qualitative tools will surely help to provide a more fine-grained
description of the varietal status of English in Germany.

© Julia Davydova, 2020
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HayyHas cTaTba

KoHTaKTHasA BapuaHTOJIOTHSI aHTJIMMCKOTO A3bIKa
U y4eOHas JIeKCUKorpapusi:
B3I/, U3 Paciuupsiromerocs Kkpyra

I'.H. JTOBIHEBHNY, A.A. COKOJIOB

JlansHeBOCTOUYHBIH (e/iepaibHbIi YHUBEPCUTET
Braousocmok, Poccusa

AHHOTAUMA

B craTbe mpezacTaBieHo MCCIIEA0BaHNE YETHIPEX aHTIIOSN3BIYHBIX YYEOHBIX CIIOBapeH Ayl U3ydaro-
LIMX aHIJIMACKUH 3bIK KaK HEPOJHOH B cTpaHax Pacummpsromierocs kpyra ¢ mo3uluy BO3MOXKHOTO
OTpaKEHHSI IMHU TTOJIOKCHUI KOHTAKTHON BapHaHTOJIOTHH aHTIIMHCKOTO si3bIka. OCHOBHOE BHUMA-
HHUE YIENIeHO TOMY, KaK COBPEMEHHEIE YIeOHBIC CIIOBAPH OTPAXKAIOT TEKYIIHA TTTOOANBHBIA CTATyC
AHTIIMIACKOTO s3bIKa. ClIoBaph, OPHEHTHPOBAHHEBIN UCKIIIOYNTEIHHO Ha 00pa30oBaTeNbHBIC MOTPEO-
HOCTH 00y4aromerocsi, Kak IpeICTaBIsIeTCs], HTHOPHPYET BECh CIEKTP U TITyOWHY COIMOKYIBTYp-
HBIX (PYHKIMI T7100aTbHOTO aHTIMICKOTO S3bIKa. ABTOPHI HCCIIEAYIOT MIPEICTaBICHHOCTH B CJIOBa-
PSX BapUaHTOB aHIJIMICKOTO SI3bIKa, HE OTHOCALIMXCSA K BHyTpeHHEMY Kpyry U, B 4aCTHOCTH, aHa-
JTU3UPYIOT KyJIbTypHbIe 3auMcTBOBaHus U3 ctpad CeBepo-Boctounoii Azuu (Kutas, Snonun, Ko-
peu, Poccui), riie aHTIIMACKUIA S3bIK HIMPOKO HCHOIB3YETCS U MEXKKYIBTYpHOro obmmenus. Oco-
Oblif MHTEpEC MPECTABISIOT ONpeIeIeHHs MOJOOHBIX 3aMMCTBOBAaHHMH B CJIOBape U TO, KaKk B HUX
NIPEeICTABICHA HAIMOHATIbHAS NIEHTUYHOCTD MOJIb30BaTENEeH aHIIINICKOTO A3bIKa U3 cTpaH Pacmu-
psitolerocst Kpyra. AHaJIM3 CIOBHHKA YYEOHBIX CIOBapei BBISBISIET ATHOLEHTPUYECKUH MOIXO[
IIPYU COCTABJIEHUH CIIOBAPEH. DTO MPOABISIETCSA KaK B HEOAHOPOJHOM OXBAaTe B CIOBAPSIX BAPHAHTOB
AHTIIMICKOTO S3bIKa, HE OTHOCSIINXCSA K BHyTpeHHEMY KpyTy, Tak U B HEOOBICHUMOM OTOOpE 3a-
MMCTBOBaHUH AJIs BKIIFOYCHHUS B croBapu. CioBa, accoruupyemsbie co crpanamu Ceepo-Bocrou-
HOW A3WH, KaK IPaBUIIO, OTOUPAIOTCS MPOU3BOIBHO M B COOTBETCTBUH C IPUOPUTETAMH 3aI1aJHOH,
a He PETHOHAIBHBIX KYJIbTYp. AHTIIOLUEHTPU3M MPOSBIAECTCS U B COACPKAHUHU CIOBAPHOM CTATHU.
Bornbimas yacTh 3aMMCTBOBAaHUI OMpEenseTCs ¢ MO3UINK aHTII0-aMEPHUKAHCKOH KyJIBTYPHI 0€30T-
HOCHUTENIBHO K HCXOAHOM KyIbType. ABTOPBI IPUXOJAT K BBIBOAY, YTO IPEACTABICHUE HEAHIJINH-
CKUX KYJBTYp B y4eOHBIX CJIOBapsX SIBISETCS WACOJOTMYECKUM M ITHOLECHTPUYECKHM U TI03TOMY
CJIOBapH HE OTBEYAIOT BBI30BaM IJI00ATM3UPOBAHHOTO MUPA.

KiroueBble cioBa: smuoyenmpusm, yueOnas iekcukoepagus, Hocumenb s3bikd, 6apUAHINGL AH-
2NIULICKO20 A3bIKA
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By marginalizing the global uses of English, we are

walling in an important world vision for which world

Englishes have become an important resource.
(Kachru 1996: 18)

1. Introduction

This paper looks at modern learner’s dictionaries of English as a world
language and the way they reflect the current state of the language from the point
of view of World Englishes.

It was Braj Kachru’s plenary paper given at the JALT 1996 conference that
sparked our interest in this issue. Kachru stresses the role of world Englishes in
different parts of the world (Africa, Asia, North and South America, Eastern
Europe) as “a resource, as a key to crossing borders and barriers of various types —
cultural, linguistic, ethnic and social” (Kachru 1996: 10). This dimension of English
is manifested in the fact that “English has acquired cultural identities which no other
language has acquired.” Kachru emphasizes the cross-cultural, pluricentric
functions of English as an international language, comparing it with a shifting
“grid” through which “we gain access to a variety of Western and non-Western
cultures, ideologies, mythologies, and philosophies.” Outer and Expanding Circle
varieties of English express the ideas and cultural identities of their speakers, not
those of Inner-Circle variety speakers.

Actually, two points from Kachru’s paper strengthened our intention to
proceed with the research questions. The first is Kachru’s refrain that appears all
through the paper on the new (in contrast to the traditional) regions of contact for
English, the non-Western world (Chinese, Japanese, Thai, etc.). The second point
relates to Kachru’s concern about whether “the ELT Empire” and its materials
reflect the intercultural dimension of World Englishes. The four myths! demystified
by the author refer to the “earlier language teaching paradigm” that “suppresses the
multiculturalism of English” and centers on the native-speaker cultures and norms.

The twenty-five years that have followed the publication of this program paper
have brought a shift toward the World Englishes paradigm in sociolinguistics such
that the Inner Circle and Outer Circle varieties are recognized by the majority
linguists, and the legitimacy of Expanding Circle varieties is gaining more support
(Proshina 2019). Practical lexicography has been contributing to the field of World
Englishes by compiling dictionaries of various varieties of English which validate
and valorize the regional lexicons. Today the number of dictionaries and glossaries
for varieties of English amounts to more than 600 items (Lambert 2019: 415).
Whereas English Language Teaching (ELT) practice is still shaped by the
traditional native-speaker paradigm, it nowadays creates “a greater tension between
what is taught in the classroom and what students will need in the real world once
they have left the classroom™ (Kramsch 2014: 296). However, the critique of the

! The interlocutor myth, the monoculture myth, the model dependency myth, and the Cassandra
myth (Kachru 1996: 16).
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imposition of native-speaker norms and proficiency as the target for learners has
brought to life the English as an International Language approach that is a
pedagogical implication of the world Englishes orientation (Kumaravadivelu 2012,
McKay 2012, Lovtsevich 2019).

It is worth emphasizing the heavy ELT dependence on English learner’s
dictionaries. They have been the main reference and pedagogical tools of ELT since
the creation of the first monolingual learner’s dictionary? in 1942. The worldwide
demand and a very competitive and profitable market have made English learner
lexicography a well-developed field with an extensive range of high-quality
dictionaries for learners of all levels (Bogaards 1996, Herbst 1996, Cowie 2000,
Kirkness 2004, Heuberger 2015). The distinctive features of learner lexicography
are primarily determined by practical and pedagogical goals and are as follows: a
specific elaborate selection of a wordlist, restricted defining vocabulary,
pronunciation guidance, grammar notes, collocations and example sentences, usage
comments, and culture notes. During almost eighty years of learner lexicography,
these learner-centered features have resulted in the major lexicographic
improvements to make the dictionaries user-friendly for language learners.

However, the dictionary focus on educational learner needs exclusively seems
to ignore the range and depth of the socio-cultural functions of global English. This
paper will attempt to tackle this problem and try to see to what extent current
English-language learner’s dictionaries reflect the shift to the World Englishes
paradigm. The paper will begin by analyzing the representation of different
varieties of English in the latest editions of the most authoritative English-language
learner’s dictionaries of the world’s leading publishing houses: Cambridge
Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, 4™ edition (2013) (CALD4), Collins COBUILD
Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, 9" edition (2018) (COBUILDY), Longman
Dictionary of Contemporary English, 6" edition (2014) (LDOCE®), and Oxford
Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, 10" edition (2020) (OALD10). These dictionaries
are known in lexicography as “the big four” (Bogaards 1996, De Schryver 2012),
“the perfect learner’s dictionaries” (Herbst 1996) and are considered to be one of
the most notable achievements of learner lexicography of the 20" century.

The analysis will have three points of focus:

(a) First, it examines the dictionaries’ coverage of non-Inner Circle varieties of
English (namely, the Outer and Expanding Circle).

(b) The study then focuses on culture-loaded borrowings from Northeast Asian
countries representing the Expanding Circle and the issue of their selection in order
to determine how the dictionaries convey the source culture as peripheral, exotic,
and sometimes ideological.

(c) The third point of emphasis will be on definitions of culture-loaded
borrowings and their treatments within dictionary entries. It will tackle the problem
of Inner-Circle Anglocentricity in interpreting the source culture.

2 Hornby, A.S., Gatenby, E.V. & H. Wakefield. Idiomatic and Syntactic English Dictionary:
The Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English. Tokyo: Kaitakusha, 1942.
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2. English coverage in learner’s dictionaries
2.1. The definition of English

In order to see to what extent the learner’s dictionaries recognize English as a
language of international communication, we first turn to the dictionaries’ entries
for the English language.

Three out of four dictionaries display an Anglocentric view in defining English
as the language used in Inner Circle countries (mainly the UK and the US):

English — the language that is spoken in the UK, the US, and in many
other countries. (CALD4)

English is the language spoken in Great Britain and Ireland, the United States,
Canada, Australia, and many other countries. (COBUILD?9)

English — the language used in Britain, the US, Australia, and some other
countries. (LDOCE®6)

These definitions show no recognition of the use of English in the Outer Circle
post-colonial countries (India, Nigeria, Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, South
Africa, to name a few), to say nothing of the Expanding Circle countries.

In this respect, it is OALD10 that stands out. It is the only learner’s dictionary
which does not single out traditional countries, but instead explicitly legitimizes the
global status of English, giving a reference to England just as the place of origin of
the English language:

English — the language, originally of England, now spoken in many other
countries and used as a language of international communication throughout
the world. (OALD10)

Moreover, the definition is accompanied by an example, “world Englishes,”
and a detailed World English culture note:

World English

Culture note

English is the most widely spoken language in the world. It is the first
language, or mother tongue, of over 350 million people living in countries
such as Britain, Ireland, the US, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and South
Africa, and it is spoken as a second language by many millions in countries
where English is an official language. English is learned by many more
people worldwide as a foreign language. English has many regional
varieties such as South African English and Indian English and has also
developed as a global language or international language, used as a lingua
franca (shared language), sometimes called ELF (= English as a Lingua
Franca) between people for whom it is not a first language. It is estimated
that now only one out of every four users of the language speaks English as
their first language.

<...>
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As a global language, English can no longer be thought of as belonging only
to British or American people, or to anyone else. As the number of people
using English as a second or foreign language is increasing faster than the
number who speak it as a first language, further movement away from a
British or American standard is likely.

<...>

The culture note presents the history of English, including its global spread, as
well as its current statuses (as first language, second language, foreign language,
global language). It recognizes regional varieties of English in formal colonies and
declares the global ownership of English. It should be noted that this is a recent
trend, as the earlier 6™ edition of OALD (2000) provided an Anglocentric definition
of English:

English — the language of Britain, Ireland, N. America, Australia and some
other countries. (OALD6)

2.2. Regional varieties of English

Representation of different regional varieties of English by learner’s
dictionaries can also be observed in the use of regional labels. The table below

represents the regional labels used in the learner’s dictionaries under study
(Table 1).

Table 1
Regional labels in learner’s dictionaries
Dictionary Regional labels
CALD4 Australian English, Indian English, Irish English, Northern English, Scottish English,

South African English, UK (British English), US (American English)

COBUILD9 Am (American English), Australian (Australian English), Brit (British English), Northern
English, Scottish (Scottish English)

LDOCE6 AmE (American English), AusE (Australian English), BrE (British English)

OALD10 AustralE (Australian English), BrE (British English), CanE (Canadian English), EAfrE (East
African English), IndE (Indian English), IrishE (Irish English), NAmE (North American
English), NBrE (Northern British English), NZE (New Zealand English), SAfrE (South
African English), ScotE (Scottish English), SEAsianE (South-East Asian English), US (US
English), WAfrE (West African English), WelshE (Welsh English)

The analysis shows that all four dictionaries legitimately recognize the Inner
Circle varieties of English (British English, American English, and Australian
English). Outer-Circle Indian English and South African English appear in two
dictionaries (CALD4, OALDI10), whereas East African English, West African
English, and South-East Asian English are listed in only one dictionary (OALD10).

Speaking of OALD, it should be emphasized that its coverage of World
Englishes has been slowly increasing over the last two decades. The 6 edition of
OALD (2000) included only seven English varieties, admitting variability only
inside the Inner Circle (American English, Australian English, British English, Irish
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English, Northern English, New Zealand English, Scottish English), whereas the
current 10 edition (2020) reflects fifteen varieties of English, including some
varieties in the Outer Circle. This is in tune with the OALD publisher’s claim® that
“the dictionary focuses on language change and its evolution through the years, and
has ensured that the language and examples used in the new edition are relevant and
up to date with the times.” The latest edition of OALDI10 features, for example,
26 new Indian English words, including Aadhaar, chawl, dabba, hartal, and shaadi.

As for the Expanding Circle varieties of English, learner’s dictionaries do not
recognize them, despite the fact that the majority of English users (500 million —
1 billion) are in Expanding Circle countries (Crystal 2012: 61). We have not
observed a single regional label denoting an Expanding Circle country. English
words coming from Expanding Circle countries are included in learner’s
dictionaries as borrowings.

2.3. Inclusion

Within the framework of this article, we will examine the presence in the
learner’s dictionaries of four Expanding Circle varieties of English of Northeast
Asia — Chinese, Japanese, Korean, and Russian. The choice of this particular region
is intentional on the part of the authors, who live in Vladivostok, in the Russian Far
East — the region bordering China, Japan, and Korea, where English is widely used
as an intermediary language for intercultural communication. Therefore, we are
raising the issue of how the English of users in this region is reflected in the
learner’s dictionaries.

The present study shows that all the learner’s dictionaries under consideration
include, in varying degrees, culture-loaded words that came into English from
Northeast Asia, a region where performance varieties of English are used in the
context of the Expanding Circle. The dictionaries treat the borrowings in the entries
as rare and unusual in a number of ways: by indications of a donor language, the
absence of usage or cultural notes, the absence of collocations and illustrative
examples. The donor language indications are of four types:

— indication of a donor language prior to the definition: from Russian, from
Japanese;

— indication of a specific country where the word originates from, sometimes
together with the field in which this word is most commonly used: in Chinese
philosophy, in the former Soviet Union,;

— etymological information®: late 17th cent.: from Chinese (Cantonese
dialect) kam kwat ‘little orange’;

3 URL: https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/aadhaar-dabba-hartal-shaadi-make-it-to-
oxford-dictionary/articleshow/73584050.cms

4 Etymological information appeared in the online version of two learner’s dictionaries
(LDOCE and OALD) in the form of separate Word Origin notes relatively recently. Unfortunately,
it is absent in paper dictionaries.
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— 1indication of the word origin within the definition itself: used especially in
Russia for..., used in Japanese cooking, a Korean dish made of...

Table 2 below shows the distribution of borrowings among four countries
within the dictionaries.

Table 2
Number of borrowings in the learner’s dictionaries
Word origin | CALD4 COBUILD9 LDOCE6 OALD10 Total amount of different words
Chinese 83 44 121 96 169
Japanese 83 30 97 84 161
Korean 10 1 17 9 21
Russian 57 38 138 75 166
Total 233 113 373 264

The quantitative analysis of Northeast Asian loanwords reveals that words of
Chinese, Japanese, and Russian origin are approximately equally represented in
learner’s dictionaries (169, 161, and 166 lexical units respectively), while only
21 words are of Korean origin. It is worth noting a large-enough representation of
Japanese borrowings. Even though the area of the country is many times smaller
and geographically remote, the level of loanword donation is almost the same as
that of China or Russia. The small number of Korean loanwords listed in the
dictionaries might reveal little interaction across the languages and cultures, and
also socio-economic and political factors.

In general, the study shows that loanwords of Northeast Asian origin are in the
periphery of the dictionaries, which are still Inner Circle centered. The headwords
with references to Northeast Asian origin constitute approximately 0.001% of the
total number of headwords, which is true for all the dictionaries under
consideration.

It should be pointed out that LDOCES6 stands out among all four dictionaries
as listing the largest number of borrowings. They amount to 373 items, because of
the dictionary’s encyclopedic character®. It includes a rather large proportion of
proper names: eminent figures, literary works, cultural phenomena, historical
events, geographical names, etc. It is this dictionary’s abundant examples of
encyclopedic definitions on which we base our ethnocentricity arguments below.

How the borrowings to be included in the dictionary are selected and how
borrowings from non-Inner Circle cultures are defined are key questions. Are these
lexemes key words widely used in the source language? Or are they widely used in

3 The revised 1992 edition of Longman Dictionary of English Language and Culture in
addition to a complete language dictionary included a further 15,000 cultural and encyclopedic
entries covering people, places, history, geography, the arts, and popular culture which are available
now in LDOCE online.

710



Galina N. Lovtsevich and Alexander A. Sokolov. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (2). 703—721

Inner Circle English varieties and so can be assigned to its core vocabulary? To
answer these questions, we analyzed the thematic affiliations of the borrowings.

Table 3 shows the 18 major categories of all the words associated with China,
Japan, Korea, and Russia according to lexico-semantic categories.

Table 3
Lexico-semantic categories of borrowings in the four learner’s dictionaries
Categories Chinese Japanese Korean Russian

1. Art 7 18 38
2. Business 4 7 3

3. Ethnonyms 5 1 3 2
4. Flora and fauna 14 12 3
5. Food and cooking 30 22 2 6
6. Household items 8 7 11
7. Medicine 4 2

8. Natural phenomena 2 2

9. Philosophy and religion 15 5 2

10. Place names 16 15 6 17
11. Politics 22 1 18
12. Recreation 4 11

13. Science and space 10
14. Sport 2 11 1 3
15. State and society 10 11 2 45
16. Technology 3 27

17. Weapon 2
18. Miscellaneous 23 10 1 11

The thematic affiliations of the borrowings from Northeast Asian countries in
the dictionaries demonstrate a broad range of topics, from art to weaponry.
However, the distribution within the categories and the predominance of some
specific categories may correspond to the British stereotype of a region. The
selection seems to have been made not from the perspective of the local culture
(with dominant distinctive items from this or that country), but rather from the
perspective of the “center” (Britain). Obviously, this selection leads to stereotypical
representations of the countries. Thus, the bulk of Chinese borrowings are
represented by food and cooking (30 items). Russia is depicted mostly through the
borrowings of societal changes: from the revolution in 1917 to the Soviet period
(45 items). Japan is presented as a country of technical advances and multinational
conglomerate corporations (27 items). In the context of English as an international
language, such a representation of national cultures causes an Anglocentric view of
the world to leak into the modern dictionaries.

To reveal the subjectivity of the selections of borrowings from Northeast Asian
countries, we compiled a list of words that occur in all four dictionaries under
review, as shown in Table 4.
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Table 4
Borrowings from Northeast Asian countries occurring in the learner’s dictionaries
Number of words,

W
.or:d Borrowings from Northeast Asian countries % of all different
origin
words borrowed
Chinese Cantonese, Chinatown, Chinese, chop suey, chopstick, chow, 34 words, 20.1%

chow mein, feng shui, fortune cookie, ginseng, gung-ho, joss
stick, junk, ketchup, kowtow, kung fu, lychee, Mandarin, paper
tiger, pidgin, rice paper, Sino-, soy sauce, spring roll, t'ai chi,
Taoism, tea, Triad, typhoon, wok, yang, yen, yin, yuan
Japanese | anime, bonsai, emoji, futon, geisha, haiku, hara-kiri, honcho, 30 words, 18.6%
Japanese, judo, kamikaze, karaoke, karate, kimono, manga,
origami, rickshaw, sake, samurai, satsuma, shiatsu, Shinto,
sudoku, sumo, sushi, tsunami, tycoon, Walkman, yen, Zen
Korean Korean, Moonie, North Korea, North Korean, taekwondo 5 words, 23.8%
Russian agitprop, apparatchik, astrakhan, balaclava, Bolshevik, caftan, 31 words, 18.7%
cosmonaut, glasnost, gulag, the intelligentsia, Kalashnikov, the
Kremlin, mammoth, Molotov cocktail, parka, paviova,
perestroika, pogrom, the Politburo, rouble, Russian, Russian
roulette, samovar, shaman, Soviet, steppe, troika, tsar, tsarina,
tundra, vodka

China and Japan are presented as the exotic “Orient” with chopstick, feng shui,
kung fu, yin, yang, geisha, hara-kiri, kamikaze, kimono, sake, sumo, etc. Such a
representation is in compliance with the definition given to Japan in LDOCE6
which explicitly declares that “When people in the US and UK think of Japan, they
typically think of ...its traditional culture, such as geishas (= traditional female
entertainers) wearing beautiful kimonos and sumo wrestlers.” Global English-
language learners will get to know Russia as a backward country, stuck somewhere
in the period of the Iron Curtain and the Cold War, with such outdated Russian
words as Bolshevik and politburo. These are not the key features of the source
culture to introduce to the world of English-language learners.

To sum up, by analyzing the wordlists of learner’s dictionaries, we can clearly
see evidence of the ethnocentric approach. This is manifested both in the patchy
coverage of non-Inner Circle varieties of English in the dictionaries and in the
inexplicable selections of borrowings to be included. In particular, the dictionary
wordlists remain British/American, to which the regional items are added as
marginal. Words associated with the Northeast Asian countries tend to be selected
arbitrarily and according to Western rather than regional culture priorities.

3. Northeast Asian culture-loaded borrowings defined

3.1. The structure of definitions

An encyclopedic definition is a type of intensional analytical definition
reflecting world knowledge rather than knowledge of the language as such. It
usually conforms to a specific pattern that we have already encountered: the
headword of the definition identifies a broader category to which the definiendum
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belongs (genus proximum), and the rest of the definition specifies the characteristics
that single out the defined item within that broad category (differentias specificas)
(Sterkenburg 2003). To distinguish analytical from encyclopedic definitions, some
scholars name the former “lexical”. Below is an example of a lexical definition:

balaclava — a type of hat made of wool that covers most of the head, neck and
face. (OALD10)

The genus proximum is “hat”; the differentias specificas is “made of wool”
and the fact that it “‘covers most of the head, neck and face.”
An encyclopedic definition is illustrated by Pinyin:

Pinyin — a system of writing the Chinese language in the Roman alphabet
officially recognized in China since 1958 and used in Western newspapers and
other public documents. (LDOCE®6)

The genus proximum is expressed by the minimum salient information
(“a system of writing the Chinese language in the Roman alphabet”), while the
differentia specifica is some additional information that is salient but not essential
(“officially recognized in China since 1958 and used in Western newspapers and
other public documents”).

Usually, it is the definer who has to select encyclopedic information under the
pressure of the economy of space. And here, there is the danger of a definer’s bias
due to their cultural assumptions to supplement the differentia specifica part of the
definition with additional highly specific and overt or covert evaluative information
about the concept it refers to. In other words, our argument is that of the importance
of encyclopedic definition thorough analysis. It is through the definition of the
words related to Northeast Asia that we may see whose cultural context the
definition expresses in making the referent known to the broader world. For these
reasons, encyclopedic definitions in learner’s dictionaries are in the focus of our
analysis, but this does not exclude the attention to lexical analytical definitions as
well as synthetic synonym definitions. Below is an example of a synonym
definition, where a Chinese borrowing is defined by its British synonym:

junk — a Chinese sailing boat. (LDOCE6)

3.2. Synonym definitions

We will turn now to the last type of definition, where the salient information
about regional referent is conveyed by British/American synonyms.
This pattern is observed in the definition of astronaut and taikonaut:

A cosmonaut is an astronaut from the former Soviet Union. (all dictionaries)
taikonaut — an astronaut from China. (LDOCES®6)

astronaut — a person whose job involves travelling and working in
a spacecraft. (OALD10)
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The forms of the definitions reveal that, of the three nouns, astronaut is a
dominant word. It lacks any regional label, and what is more important, it is used
as defining vocabulary for the intensional description of Russian English and
Chinese English words. Actually, in contrast to astronaut, cosmonaut (Russian) and
taikonaut (Chinese) are not fully defined for non-Inner-Circle users. Therefore, the
non-Inner-Circle users who encounter the incomprehensible word astronaut in
definitions for cosmonaut or taikonaut would have to look up that word from the
one they looked at in the first place.

The same British/American synonym astronaut is used for Yuri Gagarin, the
first man to travel to space:

Gagarin, Yuri — (1934-1968) a Soviet astronaut. On 12th April 1961 he
became the first man in space when he travelled round the Earth in Vostok 1.
(LDOCED9)

The definer seems unaware of the Russian English word cosmonaut that might
be the proper word to use in the case of a Russian cosmonaut.

The entry for dacha demonstrates the use of a British synonym in the
definition:

dacha — a Russian country house. (OALD10)
dacha — a large country house in Russia. (LDOCE®6)

In these examples, the definer chooses not to define dacha in its own terms but
instead refers to the type of housing known to the British reader (a large house in
the country, especially one that belongs or used to belong to a rich and important
family). The British definition of dacha as a variation of its British counterpart is
actually quite vague if not misleading. It gives the wrong idea of dacha, as a large
country house of a rich family or even a palace like Blenheim Palace near Oxford
(a culture note in OALD10), whereas in Russia, it often means a rather small piece
of land in city suburbs where the family grows crops in summer.

From the analysis of synonym definitions, we may draw the conclusion of the
Anglocentric treatment of the regional borrowings as if the intended reader of a
dictionary came from the Inner Circle only. Using the British/American synonym
in definitions makes the meaning of the loanword clear only to Inner-Circle
speakers of English, while the international users can have only a vague idea of
what the referent might mean in the source culture. It leads to a view of the global
English language “through the British eye.”

3.3. Encyclopedic definitions

Usually lexical in genus proximum form and encyclopedic in content,
encyclopedic definitions may have room for cultural/ideological judgment. It
should be noted that some lexicographers have acknowledged that English
dictionaries are ethnocentric works (Lee 1989, Cowie 1995, Whitcut 1995, Benson
2001, Chen 2019). In his study of Chinese loanwords in the Oxford English
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Dictionary, Benson emphasizes the role of encyclopedic definitions in this respect:
the definition of evaluative style plays “an important role in establishing the cultural
center of the dictionary as one from which knowledge of the periphery is
constructed and made known” (Benson 2001: 51).

With the question of whether encyclopedic definitions for an English-language
learner’s dictionary incorporate an Anglocentric perspective or the perspective of
the international group they refer to, we proceed to the analysis of definitions. In
the description of the study that follows we go by a class of words that imply an
ideological evaluation (public figures, historical events, and place names).

3.4. Defining public figures

Many entries of this kind exhibit explicit evaluations of the public figures they
refer to. LDOCES®6 defines Catherine the Great of Russia as follows:

Catherine the Great (also Catherine II) — (1729-1796) the empress of
Russia from 1762 to 1796 who greatly increased the size of the Russian
empire. She is known for having had many lovers. (LDOCE®6)

The first part of the definition gives biographical information about the Russian
empress Catherine II, which is a typical way of defining public figures as the
referent of the encyclopedic definition. The second part is an explicit evaluation of
her as the empress who “had many lovers.” The information that is judged as salient
is evidently an Inner Circle interpretation of the deeds of a great Russian empress.
However, in Russian history she is remembered, first and foremost, as the empress
of the Enlightenment, who founded the Russian Academy of Sciences and a number
of tertiary institutions. Thus, the definition promotes the British/American
perspective, absolutely excluding the source culture perspective.

A similar pattern is observed in the LDOCE® entry for Boris Yeltsin:

Yeltsin, Boris — (1931-2007) a Russian politician who became president of
Russia in 1991. Bad economic conditions and the growing crime problem in
Russia made him unpopular with many, but he was elected president again in
1996. He had very serious health problems, and was sometimes criticized for
drinking too much alcohol. (LDOCE®b)

In the genus proximum part of the definition, Yeltsin is defined as a Russian
politician, and in the differentia specifica part he is described as the president of
Russia. The last sentence about Yeltsin’s health problems and alcohol addiction
does not present defining information, rather it is an opinion of a British definer
that is far from the view of Yeltsin held in the cultural context of Russia. It might
be even offensive for users in the source culture, as it implies the inability of the
Russian people to elect the right person to be their country’s president. In the
Russian context, Yeltsin is remembered as the first president of the Russian
Federation, who introduced societal reforms and prompted democracy in the
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country. Thus, the British version of Yeltsin is encoded in the definition without
even mentioning the alternative.
The entry of Leo Tolstoy is a purely lexical analytical one:

Tolstoy, Count Leo — (1828—1910) a Russian writer best known for his long
novels War and Peace and Anna Karenina. (LDOCEG)

This example demonstrates the ethnocentric principle of defining the public
figure far from the perspective of the original culture. The genus-differentia
definition describes Tolstoy as a Russian writer famous for his novels. The use of
the adjective long as an attribute characterizing the two named works implies that
it is this quality of the novels that made Tolstoy famous in Russia and all over the
world. This is an example of an overt subjective evaluation. There are some
inadequacies in this definition when it is judged in terms of its expression of its
cultural context. Another feature of this definition is that being laconic, it should
contain only salient information, and that is the way the reader accepts definition of
Leo Tolstoy given in the dictionary. This makes it almost impossible for the
international reader to see the inadequacies.

3.5. Defining historic events

The definition of the Crimean War is given in two dictionaries: LDOCEG6 and
OALD10. Comparing them, we are able to observe in what ways encyclopedic
definitions carry ideological meanings:

Crimean War, the — (1853—1856) a war between Russia on one side, and
Britain, France, Turkey, and Sardinia on the other. It started because Britain
and France believed that Russia intended to take control of the Balkans
(= southeast Europe), and it ended when the Russians were defeated and lost
control of their naval base at Sevastopol. In the UK most people connect the
Crimean War with Florence Nightingale, who cared for the injured soldiers
and developed new ideas about nursing, and with a battle called the Charge of
the Light Brigade, a serious military mistake in which many British soldiers
were killed. (LDOCE®b)

Crimean War, the — a war fought by Britain, France and Turkey against
Russia between 1853 and 1856 in the Crimea, a part of the Ukraine. Russia
wanted power over Turkey, and Britain and France wanted to end Russia's
power in the Black Sea. Most of the military action was around Sebastopol,
the Russian navy base. It was the first war during which the European public
were able to follow events as they happened, because of the invention of the
telegraph (= a device for sending messages along wires by the use of electric
current). (OALD10)

Both definitions are formulated according to the conventional genus-
differentia form with the word war as a genus proximum and a description of the
war (its participants, location, and battles) as differentia specifica. In the differentia
specifica part in OALDI10, the cause of the war is implicitly attributed to Russia by
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using the preposition “against” Russia. In both dictionaries, there is no word of the
war being defensive on part of Russia and aggressive on part of Britain, France and
Turkey, as they attacked the Russian port Sevastopol and Russia defended it for
349 days. Thus, the information that is judged is no more than the biased British
representation of Russia as a power-hungry nation. The other striking feature in the
OALDI10 definition is mentioning the Crimea as a part of Ukraine at that time of
the Crimean War. This is the fact contradicting the official history of the Crimea
that became part of the Russian Empire as early as in 1783 and was a part of Russia
during the war. We may say that it is a shortcoming of the definition bearing
inaccurate information.

It is worth mentioning that the additional information about the referent in both
dictionaries puts the war into the British cultural context. The LDOCEG6 definition
informs the international readers that people in the UK connect this event with
British nurse Florence Nightingale and the battle in which many British soldiers
were killed. In OALD10 the salient additional information is the invention of the
telegraph, which allowed the European public to follow the events of the conflict.
We may conclude that both definitions lack an international perspective by ignoring
other countries which were involved in the Crimean War. Thus, from the Russian
people’s perspective, this war is connected with such names as admiral Pavel
Nakhimov and vice-admiral Vladimir Kornilov, a sailor Petr Koshka, and a Russian
nurse Dasha Sevastopolskaya, who showed heroism defending their native seaport.

It should be emphasized that both definitions convey the ethnocentric
assumption that British actions were the determining actions in the Crimean War.

3.6. Defining place names

The LDOCES6 defines two Japanese islands in the form of the classic definition
model of genus + differentiae:

Iwo Jima — an island in the Pacific Ocean belonging to Japan, where US
forces won a very difficult battle in World War II. There is a statue in
Washington, D.C., of US marines raising the US flag on Iwo Jima after they
had won the battle. (LDOCE®6)

Okinawa — a Japanese island in the west Pacific Ocean, southwest of Kyushu,
where an important battle took place between the US and Japan in 1945 near
the end of World War II. (LDOCE®6)

It 1s the additional information in both cases that reveals ethnocentricity and
bias. Both islands might be lexically defined as “a Japanese island in the Pacific
Ocean” with some details specifying the location of the island (“southwest of
Kyushu”). Instead, the definition’s core is followed by the information irrelevant
for the international reader. The choice of the additional information is
Anglocentric, giving prominence to the facts that are important in the history of the
US (“where US forces won a very difficult battle”) and glorifying the US forces.
Evidently, the inclusion of these headwords (Okinawa and Iwo Jima) was not made
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on geographical principles but on the Anglocentric principle to select lemmas
having historic relevance exclusively in the Inner Circle.

The LDOCEG6 definition of Siberia is an example of the British/American
stereotype about the vast territory in Russia:

Siberia — a very large area in Russia, between the Ural Mountains and the
Pacific Ocean where there are many minerals but very few people. It is known
for being extremely cold, and for being the place where Russian criminals
were sent, and during the communist years where Soviet governments had
prisons to which they used to send anyone who disagreed with them.
(LDOCES®6)

The definition of this geographical proper name starts with the genus
proximum (“a very large area”) followed by the more specific information on its
location: “in Russia, between the Ural Mountains and the Pacific Ocean.” The
additional encyclopedic information bears conventional Western interpretation of
the nature of Siberia through the use of words “few people,” “extremely cold,”
“criminals,” and “prisons.” Actually, it is the conventional British vision of remote
Siberia that is presented in the dictionary. This version is contested by the official
data: today Siberia is home to over 17 million people — 11.6% of Russia’s
population. Among 29 cities, there are three big cities with a population exceeding
one million people each. Novosibirsk, a major city, has a city Metro, one of the best
Opera and Ballet Theatres in Russia, several tertiary institutions, and the Siberian
division of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

Analysis of the treatment of the headwords related to Northeast Asia through
the framework of the definitional forms reveals Anglocentricity in learner’s
dictionary definitions. The majority of the headwords are defined in British or
American terms without any perspective of the culture from which the words arise.
Despite the inclusion of many Expanding Circle items, the dictionaries remain
typical in the representation of the English language as the one owned by its native
speakers. Even in the third millennium that witnesses the global use of English as
an International Language, English language learner’s dictionaries persistently
promote the British/American perspective from which these countries and EIL
users are to be known globally.

4, Conclusion

We started our research with a certain question in mind: whether there is a shift
to the World Englishes paradigm in English learner’s dictionaries. We have come
to the conclusion that the shift is still very small. Both the inclusion of lexical items
from Northeast Asian Englishes and their treatments manifest the Anglocentricity
of the four dictionaries we examined. What is more, the study revealed the
dictionaries’ adherence to assumptions based in the monocultural, monocentric,
native-speaker dependency myths described by Kachru, which “block the crossing
of borders and suppress the multiculturalism of English” (Kachru 1996: 16).
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The on-going diffusion of English, the growth of the family of world
Englishes, and the increase in the need to use English to express local culture and
identity in intercultural communication challenge current English learner’s
lexicography, and call for change.

We would like to conclude the paper with Braj Kachru’s words, which suggest
how it is possible to meet the challenge: “What is needed is a pluralistic vision of
models, norms, and canons that will use this immense, unparalleled resource with
sensitivity and understanding locally and cross-culturally” (Kachru 1996: 18).
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World Englishes, i.e. numerous varieties of the English language, their
statuses, and their legitimacy (Proshina 2016), present some of the most interesting,
important, and at the same time, controversial issues of modern linguistics and
adjoining disciplines, such as sociolinguistics, pragmalinguistics and linguacultural
studies. It should be emphasized from the very outset that though quite a number of
varieties of English have been already researched, described, and analyzed, Russian
English: History, Function, and Features is the very first attempt to give a detailed
description of Russian English, a specific “European or, to be precise, a Eurasian
variety” (p. 1) of English.

722



Elena V. Marinina. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 722—729

Another point to be mentioned is that the book presents the views, ideas and
approaches of the best known and most authoritative experts in the field. Taking
into consideration that the authors live and work not only in Russia but in some
other countries, it may be presumed that the work is a comprehensive overview of
the state of the art in the domain of world Englishes in general, and of Russian
English, in particular.

This edited work is a brave — and successful — attempt to give a positive answer
to an all-important, fundamental question formulated in the title of an earlier paper
on the subject: “Does Russian English exist?”” (Bondarenko 2014). Russian English
presents a complicated object for linguistic research since Russia is a multi-ethnic
and multicultural country. This complexity is reflected in the wide range of subjects
and approaches covered in different parts and chapters of the book. In order to
understand the nature of any linguistic phenomenon, including languages and their
varieties, it is absolutely necessary to analyze its history and development. In order
to do this, Anna Eddy and Zoya Proshina present a comprehensive overview of
Russian-English language contacts from the 16™ century till now, showing the
peculiarities of each particular period.

The authors provide their answers to two fundamental questions. The first
question 1s: what is meant by “Russian” in the collocation “Russian English”? This
adjective may denote the specific ethnicity and at the same time it can refer to all
ethnicities of the Russian Federation. In the second case, we can speak of Russian
Englishes that will be different from each other mainly in terms of culture-related
words. The second question is: who may be considered to be a user of Russian
English? It is an all-important question for selecting material for research in the
field of Russian English.

In the second chapter, “Russian English in the family of World Englishes,”
Zoya Proshina concentrates on the methodological and terminological basis for
singling out and discussing the phenomenon of Russian English. The author
suggests considering the Russian variety of English as consisting of: “the acrolectal
Russia (or Russia’s) English as a formal kind of the variety, typical of governmental
documents, mass media, ... diplomats, well-educated scholars, etc.; mesolectal
Russian English as a less formal and more casual subtype or a subtype of less
educated speakers, and basilectal Ruslish also known as Runglish or Renglish,
a subtype used by speakers, and writers with low language competence” (p. 27).
These subtypes of Russian English differ functionally, stylistically, and
situationally.

The key notion for the whole monograph is variety. Proshina defines it as
“a social performance continuum that is formed from individual idioms typically
and systematically produced by bilingual speakers” (p. 28). Another important
characteristic of a non-native variety is the fact that its distinctive features contain
not only deviations from exonormative models but also innovations, i.e. “culture-
loaded words borrowed by English from an indigenous language” (p. 28). Having
discussed the important theoretical and terminological points mentioned above,
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Proshina gives the definition of Russian English. It is “a variety of English used by
bilingual Russians to express their cultural identity and implement other
communicative goals” (p. 28).

Chapter 3 “Russian English Linguaculture” is presented by a group of authors
(Zoya Proshina, Alexandra Rivlina, Svetlana Ter-Minasova, Elena Beloglazova,
and Victor Kabakchi). This part of the monograph aims at providing a typological
comparison of English and Russian and showing those features of the two
languages that may influence Russian English. The authors compare English and
Russian in terms of morphology, syntax, vocabulary, and phonetics. Accurate and
detailed descriptions of Russian and English are provided to explain and foresee the
potential problems and difficulties Russian users of English may face, and to show
the ways in which the Russian language may influence Russian English. The
influence of Global English on Russian may be traced mainly in the development
of analytical features, gradual loss of inflections, and increase in the use of informal
style features. It is mentioned, that though widely spread, “Englishization” of
Russian remains one of the most controversial and debated topics in Russia.

Numerous instances of the heavy influence of English on modern Russian are
analyzed in terms of grammar, vocabulary, phonetics/phonology, graphic
arrangement and punctuation features, pragmatic and discoursal features, even non-
verbal behavior. The long list of linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmalinguistic
functions of English-Russian code-switching and code-mixing supports the central
idea of the book that Russian English has the status of a variety, as other Englishes
of the Outer and Expanding Circles do. Another important point is the changes in
Russian culture and Russian mentality caused by a heavy influence of English on
the Russian language, culture, and life in different spheres. The final part of the
chapter is devoted to the ways Russian culture is introduced to the world through
the English language.

Chapter 4, “Linguistic Features of Russian English” (Victoria Zavyalova, Zoya
Proshina, Anna lonina, Anna Eddy, and Tatiana Ivankova), gives the most detailed
and comprehensive overview of performance trends typical of many (but not
necessarily all) educated Russian users of the English language. Having discussed
the linguistic peculiarities of Russian English, the authors pass on to the discussion
of the pragmatic features of Russian English, the most important and noticeable of
them are:

— politeness;

— imperativeness;

— masculine orientation;

— belittling oneself.

In the following chapters (from 5 to 8) the authors consider the functioning of
English in various fields in Russia. The first domain is politics; it is quite reasonable
because it is in this field that the most important changes have taken place in the
last decades. Having analyzed texts from two political journals and an interview
with Sergey Lavrov, the Russian Foreign Minister, Tatiana Ivankova and Elena
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Salakhyan make insightful observations about some characteristics of Russian
political discourse (unclarity, vagueness, and fuzziness of expression). However,
the choice of George Orwell's essay “Politics and the English Language” (1946)
as the starting point for the research may seem disputable.

Another sphere where English plays a very important part in modern Russia is
business (Chapter 6 by Irina Krykova & Olesya Lazaretnaya). It may be even said
that professional English is viewed as a symbol of status. A large number of loan
words came into Russian through business English: however, a great number
of such borrowings are not always justified and may cause a negative attitude in the
society.

Analyzing the functioning of Russian English in the field of education
(Chapter 7), Galina Lovtsevitch starts with a brief review of the history of ELT in
Russia, where English has been an essential part of secondary and higher education
since the 1930s. The author pays special attention to the review of the textbooks
used for ELT in the 1970s and 1980s; they were mainly based on British English.
The author proceeds with the changes brought by Perestroika, when English
acquired practical value for learners. The Common European Framework and
communicative competence came to the fore. In 2009, the Ministry of Education
introduced the National Unified Exam (EGE) for secondary schools.

One of the fundamental questions in ELT in Russia nowadays is what variety
should be taught. Students are well aware of British English and American English
models. However, the questions are bound to arise: “Is there a need to get rid of
one’s Russian accent? Isn't the role of English in intercultural communication to
express the Russian identity of the speaker and to spread information about Russian
culture?” (p. 147).

In Chapter 8, “Scholarship,” Elena Lawrick shows how English is gaining a
competitive advantage in the modern Russian academic environment due to the
policy of modernization of the science sector. English is widely used for
international publications, but it should be noted that Russian scientists have a lot
of difficulties in getting published, mainly because of “low proficiency in academic
English and insufficient familiarity with the genre of Western-style research
publication” (p. 151).

Another domain where English is widely used in Russia is mass media
(Chapter 9 by Anna Eddy, Tatiana Ivankova, and Elena Lawrick). The presence of
the English language is especially noticeable on TV, where there was an increase
in the use of English during the post-perestroika period. Many Russian TV
programs are versions of American and British productions, and their hosts try to
imitate the original linguistic patterns and the pronunciation of proper names.
A great number of English-language channels are now available, including
a 24-hour English-language channel Russia Today.

The authors proceed with providing a comprehensive overview of the English
language media in Russia: television, the radio, newspapers, magazines, websites
aimed at either global readership, viewers, and listeners, or Russian learners of
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English. It is important to underline that English-language media in Russia
demonstrate different varieties of English: British, American, Russian and other
World Englishes.

The field where English has always played a very important role in Russia is
tourism (Chapter 10 by Olesya Lazaretnaya). The author analyzes the changes in
the use of English as the major means of communication in tourism, which have
been taking place since 1929, when the Intourist Agency was founded. The most
important and the most interesting conclusion is that nowadays Russian tourists and
Russian learners of English are exposed not only to British and American English
but to a great number of local varieties of English spoken in different countries.

Other domains where the English language started to have an important,
though rather controversial, role due to the influence of Western culture and its
values of consumerism are pop culture, entertainment and club culture, the music
subculture, extreme sports, and such social groups as young people, gays and
lesbians, and music fans (Chapter 11). Anna Eddy provides a careful analysis of the
use of English as a medium of communication, self-expression, a signal of status
and identity, and even as a marketing device among people belonging to the cultural
and social groups mentioned above.

Chapter 12 deals with advertising. Irina Ustinova gives a comprehensive
overview of Russian advertising discourse that is characterized by a heavy influence
of the English language manifested in code-mixing, code-switching and code-play
in all elements of an advertisement layout. Having described the formal
characteristics and structural patterns of advertising texts, the author passes on to
the functions performed by the English language in this domain. The most
important ones are: being a marker of prestige, promoting Western products,
creating innovative and attention-getting effect; last but not least, transmitting
typical American values.

Chapter 13 addresses literature, which may seem to be rather unexpected in
terms of Russian English. However, Evgenia Butenina provides the reader with a
thorough analysis of works written by writers who are Russian in origin but who
write in English. The author concentrates on Russian-American literature, starting
with Vladimir Nabokov. Obviously, there are numerous differences in attitudes,
approaches, and styles among the authors: the elusive secret code of Vladimir
Nabokov; the elitist code of Olga Grushin; the carnivalesque discourse of Vassily
Aksyonov; the satire and parody of Gary Shteyngart and Anya Ulinich; literary
Russianness as a strategy of seduction in the writing of Lara Vapnyar and Irina
Reyn; the realist mode of David Bezmozgis and Ellen Litman. All of these writers
have brought Russian cultural codes, concepts, and values into American literature.

Of special interest is the last part of the book, “Attitudes of Russian Speakers
toward Russian English.” In Chapter 14, “Competition with Russia as an
International Language,” Irina Ustinova gives an insightful and detailed analysis of
the changes in the status, spread, and functions of the Russian language that have
been taking place since the 1990s, after the collapse of the Soviet Union. In Chapter
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15, “Linguistic Purism,” Olesya Lazaretnaya deals with a wide range of questions.
The author describes in detail the reaction of the Russian government and other
official bodies to the uncontrolled influx of English borrowings and the excessive,
and not always justified, influence of the English language on Russian in the 1990s.
Russian linguists emphasize the negative influence of mass “Americanization” not
only on Russian vocabulary but also on rhythmical structures and intonation
patterns. On the other hand, some scholars are more optimistic, and consider the
extensive use of English loan words by Russian young people to be just a popular
trend. It is shown, however, that the reaction of Russian people is different and
depends on the area they live in. The author concludes by stating that fears about
the future of the Russian language are unfounded, since it remains a symbol of
national culture and national identity.

In Chapter 16, “Resistance to and Gain in the World Englishes Paradigm,”
Zoya Proshina and Irina Ustinova concentrate on the concept of Russian English,
its status and various attitudes from scholars and the society. It is worth mentioning
that the first publications on different regional varieties of the English language,
later known as World Englishes, appeared in the Soviet Union at the beginning of
the 1960s. Nowadays most works are connected with Asian Englishes for obvious
economic, political, cultural reasons. However, at the beginning of the 21 century
there appeared investigations of the variety of English used in Russia by such
scholars as Zoya Proshina, Irina Ustinova, Alexandra Rivlina, Anna Eddy, Elena
Lawrick, and Olesya Lazaretnaya. It is interesting to note that most of the
researchers avoid using the term “Russian English” because its status remains rather
vague in linguistics in Russia. It is used sometimes to denote the most common
errors and mistakes made by Russian speakers of English. It should be noted,
however, that according to the latest research, the attitude of society in Russia to
the idea of Russian English is becoming more positive.

Chapter 17 (Maria Lebedko) describes the functions performed by the English
language in one of the Russian regions, Tuva. The author argues that in this republic
of Russia, English serves as a secondary means for self-identity, since several
dictionaries of Tuvan language and culture have already been published in English.
There can be no doubt that publishing culture-loaded words in the global language
dictionary is a very good way to make the unique and rich Tuvan culture known to
the world.

In the afterword of the volume, Zoya Proshina provides a well-structured and
cogent overview of the ideas expressed by the chapter authors. She starts with a
definition of Russian English as “a performance variety of the educated Russians
who mostly learn it through education in an artificial language setting” (p. 258).
It is important to emphasize that Russian English should not be equalized with
Ruslish, “a pidginized hybrid formation used by non-educated Russians” (p. 258).
The author proceeds with a brief description of the main distinctive features of
Russian English on all levels of linguistic analyses; the results of the mutual
influence of the English and Russian languages; the functions performed by the
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English language in Russian politics, business, education, mass media, tourism,
literature. In conclusion, Zoya Proshina expresses the firm belief of the contributors
to the book that though the status of Russian English is still highly disputable,
nevertheless, Russian English is a variety of the Expanding Circle.

The collective monograph Russian English is an unprecedented and highly
important volume which provides a detailed and comprehensive overview of an
Expansive Circle variety of English. The contributors to the book firmly believe
that Russian English does exist as a variety of the Expanding Circle. However, there
can be little doubt that this idea is not generally accepted yet. The status of Russian
English is still disputable for several reasons. Firstly, it is connected with
terminological difficulties since the term variety may be understood in different
ways. Secondly, the authors admit that Russian English may be understood
differently. If we proceed from the assumption that Russian English is a variety
used by “minority ethnicities as an additional means for expressing their cultural
identity” (p. 263), then we should speak about Russian Englishes. Hence, questions
are bound to arise: How many Russian Englishes are there (taking into
consideration that there about 60 languages just in the Caucasus)? What are their
statuses? Thirdly, it is not quite clear whether the most obvious characteristics of
Russian English affect communication with speakers of other first languages and
native speakers of English. The fact that the volume poses these important questions
and generates discussion of them is, no doubt, one of its real merits.

To conclude, the collective monograph under review may be considered as an
important first attempt to produce a comprehensive and overall analysis of Russian
English, a highly complex language phenomenon. The results of the investigations
will stimulate further research and discussion; they are of great importance to
specialists working in the field of general linguistics, contact linguistics, social
linguistics, language policy, linguacultural studies, and teachers of English as a
Foreign or International Language and a Language for Special Purposes.

© Elena V. Marinina, 2020
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A handbook provides “the most important and useful information about a
subject,” says the Cambridge Dictionary. The Handbook of World Englishes is a
comprehensive guide into the history, description, development, and
interdisciplinary issues of the paradigm introduced and substantiated by the
prominent linguist Braj B. Kachru.

In 2009, Braj B. Kachru and his colleagues Yamuna Kachru and Cecil L.
Nelson published the first edition of The Handbook of World Englishes, which for
more than a decade has been a beacon for linguists and scholars working in the field
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of the spread of the English language. Technological progress, upward sociocultural
mobility and global economic changes brought new ideas, criticisms, and views that
answered some of the questions asked in the first edition of the Handbook as well
as raised many more new ones which are to be tackled. As a result, 2020 saw the
publication of the second edition of the Handbook, revised, expanded, and updated.

Cecil L. Nelson, Zoya G. Proshina, and Daniel R. Davis took a long and
complicated journey contributing to and editing the volume, which discusses world
Englishes (WE) from all perspectives, responds to criticisms, defends the studies
and statuses of the varieties of the English language, and, what is more, opens new
domains for the future research. The volume is divided into 9 parts, with each
thoroughly and meticulously touching upon different issues related to the field.

Part I provides the historical context of the varieties of the Inner, Outer, and
Expanding Circles. Starting with the very beginning of English language history
the Handbook goes through the historical and sociocultural contexts of the English
language in the British Isles, the United States of America, Canada, New Zealand,
and Australia. The authors, following Kachru’s tradition, underline the origins of
the English language in the first two chapters on the “First Diaspora,” and the
chapters on other varieties of the Inner circle in the “Second Diaspora.”
Interestingly, the research on Caribbean Englishes, which share many similarities
with forms heard across English-speaking communities in the Americas in general,
appears under the heading of the Second Diaspora although the questions of pidgins
and creoles (the way these varieties are called locally) are addressed later in the
volume.

It is worth mentioning that the number of pages devoted to the varieties of the
Outer and Expanding Circles is two and a half times more than that describing the
Inner Circle varieties, which again shows the reality as it is: non-native English
varieties outnumber the native ones. In the Second Diaspora section, the
contributors give descriptions of Englishes in South Asia, South East Asia, and
Africa. The continents and territories, having in common their colonial pasts, share
that historical context which defined the use of English in different domains, such
as government, education, and for various purposes, for example, identity-shaping
and creative writing.

Definitely, the coverage of the Expanding Circle varieties takes a broader
geographical perspective: South America, Europe, Russia, and East Asia have their
social, political, economic, educational, and cultural environments for the local
varieties of English to function and maintain the status of the main foreign language
adopted in the regions. All the chapters emphasize the growing demand for English
in the education domain, along with other sectors, such as tourism, manufacturing,
trade, and advertising. Moreover, apart from the issues of the status and functions
of English, the authors describe the features of the varieties in terms of phonology,
lexis, syntax, culture, and pragmatics. The authors unanimously underline the
language’s pluricentricity and stress the multiple number of Englishes which
constitute the variety, depending on what local dialect or minority language (as in
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case of Russia) English has contact with. The Fourth Diaspora is addressed in
chapters on Chinese English and Russian Englishes, which marked the continuous
process of Expanding Circle dynamic life.

Part II presents the issues related to contact linguistics, with Rajend Mesthrie
stressing the importance of the historical input to individual varieties and relevance
of the comparative database and tools for linguistic analysis and variety description.
Mesthrie looks into the early contact history and makes a reasonable, however
controversial, point concerning the work of creative writers whose literature may
not be considered representational in terms of the spoken Englishes of certain
communities. The chapter (Salikoko S. Mufwene) devoted to pidgins and creoles
defines the terms and describes the functions of these varieties, oftentimes non-
standardized, stressing their relevance to general and contact linguistic studies.

Part III deals with the issues of acculturation, with M.A.K. Halliday
differentiating between standard and global language and paying particular
attention to meaning potential of the both. Yamuna Kachru analyses speech acts
and rhetorical strategies in the Outer and Expanding Circles, underlining the
processes of nativization of English and Englishization of indigenous languages.
The use of genre and style, the definitions of the concepts and numerous examples
in the context of WE are given in the following chapter by Vijay K. Bhatia.

Part IV crosses borders and goes deeply into creativity in the context of WE.
Edwin Thumboo observes historical and contemporary forces that helped shape the
new literatures in English as well as perspectives to study the creative writings of
such authors. Alexandra A. Rivlina follows Thumboo’s “creative path” with
numerous examples of bilingual linguistic creativity, showing bilingual language
play on different language levels and in different varieties. Thanks to Larry E. Smith
and Cecil L. Nelson, the major questions of intelligibility and understanding across
cultures are thoroughly studied. The next chapter gives a chance to, once again,
look at the magnificent metaphorical language of the WE founding father, Braj B.
Kachru, whose longing for the recognition of the English language varieties makes
its way through the English of his text.

Part V addresses such complicated yet significant issues as grammar and
standards starting the discussion with 17"-18™ century battles fought in the name
of grammar, then proceeding to the 19"-20" century usage wars. Daniel R. Davis
looks into grammatical description and its potential for world Englishes. It is
noteworthy that the last chapter (Gerald Nelson) in this part marks the most recent
studies of the corpus linguistics for the WE stressing the necessity to continue
corpus-based research into world Englishes.

The other crucial issues under study within the WE paradigm are ideology and
identity, and the chapters in Part VI encounter these concepts in different ways
giving the perspective of colonial discourse and postcolonial theory and raising
questions of the nature of cultural production with creative writings of postcolonial
authors being of top priority.
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Part VII penetrates into the questions of globalization unveiling the relations
between WE and media, advertising and commerce. Recently, the world has turned
to social media networks across the board and, as a result, researchers are focusing
on computer-mediated communication, which is analysed by means of variable
methods. However, the question about whether media reflect the pluricentricity of
English is still to be answered. In his chapter, Tej K. Bhatia observes different
approaches for advertising analysis and provides numerous examples of global
mixing of world Englishes and their mixing with other languages thus raising the
questions of cross-cultural translational mishaps and intelligibility. Of no less
importance is the expansion of English in commercial contexts where the necessity
for prescriptive mononorms outweigh the creativity and variety of language
practices in use.

Part VIII considers the practical relevance of theoretical and academic
linguistic findings to the governmental organisations defining language policy and
planning which, unfortunately, ignore the problems of unfavorable educational
environment in some countries. Margie Berns gives a critical review of
communicative competence and calls for a pluricentric approach to investigating
the nature of acceptability and intelligibility. Aya Matsuda explores the
implications of WE studies for pedagogy focusing on English language courses that
will embrace the diversity of the language and prompt teachers to expose their
students to different varieties of English. Part VIII finishes with the chapters
discussing the multidimensional nature and dynamics of English language
proficiency and application of WE studies for language testing and lexicography.

The final chapters celebrate the maturity of World Englishes and future
expansion of world Englishes. Kingsley Bolton proves that WE shifted the
paradigm in the linguistic studies of the late 20" and early 21° centuries and inspired
new directions, innovations and discoveries already under study and yet to come.
Yamuna Kachru and Larry E. Smith highlight the fact that these innovations and
discoveries will come more from the Outer and Expanding Circles than from the
Inner Circle.

Each contributor to the Handbook, apart from providing profound analysis and
an extensive literature review, raised a lot of new questions and opened a never-
ending source of ideas and material for future work and further research both in
theoretical and applied dimensions.

The Handbook gathered linguists from all Three Circles, uniting their
individual varieties in the common academic English of the volume, to produce a
landmark reference for studies of world Englishes.

Braj B. Kachru, in his chapter “World Englishes and culture wars,” criticizes
The Cambridge History of the English Language, vol. 5 (1994), which was devoted
to “English in Britain and overseas” for the exclusion of African varieties because
of a notable lack of professional scholarship. Surely, Professor Kachru would have
been grateful to his fellow scholars, Cecil L. Nelson, Zoya G. Proshina, and Daniel
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R. Davis for covering all the aspects, neglecting nothing, and commemorating the
maturity and wisdom of Braj B. Kachru’s child.

© Ekaterina S. Lebedeva, 2020
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