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		    Preface

				Siva Kumari Director General, the International Baccalaureate

				Caroline Ellwood is well placed to edit Whose History? and I’m pleased that this book raises and addresses important questions about how history is perceived not only through aspects of historiography but by teachers deciding how and what to teach in this modern world.

				This is a topic which resonates very strongly with me as today, more than ever, students and teachers should be better able to address questions of perspective with more original sources at their fingertips. 

				The question of ‘whose history’ is in, and of, itself of course intriguing. Not being a historian, I can only opine given this opportunity – firstly from the perspective of a student who studied in India, a post-colonial nation; to that of an immigrant building a professional career in the United States of America and of course, most importantly, during my time working in the professional development of teachers both in Advanced Placement and in the International Baccalaureate; to my role now as an educator who has the privilege of being in schools and talking to educators and policy makers throughout the world. 

				Let me share some experiences gained over the years that might illustrate to the reader just why this book is so pertinent in today’s world. 

				It was while creating in-depth professional development for experienced teachers in the field of world literature where this issue most revealed itself: whilst discussing translated works with their students, some of the best teachers were missing the most important aspects of these works – aspects of inter-cultural understanding and an appreciation of the socio-political, and historical times in which a specific book was written. They were failing to grasp how understanding the history of that country at that time would not only add real depth to the literature, but increase the appreciation for the characters and their motivations at the very least.

				Such study of multiple perspectives potentially also instils a deep curiosity about the people and the society from which the book emanated. While my experience was gained in working with teachers in the USA, the same could be said about any piece of literature, being taught by any teacher, anywhere in the world, who does not come with a good understanding of the history of the area from where the text originates. Why is this important? Because without the context, teachers were only able to read the works of literature through their lens rather than the voice of the country from which it came. It is through this experience that I realized the richness of perspectives lost in translation when teachers and students don’t attend to the question of ‘whose history?’ 

				The pertinence of Whose History? is illustrated not only in its focus on history but because it also asks the question ‘is history static?’ The etymology of the word ‘history’, according to some sources and selectively presented here, originates from the root ‘weid’ meaning ‘to know, to see’, including the Sanskrit word ‘veda’ and the Greek ‘historia’ meaning ‘finding out’. 

				I share this because traditionally history has been taught through a study of narratives, usually compiled in textbooks, predominately written in either a dominant language or providing dominant evidence available in a predominant language. History textbooks and curricula are often influenced by policy makers in local or national education departments or by governments who believe that their citizenry needs to learn a particular world view. These are often the realities of teaching and learning at the pre-tertiary level. 

				Therefore it is good that authors, as discussants, in the following pages think through whose narrative is told, whose language is being used and even through whose eye was the picture created.

				I often wonder if teachers feel that now is a great time to be a teacher of history for both their sake and for that of their students. Students today are privileged in ways that those before were not, with access to original documents and recordings at the click of a mouse. Limited only by their curiosity and their ability to ask the right questions they are able to engage with first hand evidence, for instance listen to Martin Luther King’s many speeches first hand rather than reading them on a page in a history textbook. They can see how his death was reported around the world by accessing the online archives of the BBC to view the news broadcast on April 4th, 1968. 

				They can access the whole of primary sources such as Magna Carta and watch news reels from war zones across the world. Today’s access also allows students to ‘see’ history laterally, to understand that historical incidents do not occur in isolation nor in a vacuum. Students can compare multiple points of view at any given time regarding a particular issue. As major world events occur around the world we can access original citizen voices without the filtering by media moguls. While this may be overwhelming, it also perhaps allows the student of today to be more cognizant of ‘voice’ and the difficulty of meaning-making and writing history. 

				This can surely only bode well for the curious mind. The teachers’ power it seems then is to infuse students with an energy for the study of history and to illustrate how it can be viewed from a human perspective rather than just as an accumulation of dates and a dry recounting of events. Perhaps it is even as a student views events first hand that s/he realizes the nature of perception and how it influences a particular narrative and viewpoint. 

				Questions of perception involve national versus international perspectives, and teachers can challenge students to think about the dominant narrative. Are all perspectives represented in the mainstream conclusions drawn about events? How much in the claims of victory of nations is ever the voice heard of those who were the losers of battles or wars? This is not to say that nations do not have the right to rally their citizenry to have pride in their victories, but more to relate that a study of history, particularly in IB schools, is well-served by a review of all points of view. And, the stunning silence of voices which are not represented should not be explained away, lazily, as the lack of an alternative viewpoint, but thought through more carefully as perhaps a lack of access to the world’s heavily published languages of history or narratives that could not survive in today’s accessible formats. And, to the need for more history that investigates what the missing voices might have added. 

				Such perception-broadening dialogues and thinking are basic to the IB mission of understanding others and their perspectives. Not only are these dialogues needed in the classroom, but also outside of them, an aspirational and pedagogical idea espoused by the IB since its inception. In today’s world, access to international information is no longer always restricted by national borders. There is a growing acceptance that different cultures will interpret things differently and the idea of understanding another’s point of view is part of being a global citizen. Critical thinking of this nature goes to the heart of the IB’s view of international mindedness and this book opens up some of the questions that are involved in considering whose history we write, research and teach. 
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				Introduction 

				Caroline Ellwood

				And when I look at a history book and think of the imaginative effort it has taken to squeeze this oozing world between two boards and typeset, I am astonished. Perhaps the event has an unassailable truth, God saw it God knows. But I am not God. And so when someone tells me what they heard or saw, I believe them, and I believe their friend who also heard or saw, but not in the same way, and I can put these accounts together and I will not have a seamless wonder but a sandwich laced with mustard of my own.

				Jeanette Winterson, 
Oranges are Not The Only Fruit (1991, London: Vintage)

								 


                Thousands line the streets as the cortège passes by. Two knights on horseback lead the procession; the coffin, a simple wooden box, is drawn by plumed black horses and surrounded by outriders. The crowds press forward as it passes and throw white roses. It stops before the cathedral where it is welcomed with ceremony by the Bishop to lie in state until the official burial later in the week by the Archbishop of Canterbury. Britain is burying a king.

				But this is not Westminster Abbey, this is not London, this is the provincial city of Leicester where this particular king happened to be unearthed from under a car park and not only reigned 500 years ago but had a singularly violent reputation. This is Richard III.

				Why have such huge crowds come out to line the streets to see a box containing a long dead, probably criminal monarch taken to be buried? Is it all part of the Wolf Hall/Downton Abbey historical saga TV syndrome? Are the members of the Richard III Society defending their favourite? Is this Leicester seeing the opportunities of the heritage trail? The skeletal remains were taken on a symbolic tour of Richard III memorable sites, Bosworth Field being the highlight as re-enactors in black cloaks over armour and carrying lighted torches walked behind a group of musicians playing period instruments. “Get on your knees and honour the king,” was the command and replica cannon provided a 21-gun salute. How many, as they ate their ‘Richard Ices’, identified this corpse with Shakespeare’s villainous ‘bunch backed toad’ who murdered his way to the throne? Or is Britain just so royalist at heart that even a 500 year-old corpse will make people wave an anachronistic Union Jack. The Times’ leader aptly summed it up:

				Is all this knowingly absurd, or not absurd at all? Is it ancient history or very modern sentimentalism? Is it for the tourists, or done for the national soul? In every case the answer is both … 

				(The Times, March 26, 2015)

								 


                Of course love of the pageantry of history can be found in many countries and nostalgia for the trappings of monarchy still lurks in the corners of socialist nations. In 2011 Austria was the scene of the most amazing pomp and revisionist history when Otto Von Hapsburg was buried with as much ceremony as if the Empire had never been dismantled. A kilometre-long procession representing the former empire’s nationalities accompanied the coffin to a funeral service in Stephansdom where the packed cathedral echoed to the Kaiserhymne (God preserve, God protect our Emperor, our country). Then on to the imperial crypt in company with representatives of the Houses of Hohenzollern, Saxe Coburg-Gotha, Bourbon, Leichenstein, Bernadotte, Windsor, Baden, Braganza and Montanegro.

				Richard III’s send-off was modest in comparison, but what the crowds who lined the streets in Vienna and Leicester were experiencing was a glimpse into the past and perhaps the first answer to the question ‘whose history?’ is that history can belong to anybody who wants to take an interest. Or as the Bishop of Leicester said at the burial, “Richard belongs not just to chroniclers and historians but to all of us.” Indeed thousands trot through palaces and historic houses, wander around ancient monuments, visit battlefields and war cemeteries to experience a glimpse into the past. The past is indeed a ‘foreign country’; it is also a fascinating place to visit. Ibn Khaldun, the great Arab philosopher, and historian noted that:

				History serves to entertain large crowded gatherings. A knowledge of history is a passport to social success, brings down the blessings of heaven on its possessor and it also explains how and why things are as they are.

				(Khaldun, translated by Rosenthal, 1967)

								 


                The role of history as an ‘explainer’ brings us to the centre of the ‘whose history?’ debate. The meaning of history comes from the Greek ‘to know’. How historians get their knowledge in order to make their judgements has changed dramatically over time with new methods of communication and sophisticated technology.

				Things were not always so complex for historians. Clio, the muse of history, celebrated the famous exploits of heroes and battles won. Herodotus, the first servant of Clio, wrote his histories, ‘lest the great and wonderful deeds performed by the Greeks and Barbarians should become lost to fame’. But over the years Clio lost her status and became a servant herself. Dressed in national costume she became the handmaid of religion, colonial aspirations, political parties and economic forces. She waved flags whilst singing patriotic songs of nationalism and citizenship and worked hard for politicians. With Clotho, Lechesis and Atropos she looked into the crystal ball of the future – where she had no business to be. She would, over the centuries, search for ever more abstruse solutions to the secrets of the past. Marx claimed that as his personal midwife to the revolution of the working man she would influence the world. She did but now has the new name Cliometrics and whilst finding exciting adventures in the world of computers has lost all her mystery as freedom of information reveals her secrets. In her spare time she works as a kitchen maid for the heritage industry. 

				So simple young Clio, telling tales of the great and the glorious is in old age a very complex character and those who serve her have also had to change. Of course the facts of the past do not change, but for every generation our attitudes change and history is rewritten. The nature of the present influences our interpretation of the past. What could be termed ‘old history’ (Himmelfarb, 1987) gave a narrative of dynasties, politics and wars written from a national point of view. There was no doubt whose history was being told in Our Island’s Story or what Britain’s position was in the world. Modern historians emphasise causation, require and analyse evidence, use the methods of anthropologists, sociologists and economists and consider ‘the common man’ – not just kings but people. H G Wells, who never claimed to be a historian, explains that his Outline of History was written as a response to the disillusion of WWI and a feeling that civilisation had failed. 

				Men and women tried to recall the narrow history teaching of their brief school days and found an uninspiring and partially forgotten list of national kings or presidents … an endless wilderness of books. They had been taught history in nationalist blinkers, ignoring every country but their own.

				(Wells, 1920) 

								 


                History, according to Wells, was ‘the common adventure of all mankind, of all classes and all nations’ (ibid). Thus he attempted to relate that adventure in vastly popular illustrated weekly instalments between 1918 and 1919, then subsequently in a two-volume publication. Here history is presented as the odyssey of man’s struggle from his origins in ‘unfathomable mystery’ to the present ‘dawn of human fellowship’. Wells’ view of history is itself now a fascinating source for the knowledge, attitudes and beliefs of the time. Which poses another ‘whose history?’ question. Wells is telling the truth as he saw it as he wrote, but time changes perception, new evidence can be found, old evidence refuted or different events selected so we now have a different ‘truth’. Eric Hobsbawm, looking backward to the First World War, saw it in relation to later events and far from seeing hope for the future saw the start of ‘an age of barbarism’ (Hobsbawm, 1997).

				If different versions of the past can be selected then the motive behind that selection can become important. History can be used for propaganda, not just to record the past but to influence the future. As Orwell succinctly put it, ‘Who controls the past controls the future, who controls the present controls the past’ (Orwell, 1948). 

				Facts can be manipulated to give different results, knowledge is codified and generalisations made. Different historians will give a variety of versions of the causes of the First World War (see chapter 5). History is sorted into categories across time space and subject area, for example ‘The Importance of European Wool Production in Medieval Times’. There is not always agreement on such divisions and modern historians are much more aware of the need for inter-disciplinarity. Teachers or often the state will choose what aspects of the world’s history to include in the school curriculum to promote their own nation’s point of view and develop a feeling of citizenship. Edward Said accused western historians, indeed culture of ‘orientalism’ (Said, 1985) and President Julius Nyerere of Tanzania (a historian himself) made a similar accusation about western historians of Africa in his opening speech to a conference he had convened to discuss African History:

				There is one thing which this conference will not have to discuss. That is the contention that Africa has no history. The days when this was seriously suggested by intelligent men and women have now passed. Your problem at this conference is more likely to arise from the uncoordinated and sometimes undisciplined nature of the evidence and from the number and variety of books and articles published in recent years.

				(Nyerere, c.1960)

								 


                Thus both the historian and the teacher are in a position of power and trust for selection involves judgement and what is considered acceptable in one period (eg slavery) is against the law in another. There are moral dilemmas involved in these choices where facts are used to support a theory, prove a point or reinforce the cause of a war, a political party, a religion or a controversial event. Whose and what history you teach can indeed be not just a dilemma but a danger. 

				Khaldun wished for history to ‘explain how and why things are as they are’ but it is necessary to go further and John Milton did so when he gave a necessary ‘stirring’ component for the lover of history:

				When there is much desire to learn there of necessity will be much arguing, much writing, many opinions; for opinion in good men is but knowledge in the making … knowledge and understanding which God has stirred up in this city … Let truth be in the field.

				(Milton, 1644)

								 


                Explanation, discussion, a truth that shifts over time – Mr Gradgrind, ‘a man of realities, a man of fact and calculations’, would have been appalled. For ‘facts alone are wanted in life’ and the important thing was ‘to never wonder’ (Dickens 1854). But most history is ‘wondering’ … wondering about the available facts and so producing opinions. 

				Who produces those opinions? Who writes the history ? Who controls the curriculum and how should it be taught? What message will go into a text book? How does history impinge on aspects of culture such as art and drama? How important is our own history or that of our institutions? Is history a moveable ‘truth’?

				It is a consideration of questions like these that will form the basis of this book:

				 

				Part One – Whose history? Of historians and history

				Part Two – Whose history do we teach? 
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				Part one

				 

				Whose history? Of historians and history

			

		

	
		
			
			  

				Whose history? Whose language?

				Malcolm Pritchard

				[image: t1.jpg]…(With history as a mirror, one can know the rise and fall of dynasties…) 

Emperor Taizong, Tang Dynasty (597-649)

				History is our never-ending search for meaning through contending words, languages, cultures, and interpretations. It is not the ‘dead hand’ of the past, but a potent living weapon in the present struggle for identity and meaning that transcends clans, communities, and countries. The interpretation of history and defining key events of the past are also powerful forces in shaping the future actions, attitudes and aspirations of individuals and nations. Like territorial conflict, we struggle to retain possession of the past whilst staking out a claim to own the future. 

				The key medium in which and through which we engage in the fight to own history is language, in both the spoken and written word. Our words, in any language, are the frontline troops doing battle between the past, present, and future. An oft-quoted and somewhat tongue-in-cheek saying, translated from Yiddish and associated with the sociolinguist Max Weinreich, suggests that:

			  A language is a dialect with an army and navy… 


			  ([image: t1.jpg] a shprach eez a deealekt mit an armee un flot).				

			  (Boyle, 2014; Friedman, 2003)

							 

	The more influential a language becomes, the more it develops the accoutrements of power. At the pinnacle of influence, a distinctive culture emerges from a critical demographic mass of speakers, and armed with a language and a culture, a country is born (Hobsbawm, 1990). One might paraphrase Weinreich by saying: a country is a culture with an army and navy. Nations, cultures, and languages are associated with the projection of power, the assignment of authentic identity, and the potential for conflict driven by self-preservation and assertion of a discrete cultural identity, with its own version of the past. Being ethnolinguistically ‘right’ is perhaps one form of might. 

				On the authorship of history, Churchill, Machiavelli, even William Wallace, have been credited with the saying, ‘History is written by the victors.’ Its truth strikes us as self-evident. Max Lerner makes the more interesting and provocative statement:

				The so-called lessons of history are for the most part the rationalizations of the victors. History is written by the survivors.

				(Lerner, 1989 [1943])

								 


              This principle is well understood globally: those left behind have indeed adopted this sentiment, word for word, in languages such as Chinese ([image: t1.jpg]). It points to the seemingly self-evident truth that when nations, cultures, and languages come into contact, the victors who emerge from the inevitable competition and conflict are afforded the privilege of writing the definitive historical record.

				What may be overlooked in this truism is that the language in which the victor chooses to record history is also significant, not just the content. In fact, the language(s) of the victorious at a socio-political level reflect the dynamic state of the ongoing struggles between competing cultures and civilizations and their respective languages. Hidden within those languages and their grammars are artifacts that reflect deeper inter-linguistic and inter-cultural conflicts, adaptation to new circumstances, and evidence of evolutionary socio-linguistic change. Across the globe in the early decades of the 21st century, the languages, indeed the very words used to record histories, are the product of socio-cultural interactions and conflicts, from the individual through to the international, from the personal to the political, the mercantile to the military. 

				The relationship between a nation, its language(s), its culture, and its history is complex and has become increasingly so in a globalizing world where we can no longer assume that there is a one-to-one correlation between these elements. 

				This chapter is concerned with nations, their histories, and the role of language in shaping perceptions of past events, current trends, and, perhaps, predicting future developments. It is not about anyone’s history, per se, but seeks to explore the interplay between history, languages, and nations through some leading questions: for example, what is the nature of history? What is the nature of language and thought? And what role might these play in shaping our view of history? 

				The following discussion explores history through the lens of language, examining the nature of language and its relationship to thought, the linguistic building blocks of history, and the extent to which language itself might influence the way in which human experience is captured, recorded, and remembered. A brief review of the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis, focusing on the vexed question of linguistic determinism, provides a frame of reference for this discussion. 

				 

				What is history?

				Human knowledge is, to a great extent, informed by experience and the study of past events. Is human knowledge, however, derived from the straightforward presentation of clear, well-defined, and incontrovertible fact through the medium of value-neutral language? Or is it the result of carefully curated, experientially and culturally informed meaning making? At an ontological level, we might even ask if history exists independently of human thought? 

				In answering the question, ‘What is history?’, the influential British historian and philosopher, E H Carr, replied that it is a continuous process of interaction between the historian and his facts, an unending dialogue between the present and the past. He added that, ‘Interpretation is the lifeblood of history’ (Carr, 1987 [1961]). Thus, in Carr’s view, history is an act of interpretation, or meaning making, and all history might be construed as the history of thought. Rather than a process of placing a set of agreed facts in correct sequence to create an accurate historical record, the historian’s interaction with ‘historical fact’ might be construed in a more adventurous and dynamic fashion:

				The facts are really not at all like fish on the fishmonger’s slab. They are like fish swimming about in a vast and sometimes inaccessible ocean; and what the historian catches will depend partly on chance, but mainly on what part of the ocean he chooses to fish in … the historian will get the kind of facts he wants.

				(Carr, 1987 [1961]) 

								 


              While history appears to be about the past, it is also inextricably and intimately intertwined with the present (Carr, 1987 [1961]). The historian’s choice of language and lexicon reveal much about the purpose, context and culture, and underlying philosophy of the author. Extending Carr’s metaphor a little further, what the historian chooses to call the fish caught is also of importance.

				There is no neutral refuge in this process. Seemingly indisputable facts are still open to interpretation and re-interpretation and, according to Churchill, personal opinion:

				For my part … leave the past to history, especially as I propose to write that history myself.

				(Churchill, 2012 [1947])

								 


              Another expression of this view comes from the author of A People’s History of the United States, Howard Zinn (1970), who observed: ‘The historian cannot choose to be neutral; he writes on a moving train.’ 

				Whether we are seeking to understand history from the ancients (Bede, 731 [2015]), the radicals (Zinn, 1980), the classicists (Gibbon, 1782 [2012]), or the modernists inspired by Hobsbawm (1990) or Carr, among others, there is much more than dates, places, and people to consider. Whether fishing or commuting, there is the clear presence of movement and intent in the process of recording history. History does not appear as the sterile product of static observation, fixed in time and space; it emerges dynamically and interactively from engaged human participants on a journey from somewhere to somewhere else, who perhaps exercise some degree of volition. The words of historians are themselves laden with many meanings, explicit and implicit, intended and, perhaps, unintended. 

				While the deeper questions of import to historians of all hues, the tensions between causation and chance, lie beyond the scope of this discussion, the cultural and linguistic contexts surrounding any act of interaction with historical data for the purposes of making present meaning from the past cast a shadow that should not be ignored or underestimated. 

				 

				The limits of language and the shaping of history

				The nature of language and its impact on thought, and by extension, history, is a rich field for discussion among academics: philosophers, linguists, educationalists, and historians. An early authority in this field, von Humboldt asserts that the difference between languages is not found in sounds and signs, but in the ways in which languages represent the world (Formigari, 1999). Wittgenstein’s famous solipsism states, ‘The limits of my language mean the limits of my world (2010 [1922]: italics in the original).’ Our world ends where our words fail. What our language cannot express, our history cannot record. 

				On the connection between what happens and what we think as a result, Halliday assigns a more universal and non-deterministic role to language, stating that ‘…language is the essential condition of knowing, the process by which experience becomes knowledge’ (Halliday, 1993; emhasis in the original). The scope and nature of a language might therefore play some role in shaping how we come to understand and interpret our experience of the world. Through the medium of language, individuals and communities construct artifacts that encode and record meaning – knowledge – out of their experiences of the world. This construction of meaning is essentially a socially mediated process, albeit one that is shaped by the environment in which the social interaction is conducted (Piaget, 2002 [1923]; Vygotsky, 1986 [1934]; Wells, 1999).

				Thoughts are constructed in response to human experiences within a physical, social, and cultural context. Through social interaction, the semiotic tool of language is used to make meaning, which in turn creates cultural structures in the form of shared patterns of understanding, behaviors, and attitudes (Wells, 1999). Language is the primary mechanism for human social interaction and through which humans create semiotic artifacts derived from experience (Halliday, 1993; Vygotsky, 1986 [1934]). 

				As humans are born biologically and socially ‘unfinished’ and therefore dependent, this creates the need for a lengthy phase of reliance on caretakers for basic physical needs (Arendt, 1977). This dependency might also be construed as a biological mechanism developed from a clear and specific adaptation necessary for cultural organisms. Human immaturity at birth provides the mechanism by which cultural knowledge is shared by the parenting generation through the medium of language and internalized in the infant. Infants in this phase of development are exposed to recurrent and culturally structured patterns of activities that shape adult attitudes and behaviours. 

				According to Vygotsky, infant inner speech develops through a long cumulative series of functional and structural changes in cognition driven by social interaction in which the structure of speech mastered becomes the basic structure of thinking (Vygotsky, 1986 [1934]). Language is a fundamental survival skill that is both produced by and contributes towards socialization. The diverse ways of comprehending and communicating human experience through language are necessary for the survival of the species (Lakoff, 1987). Infants begin noticing, ordering, representing, and remembering experiences and phenomena. In this phase, the central role for language is the categorization of experience. There is an external logic that shapes categorization and representation, as this is the main way in which infant humans make sense of their experience (Lakoff, 1987).

				The notion of representation, the naming of things encountered and experienced, is an important aspect of language development that bears further discussion. Arendt (1977) asserts that the urge to speak is the quest for personal meaning, not objective fact. The need to make meaning is to make sense of whatever has occurred. This may or not be motivated by a desire to create knowledge. It is, however, connected with the quest to construct understanding in an unfamiliar world:

				The sheer naming of things, the creation of words, is the human way of appropriating and as it were, disalientating the world into which, after all, each of us is born as a newcomer and a stranger.

				(Arendt, 1977)

								 


              We derive our categorization systems during childhood through social interaction, which suggests that categories are shaped by culture and environment and are largely the product of experience and imagination. Categories take on an existence beyond the things they contain and as such to change the concept of any category is to change the way in which we understand the world. 

				When in everyday use, most categorization is largely automatic and unconscious. We only notice it when we encounter something that is problematic because it does not fit the existing systems of naming. Different cultures organize and categorize domains of knowledge, according to custom and experience (Lakoff, 1987). Where these objects in the experienced world are different, unique to setting, they will undoubtedly influence the language used to create and describe the categories in the local language.

				This leaves open the strong probability that a phenomenon or culturally privileged object, artifact, or relationship in one language may be completely invisible or irrelevant to another. The evolution of environmentally and experientially differentiated languages is in part the history of humanity. Linguistic diversity is a form cognitive pluralism, which facilitates the evolution of differently shaped and contrived semiotic tools to record, combine, represent, and remember experience in distinctive, context dependent, ways (Lakoff, 1987). This linguistic evolution is manifested in the myriad forms of grammatical structures, which unconsciously reflect distinctive features of thought itself, not just objects of thought. 

				Returning to the theme of language and history, if our understanding of the past is constructed through the medium of linguistic artifacts, then we must accept the possibility that specific manifestations of semiotic encoding, indeed the encoding system itself, might exert some influence over what can be reasonably inferred or understood from the artifact. The extent to which the grammar and lexicon of a language might inform or even constrain the construction of meaning lies at the centre of what became known as the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis in the mid 20th century. This hypothesis contends that environment shapes language, and by extension thoughts, in particular ways, while disregarding or de-emphasizing others (Feist & Gentner, 2007; Sapir, 2000 [1921]). 

				Languages, especially members of quite different language families, differ in important ways from one another. One view is that the grammatical structure and lexicon of a language influence or determine how its speakers perceive the world, and in a largely systematic way (Swoyer, 2003). This idea of linguistic determinism proved to be highly influential in the 20th century and even found expression in the fictional ‘Newspeak’ of George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, in which Orwell explores the notion that the removal of problematic words might prevent ‘thought-crime’ (Orwell, 2014 [1949]). 

				While there is a near universality of belief that each language is unique in its ability to express certain ideas and differs from every other language, strong opposition to the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis emerged in the late 20th century. Building on Chomsky’s notion of a universal grammar, this school of thought contends that there is no evidence to suggest that languages differ in the way they shape cognition, that language does not shape the way in which we experience the world (Chomsky, 1986; Schuh, 2011; Scovel, 1991). 

				Chomsky’s theory of language rests on the idea that language is in fact independent of cognition with its own separate modular system (Lakoff, 1987). Languages provide a cognitive toolkit of representational resources that augment the capacity for encoding experiences and reasoning; they facilitate and enhance, but do not ultimately replace or prevent the construction of understanding (Feist & Gentner, 2007). Thus, the experienced world may exert influence on language at a lexical level, but in a way that is not materially different to any other language, and this influence does not prevent or promote cognition. The labels change, but our thoughts remain largely unaffected. 

				For example, there are terms that reflect peculiar, if not unique sets of circumstances and cultural referents, and these words may defy translation into other languages, often due to the lack of a comparable cultural or environmental context (Scovel, 1991). In such cases, words may be borrowed from another language to serve a particular purpose. Many linguists, therefore, accept that languages adapt and evolve, but also assert that the strongest extra-linguistic influence is manifested in lexical, rather than phonological or syntactical differences (Scovel, 1991). Whorf’s evidence in attempting to show that all ethnolinguistic communities have a unique way of seeing the world, erred in asserting that speech and language structures are largely invariant or immutable, which was subsequently demonstrated to be false (Dorian, 1991). 

				A more recent and robust expression of opposition to Whorfian linguistic determinism, championed by McWhorter, asserts that while the idea that language shapes thought and changes the way we see the world is ‘mesmerizing’, it is largely a ‘hoax’ (McWhorter, 2014). Citing the largely inconclusive evidence in support of linguistic determinism generated through clinical experiments that explore color boundaries in Russian and English, McWhorter believes that the world looks much the same in all languages (Hoge, 2014; McWhorter, 2014). The functions of language, such as categorization, reflect universal linguistic phenomena (McWhorter, 2014). 

				The many critics of Sapir-Whorf support the notion of the largely universal nature of the non-lexical elements of language, such as syntax and semantics. The near universal phenomenon of mutual lexical borrowing between languages, such as the huge number of loan words in English and many other languages, demonstrates an innate human capacity to innovate linguistically when a native term does not serve to communicate an idea. The question of whether this practice of lexical innovation could be construed as an influence on cognition, however, remains a hotly debated proposition. 

				One of the problems with the theories of those opposed to Whorfian linguistic determinism is that relatively little is known about the particular connections between a particular language and mental life (Lucy, 1996). Categorization systems have been studied in many languages in a comparative fashion, but the symbols and mechanics of cognition, the ‘language of the mind’, has been more impervious to scrutiny. Where deeper understanding of these connections has been sought through studies of cognition, problems emerge when working with a single language, privileging one language and cultural perspective in comparative studies (Lucy, 1996). 

				Naming systems, such as words for colors, have offered the most distinctive and clinically observable differentiating features of specific languages and have therefore been the focus of many experiments that aim to explore the lexical boundaries of naming systems (John-Steiner, 1991). It has been more difficult to move from differentiating linguistic categorization into nonlinguistic thinking processes (Lakoff, 1987). Evidence of the interdependence of language and thought remains the target for contemporary supporters of Whorf (John-Steiner, 1991). 

				Challenges to the universalist views of Chomsky and, more recently McWhorter, have emerged on the basis of empirical evidence that points to certain spatial and categorization predispositions imposed on speakers and writers of certain languages (Boroditsky, 2009, 2011). For example, the many ways in which languages order, compare, and group the consequences of human experience have been of particular interest to linguists. The spatial orientation of speakers is also believed to be shaped significantly by the language used (Boroditsky, 2009). 

				In comparison to other languages, Chinese offers some stark contrasts. Its orientation to history is the opposite of English: forward or front is the past, behind or back is the future; last month is on top, next month is below (Boroditsky, 2001). The Chinese face their past, not their future:

				
				[image: t1.jpg] (qian shi bu wang, hou shi zhi shi : don’t forget the past, it guides the future…
			    

				

				
				(Chinese proverb)

			    

				The Chinese term ‘context’ ([image: t1.jpg]) refers to that which comes before (above) and after (below), reflecting the orientation of traditional written script – from top to bottom. 
				  

				
				A further example is offered by languages with counting systems that are less complex than others, interpreted as a consequence of cultures that place less emphasis on quantification (Boroditsky, 2001). The languages of the indigenous peoples of northern Australia, such as the Warlpiri, have few terms for quantities (none, one, two, many, infinite), reflecting a culture that traditionally does not emphasize keeping count (Dixon, 2010). The Warlpiri have a rich vocabulary describing kinship, etiquette, and personal interaction, suggesting that this phenomenon is the result of cultural emphasis rather than linguistic impoverishment (Dixon, 2010). 

				In the many dialects of Chinese, the importance of familial ties in Chinese culture means that it is virtually impossible to avoid specifying the exact nature of a relationship between blood relatives. Chinese language doesn’t permit deliberate obfuscation through the use of vague terms like ‘sister’ or ‘uncle’. The richness of the Chinese lexicon describing familial relationships reflects an emphasis on the exact nature of blood ties that is not emphasized to the same extent in other languages (Fen, 2007). The 212 kinship terms in common use in modern Chinese create a sensitivity to familial relationships because of the social necessity of precision when identifying and addressing another member of the family; this rich lexicon of kinship terms forces the speaker to maintain a constant awareness of familial ties (Qian & Piao, 2007). 

				While the color blue and what it might be called in Russian offers evidence of some terminological imprecision in English, there are some challenges to the universalist assumption of a single conceptual system (Lucy, 1996; Winawer et al, 2007). Lakoff describes this in a somewhat novel fashion, suggesting that conceptual systems are butchers, with reality serving as the carcass; carving the carcass is just a matter of naming and habit, the chunks are either smaller or larger, but the beast is still the same (Lakoff, 1987). Citing von Humboldt and echoing Whorf, Slobin asserts that there resides in every language a unique characteristic world-view that shapes cognition in some way:

				Whatever else language may do in human thought and action, it surely directs us to attend – while speaking – to the dimensions of experience that are enshrined in grammatical categories.

				(Slobin, 1996)

								 

Rejecting the purported linguistic neutrality of the universalists, Slobin asserts that unique personal experience leads to the construction of a discrete, individual understanding of the world, the articulation of which is informed by the shape and structure of the interlocutor’s speech: 

				The language or languages that we learn in childhood are not neutral coding systems of an objective reality. Rather, each one is a subjective orientation to the world of human experience, and this orientation affects the ways in which we think while we are speaking.

				(1996)

				
                				 

Our mental analogue of the world is an internal reconstruction of our external experiences and the categories we inherit from those around us, or create ourselves. This model reflects a highly individual and subjective combination of experiential realism and imaginative speculation. The gestalt properties of thought cannot be further deconstructed in a reliable manner (Lakoff, 1987). Our experience of the world shapes our thinking through language as we prepare to verbalize our experiences through speech (Hoge, 2014). 

				 

				State of the linguasphere 

				The foregoing discussion brings us to an important question regarding the importance of languages to humanity. A language stands as a unique artifact created or evolved by a group of people to communicate with each other directly and where preserved or recorded in some way, with speakers across time. It contains the accumulated experiences and wisdom of those who have used the language and speaks to those who will use the language in the future. As the carrier for all human experience, constructing, recording and communicating the totality of human knowledge in culturally and cognitively unique ways, language deserves our respect and attention; the management and preservation of specific languages perhaps deserves closer scrutiny. 

				In the same way that biological diversity is considered a global ecological asset, the sum total of the world’s languages, the ‘linguasphere’, reflects the relative state of linguistic diversity and vitality. At the time of writing, there are 7,102 recognized languages still in use globally. Papua New Guinea has the highest number of languages in the world: a population of just over 4,000,000 speaking 839 languages (Paul, Simons, & Fennig, 2015); this is followed by Indonesia, Nigeria, and India, each with 707, 526, and 454 languages respectively. Eight languages are currently spoken by around half of the world’s population (Paul et al, 2015).

				This apparent vitality conceals some alarming trends for those who believe that linguistic diversity, a marker of cultural diversity, is healthy for humanity (De Schutter, 2008). The percentage of world languages with declining populations of first language speakers is 35%: in 2015, there were 1531 endangered languages (22%) and 916 dying languages (13%) (Paul et al, 2015). Since 1950, 367 human languages have become extinct, an average of six per year, but well short of the oft-cited number of one every 14 days. Other authorities place the proportion of world languages ‘at risk’ as high as 46%, although Krauss’ estimate of 90% is now considered to be overly pessimistic (Wiecha, 2013). The Ethnos Project, dedicated to preserving indigenous languages, also asserts that the oft-cited statistic of a language extinction event occurring fortnightly is exaggerated, but the actual loss of culture and language (one every four months) is still seen as alarming (Oppenneer, 2014; Thurman, 2015).

				States with large numbers of languages spoken by small minority populations, such as Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, and Australia have experienced an acceleration in the decline of minority languages, often because younger speakers perceive a social or economic advantage in neglecting an ancient language in favor of a more prestigious and financially rewarding language (Mufwene, 2003). In such places, linguistic pluralism is a war of words, with socio-political power and prestige as the main prize. 

				The phenomenon of linguistic extinction points to the existence of an extra-linguistic mechanism that leads to a tension or struggle between languages. The relative vitality of a language at any given time is a dynamic state. The forces that empower a language – cultural, economic, political, technological, and social – are the same forces that impoverish it. Languages evolve; they also rise and decline. 

				 

				Post-Nationalism and the ethnolinguistic identity

				As social and cultural beings, we are born and grow up sharing a common language and history with others. If there are enough of us, our social, cultural, and economic critical mass may allow us to form a larger grouping – a ‘nation’. The contemporary definition of a ‘nation’ typically invokes the idea of a large group of people born with a distinctive and shared cultural and linguistic connection occupying a geographically or politically defined territory. 

				Defining the concept of the nation is somewhat problematic, partly because the concept itself is a relatively recent development, and partly because the excessive number of exceptions defeats attempts at definitive description (Hobsbawm, 1990). Sri Lanka and its interlaced communities of Tamil and Sinhalese speakers provide an apposite example of this difficulty. The overlapping ethnic and political boundaries found in Africa are similarly confusing and complex. 

				Nations are difficult to define cartographically, linguistically, ethnically, and politically. Superficial similarities of ethnicity may conceal deep-seated differences of history. Nations have thus been defined in ethnolinguistic terms, but in fact national identity does not reside solely in a language: the ‘post-national’ state is not necessarily coterminous with a discrete nation with a single language (Boroujerdi, 1998; Branchadell, 2012; De Schutter, 2008). Nations are often conflated with the more politicized notion of the ‘state’, which pertains to self-governance and sovereignty. States are defined in politico-military terms. There are of course many nation states, but there are also many stateless nations (UNHRC, 2010). 

				There has been a fundamental shift in the underlying principle of modern nation-states, first codified in the Treaty of Westphalia, which assumed that a nation would be demarcated by a border within which would be found a single language, culture, religion and government. Known as the linguistic territoriality principle (De Schutter, 2008), this Westphalian correlation of the state with a single ethnolinguistic nationality is no longer the standard model of statehood in a linguistically heterogeneous global community. 

				The imposition of linguistic unification implicit in this traditional model is, to some, both socially undesirable and politically unachievable, particularly in countries such as India or Papua New Guinea (De Schutter, 2008). Moreover, the relevance of monolingualism as the defining criterion for defining a nation is dwindling. To resort to an ethnolinguistic definition of national identity is to misunderstand the impact of multicultural and multilingual challenges to the citizen of the modern state. Just as ideology is more than a constellation of ideas, similarly, language is more than a constellation of discourses, or an ‘army of words’ striving to be heard as a single voice in the struggle for national purity (Boroujerdi, 1998).

				Language can authenticate the identity of a distinct cultural grouping, or anonymize a number of cultural groupings sharing a common ‘borrowed’ language (De Schutter, 2008; Woolard, 2005; Xue & Zuo, 2013). 

				An authenticating language offers individuals membership of a self-defining group that reflects the community’s values and its cultural identity. It serves as the carrier and core of culture; it is the ‘crystallization’ of a single culture, the distinctive marker of a discrete group of people (De Schutter, 2008; Xue & Zuo, 2013). An authenticating language and the identity of the individual are inextricably intertwined and as such, some assert that it has no existence apart from its culture (Sapir, 2000 [1921]). As such, linguistic purity and conformity are manifestations of homogeneism, where even small differences are seen as dangerous and centrifugal and are to be eliminated (De Schutter, 2008; Woolard, 2005). Attempts to enforce linguistic purity through the imposition of rules or restrictions on the use of foreign loanwords by community authorities are examples of this phenomenon. 

				A language may also offer its speakers freedom from any form of identity or labeling through its ubiquity; it is the linguistic equivalent of the ‘view from nowhere’ (Branchadell, 2012; Woolard, 2005). Neutral, unaligned, unaffiliated, unencumbered with political, social, or cultural impediments, such a language might facilitate communication not possible through media more closely aligned with interested parties. This perspective sees language primarily as a tool of communication, as a conduit for conveying information, but without authenticating membership of a distinctive group (Branchadell, 2012). 

				Accordingly, some states are home to more than one language; some languages are spoken in more than one state. Both circumstances create the potential for intra- and inter-national tensions: the former creates tensions over national identity; the latter creates tensions over ownership. Both phenomena create the potential for a plurality of historical narratives. Take English for example: who owns it? Attributed variously to Oscar Wilde, George Bernard Shaw and Winston Churchill, the quip that Great Britain and the United States are two nations separated by a common language humorously illustrates the issues of ownership in English speaking world (O’Conner & Kellerman, 2009). The same words may have different meanings, and different words carry identical meanings. 

				Several countries around the world serve as examples of linguistic pluralism within a single political entity, reflecting conflicting cultural or national affiliations, often arising from political or military accommodations of territorial aspirations. In Europe, violation of the unified nation-state-language equation is not unusual: Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Cyprus, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, and Switzerland have all identified more than one ‘official language’ for their respective nation states (Paul et al, 2015), with varying degrees of success in maintaining a degree of peaceful co-existence between the official languages of state. 

				The tensions between the languages are fracture lines in national unity and community identification, suggesting that multiple narratives regarding history, the present and future are operational in these countries. Historical examples that stand out are the multiple ethnolinguistic blocs that were eventually amalgamated into the Republic of India, or the German-speaking Sudetenland in the former Czechoslovakia. Some of these fracture lines are interpersonal, with different segments of the community speaking different languages (multilingualism) and some are intrapersonal, with individuals speaking multiple languages, either willingly or reluctantly. 

				An example of contemporary diglossic tension is found in the Canadian province of Quebec, where the Francophone majority has asserted a cultural identity at odds with the wider Anglophone Canadian polity (Dunn & West, 2011). During the Quiet Revolution of the 1960s, Quebec made French the common language of public life through which Quebecers of all origins would communicate among themselves (Dunn & West, 2011). The success of the ‘revolution’ might be measured in the 79% of Quebecois who reported French as their mother tongue in 2006, with an even higher figure, 81.8%, reporting French as the language most used at home (Branchadell, 2012). Carving out a Francophone ‘nation’ within a state, however, has effectively created two narratives, two histories, Two Solitudes (MacLennan, 2008). 

				Catalonia offers an interesting case study to compare and contrast with the previous example. Castilian Spanish is spoken by 55% of the population in Catalonia, but Catalan is the dominant language among those claiming a Catalonian identity, who number just under 40% of the total population in the region (Branchadell, 2012). The strong cultural identification between the minority Catalonians and their language, however, has proven to be a barrier to the promotion of Catalan beyond the native speaking community. The shift in policy to de-ethnicize Catalan was intended to increase its status and usage by non-Catalan speakers, a move which also threatens the power of Catalan as a culturally distinctive and unifying feature of Catalonian culture (Branchadell, 2012). In order to gain popularity, Catalan risks losing its distinctive identity. 

				 

				One language: multiple states

				In contrast to intra-national linguistic tensions discussed in the foregoing paragraphs, some linguistically homogeneous groups may cross national boundaries. The spread of Russian across many former members of the Soviet Bloc has created some linguistic tensions. In modern day Ukraine, for example, a politically significant proportion of the population in the east of the country speak the language of a neighbouring country, Russia, thus giving rise to a cultural conflict that has quickly escalated into a military and territorial battle, with casualties on both sides. The declared native language of Ukraine is spoken by just 67.5% of the population, with Russian second at 29.6%. When surveyed on languages spoken or used (rather than ‘mother tongue’), the proportion of speakers of Ukrainian and Russian was roughly equal (Branchadell, 2012). The language map marks the political fault lines of the current conflict in Ukraine, but the penetration of Russian into the remaining areas of the country point to a troubled future of cultural and linguistic plurality. 

				 

				China: many nations, many languages, divergent histories

				The most populous country in the world with the longest unbroken written history, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) is a single political entity with 56 nationalities, eight major language groups, 313 dialects, 22 provinces, and four self-governing municipalities. It is a polyglot, multicultural collection of clans and nationalities that stand in marked contrast to the Westphalian model of the single nation-state-language model. The Chinese national language, also the most spoken first language in the world, is known as ‘Mandarin’, Putonghua ([image: t1.jpg]), Guoyu ([image: t1.jpg]), or Huayu ([image: t1.jpg]). It is the most spoken first language in the world, but its apparent prevalence masks a complex dynamic between the national language and some powerful regional dialects. 

				Chinese, in its written form, is distinguished from all other languages by its unique pictographic-logographic script. While spoken Chinese comprises myriad and mutually unintelligible spoken dialects, because the Chinese script conveys meaning through symbols and not sounds, this permits written communication between Chinese-literate groups that do not share a common spoken dialect (Paul et al, 2015). Chinese characters sit at the heart of the unbroken, millennia-long history of the Chinese people. The script simplification reform movement in the 1950s in the PRC has introduced a second written form for the most common 25% of Chinese characters. These two scripts now straddle a political divide that separates Chinese communities across the globe, from Shanghai to San Francisco, depending on whether the simplified or traditional characters are used. 

				The war of words in the Chinese-speaking world does not cease with the written form of the language. The relative status of the dialects continues to generate heated debate on-line, particularly over the notions of dialect prestige and historical provenance (Salibra, 2010; Xu, 2014). Northern dialects, particularly Mandarin, are deemed by southern Chinese speakers to be suspect due to the supposed foreign, especially Manchurian, influences on the language (Chen, 2010). The choice of the official language for the newly founded Republic of China following the Xinghai revolution of 1911 continues to generate heated debate online, with speculation that there was a close vote between Cantonese and Mandarin (Roswell, 2013). Mandarin (or Putonghua) has been the national spoken language of both ‘Chinas’ and is an official language of Singapore. 

				The current status and future of Cantonese is a complex and highly political and cultural question that extends well beyond the boundaries of the People’s Republic of China. The cultural prestige of Cantonese is asserted by southern Chinese bloggers citing the purported historical authenticity and longevity of Cantonese over Mandarin (Chen, 2010). This is but one manifestation of the ethnolinguistic divide between northern and southern China. Cantonese remains the dominant language in the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (SAR), at least in spoken form (Snow, 2010). It was, until relatively recently, the Chinese dialect most likely to be heard outside of China, predominating in ‘Chinatowns’ around the world, but particularly in North America, parts of South East Asia, and Australia (Semple, 2009). The official role of Cantonese in the Hong Kong SAR after the conclusion of the ‘Basic Law’ treaty in July 2047 remains unclear, but there are highly politicized and starkly polarized debates online about this question (Salibra, 2010). The apparent educational ambiguity surrounding the status of Cantonese in Hong Kong poses questions for its future vitality and influence beyond the social sphere in a future where Putonghua is increasingly prominent (Lee & Leung, 2012). In Chinese communities in other parts of the world, historically dominated by Cantonese, the struggle between Cantonese and Putonghua is clearly evident, with Putonghua winning through sheer numbers (Semple, 2009). 

				Similar debates are taking place over the status and perceived decline of Shanghainese, one branch of the second largest dialect group in China, the Wu group of languages. One reason for the apparent decline of Shanghai dialect is the influx of migrants from other dialect speaking areas who see no economic advantage in learning Shanghai dialect (Huang, 2013; Xu, 2014). 

				Many contributions to the online debate within the Chinese-speaking world on the struggle between the dialects assert the prestige and historical authenticity of Cantonese or Shanghainese. There is the claim that both dialects can prove a longer history, or that ancient poetry when read in either dialect rhymes, something that is claimed not to be the case in Mandarin (Huang, 2013; Lee & Leung, 2012; Salibra, 2010; Xu, 2014). Uniquely for the Chinese, however, there is the issue of modern written Chinese, which corresponds closely with the national language, but not with some of the major spoken dialects. Cantonese is in fact a group of spoken dialects, rather than a written language. There is no standard way of writing Cantonese, although many informal or quasi-official variants of standard Chinese characters have been created to cater to this need. These are unintelligible to any non-Cantonese reader.

				The ‘histories’ of China, reflected in the myriad journals, commentaries, publications, weblogs, and other formats, offer sharply divergent views of the past, the present, and the future of ‘Greater China’. The script, grammar, and vocabulary all communicate a great deal about the writer, culturally, socially, and politically, before the content has even been considered. Chinese offers an interesting case study of form versus substance, where the form of the script itself conveys meaning independently of its semantic content. The use of traditional characters locates the writer geographically, educationally, and to an extent politically. The use of certain grammatical particles and structures similarly locates the writer within ‘Greater China’. The gap between spoken Chinese dialects and modern written Chinese, in either traditional or simplified characters, creates its own norming dynamic that will continue to influence the evolution of Chinese in the 21st century. 

				The potential for Chinese to extend its influence beyond its boundaries into non-ethnically Chinese communities will depend somewhat on its political influence, and its capacity to confer economic advantage or cultural prestige. 

				 

				Transnationality and global English 

				No exploration of the relationship between history and language would be complete without some reference to the English language and its place in the global struggle between words and cultures. In a process that has spanned centuries and gathered increasing cultural and political momentum and geographical coverage, English, or ‘Globish’ has emerged from the rise and fall of empire, industrial and technological dominance, and the global conflicts of the 20th century, as the global lingua franca at the start of the 21st century (EurActiv, 2013; McPeek, 2012; Popan, 2011). For example, there is increasing evidence of a preference for English in international transactions, in the commercial, scientific, political, and even cultural sphere (The Economist, 2001; Xue & Zuo, 2013). The histories studied in many schools, particularly ‘internationally-minded’ schools, are largely written in English. In Europe, English has steadily reinforced its status as Europe’s new lingua franca, with 94% of upper secondary students learning English as a foreign language, with overall figures increasing from 73% to 83% in just one year; just over 51% of EU citizens speak English as either their first or other language (Maracz, 2012). 

				This trend is also reflected beyond Europe, with English increasingly taking on the role of the new ‘Latin’, a global lingua franca (Abdullah & Chaudhary, 2012; Silverberg, 2015). English is also increasingly exerting a major influence on the lexical and grammatical development of other languages, both within Europe and beyond (Maxwell, 2006). Under the influence of contact with English, the Chinese language has modernized and evolved during the 20th century, acquiring new grammatical structures and lexical items derived directly from English (Pritchard, 2014). 

				The internet has opened up a new front in the war of languages and the potential for English to ‘pollinate’ other languages online can only increase (Maxwell, 2006). Web-based language is estimated to be more than 50% English. It might be claimed that the history of computers and computer languages, even those developed for use in non-English speaking contexts, would not be possible without reference to English, although the extent of lexical influence is limited to the 100 or so English-based command terms needed for most programming languages (Programmers Stack Exchange, 2011). 

				Due to economic and political influence of English there is an emerging perception of its linguistic and even cultural hegemony arising from what is perceived as an unidirectional flow of influence from English to other languages and cultures (Xue & Zuo, 2013). This view asserts that the burgeoning cultural dominance of English is the new ‘colonialism’ and that English has become a weapon in a cultural war that threatens the social discourse of other countries (Xue & Zuo, 2013).
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