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英語のマクドナルド化
シンガポールの Speak Good English Movement の事例
要約

マクドナルド化（McDonaldalization, Ritzer 1996, 1999）とういう用語は、幸にも不幸にも、現在世界に現われている現象を意味する。この現象は、マクドナルドの価値観（効率、計算可能、予測性、コントロール、及び(不)合理性）がすべての人間の相互作用、時には非人間的結果をもたらすというものである。このような価値観は、世界中での英語の受け入れや、ＥＬＴの例にも見られ、良い例としてシンガポールが挙げられる。ここ最近のシンガポール政府の運動では、国独特の Singlish(シンガポール英語)の代わりに、「標準」或いは「国際的」英語を使用するよう国民を奨励している。本論では、マクドナルド化の例の観点から、シンガポールの Speak Good English Movement（良い英語を話す運動）の社会言語学的な調査を紹介する。
Abstract


The term McDonaldization (Ritzer 1996, 1999) has come to mean a bittersweet global phenomenon wherein the values of McDonalds (efficiency, calculability, predictability, control and (ir)rationality) are applied to all human interactions, sometimes with inhuman(e) results. Such values can also be seen in the acceptance of English and the ELT paradigm around the world, and no more so than in Singapore, where a recent government movement is encouraging its people to use "standard" or "international" English instead of the local variety of Singlish. The present paper presents a sociolinguistic exploration of the Speak Good English Movement in Singapore from the perspective of the McDonaldization paradigm.

1.  Introduction

There is no question that English has been adopted by the majority of the world as its lingua franca. More and more countries around the world are lowering ages for compulsory English education, requiring English on university examinations, graduate school courses, and company resumes, and even debating whether English should be made an official language. However, acceptance of English comes at a cost. Many are rightly afraid that a too-wholehearted adoption of English will undermine their own languages, their own cultures and their own nations. 

A Christian Science Monitor article
 reports that in Zurich, Switzerland, for example, the decision to make English compulsory for grade-school children sparked a series of complaints. French speakers especially were reported to be concerned that the move would damage the importance of French in the nation and undermine political unity. They also feared that English would become the lingua franca in Switzerland, a country which already has four national language-cultures coexisting together.  However, the same article intimates at least one reason for the push towards English; namely, that studies have shown that at least 15 percent of Swiss use English in their work.  

Similarly, in Japan, a Monbusho decision to introduce English into elementary schools in 2002 has led to prolonged and heated debates on issues such as whether this move would lower children's Japanese ability, national pride and identity.  There was so much concern that the Monbusho decided not to require English education per se, but rather to make the language an "optional" component of a larger general cross-cultural education curriculum.
 This optionality is not truly optional, however.  In the Japanese education-oriented society, English (most likely because it is tested) is viewed as a direct stepping stone towards a better education, a better degree and a better job—whereas cross-cultural education is not.  Thus, there will be pressure from parents and officials to make sure the curriculum includes English.  Either way, the message is the same: it is English that will open the door to the world, and the earlier one learns it, the better.

Recently, one may have to do more than simply learn "English"—one should supplement English education by learning "Englishes". Starting with differences between British and US English alone, every English (or ESL) speaking country can point to its own English "quirks"—unique pronunciation and intonation patterns, cultural-specific vocabulary and grammatical variation. These differences embody the cultural and linguistic heritage of their speakers, and as long as the variations are either basically intelligible or are used with explanatory notes in international situations, they should be completely acceptable in the world arena.

However, this does not necessarily seem to be the case.  The assumption that there is a single "standard" or "correct" international English that people speak (or should speak) in cross-cultural situations is common.  Specifically what this "Standard International English" is, however, is difficult to pinpoint.  Some say it is educated English, but is the same English used in all higher educational institutions the world over?  Others try to promote either British or US English, but the showdown between these two giants continues.  Still others point to media English, but what does this mean when leading broadcasts such as CNN use newscasters from all over the world, who speak different varieties of English?  Finally, there is the response of "test" English (e.g. TOEFL), but most standardized tests have tendencies to be both culturally and varietally specific.

2. The Singapore situation

Singlish is not English. It is English corrupted by Singaporeans and has become a Singapore dialect.…Singlish is broken, ungrammatical English sprinkled with words and phrases from local dialects and Malay which English speakers outside Singapore have difficulties in understanding.

   Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong, 29 August 1999
Singlish is a handicap we must not wish on Singaporeans…

  Senior Minister Lee Kuan Yew, National Day celebrations, Aug. 22, 1999

The above quotes demonstrate in no uncertain words the Singapore government's policy towards the English used as a general means of communication by most of the members of its community. The SGEM, or Speak Good English Movement, was kicked off in 1999 by Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong, who exhorted Singaporeans to "learn English in order to communicate with the world" and that this is necessary "for Singapore to go global and become a first-world economy."  He even goes so far as to state that "we should ensure that the next generation does not speak Singlish"  (Tan 1999).

How did Singlish, a national variety of English that evolved naturally as a means of communication between the multicultural ethnic groups of this country, come to be the target of such vehement government criticism? Is it really in such a terrible state as the Prime Minister and his cohorts suggest?  Can the English spoken in Singapore be so much more terrible than the English spoken in, say, Japan or China?  After all, the TOEFL scores in Singapore are the highest in Asia.
  In addition, in a recent survey of Asian taxi drivers' English, "the Singapore cabbie came out tops in fluency despite the Singlish that he was reported as using, beating other cabbies in Kuala Lumpur, Hong Kong and Tokyo." (Tan 1999)

Furthermore, Singlish serves a needed purpose of cross-linguistic communication between the various cultural/ethnic groups that coexist in the country, and serves as a symbol of Singaporean identity.  According to Singaporean author Catherine Lim (Tan 1999), "I need Singlish to express a Singaporean feeling. If I'm speaking with my Singaporean friends, I don't speak colonial English. I'd feel so false."

If not Singapore's own brand of English, then what kind of English does the government want the population to speak?  The terms "standard", "proper" and "good" English are bandied about when, as discussed above, there is no clear consensus as to what these terms really denote. Judging from spelling conventions used in Singaporean writings, as well as historical ties, the interpretation of standard is towards British or "colonial" English. However, this quote by SM Lee (Tan 1999) sheds a different light:

The better educated can learn two or three varieties of English and can speak English English to native Englishmen or Americans, standard English to foreigners who speak standard English, and Singlish to less-educated Singaporeans.
Here, the distinction made between "English English" (as if Americans and British spoke the same language to each other!) and "standard English" implies that the latter is actually an ESL or EFL variety.  But which one?  Or is there some magic "international mélange" that is automatically produced when non-US and/or non-British English speakers come together?  Indeed, if "standard English" is not "English English", then it seems to be even more difficult to define it in any concrete terms at all.

Why is such a fuss being made over using Singlish rather than "good" English (whatever that is)? Why is it not possible, even preferable, to learn both, or to learn the latter in the context of the former?  Why must Singlish (and the popular television series Phua Chu Kang, which has come under government fire for using and thereby "promoting" the variety) be made public enemy no. 1 when it should be entirely possible to have both varieties coexisting side by side?  Why has Channel News Asia, the official media station for the Speak Good English Movement, gone so far as to elicit feedback from their viewers to "spot their mistakes"?
  What values have prompted the government to deny its citizens the use of a lingo that not only represents the Singaporean identity and vibrancy, but also serves a needed purpose of cross-cultural communication within the nation? To answer these questions, we will turn to the McDonaldization theory in sociology. 

3. The Mcdonaldization process

"McDonaldization" is a term and theory coined by Ritzer (1996, 1999) to describe the global drive towards the fastest track to economic success and cultural diffusion, epitomized by Ronald and the Big Mac. It applies not only to McDonalds and other fast food establishments, but to general trends in business, and by extension, to today's home, culture, and society as well.  It can also be said to embody the spirit of "globalization", a term used now around the world, and hand in hand with the globalization drive is the drive to master English as a universal means of communication.

The McDonald's rationalization process builds on four dimensions: efficiency, calculability, predictability and control. In the following, we will explore each of these components in some detail and apply them to both ELT in general and the Singapore case in particular.

 3.1     Efficiency. 

McDonaldization compresses the time span, and the effort expended between a want and its satisfaction; "...choosing the optimum means to a given end (Ritzer 1996: 36)".

With respect to English education, the principle of efficiency boils down to a simple and obvious fact: it takes less effort to learn one language, or one dialect, than two. Thus if one must learn English, it makes more sense to learn the "right" one.  In Singapore, the "right" English has been determined as whatever will best promote its economic interests in the world.  Why this should be so will become clearer in the next section, but the outcome of this determination, in any case, is that Singlish is wrong
One piece of evidence that "standard" English is right is the widespread academic interest in ELT theories as expounded by the British Council and other British and US institutions.  It is difficult to believe that 50 years ago, terms such as ESL and ELT did not even exist,
 and yet now they point to respected major research fields. In the past 20 years, various English teaching theories have made their founders famous—from hypotheses like the Input Hypothesis
 to techniques like the Silent Way
 and Total Physical Response
 to language learning systems like Berlitz.  All of these techniques promise similar results of learning English faster and more efficiently. Most minimize the role of the teacher in favor of putting the student in the driver's seat, and emphasize the benefits of learning English more naturally, faster, and better.

The question of early English education has school systems around the world revising their curricula in order to give their students the head start that they feel they need in English.  (The Japanese situation with respect to early English education was already discussed in the introduction).  Singapore is no exception, and may indeed by considered a leader in the field.  Indeed, 

English has been the 'first school language' for the majority of the school-going population since the early 1980s…with the introduction of the national stream of education ('English for all') in 1987, every school-going child in Singapore is enrolled for English-medium education. (Pakir 1995:2)

Thus in Singapore, today's young adults of any language background have grown up studying English.  No doubt the "English for all" government decision was taken not only to provide a national language for the country, but also an international one.

A corollary to the "English fast, English early" syndrome is that of "English fun".  While there is no arguing the fact that people will learn faster, better, and maintain interest in a subject if they are having fun with it, this approach obscures the fact that much of a foreign language, as with any other skill (art, a musical instrument, dance, etc.) is hard work.  One cannot reasonably expect to enjoy every moment of practice in any of these skills, and yet this is what we are led to think we need from our expectations of efficiency. 

English conversation schools around the world, promoting a commodity that is in effect "bought" by consumers, have traditionally emphasized the "fun" of learning, speaking and playing with English. With particular reference to SGEM, it was reported that Prime Minister Goh "called on the media to come up with creative programmes that make learning standard English fun." One only need to open the official SGEM home page (http://www.sgem.org.sg/) to find the results of this exhortation in the form of quizzes, contests and games.
The McDonalds value of efficiency with respect to ELT also means that English is regarded as a vehicle to reach the largest number of people possible. In other words, it is treated not as a national language, but as an international one. This is evident in Senior Minister Lee Kuan Yew`s 14 Aug 1999 quote, "we are learning English so that we can understand the world and the world can understand us"
, and further explains the rejection of Singlish.

The most unfortunate point of the emphasis on efficiency is that it "is thrust upon a person, so instead of choosing your own methods of efficiency, you are forced to accept the efficiency of the surrounding institutions."
  Thus, English learners have little choice either in what English to speak or how they learn that English. In Japan, this means that the Ministry of Education not only controls choice of text and study materials, but also the curriculum itself to a great extent.  In Singapore, it means that the Ministry of Information and the Arts has been placed in charge of the SGEM.

In summary, in Singapore "efficiency" in the context of learning "good" English seems to mean cutting out the middleman: if Singlish were to be eradicated in the next generation, then the public would not have two separate English varieties to learn, but only one. It is this simple fact that best explains the view of Singlish as "a handicap we must not wish on Singaporeans". 

Why should the value of efficiency take precedence over that of national identity and pride?  Efficiency alone does not explain why Singapore is looking more towards a world role for English in Singapore rather than a national one.  To answer this question, we need only look at the second element of the McDonaldization theory: Calculability.

3.2. Calculability. 

Put simply, the calculability element of McDonaldization encourages evaluation of costs in terms of money, time and effort rather than in terms of quality.  In fact, these terms even lose their contrastiveness in a Mcdonaldized society; as Ritzer (1996:9) says, "quantity has become equivalent to quality; a lot of something, or the quick delivery of it, means it must be good".

In other words, it is the economical benefits of English, not the social ones, that are of interest to the government and should be of interest to the nation. For the benefit of world economic advantage, the language of popular media, song and literature is discarded. As Tan (1999) notes, "Prime Minister Goh warned of the dangers of speaking broken English that the world could not comprehend. This, in effect, would make it harder for Singapore to go global, and companies and schools would lose their competitive edge over those with a better grasp of English."
The government is not alone in emphasizing economic calculability over quality of sociocultural life.  The Far Eastern Economic Review reports one parent as saying, "We have all these languages ― English, Mandarin, Chinese dialects, Malay. Of all these languages, the one that least affects your economic survival is Singlish. –-No Singlish please."
Another aspect of the calculability value is the link between English and technology. The Singaporean government is well aware that an educationally and economically advanced society in the 21st century is equivalent to a technologically advanced one, and "Singapore's drive towards a knowledge-based economy underscores the need to have the linguistic skills to access this large body of knowledge."

Thus the drive towards "good" English goes hand in hand with the drives for technological superiority, educational excellence and economic success.  In this respect, the goals of the country mirror the goals of every other country in the world.  Why is it, however, that Singapore connects these goals with an elusive "international" English which has not even been clearly defined, much less categorized or codified?  This relates to and reflects the human striving for another of the McDonalds' values: that of predictability.

3.3.  Predictability.

McDonaldization strives for Predictability, standardizing products so that consumers are encouraged not to seek alternatives.  It "...emphasizes such things as discipline, order, systemization, formalization, routine, consistency, and methodical operation. In such a society, people prefer to know what to expect in most settings and at most times (Ritzer 1996:79)."

This desire for "order, systemization, formalization, routine, consistency and methodological operation" is exactly the driving force we find behind the well-meaning efforts of syntacticians, lexicographers and language training experts at categorizing and packaging language. It can also be considered a major motivation behind the search for a "perfect" English.  Unfortunately, however, it does not leave room for natural language change, drift or innovation.
One of the facets of predictability is that "in what may be termed the 'cotton candy principle,' people will buy, and even pay comparatively high prices for a few pennies worth of food as long as it has a strong, pleasant, and familiar flavor." (Malkani 1997).  Perhaps the same can be said of "good" or "proper" English, which in this context may refer both to American and British English.  British English may remind some of older days of the Empire on which the sun never set.  The Beatles are still loved around the globe. Modern British pop, the BBC and the royal family are famous everywhere. On the other hand, young people nowadays around the world are also constantly exposed to (and pay comparatively high prices for) US English in the form of pop music, movies and TV programs. 

Innovation is given special treatment in the McDonalds paradigm.  It is encouraged, but only insofar as managers and franchisees "look for new, innovative ways to create an experience that is exactly the same no matter what McDonald's you walk into, no matter where it is in the world" (Leidner, as quoted in Ritzer 1996:11).  In other words, innovation means adding menu items (e.g. teriyaki burgers in Tokyo) and providing services (e.g. "charge ladies" to collect toilet use fees in Amsterdam) appropriate to and expected in the local culture.  It can also mean removing items that are inappropriate or offensive, as with the lack of beef (in deference to Hindis) and pork (so as not to offend Muslims) in hamburgers in India. 

Extending this value of innovation within predictable limits to the "perfect" international McEnglish, we should be able to add local vocabulary, accents and grammatical variations to the English menu.  However, this does not seem to be acceptable to many "standard" English proponents.  Somehow in this process we go awry.  There ends up being no room for such variation; thus in Singapore, adding a "lah" after a "perfect" English utterance is not innovation—it is degradation.  It ruins the perfection of the elusive standard, which, as we have argued, is neither standardized nor perfect in the first place.

Even so, the attractiveness of the standard's predictability is compelling.  Not only does a standard provide a yardstick by which to measure one's performance, it also offers a quality to advertise.  For example, one manager of the Language Teaching Institute of the Regional English Language Centre (RELC) has said, "At RELC, only specially qualified teachers teach English and the students are only exposed to good English" (Tan 1999).

3.4 Control. 

McDonalds emphasizes "the substitution of non-human for human technology…Lines, limited menus, few options, and uncomfortable seats all lead diners to do what the management wishes them to do--eat quickly and leave." (Ritzer 1996:11)

The value of Control, which involves deskilling both workers and consumers to the point that they are little more than machines, is directly linked to the value of Efficiency.  Controlled workers and controlled customers mean an efficient business where human emotion and error are kept at a minimum.  In McDonalds, this may mean that workers who come face to face with an old friend in line may flash a sheepish smile of recognition while reciting their scripts, but no further should it go than that. 


With respect to English, ESL teaching methodologies mentioned earlier as providing efficiency also tend to provide control: control of the teacher in the sense that they are mostly student-oriented, and control of the students in that they are programmed to perform in a certain manner with no regard for personal learning styles, needs or abilities.  
In addition, we also find control of the language education process by educational institutions and local school administrations and associations such as the PTA.  Technological advances, in the guise of efficiency and freedom, also exert various forms of control.  Nowadays, technology is so commonplace that students no longer feel the need to learn skills that were earlier taken for granted—the Internet has replaced library skills, grammar and spelling checkers have replaced dictionaries and reference books, and writing software recently does almost everything but actually write your thesis or term paper for you.  Indeed, some Internet-based language courses, complete with sound, have virtually eliminated the need for teachers and classrooms.
 


A more insidious form of control is (usually unconsciously) practiced by so-called "gatekeepers" who would keep their own variety of English in power.  Values-laden vocabulary (good English, proper English, standard English) serves to keep certain varieties of English in demand while relegating others to the status of poor relations.  A majority of native speakers of English may tend to hand their students a blanket "Such and such is correct" rather than "Such and such is the way we say it".  Well-meaninged though it is, such an attitude gives students the impression that "correct" means applicable to all situations around the world, which simply is not the case for much of the English language.  


A good example used to be available at http://www.uncle-mark.com, the former site of a Singlish to English dictionary, "arisen from a passion to help Singaporeans get it right".
  The site author affirms that he is "not anti-Singlish coz I ever hang out at this kopitiam with my friend Ah Seng where me and him lim kopi and talk talk."
 Whether using the lingo while drinking coffee makes one pro-Singlish is another question, but the attitude that Singaporeans need to "get it right" does little to persuade the reader that the author does not believe Singlish is wrong.  
Somewhat heartening, however, was the comment on this site offered by Col David Wong, Chairman of the SGEM: " in many cases, the examples of what you have listed as being "Singlish", I would personally regard them as simply the way we speak English here in Singapore.  Although not "proper English", I feel that some license can be given for spoken English (as opposed to written English), so long as it is readily understood."

3.5  Rationality vs. irrationality.  

One other dimension of McDonaldization that was not originally included with the first four, but has been noted to be derivable from them, is that of rationality and its flip side condition of irrationality.  A system that looks efficient and cost-effective may in effect by producing hidden inefficiencies in terms of cost, time, labor and quality of life, which sooner or later will work to the detriment of mankind.


One example of hidden irrationality within the McDonalds paradigm is what could be called the potato paradox:


The need to grow uniform potatoes to create those predictable french fries that people have come to expect from fast-food restaurants has adversely affected the ecology of the Pacific Northwest…and means that much of the potato is wasted, with the remnants either fed to cattle or used for fertilizer.  However, the underground water supply is now showing high levels of nitrates that may be traceable to the fertilizer and animal wastes. (Ritzer 1996:13)

Thus, what seems on first sight to be good solution may have attendant ill side effects.  One can easily think of similar examples of McDonalds irrationality: the excess waste that goes into styrofoam packaging, which eventually must be processed using taxpayers' money; the hidden costs of health and fitness remedies to work off extra calories and pounds, etc.  
We may compare these excesses to similar aspects of the ELT world--valuable class time used for repeated pronunication drills of 'r's and 'th's and explanations of 'the' vs. 'a',  not to mention the human time and effort expended to produce written materials for such practices.  Such efforts are often useless and unappreciated, as the following quote shows:

I remember successfully teaching English vowels to a class of Egyptians, all of them fluent in English, and at the end of the hour expressing the hope that they would introduce the sounds they had just learnt into their English conversation.  They were surprised at the suggestion, and protested that they could not possibly do so; it would not be 'natural', they said, and they would feel extremely uncomfortable if overheard talking in that 'affected way'.  (Abercrombie 1956; quoted in Brown 1989:196)
In Japan, we sometimes find this type of irrationality taken to the extreme, where English teachers are actually afraid to speak English out of fear that their pronunciation will be chastised, and students suffering from a lack of an appropriate role model believe that they will never be able to speak English either.  


Another irrational result of McDonalds rationality is the move away from and resulting loss of traditional foods in favor of the burger.  In Japan, for example, people are eating less rice and more bread, and this has caused rice farmers to reduce production of the staple food.  Similarly, the loss of local language and hence, identity, is an unfortunate result of the drive towards a unified standard.
Movements like SGEM, aimed at implementing a "standard" or "good" English in order to link it directly to the heart of the world economy, may ultimately be inadvertently responsible for the destruction of variation in both language and culture. This global problem of language extinction is on the verge of becoming terrifying. Even today, the number of languages spoken in the world is decreasing rapidly.  Graddol (1997:58-59) predicts "a loss of at least 50% and perhaps as much as 90% of the world's languages" in the next 50 years.  He further forecasts that this number of world languages will fall from a current some 8000 today to less than 1000. 

The outlook for these languages is dismal.  Unlike traditional foods, which may be saved and rescued with a simple recipe, a language requires champions--living speakers who can invest the energy required to pass it on to future generations.  It is quite unlikely that the few remaining speakers of a dying language will become its champions, especially in the face of the economic power of English and other major languages.

4.  Conclusion: A plea for multivarietalism

"Singlish is a pidgin language, like Chinglish, and it doesn't sound distinctive -- it just sounds like bad English…"  Keith, in On Speaking Terms   (Taiwanese online ESL magazine)

In many ways, (and especially with respect to English) Singapore is and continues to be a role model for other East Asian countries.  Sadly, the "Singlish=bad English" motto is being taken up as an example in other countries as well, as the above quote from a Taiwanese online English teaching magazine shows.  
Singlish is a unique cultural blend of English, Chinese, Malay and Tamil.  To descry this blend as "bad English" goes against the assumption that "English can never be removed from the historical, social, cultural, economic or political contexts in which it is used" (Pennycook 1994:cover).  

Pakir (1999:109) suggests that "English-knowing bilingualism will soon be a norm throughout the world".  If and when this happens, cultural-based differences in English varieties will also be accepted naturally as norms rather than aberrations, and "the problem of balancing identity with intelligibility (will)…be examined from the fresh perspective of English-knowing bilinguals as they emerge as the new actors on the world stage" (Pakir 1999:109). Taking this notion one step further, we can suggest "English-knowing multivarietalism" as a goal for anyone who deals with speakers of different English varieties.


Singlish, like any language, is not a handicap.  Sean Ho We Loong, 15, a prize winner in a recent Plain English Speaking competition, is quoted as saying: "It's a personal choice when someone can speak proper English but doesn't. But when people want to express themselves properly but can't, then it's a problem worth addressing."
 Putting aside the questionability of the term "proper English", the sentiment is noble.  What happens, then, if a Singaporean wishes to "properly" express his or her Singaporean identity to fellow countrymen, and finds that he can't?  As Tan (1999) says, "the quintessential "lah", "lor", "meh" and "hor" can actually play a vital role in binding people emotionally and giving us a sense of rootedness."  The solution here, then, is multivarietalism.
  
Like McDonalds, (almost) everybody today loves English. But McDonalds, in order to truly become accepted all over the world, has had to make concessions in its value system. Sacrificing world uniformity for a more culturally-based, culturally-bound variety of predictability, the conglomerate has continually striven to find innovative ways to become more predictable around the world.  McDonalds could not survive in a Hindu world with all beef burgers, or in a Muslim world with bacon burgers, or in a Japanese one without teriyaki burgers.   

In order to fully emulate the success of the McDonalds model, then, we must also emulate its policy of cultural variation.  In other words, rather than denigrading fully understandable utterances such as "I will send you to the airport.", or "When is your off day?",
 we should welcome them.  We need not worry about promoting use of internationally incomprehensible phrases, such as "Can you chop (=stamp) this document?" in inappropriate contexts. The linguistic laws of clarity vs. conservation will take care of that for us.  Teachers of English everywhere do need to identify expressions that may be opaque to speakers of other varieties, but they should do so with sensitivity and appreciation of their roles within the variety.
Finally, it should be pointed out that native speakers of English too, must make concessions to local flavors. As Straits Times columnist Chua Lee Hoong puts it, "English has already become a world language, a universal solvent, like water. It is not one language, but many. To be really effective in it, the speaker must know that his is not the only version around. He knows not English who only English English knows" (quoted in Tan 1999).  This is true not only for speakers of second or foreign language English varieties, but for speakers of native varieties as well.  

Notes





� Switzerland bandies words over 'linguistic McDonaldization', CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR Monday November 16, 1998.





� Another reason for this decision was the concern over finding enough skilled teachers.





� Cf. � HYPERLINK ftp://etsis1.ets.org/pub/toefl/678020.pdf ��ftp://etsis1.ets.org/pub/toefl/678020.pdf�





� Cf. http://channelnewsasia.com/language/getitright.htm





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mcdonaldization.com/efficiency.html" ��http://www.mcdonaldization.com/efficiency.html�





� The Oxford English Dictionary on CD-ROM lists the first occurrences of both terms in 1967.


� Krashen, Stephen D. 1985. The input hypothesis . London: Longman.


� Gattegno, Caleb. 1963 (1973). Teaching Foreign Languages in Schools. The　Silent Way. New York: Educational Solutions.





� :Asher, J. J. (2000) Learning Another Language Through Actions, Sky Oak Productions, available � HYPERLINK http://www.tpr-world.com/index.html ��http://www.tpr-world.com/index.html�





� As quoted on � HYPERLINK http://www.sgem.org.sg/ ��http://www.sgem.org.sg/�, background to Singlish page.  No longer available as of March 2001.





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.mcdonaldization.com/efficiency.html" ��http://www.mcdonaldization.com/efficiency.html�





� Senior Minister Lee Kuan Yew, National Day celebrations speech, Aug. 22, 1999.





� This incident actually happened to the author as she was composing this paper.





� A recent session of the Monbusho apparently even went so far as to suggest that schools in the traditional sense of the word have ceased to serve the needs of the present society.





� � HYPERLINK http://www.uncle-mark.com/col_david_wong_message.htm ��http://www.uncle-mark.com/col_david_wong_message.htm� (no longer available as of March 2001).





� I believe him. Judging from the site, his heart is in the right place, and he is simply part of the ELT world, which sells certain varieties of English and has vested interests in convincing their consumers that their product is best.





� � HYPERLINK http://www.uncle-mark.com/col_david_wong_message.htm ��http://www.uncle-mark.com/col_david_wong_message.htm� until 2000. (no longer available)





� "Singapore Aims to Speak Good English", in On Speaking Terms, Issue #629, was available until 2000 at � HYPERLINK "http://www.studentpost.com.tw/09121999/p4speak.htm" ��http://www.studentpost.com.tw/09121999/p4speak.htm�





� From “Think of those struggling to learn English", Strait Times, Sept. 4 1999


� The two examples here are of "bad Singlish" from � HYPERLINK http://www.sgem.org.sg/ ��http://www.sgem.org.sg/�.  An informal survey of 30 Japanese students showed that the these phrases were clearly comprehensible while“can you chop this document?”was not. 
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