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 Introduction

Writing for scholarly publication has become an increasingly competitive task as 
the number of researchers, and consequently the number of research articles published 
in academic journals, rise each year. For example, the fi gures in the UNESCO science 
report (2016) show that only in the period from 2008 to 2014 the number of research 
papers published in journals included in the Science Citation Index of Thomson Reuters’ 
Web of Science grew by 23%. The global publication enterprise involves thousands 
of publishers and approximately 8 million researchers worldwide (Hyland, 2015). 
According to the abovementioned UNESCO report, as far as the number of research 
articles published is concerned, apparently the U.S. takes the lead with a quarter of the 
world’s publication output produced by American scholars, but also other countries, 
such as China, Malaysia or Iran have experienced a very strong growth in the number 
of international publications in the last decades. 

Scholars from the Central and Eastern European Countries, like Poland, also feel 
the pressure of publishing their fi ndings in prestigious journals, mainly because of 
the reforms introduced in higher education in the last decades. They established new 
evaluation systems based on international publications in many countries. Conse-
quently, Polish scholars are also externally motivated to publish in top-tier journals 
because of the introduction of the new evaluation system in 2011. Thus, according to 
the  UNESCO report, in the period from 2005 to 2014 the number of publications in 
Poland increased by 41% (from 13,843 to 23,498), but in 2014 it was still almost four 
times lower than that of Germany, for instance (H ollanders and Kanerva, 2016). Also, 
the report shows that from all European Union countries Poland had the lowest average 
citation rate for publications in this year (Hollanders and Kanerva, 2016). It can be 
concluded that although the demands are very high, some Polish writers are confi dent 
enough to submit papers into such journals, but still the numbers are not very high. 

Bearing in mind the fact that the majority of highly rated academic journals are 
based in English-speaking countries and the people involved in the publication process 
originate from these countries as well, it can be predicted that when trying to publish 
in such journals, Polish writers face many challenges, and there are many reasons 
for this. First of all, not only does it require knowing the language well enough, but 
also Anglo-American writing conventions. Slavic writing conventions which Polish 
writers follow are shaped by diff erent literacy traditions, and changing the writing 
patterns may be problematic. Moreover, some Polish writers intentionally resist the 
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8    Introduction

Anglo-American writing conventions, they generally oppose using English for research 
publication and spread this negative attitude towards international publication in their 
academic communities (Duszak, 2006; Kulczycki, Engels, Pölönen, Bruun, Dušková, 
Guns, Nowotniak, Petr, Sivertsen, Istenič Starčič and Zuccala, 2018).

It must be stated that Poland is a peculiar country when it comes to the attitude 
towards using English for research writing and publication. On the one hand, schol-
ars working in English departments in particular – linguists, applied linguists and 
other specialists – have always felt the need to read and publish in English (Reichelt, 
2005a). On the other, there is a large number of scholars in the humanities who openly 
resist using English for publication purposes (Duszak, 2006). The reason is that since 
the 1990s for some scholars the writing patterns which were introduced through the 
widespread use of English have been considered as the “less ‘intellectualized’ variant, 
exploiting communication patterns more appropriate for popular and didactic functions” 
and were “denounced by others as a symbol of global monoculture and linguistic 
domination” (Duszak, 2012: 34–35). This situation is clearly visible in the research 
results of Kulczycki et al. (2018). The authors showed that from all eight European 
countries explored, Poland produces the least publications in English (17.2%), much 
less even than the neighboring Slovakia (25.8%) or the Czech Republic (26.4%), not 
to mention Scandinavian countries or Belgium. The researchers claim that Polish cul-
tural and historical heritage can be an explanation. They state that before the political 
changes in 1989, the dominant foreign language in Poland was Russian, and English 
was not regarded as the most appropriate language of research publications (Kulczycki 
et al., 2018). Thus, the attitude towards publishing in English varies among scholars 
representing the humanities and social sciences.

While English may not necessarily be the main challenge in publishing in 
Anglo-American journals, Polish writers often face other discoursive and non-dis-
coursive obstacles. It must be remembered that Poland belongs to the group of semi-
periphery countries (Bennet, 2014; Lillis and Curry, 2006, 2010); the term is explained 
in more detail in section 1.4 of chapter 1. Therefore, with worse fi nancial situation 
of Polish higher education institutions and lower salaries than those earned in the 
Western European countries, Polish scholars do not have the same opportunities for 
international collaboration, and consequently for having so many high-quality pub-
lications. Sometimes they also lack the funds for specialist equipment, software or 
bibliographical sources which they need. Moreover, the tradition of producing such 
publications, and of instruction aiming at preparing young scholars for this task, is 
much longer and more eff ective in the Western European countries, so Polish writers 
do not have an equal start. In particular, the education in the area of academic writing 
seems to be insuffi  cient in Poland. Moreover, the changing writing conventions and 
no total agreement concerning their proper use, even between editors and reviewers 
from Anglo-American countries, frequently cause confusion among both Polish writers 
and academic writing instructors.

Thus, this book explores the challenges that Polish linguists and applied linguists 
face when writing in English as an Additional Language (EAL) for publishing in 

##7#52#aSUZPUk1BVC1WaXJ0dWFsbw==



 9  Introduction 

Anglo-American journals. The aim of the qualitative research carried out for the purposes 
of this work was to investigate the problems in the Polish context, which seems to be 
ignored in the literature on the topic. Recently, there has been a proliferation of publica-
tions on writing for publishing by foreign authors. In the descriptions of their research 
results, most often Poland was not taken into account as a separate country (cf. UNESCO 
science report, 2016), but together with other countries, under the general name – the 
European Union. However, it must be remembered that the situation concerning writing 
for publishing in diff erent European Union member countries varies tremendously. 
Moreover, apart from the works by Duszak (2006, 2012), Duszak and Lewkowicz 
(2008) and Kulczycki et al. (2018), there are no publications by Polish scholars about 
writing research articles for an international audience, other than those including 
analyses of Polish writers’ texts. Therefore, my hope is that this book will fi ll this gap.

This book examines the opinions of 16 Polish scholars, linguists and applied lin-
guists, working at six public universities in Poland, who succeeded in publishing their 
articles in high-impact, Anglo-American journals, on the challenges they experienced 
while writing them and in the process of publication. In this study, text-based interviews 
were used in order to carry out an in-depth investigation and provide a thick description 
of the issues. Thus, the study addresses the following main research question: 

1. What are the challenges that Polish writers face when trying to publish in 
Anglo-American academic journals?

The semi-structured interviews consisted of 15 questions. The fi rst fi ve, as well 
as the last one were more general and they explored the scholars’ attitudes, beliefs, 
and needs concerning the problem. Thus, the following additional research question 
was posed:

2. What are the writers’ beliefs, attitudes and needs with regard to writing for 
publishing in academic journals?

To answer the second research question, the scholars were asked to express their 
views on the global evaluation system of academic work based on publications in 
international journals, the double-blind peer review system, publishing in local journals, 
and on the widely discussed in the literature issue of non-native-speaker disadvantage.

However, the majority of the questions asked about discoursive and non-discour-
sive challenges that the writers faced before or during the publication process. In 
each case, they referred to the fi rst or one of the fi rst research articles published in 
prestigious Anglo-American journals, authored by each participant of the study, and 
selected by me from their lists of publications. They were analyzed before the inter-
views, mainly to fi nd the aspects of the texts, such as expressions of authorial self, the 
use of hedges, and the ways of claiming centrality of the research, which according 
to previous studies cause diffi  culties in writing, primarily to the authors representing 
other than Anglo-American cultures (for quantitative studies on these text aspects see 
also: Hryniuk, 2018a, 2018b). Because of the fact that these were semi-structured 
interviews, the participants also discussed their experiences in writing for publishing 
more widely, and expressed their refl ections on it as well as on the process of learning 
to write in Academic English.
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10     Introduction

The chapters preceding the study part provide the background – an overview of 
previous research and concepts connected with the main problem explored. Thus, 
chapter 1 is devoted to the issue of English being the language of international pub-
lications. It presents the main frameworks referring to the center–periphery structure 
and the varied position of English in the world. It considers the topic of non-native-
speaker disadvantage and two main roles of English in writing for publishing as well 
as advantages and disadvantages of the dominance of English in academia. Cha pter 2 
fi rst defi nes and then characterizes academic discourse. It describes the main research 
paradigms used in its analyses. It focuses on the genre of research article (RA), in 
particular in the area of linguistics and applied linguistics. It considers culture-specifi c 
diff erences in RA writing and describes the processes involved in producing academic 
texts. It also includes a short review of early and more recent models of writing. Cha p-
ter 3 considers the issue of writing for publishing from the geopolitical point of view. 
First, it presents the main facts about the increasing number of publications produced 
worldwide, the  Polish and the global system of evaluation of academic output and 
the criticism of the latter. It discusses the role of gatekeepers (in other words, editors 
and reviewers) in the publication process, and non-discoursive problems experienced 
by writers. Cha pter 4 is an overview of studies on the characteristics of academic dis-
course, and on the main problems involved in learning and teaching academic writing 
in Poland carried out by Polish scholars. This issue is particularly important because 
the challenges that Polish writers face in writing for publishing very often derive 
from the way they were educated. It also indicates which lines of research need to be 
continued in order to provide Polish novice writers with appropriate instruction on 
writing for publishing in EAL. Chapter 5 is the study, which has been outlined above. 
The views of the participants are extensively quoted and described in this chapter in 
order to provide the readers with a detailed account of the problems involved in writing 
for publishing, occurring in the Polish context. Finally, Chapter 6 includes conclusions 
and implications for instruction.

I hope that the results of the study will be of interest to both researchers explor-
ing academic discourse, novice writers and academic writing instructors. The themes 
explored in it are worth the attention for many reasons. First of all, refl ecting on the 
problems and carrying out research in this area may be the fi rst step towards over-
coming the challenges described by the participants of the study. Second, raising 
awareness of the characteristics of academic discourse is crucial for both academic 
writing teachers and writers themselves in order for the latter to develop expertise in 
RA writing. Finally, providing novice writers with proper instruction based on research 
fi ndings should result in more submissions of articles authored by Polish writers to 
international journals. Consequently, the impact of Polish thought on knowledge con-
struction should increase as well. 
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Chap t e r  1

 English as the leading language 
of academic communication worldwide 

Probably the most broadly discussed in literature problem linked with the subject 
of writing for publishing by EAL writers is the non-native-speaker disadvantage. There-
fore, this chapter is mainly devoted to the topic of inequalities connected with English 
being the language of international publications and the center–periphery structure. 
Thus, the fi rst section (1.1) discusses the spread of English worldwide and the problem 
of standards. The next section (1.2) describes the concept of English as a global lan-
guage, linguistic imperialism and World English. The following section (1.3) presents 
the advantages and disadvantages of the dominance of English in academia around the 
world. Section 1.4 includes the characteristics of Poland as a semiperiphery country 
and describes the status of English in Polish higher education institutions in particular. 
Finally, section 1.5 presents the two main roles of English in academic publications. 

1.1.  World Englishes and the problem of standards

It is impossible to consider the dominant role of English in academia all over the 
world, and specifi cally in academic writing, without introducing fi rst Kachru’s (1985,  
1992, 2001) model of the three concentric circles presenting the spread of World Eng-
lishes (i.e., varieties of English). The model will be outlined below because it provides 
a very useful terminology for further discussion. It classifi es Englishes according to 
nations and acquisition patterns. 

The expansion of English in this model is captured with reference to the following 
three concentric circles: the Inner Circle, the Outer Circle, and the Expanding Circle. 
Thus, the Inner Circle (also called the center) are countries in which English is spoken 
as the mother tongue (i.e., a native language – ENL, or fi rst language – L1). It is the 
medium of everyday communication between family members, mainly at home. It 
is associated with white descendants of people from the British Isles and is spoken 
in countries such as: the U.S., the U.K., Canada, Australia and New Zealand. These 
varieties of English are standardized and provide the norms for English as a Foreign 
Language (EFL) learning (i.e., British English – BrE, American English – AmE, etc.).

The countries in which English is a second/offi  cial language (ESL) constitute the 
Outer Circle. These are mainly countries which are historically related to the British 
Empire through the process of colonization (e.g., Bangladesh, Ghana, India, Kenya, 
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12    1. English as the leading language of academic communication worldwide

Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Zambia). 
These varieties of English are mainly used in the multilingual societies in such spheres 
of life as education, government and administration, and they are infl uenced by the 
local L1s. As Motschenbacher (2013: 11) writes, very often they are “in a process of 
developing their own linguistic norms, thereby emancipating themselves from BrE as 
the normative reference point.”

All other countries where English is learnt and used, but which are not historically 
connected to the British Empire, belong to the Expanding Circle. In these countries 
English is considered as a Foreign Language (EFL), and it is learned in formal educa-
tional environments. These are Inner Circle varieties of English which are usually the 
norm for countries belonging to the Expanding Circle (Motschenbacher, 2013). How-
ever, in the light of the ongoing discussion on English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), also 
referred to as English as an international language (Jenkins, 2006; Seidlhofer, 2004), 
this claim has been criticized, as English is very often used by its non-native speakers 
for international communication with representatives of the countries constituting all 
three circles, not only with native English speakers1 (e.g., see: Xiaoqiong and Xianx-
ing, 2011). Kachru (2001: 520) himself stated that in his World Englishes framework 
“[t]he emphasis is on pluralism, not on the dichotomy between ‘us and them,’ ‘native 
and nonnative.’” Thus, his intention was to treat varieties of English in egalitarian 
manner, and he called his approach liberation linguistics (i.e., anti-imperialistic), as 
opposed to defi cit linguistics, referring to native standards. These approaches were 
the basis of the so-called English Today debate between the distinguished scholars: 
Randolph Quirk and Braj Kachru (see: Kachru, 1991; Quirk, 1990).

An equivalent of Kachru’s (1985, 1992, 2001) model in the European context 
consists of Berns’s (1995) concentric circles of European Englishes. In this model the 
Inner Circle is formed by English-speaking countries (the U.K., Ireland), the Outer 
Circle consists of non-Anglophone countries that use English as the second language 
(L2) (e.g., Finland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden). In those countries 
English is used at universities and in cross-cultural communication. The third circle 
is called Expanding and in the countries belonging to this circle English is used as 
a foreign language (Berns, 1995). 

It must be emphasized that the number of EFL speakers from the Expanding Circle 
is the largest and it is continuously growing. Presently, it is claimed that the total number 
of people who use English to varying degrees on everyday basis is around 2 billion, 
and non-native speakers outnumber its native speakers by around three or four to one 
(Crystal, 2006, 2008; Rees-Miller, 2017: 595). Therefore, it is widely disputed whether 
native-speaker English should be the norm, the standard, and the target of language 
learning, and it raises the question of the ownership of the language (Widdowson, 1994).

Widdowson (1994) made a few important points with regard to the notion of standard 
English and the problem of who should set standards for others to follow, as the variety 

             1  Although the term native English speaker is very controversial, it will be used here after Jen-
kins (2006), meaning: an educated person who uses standard English as his or her mother tongue. 
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of English used by representatives of the Inner Circle started to be questioned. First, he 
stated that in fact standard English is a written variety of English designed for institu-
tional purposes (e.g., education, business, administration, etc.). Further, he wrote that:

Standard English is an entry condition and the custodians of it the gatekeepers. You can, 
of course, persist in your nonstandard ways, if you choose, but then do not be surprised to 
fi nd yourself marginalized, perpetually kept out on the periphery. What you say will be less 
readily attended to, assigned less importance, if it is not expressed in the grammatically 
approved manner. And if you express yourself in writing which is both ungrammatical 
and badly spelled, you are not likely to be taken very seriously. (Widdowson, 1994: 381)

Although there exist other conceptualizations of standard English (e.g., Trudgill 
and Hannah, 2008), for the purposes of this work the abovementioned defi nition and 
the description are the most adequate. 

Pennycook (1994: 115) when discussing the problem in his book referred to the 
process of standardization of education in the mid-19th-century Britain, which led to 
the standardization of the English language. He wrote that already then “[t]he stan-
dard was based on a concept of a standard literary language,” that is literary texts. 
This emphasizes the fact expressed by Widdowson (1994) that the written variety of 
English has set standards. 

Moreover, Widdowson (1994) claims that every language variety has two functions: 
communicative and communal. It means that it is used not only for communication, 
but it also expresses the sense of community. As it is the case with all languages, 
standard English expresses the identity of a particular community, their conventions 
and values (i.e., culture). Therefore, languages are symbolic possessions of the com-
munities. He claims that English is an international language. It serves the purposes of 
many communities, which “transcendent traditional communal and cultural boundaries” 
(Widdowson, 1994: 382). Due to this, Widdowson (1994) explains, it is not the people 
from the British Isles, native speakers of English, to whom standard English belongs, 
in its written form in particular. It is the possession of communities of research-
ers, scholars from all disciplines, and other professionals. He states that international 
English conceptualized in this way “provides for eff ective communication, but at the 
same time it establishes the status and stability of the institutional conventions which 
defi ne these international activities ... they in eff ect create their own cultures, their own 
standards” (Widdowson, 1994: 382). The ideas expressed by the author are defi nitely 
very incisive. However, he did not take into consideration the fact that according to 
research fi ndings, for example by Hyland (2015), among the gatekeepers of interna-
tional research journals (i.e., editors and reviewers) in many disciplines, native speakers 
of English from the U.K. and the U.S. (the Inner Circle) prevail, and therefore the 
Anglo-American conventions of writing are still the standard to be followed by native 
speakers of languages other than English (see also: Canagarajah, 1996, 2002; Kaplan, 
2001; Tardy, 2004). 

Aside from the criticism linked with the problem of the ownership of standard 
English, Kachru’s circle model may also be regarded as an imperfect tool for describing 

1.1.  World Englishes and the problem of standards 
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the spread of English around the world, because of the complexity of sociolinguistic 
realities in some countries (see: Motschenbacher, 2013). It has been criticized, for 
example, for being rigidly based on the concept of a nation with political boundaries 
setting a national variety of English, for not taking into consideration intra-circle 
diversities, for not allowing for any fl exibility in categorization of countries, and for 
failing to account for some of them as they exhibit characteristics of more than one 
circle. For instance, South Africa is a country considered as very heterogeneous in 
terms of the use of English varieties, so it is not easily classifi ed (Bruthiaux, 2003). 
Moreover, Kachru’s model is regarded as fl awed because it fails to take into account 
the changing demography of some countries, caused by immigration (Motschenbacher, 
2013). Finally, as Bruthiaux (2003) claims, it overlooks the fact that the norms of 
spoken language diff er much more across the circles than the written language norms. 
Despite this criticism, the terminology introduced in Kachru’s model has been very 
helpful in discussing the role and the use of English around the world. Bruthiaux 
(2003: 172) has recognized it that a sociolinguistic model which would account for 
all the intricacies of a complex phenomenon such as language variation is impossible 
to create, and that “[Kachru’s model] off ers a useful shorthand for classifying contexts 
of English worldwide.” Its main advantage is developing more appreciation of the 
contexts of the English language use beyond the varieties traditionally acknowledged 
as norm-giving, that is the Inner Circle ones. However, most importantly for this 
work, the model’s rigorous categorization, and its center–periphery structure, now 
frequently forms a framework for discussions of power relations in academic writing 
for publication in English around the world. 

The attempts to consider writing for publishing in English within the egalitarian 
framework of World Englishes discussed above, or ELF framework (Jenkins, 2006), 
in which native-speaker norms are not a requirement, have not been very successful, 
despite their greater currency than other models and their theoretical attractiveness. 
Two examples of the success in introducing ELF approach in this area are rather 
exceptions, namely the change in editing policies of the Journal of English as a Lingua 
Franca, edited by Jennifer Jenkins, Barbara Seidlhofer, and Anna Maurenen, and of 
the book series Developments in English as a Lingua Franca, edited by Will Baker 
and Jennifer Jenkins. According to the policies of the publications, authors are not 
required to submit texts written in native-like English (Motschenbacher, 2013). Also, 
in a book on the dominance of English in science (a volume edited by Ammon, 2001), 
although it was subjected to linguistic corrections by a native English speaker, non-
native-speaker traces of writing were not eliminated, following the editor’s advice. 
Apart from these, however, academic writing is still dominated by the privileged Eng-
lish native-speaker standards. Therefore, academic publishing is most often discussed 
in terms of Anglophone linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992, 2009), the approach 
which emphasizes the strength of native-speaker authority, and which will be referred 
to in the next section.

Although Phillipson’s (1992) approach is completely diff erent from Kachru’s one, 
he uses similar terminology in the description of Anglo-American linguistic imperialism,

 1. English as the leading language of academic communication worldwide
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namely the core English-speaking countries, which correspond to Kachru’s Inner 
Circle, and the periphery countries, which constitute the Outer and the Expanding 
circles. These terms, as the author writes, derive from a metaphor for rich, dominant 
countries (the core or the center), and the poor, dominated ones (the periphery), and 
are often used in the analyses of the relationships between them. They will be also 
used in further discussion in this work. 

1.2. English as a global  language, linguistic imperialism, 
and World English

Apart from World Englishes and ELF, another phrase which is often used to 
describe the role of English generally in the world, and in academia in particular, is 
English as a global language. With regard to the latter, however, fi rst a few issues 
need to be clarifi ed. 

As Blommaert (2003) rightly points out, there is a misconception concerning 
the term globalization.2 In many cases the process is understood as “the creation 
of worldwide uniformity” which is caused by “the spread of sociocultural and eco-
nomic patterns, a new universalism” (Blommaert, 2003: 611). Following Wallerstein 
(1983), the a uthor explains that the process of globalization should be understood more 
broadly within the world system, which is “a system built on inequality, on particular, 
asymmetric divisions of labor between ‘core regions’ and ‘peripheries’, with ‘semipe-
ripheries’ in between” (Blommaert, 2003: 612). The keyword that the author uses to 
explicate globalization in connection with the English language is scale. Thus, there 
is a relationship between English, a world language (i.e., global), and other languages 
used by local speech communities. Another word which Blommaert (2003) consid-
ers as very important in this context is mobility, due to which both virtual contacts 
and physical movement are made possible through the use of technology of modern 
communication and transportation. In this line, when explaining the phenomenon of 
global fl ows with regard to languages, he states that constant circulation certainly 
exists, and consequently transformation of discourses takes place (see also: Phillipson, 
2009). Thus, new language varieties spread around the world, but it is “[i]nequality, 
not uniformity, [that] organizes the fl ows” (Blommaert, 2003: 612). The author claims 
that the interconnectedness between states is realized through worldwide elites, and 
whenever items (or messages) travel around the globe they cross structurally diff erent 
spaces, therefore they are perceived locally, diff erently. Finally, he states that:

Globalization implies that the developments at the “top” or the core of the world system 
have a wide variety of eff ects at the “bottom” or the periphery of that system. For instance, 
developments in the fi eld of sophisticated multimedial and multimodal internet communi-
cation have eff ects on other, less sophisticated forms of literacy. (Blommaert, 2003: 612)

 2 A comprehensive description of the phenomenon in higher education and an elaboration on 
diff erent types of globalization can also be found in Becher and Trowler (2001).

1.2. English as a global  language, linguistic imperialism, and World English 
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In his world-systemic perspective on sociolinguistics of globalization, Blommaert 
(2003) stresses the need to communicate adequately in a variety of spaces because our 
performance is exposed to value judgments of diff erent communities. Diff erences in 
language use are instantly assessed and “translated into inequalities between speakers” 
(Blommaert, 2003: 615). Thus, they can be the source of both prestige and stigma, as 
diff erent functions are assigned to language resources depending on the location where 
they are received. The author gives an example of urban Africans whose English can be 
the sign of prestige in their local environments but when used in the countries belonging 
to the Inner Circle, it may be the source of stigma because of value change in the new 
location. As he writes, “‘Good’ and status-carrying English in the periphery may be ‘bad’ 
and stigma-carrying English in the core of the world system” (Blommaert, 2003: 616). 
The example the author gives is an extreme one, but a similar situation may also take 
place in the context of writing for publishing in English, that is the value attached to 
English writing assessed as correct at an advanced level in eastern Europe, may diff er 
from the value it will have when assessed by native English speakers, the publication 
gatekeepers of prestigious Anglophone journals. In this context, when discussing their 
concept of the politics of location and the notion of scale, Lillis and Curry (2010: 
141) state that “what is valued on one point on the scale (in the local context) is not 
valued at a higher point on the scale (in the Anglophone-centre context) and scholars 
are often struggling to cross from the former to the latter.” However, as research shows 
(e.g., Hyland, 2015), in this case the main challenge may not be just formulating 
grammatically correct sentences, and generally avoiding surface errors by non-native 
speakers of English, but rather following Anglo-American rhetorical conventions of 
writing, and complying with other requirements of publications in international journals.

The next question which needs to be addressed from the point of view of the 
sociolinguistics of globalization is what makes English a global language. The num-
ber of speakers of English as a mother tongue is approximately 400 million (Crystal, 
2006), which is not the highest as, for example, Chinese native speakers amount to 
over twice as many. However, it is not the number of people who speak a language 
from their birth which makes it dominant in the world. It is most closely linked with 
the English-speaking countries’ economic, technological, political and military power 
(Crystal, 2003). As Crystal (2003: 9) writes, “A language has traditionally become an 
international language for one chief reason: the power of its people – especially their 
political and military power.” The author gives examples from the earliest history of 
civilization development, namely the dominance of Greek and Latin in the ancient 
times, emphasizing that the correlation between the power of the countries and the 
spread of their languages was very strong. The dominance of the countries’ languages 
succeeded when the nations succeeded on the international stage and when they failed 
their languages also failed (Crystal, 2003). 

Another fact is that English did not spread “naturally.” Its very rapid expansion, 
such as we are still witnessing now, and its maintenance, always required having 
deliberate international policies and economic power. In the 18th and 19th centuries, 
Britain was the leading country in trade and industry, and its political imperialism led 
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