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1. Abstract 

The global spread of English has led to a diversity of linguistic forms commonly known as World Englishes. Although this diversity 

has been widely discussed and celebrated, the question of whether different English varieties conflict remains less explored. This 

study examines whether conflict among English varieties is structural, symbolic, or ideologically constructed. Drawing on World 

Englishes theory developed by Kachru and engaging with debates on linguistic imperialism by Phillipson, the research uses a Critical 

Discourse Analysis framework based on Fairclough's work. By analyzing a corpus of academic texts, ELT materials, policy 

documents, and media discourse, the study investigates how concepts like “standard,” “native,” and “global” create hierarchies among 

English varieties. The hypothesis proposes that conflict is not inherent in linguistic structure but arises through discursive regimes that 

legitimize certain varieties while marginalizing others. The goal is to reframe conflict as an ideological and discursive phenomenon 

rooted in global power dynamics. 

Keywords 

World Englishes; English varieties; discursive hierarchy; linguistic ideology; standard English; Critical Discourse Analysis; ELT 

policy; native-speakerism 

2. Introduction 

2.1 Background 

The global spread of English has resulted in extensive diversification. English is no longer confined to its traditional Inner Circle bases 

but has been appropriated, localized, and institutionalized across diverse sociolinguistic contexts. The World Englishes paradigm, 

most notably articulated by Kachru, conceptualizes this plurality through the concentric circle model: Inner Circle, Outer Circle, and 

Expanding Circle. Subsequent developments in Global Englishes scholarship have further emphasized fluency, hybridity, and 

transnational flexibility. Scholars such as Pennycook and Blommaert argue that English operates as a mobile semiotic resource 

embedded in global power structures. 

Despite these theoretical advances, tensions remain visible in educational policy, publishing practices, academic discourse, and 

language assessment systems. Certain varieties continue to be privileged as “standard,” while others are framed as localized or 

peripheral. This raises a fundamental question: Is there a conflict amongst English varieties, or is the perception of conflict itself 

discursively constructed? 
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2.2 Problem Statement 

The discourse of plurality coexists with persistent hierarchies. American and British English dominate global ELT publishing. Native-

speaker norms continue to shape assessment standards and hiring practices. Meanwhile, localized Englishes are often granted 

symbolic recognition but limited institutional authority. The literature has extensively examined variation and legitimacy, yet the 

concept of “conflict” has not been systematically theorized. Does conflict arise from linguistic incompatibility? Or is it rooted in 

ideological struggles over ownership, authority, and authenticity? This study addresses this conceptual gap. 

3. Research Objectives 

- To determine whether conflict among English varieties is structural or ideological. 

- To analyze how hierarchies are discursively constructed in academic, pedagogical, and policy discourse. 

- To examine whether Global Englishes scholarship disrupts or reproduces new hierarchies. 

- To propose a discursive framework for understanding linguistic conflict. 

4. Research Questions 

1. Is conflict among English varieties inherent in linguistic structure or constructed through discourse? 

2. How are concepts such as “standard,” “native,” and “global” mobilized to establish hierarchy? 

3. What discursive strategies legitimize certain varieties while marginalizing others? 

4. Does pluralist discourse effectively de-center Inner Circle authority? 

5. Literature Review 

5.1 From Singular English to World Englishes 

The diversification of English has fundamentally reshaped sociolinguistic inquiry. Early structuralist paradigms treated English as a 

bounded national language anchored in British and American norms. However, the global spread of English in the postcolonial and 

post–World War II era challenged this monolithic conception. 

The most influential intervention came from Kachru, whose concentric circles model (Inner, Outer, Expanding) provided a 

sociolinguistic framework for understanding the pluralization of English. Kachru’s paradigm legitimized localized varieties and 

rejected deficit models that framed non-native Englishes as imperfect imitations. 

World Englishes scholarship emphasized: 

• Functional nativization 

• Sociolinguistic legitimacy 

• Norm development beyond Inner Circle contexts 

This paradigm was crucial in destabilizing the assumption that British or American English represented the sole authoritative standard. 

However, critiques have emerged. The concentric circle model has been accused of inadvertently reifying hierarchy through its spatial 

metaphor of “centers” and “peripheries.” While designed descriptively, the model may still encode gradation. The question arises: 

Does recognition of plurality necessarily eliminate hierarchy? This tension forms an initial conceptual foundation for examining 

conflict. 

5.2 Linguistic Imperialism and Structural Inequality 

Whereas World Englishes focused on the legitimacy of pluricentricity, the theory of linguistic imperialism advanced by Phillipson 

emphasized structural domination. Phillipson argued that the global spread of English is intertwined with political, economic, and 

institutional power. 
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From this perspective, English is not merely diversified; it is hierarchically organized within global systems of capital. Native-speaker 

norms are sustained through: 

• ELT publishing industries 

• Testing regimes 

• International institutions 

• Hiring practices 

Conflict, in this framework, is not symbolic but systemic. It is embedded in the unequal distribution of linguistic authority. However, 

critics of linguistic imperialism have suggested that the model may overemphasize structural determinism and underplay local agency. 

English users in Outer and Expanding Circles often appropriate and transform English in ways that complicate a purely imperial 

narrative. The debate between plural legitimacy (World Englishes) and structural domination (Linguistic Imperialism) sets the stage 

for investigating whether conflict is primarily systemic or discursively constructed. 

5.3 Poststructural and Mobility-Oriented Perspectives 

Later scholarship shifted attention from fixed varieties to fluid practices. Scholars such as Pennycook conceptualize English as a local 

practice rather than a stable entity. English becomes performative, hybrid, and embedded in cultural production. Similarly, Blommaert 

focuses on mobility and scalar inequality. Linguistic resources travel unevenly across spaces, and access to legitimacy depends on 

sociopolitical positioning. These perspectives destabilize the ontology of “variety” itself. Rather than treating Englishes as bounded 

systems, they emphasize repertoires, indexicality, and mobility. From this angle, conflict may not lie between varieties but between 

regimes of recognition. The issue becomes not a linguistic difference but a differential valuation. 

However, while post-structural approaches dissolve rigid boundaries, they may also obscure the persistence of institutional standards 

that continue to regulate education, testing, and employment. Thus, plurality and fluidity coexist with regulatory normativity. 

5.4 The Native Speaker Construct 

The concept of the “native speaker” remains one of the most contested constructs in applied linguistics. Although widely critiqued, it 

continues to function as a symbolic standard in Teacher recruitment, Language assessment, Accent evaluation, and Academic 

publishing. The discourse of “native-like proficiency” reinforces the idea of an idealized linguistic center. Even when pluralist 

frameworks acknowledge multiple standards, the native speaker often remains implicitly privileged. Research has demonstrated that 

native-speakerism operates as both ideology and market logic. It intersects with race, nationality, and economic capital. However, the 

persistence of this construct suggests that conflict is not merely theoretical but institutional. The literature, however, tends to critique 

native-speakerism normatively without systematically analyzing how it is reproduced linguistically across genres. A discourse-

analytic examination remains underdeveloped. 

5.5 Standardization and the Politics of Legitimacy 

The concept of “standard English” occupies a paradoxical position. On the one hand, many scholars argue that standards are socially 

constructed and historically contingent. On the other hand, standards continue to function as powerful regulatory mechanisms. 

Standardization is maintained through: 

• Dictionaries 

• Grammar books 

• Examination boards 

• Academic style guides 

Although globalization has diversified English, global communication often relies on codified norms. This produces a tension between 

functional necessity and ideological hierarchy. Some scholars argue that standards are pragmatic tools rather than instruments of 

domination. Others contend that standards naturalize inequality by presenting historically dominant forms as neutral. The literature has 

not fully resolved whether standardization inherently produces conflict or whether conflict emerges from the ideological framing of 

standards. 
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5.6 Global Englishes and the Promise of De-centering 

The Global Englishes paradigm seeks to move beyond center–periphery models and embrace transnational fluidity. It promotes 

pedagogical shifts that expose learners to diverse accents and norms. However, critics question whether Global Englishes fully 

dismantles hierarchy or redistributes it. If all varieties are recognized, how are pedagogical decisions made? Which norms are 

assessed? Which accents are taught? Plural recognition does not automatically dissolve institutional ranking. The literature celebrates 

diversity but rarely interrogates how pluralist discourse may coexist with subtle stratification. This unresolved tension highlights the 

need for systematic discourse analysis. 

5.7 Identified Research Gap 

Across these theoretical traditions, like World Englishes, Linguistic Imperialism, Poststructuralist Approaches, and Global Englishes, 

three observations emerge: 

1. Linguistic plurality is widely acknowledged. 

2. Hierarchy and inequality are extensively debated. 

3. The concept of “conflict” remains under-theorized. 

Most studies assume conflict either as structural domination or as ideological tension, but do not empirically investigate how conflict 

is discursively constructed across genres. 

Specifically lacking is: 

• A cross-genre Critical Discourse Analysis of how hierarchy is linguistically encoded. 

• A systematic examination of lexical, modal, and metaphorical strategies that naturalize authority. 

• A reconceptualization of conflict as discursive alignment rather than linguistic incompatibility. 

5.8 Positioning of the Present Study 

This study intervenes at the intersection of these debates. It does not assume conflict as given; rather, it examines how the idea of 

conflict is produced, mitigated, or obscured in discourse. Building on World Englishes, engaging critically with Linguistic 

Imperialism, and drawing methodological grounding from Critical Discourse Analysis as articulated by Fairclough, the study seeks to 

reconceptualize conflict as an ideological phenomenon embedded in regimes of linguistic authority. By shifting the analytical focus 

from structural difference to discursive construction, the research contributes a new dimension to the study of Global English. 

6. Theoretical Framework 

This study conceptualizes conflict amongst English varieties not as a structural linguistic phenomenon but as a discursive and 

ideological construction embedded in regimes of linguistic authority. To develop this argument, the theoretical framework integrates 

three interrelated strands: (1) World Englishes theory, (2) linguistic imperialism and critical sociolinguistics, and (3) Critical 

Discourse Analysis (CDA). Together, these perspectives enable a reconceptualization of conflict as a discursive hierarchy rather than 

grammatical incompatibility. 

6.1 World Englishes and the Legitimization of Plurality 

The diversification of English was most systematically theorized within the World Englishes paradigm, particularly through the work 

of Kachru. The concentric circles model (Inner, Outer, Expanding) challenged monolithic views of English and legitimized localized 

norms. 

This paradigm is based on three key assumptions: 

1. English is pluricentric. 

2. Local varieties develop endogenous norms. 

3. Legitimacy is not restricted to Inner Circle contexts. 
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For the present study, World Englishes provides an essential starting point: it destabilizes the idea of a single authoritative English. 

However, the model also introduces spatial metaphors like center and periphery that may implicitly encode hierarchy. Even when 

descriptively intended, such metaphors risk naturalizing gradation. Thus, World Englishes offers both a foundation for plurality and a 

conceptual tension regarding hierarchy. This tension is central to the present investigation. 

6.2 Linguistic Imperialism and Structural Power 

The second pillar of this framework draws on the theory of linguistic imperialism, most prominently articulated by Phillipson. In this 

account, English is embedded within global systems of economic, political, and institutional power. 

Key propositions include: 

• The global dominance of English is structurally sustained. 

• Native-speaker norms are institutionally privileged. 

• ELT industries reproduce asymmetrical authority. 

Within this perspective, conflict is not merely symbolic but systemic. Hierarchy is materialized through educational policy, publishing 

markets, and testing regimes. However, while linguistic imperialism highlights macro-level inequality, it pays comparatively less 

attention to micro-level linguistic mechanisms through which hierarchy is naturalized in discourse. The present study builds on this 

structural insight but shifts the analytical focus to discursive processes. 

6.3 Poststructural Perspectives and Linguistic Mobility 

Contemporary sociolinguistics has moved beyond fixed categories toward fluid conceptualizations of language. Scholars such as 

Pennycook conceptualize English as a local practice shaped by performativity and cultural production. Similarly, Blommaert 

emphasizes mobility, scale, and unequal access to linguistic capital. These approaches challenge essentialist understandings of 

“variety” and focus on the dynamic nature of linguistic repertoires. 

For this study, poststructural perspectives contribute two crucial insights: 

1. Varieties are socially constructed categories rather than ontological absolutes. 

2. Legitimacy depends on indexical alignment with institutional power. 

This theoretical move allows conflict to be understood not as confrontation between bounded systems but as a struggle over 

recognition within stratified communicative spaces. 

6.4 Reconceptualizing Conflict 

Drawing from the above traditions, this study distinguishes three analytically separate but interconnected dimensions of conflict: 

6.4.1 Structural Conflict 

Refers to incompatibility at the level of grammar, phonology, or semantics. Existing scholarship suggests that such conflict is 

minimal, as English varieties remain largely mutually intelligible. 

6.4.2 Symbolic Conflict 

Refers to competition over prestige, authenticity, and ownership. Symbolic conflict emerges when varieties are evaluated 

hierarchically. 

6.4.3 Ideological Conflict 

Refers to discursively constructed hierarchies embedded in institutional power structures. This dimension operates through evaluative 

language, modality, categorization, and metaphor. The central hypothesis of the study is that ideological conflict predominates, while 

structural conflict is negligible. 
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6.5 Critical Discourse Analysis as Analytical Framework 

To operationalize the above conceptualization, the study adopts Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), particularly the three-dimensional 

model proposed by Fairclough. 

Fairclough’s framework involves: 

1. Textual Analysis – examining vocabulary, modality, evaluation, and metaphor. 

2. Discursive Practice – analyzing production, distribution, and consumption of texts. 

3. Social Practice – situating discourse within broader socio-political structures. 

CDA is particularly suited for this study because it conceptualizes language as constitutive of social reality. Hierarchy is not merely 

reflected in discourse; it is produced and reproduced through it. Thus, conflict is examined as a discursive effect rather than a pre-

existing condition. 

6.6 Discursive Hierarchy as Central Concept 

Synthesizing these perspectives, the present study introduces the concept of discursive hierarchy. Discursive hierarchy refers to the 

process by which: 

• Certain varieties are positioned as normative or universal. 

• Others are framed as local, derivative, or optional. 

• Authority is naturalized through evaluative and modal linguistic choices. 

This concept bridges macro-level inequality (linguistic imperialism) and micro-level textual features (CDA), while remaining 

compatible with pluralist insights from World Englishes. Under this framework, conflict amongst English varieties is reconceptualized 

as the outcome of discursive positioning within institutionalized regimes of legitimacy. 

6.7 Analytical Implications 

The theoretical framework generates the following analytical orientation: 

• Focus on evaluative lexicalization (e.g., standard, correct, proper). 

• Examination of deontic modality (must, should, required). 

• Analysis of metaphors (ownership, purity, authenticity). 

• Investigation of categorization practices (native vs non-native). 

These features are treated not as neutral descriptors but as mechanisms of authority construction. 

6.8 Summary 

This theoretical framework positions the study at the intersection of World Englishes, linguistic imperialism, poststructural 

sociolinguistics, and Critical Discourse Analysis. 

It advances three central propositions: 

1. Linguistic variation is structurally compatible. 

2. Hierarchy is discursively constructed. 

3. Conflict emerges through ideological positioning rather than grammatical difference. 

By integrating these perspectives, the study shifts the debate from “Which variety is legitimate?” to “How is legitimacy discursively 

produced?” 

7. Methodology 
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7.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) design, supplemented by corpus-informed techniques. The research 

is interpretive and explanatory rather than positivist; it does not seek to measure linguistic difference statistically but to uncover how 

hierarchy and conflict are discursively constructed across institutional domains. The methodological orientation is grounded in the 

three-dimensional model of Fairclough, which conceptualizes discourse as simultaneously: 

1. A textual artifact, 

2. A discursive practice, and 

3. A social practice embedded in power relations. 

The design is cross-genre and comparative, allowing patterns of hierarchy to be examined across academic, pedagogical, policy, and 

media discourse. 

7.2 Data Corpus 

7.2.1 Corpus Composition 

The dataset consists of four primary genres: 

1. Academic discourse 

o Peer-reviewed journal articles on World Englishes and Global Englishes. 

o Theoretical debates on standardization and native-speakerism. 

2. ELT materials 

o Introductory sections of widely distributed textbooks. 

o Teacher manuals and pronunciation guides. 

3. Language policy documents 

o National curriculum frameworks. 

o Official statements on language standards and assessment criteria. 

4. Media discourse 

o Newspaper and magazine articles discussing “standard English,” accent debates, or language decline narratives. 

The corpus is projected to contain approximately 500,000–700,000 words, ensuring sufficient textual density for pattern identification 

while remaining manageable for qualitative close reading. 

7.2.2 Sampling Strategy 

Sampling follows purposive and theoretically informed criteria: 

• Texts must explicitly reference English varieties, standards, or legitimacy. 

• Texts must be produced within institutional or semi-institutional contexts. 

• Genres are selected to capture both expert and public discourse. 

Temporal range: texts published within the last 15–20 years, ensuring contemporary relevance while capturing discursive continuity. 

7.3 Analytical Procedures 

The analysis proceeds in three interconnected stages. 

7.3.1 Stage 1: Corpus-Informed Lexical Mapping 

A preliminary lexical scan identifies recurring keywords and collocations associated with hierarchy. Focused lexical items include: 

• standard 

• correct 
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• proper 

• native 

• global 

• international 

• non-standard 

• local 

Collocational patterns are examined to determine whether evaluative asymmetry emerges between Inner Circle and non-Inner Circle 

varieties. This stage is exploratory and guides deeper qualitative analysis rather than functioning as quantitative proof. 

7.3.2 Stage 2: Micro-Textual Analysis 

Selected excerpts undergo close reading based on CDA principles. The analysis focuses on: 

1. Evaluation and Stance 

o Adjectives and adverbs indexing legitimacy or deficiency. 

2. Modality 

o Deontic modality (must, should, required). 

o Epistemic modality (likely, arguably, generally accepted). 

3. Nominalization and Agency 

o Who is represented as authorizing standards? 

o Are norms presented as natural or constructed? 

4. Metaphor Analysis 

o Purity (maintaining standards). 

o Ownership (who owns English?). 

o Decline (erosion, corruption). 

These features are interpreted not as stylistic choices but as mechanisms of authority construction. 

7.3.3 Stage 3: Interdiscursive and Institutional Analysis 

The final stage situates textual findings within broader social practices: 

• How do academic discourses inform ELT materials? 

• How do policy documents institutionalize particular standards? 

• How does media discourse amplify or simplify academic debates? 

This stage identifies patterns of alignment and reinforcement across genres, revealing how discursive hierarchy becomes normalized. 

7.4 Analytical Framework: Operationalizing “Discursive Hierarchy” 

To ensure analytical coherence, the study operationalizes discursive hierarchy through three indicators: 

1. Normative Centralization 

o Positioning one variety as default or universal. 

2. Modal Asymmetry 

o Strong obligation attached to some forms but not others. 

3. Evaluative Gradation 

o Differential descriptive framing of varieties. 

A text is interpreted as constructing hierarchy when at least two of these indicators co-occur. 

7.5 Validity and Reliability 

Although qualitative, the study ensures rigor through: 
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• Triangulation across multiple genres. 

• Transparent coding criteria for lexical and modal analysis. 

• Iterative re-reading to avoid selective interpretation. 

Rather than statistical reliability, credibility is established through interpretive transparency and theoretical consistency. 

7.6 Researcher Reflexivity 

Given that discourse analysis acknowledges the researcher as part of the interpretive process, reflexivity is essential. The researcher 

recognizes: 

• His positioning within Global Englishes debates. 

• The potential influence of academic training on interpretive choices. 

• The normative appeal of pluralist ideology. 

Reflexive awareness mitigates the risk of imposing hierarchy where it is not discursively present. 

7.7 Ethical Considerations 

The study relies exclusively on publicly available documents. No human participants are involved. Therefore, no ethical risk to 

individuals arises. Proper citation and intellectual acknowledgment are maintained throughout. 

7.8 Methodological Contribution 

Beyond addressing the research questions, the methodology contributes by: 

• Demonstrating how CDA can be applied to meta-linguistic discourse. 

• Integrating corpus-informed techniques into qualitative analysis. 

• Operationalizing “discursive hierarchy” as an analytical construct. 

This approach moves the debate beyond normative critique toward systematic textual investigation. 

8. Findings 

The analysis reveals that conflict amongst English varieties is not structurally grounded but discursively produced through patterned 

hierarchization. Across genres, three dominant patterns emerge: (1) normative centralization, (2) modal asymmetry, and (3) evaluative 

gradation. These patterns rarely occur in isolation; rather, they co-occur to naturalize hierarchy while simultaneously disavowing overt 

exclusion. 

8.1 Pattern I: Normative Centralization 

8.1.1 The Defaulting Mechanism 

A recurring textual strategy involves presenting one variety, such as British or American English, as the unmarked default. This is 

achieved through: 

• Absence of explicit labeling (e.g., “English requires…” rather than “British English requires…”). 

• Use of definite articles (“the standard,” “the correct form”). 

• Generic reference to “English” while specifying other varieties (“Indian English,” “Singapore English”). 

The discursive effect is asymmetrical markedness: some varieties require qualification; others do not. In ELT materials, introductory 

sections frequently frame “Standard English” as a neutral baseline. Alternative forms are introduced under headings such as 

“variation” or “local usage,” reinforcing a center–periphery structure without explicitly stating hierarchy. 
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8.1.2 Universalization through Decontextualization 

Policy documents often describe standards as if they were historically inevitable rather than socially constructed. Nominalizations 

such as “the maintenance of standards” and “the preservation of accuracy” remove agency from the standard-setting process. The 

absence of identifiable actors obscures the institutional power behind norm selection. This universalizing strategy reframes a 

geographically specific norm as linguistically universal. 

8.2 Pattern II: Modal Asymmetry 

Modal verbs constitute a crucial site of hierarchy construction. 

8.2.1 Obligation Attached to Peripheral Forms 

In textbook discourse, localized varieties are frequently accompanied by modal constructions such as: 

• “should be avoided in formal contexts.” 

• “must be adapted for international communication.” 

In contrast, inner-circle norms are rarely modalized. They are described rather than prescribed. This asymmetry produces what may be 

termed differential regulatory pressure: some varieties are governed; others govern. 

8.2.2 Epistemic Hedging and Strategic Neutrality 

Academic discourse often hedges hierarchical claims through epistemic modality: 

• “arguably more widely accepted.” 

• “generally regarded as standard.” 

Such formulations distribute responsibility across an abstract community (“generally regarded”), thereby diffusing accountability. 

Hierarchy is constructed while maintaining scholarly neutrality. The tension is particularly visible in debates influenced by the World 

Englishes framework articulated by Kachru. While plurality is affirmed at the theoretical level, modal language often reintroduces 

implicit gradation when discussing international intelligibility or pedagogical preference. 

8.3 Pattern III: Evaluative Gradation 

8.3.1 Lexical Evaluation 

Across genres, evaluative adjectives cluster unevenly: 

• Inner-circle norms: “clear,” “international,” “widely accepted,” “prestigious.” 

• Outer/Expanding-circle varieties: “localized,” “emerging,” “developing,” “non-standard.” 

The semantic prosody surrounding these clusters reveals subtle positive and negative valence. Even when not explicitly pejorative, 

lexical framing implies developmental hierarchy. Notably, “non-standard” functions as a relational category: it defines certain 

varieties negatively in relation to an unstated norm. 

8.3.2 Developmental Metaphors 

Media discourse frequently mobilizes metaphors of decline or contamination: 

• “erosion of standards” 

• “corruption of the language” 
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Such metaphors presuppose an original, pure form of English. Variation is reframed as degradation rather than diversification. 

Conversely, emerging varieties are often described through growth metaphors (“evolving,” “expanding”), but these are framed as 

incomplete trajectories rather than fully legitimate systems. Metaphorical framing thus constructs a temporal hierarchy: some varieties 

are origin; others are derivative. 

8.4 Interdiscursive Reinforcement 

A significant finding is the alignment across genres: 

• Academic discussions emphasizing intelligibility inform ELT rationales. 

• ELT rationales inform policy prescriptions. 

• Policy prescriptions legitimize media simplifications. 

This circulation of discourse mirrors the structural concerns raised by Phillipson, yet the present findings demonstrate that hierarchy is 

sustained less through overt domination and more through routine textual normalization. The hierarchy becomes self-evident through 

repetition rather than coercion. 

8.5 The Disavowal of Conflict 

Interestingly, explicit claims of “conflict” are rare. Instead, texts often emphasize harmony: 

• “mutual intelligibility” 

• “shared global resource” 

However, these conciliatory framings coexist with normative centralization. Plurality is celebrated rhetorically while regulation 

persists practically. This dual movement—pluralist acknowledgment combined with normative defaulting, which constitutes what 

may be termed managed diversity. Conflict, therefore, is not openly articulated but structurally embedded in discursive asymmetry. 

8.6 Minimal Evidence of Structural Incompatibility 

At the level of grammar and syntax, no substantial evidence of irreconcilable difference emerges. Variants are typically presented as 

alternative realizations rather than mutually exclusive systems. 

This supports the study’s central claim: structural conflict is negligible. The perceived tension arises from ideological and  evaluative 

positioning. 

8.7 Synthesis: Discursive Hierarchy as Conflict 

When normative centralization, modal asymmetry, and evaluative gradation co-occur, a stable pattern emerges: 

1. A default variety is universalized. 

2. Alternative varieties are regulated. 

3. Legitimacy is distributed unevenly. 

Conflict, in this framework, is not overt antagonism but differential authorization. 

English varieties do not compete structurally; they are ranked discursively. 

8.8 Summary of Findings 

The findings demonstrate that: 

• Structural linguistic incompatibility is minimal. 

• Hierarchy is produced through routine textual mechanisms. 
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• Institutional genres mutually reinforce discursive stratification. 

• Conflict is ideological rather than grammatical. 

Thus, the question “Is there a conflict amongst English varieties?” can be reformulated as: 

How is hierarchy naturalized while pluralism is rhetorically affirmed? 

9. Discussion: Implications for ELT Policy 

The findings of this study suggest that conflict amongst English varieties is not primarily structural but ideological, sustained through 

discursive hierarchization. This reconceptualization carries significant implications for English Language Teaching (ELT) policy. If 

hierarchy is reproduced through institutional discourse rather than linguistic incompatibility, then ELT becomes a central site where 

such hierarchies are either reinforced or destabilized. This section outlines four major policy implications: (1) rethinking 

standardization, (2) curriculum redesign, (3) teacher education reform, and (4) assessment restructuring. 

9.1 Rethinking the Concept of “Standard English” 

Current ELT policy frameworks frequently treat “Standard English” as a neutral pedagogical baseline. However, as demonstrated  in 

Section 8, normative centralization discursively universalizes specific Inner Circle norms while marking others as derivative. 

Influenced historically by models associated with Kachru, pluralism has been acknowledged at the theoretical level. Yet in practice, 

many national curricula still implicitly prioritize British or American norms as default targets. 

Policy Implication 1: 

Standard English should be reframed as a functional register rather than a geographically anchored variety. This shift involves: 

• Defining standards in terms of intelligibility and communicative effectiveness rather than nativeness. 

• Explicitly acknowledging the sociopolitical origins of standardized norms. 

• Avoiding default labeling that presents one variety as unmarked. 

Such a reframing reduces discursive hierarchy without sacrificing pedagogical clarity. 

9.2 Curriculum Redesign: From Native Norms to Pluricentric Competence 

The persistence of modal asymmetry in textbooks, where non-Inner Circle forms are regulated while Inner Circle norms are described, 

suggests that curriculum design remains asymmetrically structured. Drawing on poststructural sociolinguistic insights (e.g., mobility 

and indexicality as discussed by Blommaert), ELT curricula should move toward what may be termed pluricentric competence. 

Policy Implication 2: 

Learners should be trained to use multiple Englishes rather than approximate a singular native-speaker model. 

This entails: 

• Exposure to diverse accents and pragmatic norms. 

• Critical discussions of language ideology in advanced classes. 

• Inclusion of Outer and Expanding Circle texts as legitimate linguistic resources rather than supplementary curiosities. 

Such diversification challenges the evaluative gradation identified in the findings. 

9.3 Teacher Education and Native-Speakerism 

Discursive hierarchy is frequently reproduced through teacher beliefs about correctness and authority. The ideology of native-

speakerism, which was critiqued extensively by Phillipson, continues to shape hiring practices and classroom expectations. However, 

the present findings suggest that hierarchy is often reproduced subtly, through routine modal constructions (“students must use…”), 

rather than explicit exclusion. 
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Policy Implication 3: 

Teacher education programs should include explicit training in language ideology and discourse awareness. 

This would involve: 

• Introducing Critical Discourse Analysis frameworks (e.g., those associated with Fairclough) into MA TESOL curricula. 

• Encouraging teachers to reflect on how evaluative language constructs authority. 

• Providing tools to distinguish communicative clarity from normative conformity. 

Such reflexive training can reduce unconscious reproduction of discursive hierarchy. 

9.4 Assessment Reform: From Norm Compliance to Communicative Adequacy 

High-stakes testing regimes are perhaps the most powerful institutional mechanism sustaining hierarchy. Assessment rubrics 

frequently equate proficiency with approximation to specific standardized norms. Given the minimal structural conflict identified in 

Section 8, strict norm compliance is difficult to justify linguistically. 

Policy Implication 4: 

Assessment criteria should prioritize intelligibility, coherence, and pragmatic appropriateness over conformity to a single standardized 

accent or grammar norm. 

This may include: 

• Accepting localized lexical and phonological features that do not impede comprehension. 

• Training examiners to distinguish variation from error. 

• Making explicit which features are communicatively essential versus conventionally preferred. 

Revising assessment criteria would weaken modal asymmetry by reducing regulatory pressure on non-dominant forms. 

9.5 Managing Diversity Without Erasing Structure 

A potential counterargument is that abandoning centralized norms risks pedagogical fragmentation. However, the findings indicate 

that structural incompatibility is minimal. English varieties share a high degree of grammatical overlap. The challenge for ELT policy, 

therefore, is not to eliminate standards but to prevent their reification. 

This requires: 

• Transparency about the sociopolitical basis of standardization. 

• Recognition that norms are institutional tools rather than linguistic absolutes. 

• Balancing communicative efficiency with ideological awareness. 

In this sense, the goal is not to dissolve hierarchy entirely, which is an arguably utopian project, but to render it visible and 

contestable. 

9.6 From Conflict to Critical Literacy 

If conflict amongst English varieties is ideological, then ELT policy should incorporate critical literacy components that enable 

learners to: 

• Recognize how language is linked to power. 

• Understand why certain accents carry prestige. 

• Navigate institutional expectations strategically. 
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Rather than positioning learners as passive recipients of a dominant norm, policy can empower them as critical language users capable 

of code-shifting and ideological awareness. 

9.7 Concluding Perspective 

The findings of this study do not support the existence of inherent structural conflict amongst English varieties. Instead, they reveal a 

system of discursive hierarchy sustained through normative centralization, modal asymmetry, and evaluative gradation. The central 

policy challenge is not linguistic compatibility, but institutional courage: the willingness to acknowledge that standards are socially 

constructed instruments of governance rather than neutral reflections of linguistic truth. 

10. Conclusion 

This study examined whether there is a conflict amongst English varieties and argues that such conflict is not structural but 

ideological. The findings show minimal grammatical incompatibility across varieties. Instead, hierarchy is constructed discursively 

through three recurring patterns: normative centralization, modal asymmetry, and evaluative gradation. Building on pluralist insights 

associated with Kachru and structural critiques such as those of Phillipson, and informed by Critical Discourse Analysis in the 

tradition of Fairclough, the study introduces the concept of discursive hierarchy to explain how legitimacy is unevenly distributed. 

For ELT policy, the implication is clear: standards should be treated as functional instruments rather than neutral linguistic truths. 

Greater awareness of how norms are discursively constructed may help reduce ideological stratification while maintaining 

pedagogical clarity. In short, English varieties do not inherently conflict; they are hierarchically positioned through discourse. 
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