Discussion on the Standard Problems of Kachru’s Three Concentric Circles of World English Model
Since the 1960s, the globalisation of English has been a hot topic of discussion in the international academic community. In explaining the phenomenon of English globalisation, many scholars have put forward a variety of theories accounting for world English. Among them, the American Indian scholar Kachru developed a school of his own on the world English model by conceiving a concept of three concentric circles of the English language. Kachru’s world English model has triggered a lively debate on related issues such as English standards, politics, ownership and English teaching norms in the context of globalisation. 
To a certain extent, the domestic academia discussion of Chinese English has also been inspired by Kachru’s model on world English. Unfortunately, there is no systematic introduction to Kachru's world English model in China. The understanding of the theory is neither comprehensive nor in-depth, and many issues have yet to be clarified, such as under what background was the theory proposed? What is the theoretical basis? What are the main points of the theory? What are its contributions and shortcomings? This essay believes that clarifying these issues is of great significance, which could deepen our understanding of English globalisation, promote the study of English in China and provide a new research perspective on English teaching in my country. This essay will start with the above questions, systematically review Kachru's three concentric circles of world English model, and briefly comment on them.

1. Background and Theoretical Basis
After World War II, countries worldwide were committed to restoring and developing their economies with frequent international exchanges, and English has gradually become a tool for international communication. Under this general trend, English teaching is being carried out globally, presenting new topics for applied linguistics and promoting its development. In the 1960s and 1970s, contrastive analysis, error analysis and interlanguage theories successively appeared in applied linguistics. The core problem they attempt to solve is how a second language learner can acquire the same language skills as native speakers. However, the results of teaching practice illustrate that very few people can develop the same language ability as native speakers. In other words, most second language learners tend to linger on the interlanguage and cannot process further to the target language; this phenomenon was determined as fossilisation (Selinker, 1972). Since then, academia has made various efforts and attempts to find a solution to overcome the problem of language fossilisation, but unfortunately, no breakthrough has been made so far. People have realised that studying English teaching under globalisation is not feasible without linking it with the social and cultural environment required for language learning and teaching. 
Sociolinguistics emerged in the 1960s，the primary academic motivation was to oppose the separation of language and society from pure language research, an objection to formal linguistics. On the one hand, it disagrees with Saussure’s internal linguistics (langue) and is not satisfied with structuralist linguistics’ formal analysis and objective description. On the other hand, it also opposes psychics, contrary to Chomsky’s transformational generative grammar (Hymes, 2000). Ervin (1971) defined sociolinguistics as systematically studying the relationship between language forms and their social meanings. Kachru's proposition of the world English model has benefited from the development of applied linguistics and sociolinguistics. On its face, Kachru did not follow the research path of applied linguistics. Still, the predicament of applied linguistics provided him with a mirror to reflect on English globalisation and English language teaching. 
Inspired by sociolinguistics, Kachru did not focus on exploring methods to overcome fossilisation but instead questioned the basic theoretical presuppositions of applied linguistics. He believes that theories of applied linguistics cannot solve its fundamental problems, such as fossilisation, because researchers blindly adhere to the standpoint of native speakers and lack understanding of the language reality of developing countries (Kilickaya, 2009). The original colonies of the United Kingdom and the United States gained political independence after the war. Still, English was widely applied in these countries and played an essential role in their social life. However, the fact has not been well reflected in applied linguistics, and it still regards the British (or American) standard English as the only common criterion in English language teaching. In this way, changes in the English language that are affected by the local language and culture in other countries can be regarded as deviations or fossilisations (Kachru, 1986). 
Given this, Kachru boldly proposed that we must get rid of the shackles of Eurocentrism and examine the variations of English in foreign societies and cultural environments from the perspective of their social reality. This essay holds that this type of socially-realistic approach (Kachru, 1996) is essentially a research paradigm of social linguistics (this will be discussed in detail later on in this essay).

2. Indigenized variety
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]After Bernstein (1964) introduced the distinction between elaborated code and restricted code, some scholars falsely proposed the deficit hypothesis regarding the language ability of lower-class members. Affected by this, some researchers engaged in English study also viewed the English used by non-native speakers as English with deficiencies. Representative scholars such as Prator and Quirk reflected that many native speakers have concerns about English globalisation. Quirk has done English research for a relatively long time, intending to figure out to what extent English has deteriorated and alert people to take appropriate measures to save the fate of English and sustain the purity of standard English.
Sociolinguist Labov (1982) surveyed English language ability in American cities, strongly refuting the deficit hypothesis. Later, many scholars based on the research of African American English put forward the ‘different hypothesis’, which is opposite to the deficit hypothesis. That is to say, African American English is an independent system different from standard English and has its own grammar rules. It is not a deteriorated language (Zhu, 1985). Inspired by the results of Labov's research and the ‘different hypothesis’, Kachru put forward a primary hypothesis that localised English is not English with flaws but a variety formed by the influence of the local language and culture. Kachru chose the term variety has two primary considerations: (1) In traditional concepts, dialect refers to an inferior language or a non-standard language, and variety has no distinction of superiority or inferiority (Kachru, 2001); (2) The term dialect refers to a non-standard language formed by the influence of local culture in the same cultural background. Under the background of globalisation, English is widely used in other countries, English with local cultural characteristics should not be considered a dialect of standard English.
Kachru was born in Kashmir and studied in the UK early. He is deeply touched by the Indianization of English and is also familiar with British Standard English. He believes that it is unrealistic and unreasonable to study the varieties of English in other countries from the standpoint of native speakers because this research paradigm completely ignores the role of English in other countries (Quirk, 1985). Thus, what role does English play in other countries (India)? In the monograph ‘The Indianization of English: the English language in India’ published in 1983, Kachru pointed out that English in India is mainly for intranational communication rather than international communication. Although India has gained political independence, English has taken root in Indian society and acted as a communication tool for people in their daily lives. Even though Indians also apply other languages ​​in their social life, they ​​cannot be served as a substitution as English functioned in the society.
Kachru (1986) conducted an in-depth investigation of the English used by Indians and found that it presents new features at various levels such as vocabulary, grammar, and pragmatics. Moreover, these characteristics can be explained from India’s social and cultural aspects. Due to length limitations, only two examples of vocabulary and grammar are selected to illustrate.
In terms of vocabulary, such as ‘sister’ and ‘government’, Indians gave them new meanings when they used them.
Example 1: ‘Now you understand your duties, sister, next you will receive instructions from us’. There is no blood relation between the speakers here. Calling the other person ‘sister’ can shorten the psychological distance between each other, which is determined by the social and cultural traditions of Indians dealing with interpersonal relationships. China has similar cultural traditions as well. 
Example 2: ‘Government, she knows nothing about this, she is young and innocent’. The word ‘government’ originally means the government authorities, the speaker calling the other party ‘government’ intends to show respect for the other party’s authority and follow India's strict social hierarchy. There is a similar example in China as in many movies and TV series, when police officers interrogate criminals, they would say, ‘report to the government, what all I said are the truth’.
In terms of grammar, the tag questions of Indian English are very different from those of standard English. For instance, ‘you were at home last night, isn’t it’? In Indian English, the formation of tag questions does consider neither the main sentence’s subject nor the predicate verb, all tag questions in Indian English are ‘isn't it’? Of course, they know that according to English grammar, the tag questions here should be ‘weren't you’? However, they would always feel that this is a question in a tone of interrogation, which violates the taboo of Indian culture and can easily cause the other party to be psychologically hostile. Therefore, when they use isn’t it’? They regard the main sentence of the tag question as a fact. In other words, using ‘isn’t it’ is equivalent to asking you whether ‘you were home last night’ is a fact.
Kachru (1986) proved through many examples that the indigenised variety of English in the Indian social and cultural environment is not deviation but Indians' innovations. Moreover, these variations are systematic and occur at the vocabulary, grammar, and pragmatics levels. Accordingly, Kachru (1986) proposed that the systematic variety of English in India is indigenised variety formed under the influence of Indian society and culture, which is different from the standard British English, the Indian English. In short, after years of research, Kachru has finally established the ontological status of Indian English. Indian English is rooted in Indian society, laying a foundation for further theoretical construction.

3. World Englishes
Since English has undergone localisation in India to form Indian English, British colonies in other parts of the world, such as Cameroon, Zimbabwe, Singapore, Malaysia and other countries or regions, will proceed with similar experiences due to local languages ​​and cultures. The process of localisation and variation to those countries has forged the appearance of Cameroonian English, Zimbabwean English, Singaporean English and Malaysian English, etc. Kachru generally referred to them as World Englishes. Word Englishes in its plural form is the unique feature of Kachru’s world English theory, which summarises English's inclusivity and pluricentricity characteristics in the background of globalisation (Bolton, 2005), reflecting the multilingual coexistence in many countries in the world today. In reality, it is different from World English, English as an International Langue, English as a Lingua Franca and Global English, etc. These concepts of the English language still regard it as a single and integrated entity.
At the same time, Kachru also clearly realised that Word Englishes only refers to the indigenised variety of the previous colonies of Britain and America, and it is not genuinely cosmopolitan. It would be far-fetched to refer to the word ‘world’. To solve this problem, in 1985, Kachru (1996) published an article entitled ‘Standards, Codification and Sociolinguistic Realism: the English language in the out circle’, the paper illustrated that three concentric circles could represent the worldwide spread of English. Namely the inner circle, the outer circle and the expanding circle. The inner-circle refers to the countries where English is the mother tongue, including the UK, the US, Canada, Australia, Ireland, New Zealand; the outer circle refers to countries where English is the second or official language, including Ghana, Bangladesh, Nigeria, India, Pakistan, Kenya, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe, etc. The expanding circle refers to countries where English is a foreign language, such as China, South Korea, Japan, Nepal, Russia, Saudi Arabia, France, Germany, etc.
The three concentric circles theory broadens the breadth of world Englishes. The circles include both English-speaking and non-English-speaking countries, which significantly enriched and developed the notion of world Englishes. Under this theoretical framework, researchers have launched further studies. They pointed out that English is not just exclusive to native speakers but is an instrument used by non-native speakers to express ideas and reflect the indigenous culture. Moreover, with the increasing number of non-native speakers, a growing number of people use English to convey their thoughts and contribute to world culture. The ownership of English gradually shifts to non-native speakers. Some scholars even pointed out that the division between native and non-native speakers has lost its distinctness and should be redefined.

4. Standard Problems of Three Concentric Circles
Kachru's three concentric circles of world English model have created a new paradigm for studying English globalisation and profoundly impacted academia. With the increase of population mobility, the population living in an expanding circle is growing, allowing them to move into the outer circle countries. This process has given a broader space for language communication. However, English is an official or second language in outer circle countries. Therefore, people of outer circle countries are more likely to enter the inner circle. We should not always stick to the two standard English (British English and American English) since each English language variety is equal in the context of globalisation. 
Many scholars have made harsh criticisms of Kachru’s concentric circles. In response, Kachru wrote a series of articles. Among them, the standard problem is the central one he discussed. On the one hand, it is related to intelligibility between varieties; on the other hand, it also involves issues of politics, ownership and English language teaching. 
Simply dividing the English language world into three concentric circles is not an all-inclusive explanation. Kachru’s theory is expected to settle two standard problems relate to the English language: the standard problems within a specific country’s variety and the standard problems between different countries’ varieties (such as Indian English and Nigerian English). 

4.1 Standard problems within a specific country’s variety
Here again, take India as an example. India is a big country, and each region has its own indigenised culture. Therefore, the Indianization of English is far more complicated than we thought. It has produced a variety of uneven indigenised varieties that the Indian English cannot conclude. For this reason, Kachru reinterpreted Indian English from the perspective of sociolinguistics. To have a better understanding, we take Chinese as an example here. When we talk about Chinese, we usually refer to Mandarin in ‘Teaching Chinese as a Foreign Language’. However, everyone knows that Mandarin is only the national standard language of China. Apart from it, there are many dialects in the Chinese language, and each dialect contains subdialects. Therefore, the Chinese language integrates Mandarin, dialects and subdialects.
Kachru (1986) believed that Indian English is a similar integration. Among them, Standard Indian English is a national criterion in India. Inspired by British Standard English, Kachru defined Indian English as the educated variety. With so many unevenly indigenised English varieties, how can Indians smoothly communicate with each other? Kachru borrowed code-switching from sociolinguistics to explain if the interlocutors are from Bombay and speak Bombay English. However, if an interaction is between a Bombay resident and a Calcutta resident, either one understands the other party’s English variety or speaks the standard Indian English. Therefore, many Indians have a corpus that contains various English varieties, and they can alter their language varieties by performing code-switching according to who they are communicating with.
Theoretically speaking, Kachru's solution regarding communication among Indians is achievable, but it is not practical. Indian people need to make efforts to learn multiple sub-varieties. The standard language is schemed to promote communication, and it is beneficial to tackle the communication problems among Indians by boosting standard Indian English.

4.2 Standard problems between different countries’ varieties
The standard problem between different countries’ varieties is essentially the matter of communication. For example, how can a Nigerian and an Indian communicate smoothly? This is the biggest challenge that Kachru’ theory faces, and it is also a question that Kachru’ theory must answer. Critics have pointed out that the lingua franca is endocentric, while Kachru's world Englishes is exocentric. The individual varieties generated by indigenisation are autonomous language systems and have no inherent relationship. It’s just an unconsolidated English Langue complex. In this way, people who use their indigenised varieties would make it impossible to communicate with each other. If the situations continue, English will eventually become various languages, and its status as a lingua franca will no longer exist (Pennycook, 2003). Kachru responded that if two countries are adjacent, the difference between varieties will not be significant, such as communication between Malaysians and Singaporean would not be a problem. But how can Nigerians and Indians, who are distantly geographical separated, communicate smoothly? Kachru did not provide an answer to this question. 
In 1979, Smith and Rafiqzad (1979) researched language comprehensibility. The question they intended to answer was, how can people of different cultural backgrounds communicate in English smoothly? The background of this research is that academia generally believed that native speakers were easier to comprehend by listeners than non-native speakers. Therefore, the variety of native speakers should become the norm for international communication (in spoken language). If the speaker uses the indigenised variety, the listener will not understand it. The empirical research of Smith and Rafiqzad is to verify the correctness of the above viewpoints.
The researchers found some educated people who had been in the United Kingdom or the United States for at least six months from 9 countries and areas (Hong Kong, India, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, Nepal, Philippines, Sri Lanka, and the United States) to read a passage and record them, and then found 1,368 testees from 11 countries and regions in Asia (Bangladesh, Taiwan, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, Nepal, the Philippines, and Thailand). After listening to the recording, the researcher removed some words from the original English text, leaving blanks, and asked the testees to complete blanks. It turns out that the English spoken by the Americans is one of the least intelligible varieties, with an average accuracy rate of only 55%. Smith and Rafiqzad (1979) concluded that the accent of native speakers does not make it easier to comprehend than that of non-native speakers, which seems to indicate that regard accent of native speakers as the criterion in the class might not be the best method.  
In 1982, Smith and Bisazza (1982) did another research to explore the intelligibility of Indian English, Japanese English, and American English. The results showed that the testees were more familiar with their own English varieties and obtained a higher accuracy rate when they accomplished tasks. Therefore, Smith and Bisazza (1982) proposed that schools should allow students to be exposed more to their indigenised varieties to enhance their international communication skills. Smith’s two studies showed that the best way to bridge the differences between different varieties and communicate smoothly is to allow speakers to learn more and master the different varieties. 
It is not obscure that Smith’s approach to solving communication problems between different varieties is similar to that of Kachru’s. It is no wonder that Kachru said that Smith’s research provides the best solution. The difference is that when Kachru deals with the communication problem between different Indian English varieties, it introduces Standard Indian English in it. At the same time, Smith did not bring superordinated variety (an internationally overall standard criterion) when dealing with the communication problem between different countries’ varieties, and this is precisely what Kachru’ theory has been evading. Since there is no international standard English, if we want to communicate internationally, we need to have a corpus that contains a range of different countries’ varieties, just like Indians share at home. However, this is not operational in reality. It is not common for people to be adept at their indigenised varieties while intimate with other varieties. Most people can only find a dilemma between the various varieties, which is an unpleasant experience for them (Bamgbose, 1998). In short, for the communication problem between different countries’ varieties, Kachru did not propose a feasible solution.

5. Linguistic Liberation
The international academia has different evaluations of Kachru's research paradigm. Pennycock (2003) stated that Kachru's research is purely linguistic, ignores the historical background of the post-colonial era, and is politically naive. Bolton (2005) considered Kachru’s paradigm a purely linguistic and sociolinguistic study. 
Kachru's research paradigm has changed from linguistics to sociolinguistics. Kachru's academic research is politically motivated, and it is reasonable that Quirk (1985) regarded Kachru’s theory of world Englishes as linguistic liberation.
From the standpoint of functionalism, some scholars assumed that English is a practical communication tool. Since it is a tool, it is neutral or apolitical, and anyone can use it to promote its spread. From this point of view, English globalisation is a natural process (Pennycook, 2003). Kachru supports this viewpoint, and he pointed out that English has a considerable preference because of its neutrality. Although it was once a colonial language, the benefits brought to the people are immeasurable. In fact, from the perspective of sociolinguistics, the globalisation of English is driven by political, economic and cultural factors by Britain and the United States (Quirk, 1985). It is by no means merely a linguistic phenomenon. However, Kachru's linguistic research may not be straightforward. He turned a blind eye to the real impetus of English globalisation (Pennycook, 2003), even deliberately concealed the actual momentum of English globalisation to stress the influence of native society and culture on the variety of English language.
In sociolinguistics, an unavoidable problem of Indian English is the relationship between Indian English and British Standard English. In Kachru’s opinion, the evolution of Indian English is intact progress without any influence caused by its previous colonist Britain and the US in terms of economy, politics and culture. Even the result of the colonial era is thoroughly erased. Therefore, Indian English is an independent language system and has no dependency relationship with British Standard English. 
On the face of it, Word Englishes does not grant any privileges to the English variety and advocates that all varieties are equal. It indirectly denies the privileges of standard English (McArthur, 1999), which is the same as language imperialism of Phillipson (1992), has a clear and obvious political purpose. After colonial countries or regions gained political independence, the world entered the era of postcolonialism, and unequal social power relations still exist in the current international society. There emerged new imperialism, the linguistic imperialism with English as its primary tool. Kachru strongly advocates countries’ varieties is to remould the language inherited from the colonial era and use it as a weapon against language imperialism, and bring back their rights in the unequal relationship of social power (Bhatt, 2001).
After clarifying the political purpose, many questions make sense. For instance, when Kachru solves the communication problem between different countries’ varieties, he knows he is in a dilemma. Still, he insists on the diverse nature of world English to advocate localised varieties rather than introducing a global standard English and neglect the possibility that people would be exhausted between different language varieties. The reason is that if a worldwide standard of English is introduced and constructed, Kachru’s theory will collapse. 
International communication can proceed smoothly in today's world because the indigenisation of English has not yet differentiated English into numerous unrelated diversities. Word Englishes is not a language fact, and it is English as an International Language (English of native-speaker) that served as the lingua franca. This is precisely what English as an International Language initially meant (Quirk, 1985). 
However, Kachru’s theory is not valueless. It helps us understand that with further progress of indigenisation, English must keep abreast of the times and ingest diverse current forms of indigenisation to better serve as a tool for international communication rather than unrealistically stick to the standards of native speakers.

6. Conclusion
Kachru's theory of world English began in the 1960s, peaked in the 1980s, and gradually declined after the 1990s. The core of this theory is Word Englishes. Other societies and cultures influence the English language in the process of globalisation by forming many different indigenised varieties. The political purpose of Kachru is to transform the language of the colonists and turn it into a weapon to change the unequal relations among the international society. However, the continuously diversifying localised varieties cannot be a universal tool for international communication, which eventually led theory into trouble. To solve this problem, other scholars, while adhering to the localisation of English and its political goals, abandoned the multilevel characteristic of Kachru’s World Englishes and proposed unitary model of world English, such as Global English, World English, English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) and so on. Among them, the most influential one is ELF. But these world English models also have problems. From the perspective of sociolinguistics, English standards are essentially a political issue. Without the support of vital political, economic and cultural elements, any form of localised varieties cannot become an efficient tool for international communication. Implementing indigenised varieties in English language teaching will lead to a decline in English proficiency and ability of students of the outer and expanding circle, which is unhelpful to them consolidating their rights and then losing the chance to possess language as a powerful tool that leads them to success. 
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