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ABSTRACT 
 

The overheated atmosphere of English education in contemporary Korean society 

is popularly represented as English Fever. The phenomenon of English Fever dates back 

at least to 1945 when there was a socio-political transition from Japanese colonial rule to 

a newly emerged U.S. army military government rule. This dissertation attempts to 

elucidate historically accumulated aspects of English education in Korea from a critical 

macro-level approach (Pennycook, 2010; Phillipson, 1992). In doing so, a theoretical 

framework for the dissertation is based on language ideologies (Kroskrity, 2000; 

Schieffelin, Woolard & Kroskrity, 1998; Van Dijk, 1995), which are produced, mediated, 

transformed, and reproduced by interacting with ever-changing socio-historical, political, 

economic, and structural contexts of Korea. Language ideologies of English influence 

and contribute to what is at stake in English education in Korea, depending on what is 

primarily required in each of three major socio-historical periods in modern Korean: 

nation building (1945-1960), modernization (1961-1980), and globalization (1990-

present). This dissertation elaborates how language ideologies about the English language 

are dedicated to serving as indexicality, reifying dominance, and prevailing in social 

institutions (Fairclough, 2001; Gal, 1989; Hill, 2008; Irvine, 1989; Kroskrity, 2000), 

giving rise to a variety of forms of social power in Korean context. Analysis of the 

relationship between language ideologies of English and English proficiency in Korea 

suggests that the English language is ideologized to exert profound influence on Korean 

social structures, although it hardly functions as a tool of communication within Korean 

society. In other words, the ubiquitous phenomenon of English Fever in Korea may have 

little correlation with an actual guarantee of English proficiency. Rather English Fever 
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can be attributed to the accumulated and deeply held English language ideologies 

permeated into Korean society.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

I was born and raised in South Korea (hereafter, Korea). Korean is my home 

language. As far as my working language is concerned, however, I have been exposed to 

a variety of English speaking contexts. So, when it comes to my graduate studies in 

general and this dissertation in particular, I have had the opportunity to reflect upon the 

forms of English I possess at the moment, particularly with regard to the English policies 

and practices adopted and promoted by the Korean government. As such, this dissertation 

consistently focuses on the question of how an individual’s language learning is generally 

affected by language policies and practices of a nation-state.  

As is the case with ordinary Korean students in my generation, my very first 

official English education began during my first year of middle school. Then my English 

education continued through the secondary school years until my tertiary years. However, 

my English education also continued in domains outside of public schooling. My 

acquisition of the language was reinforced by a supplemental private English education in 

an institution known as Hakwon – or “English cram school” – designed to accelerate my 

English acquisition in public school.  I was also fortunate to have had the opportunity to 

reside in the U.S. intermittently for some years in my elementary school, high school, and 

college days, which I am sure provided me with a conviction that I should further study 

something about the English language.  

Because of these opportunities, I developed a superior level of English language 

proficiency compared to many Korean students. I succeeded in obtaining a good score on 

the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) in high school. My high 

score in TOEIC enabled me to apply to, and be accepted into, a university in Korea. 
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Looking back upon my college days in the early 2000’s, I realize that Korea was still in 

an atmosphere of English Fever. Around the end of my college days approximately in the 

mid 2000’s, the TOEIC test was obligatorily required for students’ graduation in many 

Korean universities. Around the same time, the obsession to learn English was so 

profound that Korean parents elected to have their children undergo dubious surgery on 

their tongues, ostensibly to facilitate better English pronunciation. This particular test and 

its implications for social and economic mobility in Korea is a major focus of this 

dissertation. In addition, it examines how the phenomenon of English Fever has been 

formed and how it has obtained overwhelming leverage within Korean society. 

English education in Korea, whether in the public sector or in private sector, has 

been at the core of heated social and political debates. In retrospect, my own learning of 

English illustrates the contemporary history of English education of Korea, which has 

been adapted, negotiated, and modified in accordance with ever-changing socio-political 

and socio-economic contexts. In this respect, this dissertation is a journey to a more 

analytical and nuanced understanding of English education in Korea from a 

sociolinguistic perspective. In so doing, the theoretical framework for the dissertation is 

based on the theory of language ideology particularly concerned with the asymmetrical 

dynamics between English and other languages, and with inequitable division of 

resources between English-haves and English-have-nots.  

Language education is often assumed to be neutral or non-political, being 

detached from historical, political, economic, and cultural perspectives. This assumption 

resulted in ascribing much importance to micro-level approaches to language education, 

particularly paying attention to such things as language learning motivation, age, class 



	   15	  

size, time, syllabi, textbooks, qualification of teachers, and so on. In the same vein, 

studies on English education in Korea have paid much attention to such micro-level 

issues, which are valuable to some extent. Tollefson (1989) contends that these micro-

level approaches are “often planned rather than accidental” (p.24, emphasis in original).  

If language is indeed planned, we might then ask, “How are certain aspects of language 

education planned?” Or, “ What factors can influence the micro-level decisions?” These 

micro-level decisions on language education “are made by the various groups wielding 

power within educational governance structures enmeshed in distinctive national and 

local sociopolitical settings” (McGroarty, 2002, p. 33). In other words, these decisions 

are implicitly or explicitly affected and shaped, from classroom practices to national 

policies, by a variety of perspectives associated with socio-historical, political, economic, 

and structural contexts of a society, in this case, Korea.  

Language ideology, or an illusionary representation on the use of languages and 

language users, particularly drives the language policies and practices interacting with the 

social contexts. In a sense, language education, as one of the social institutions, is a site in 

which to reflect on but also to (re)produce certain language ideologies. In this respect, 

English education in Korea needs to be examined in terms of language ideology. This 

dissertation unveils how English education as a foreign language, particularly in Korea, is 

not coincidental, but rather planned and significantly influenced by language ideologies 

which continue to be closely tied to Korea’s social and historical contexts. It explores 

English education of Korea since its independence from Japan in 1945. Although English 

education in Korea started even before the independence, it was then the relationship 

between the United States and Korea became far closer than ever. This close relationship 
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had a significant effect on English education in Korea. Dividing into three different 

historical periods: nation-building period from the mid 1940s to late 1950s, 

modernization period during the 1960s and 1970s, and globalization period since the 

early 1990s,1 this dissertation raises such questions as (1) What language ideologies can 

be identified in English education in Korea? (2) How are the language ideologies of 

English produced, transformed, and reproduced throughout the three historical time-

periods of Korea? Each period is explored in a separate article format. The first article 

pays attention to English education during Korea’s nation building period, when the 

United States were both directly and indirectly involved; the second article focuses on 

English education during the modernization period, particularly examining the English 

Language Teaching (ELT) by the Peace Corps; and the final article investigates how 

individuals uphold the English Fever in the era of globalization.   

 

Research Rationale 

It is a general understanding that English has become a global language, and it is 

widely accepted that acquiring English is of great benefit to both individuals and nation 

states. When it comes to the economic, political, and cultural values of English on the 

international stage, it seems that there is no end to the spread of English all around the 

world. In many countries English has already been required as a school subject. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  	  It should be noted here that the absent of 1980s period essentially belongs to the globalization period 

officially starting in the early 1990s. As a pre-globalization period, however, this period of about a 
decade is characterized as a unique period when there had been a critical academic controversy over the 
hot issue of the early English education at the primary school level. Socio-politically, Korea was in 
preparation of the coming of globalization as Korea took an open-door policy toward the world, typically 
of which are series of hosts for the Asian Games of 1986 and the Summer Olympic Games of 1988.	   
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Regarding this matter, Kachru (1992) depicts the spread of English in terms of Three 

Concentric Circles, as the following Figure 1.1. 

 
Figure 1.1. Three Concentric Circles (Kachru, 1992, p. 356) 

 
 

Although not every country neatly fits into one of his three circles: the inner 

circle, the outer circle, and the expanding circle, this model has been widely used to in 

explain the spread of English. The inner circle “refers to the traditional cultural and 

linguistic bases of English” (Kachru, 1992, p. 356), where English is the primary 

language. The inner circle includes the U.S.A., Great Britain, Ireland, Canada, Australia 

and New Zealand (Crystal, 1997; Kachru, 1992). The outer circle applies to countries 

where English is spread in “non-native settings, where the language has become part of a 

country’s chief institutions, and plays an important ‘second language’ role in a 

multilingual setting” (Crystal, 1997, p. 54). This includes countries such as the 

Philippines, Hong Kong, India, and Singapore. The expanding circle involves countries 

where English does not have any official status but instead is taught as a foreign language, 

including countries such as China, Japan, and Korea, etc. Although these countries in 

particular “do not have a history of colonization by members of the inner circle” (Crystal, 
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1997, p. 54), English is acknowledged as the most important foreign language and is 

required as a mandatory subject in schools.  

Similarly, Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook (1998) discuss the spread of English 

and English Language Teaching (ELT), particularly on the global stage. They distinguish 

core English-speaking countries from periphery-English countries. The core English-

speaking countries are those in which “the dominant group are native speakers of 

English” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 17), a designation roughly equivalent to Kachru’s (1992) 

inner circle. On the other hand, note that the periphery-English countries are of two 

types, as argued by Phillipson (1992): countries where English was imposed during the 

colonial times and still continues to exist as one or another form of official language, as 

in the case of India and Nigeria; and countries like China, Japan and Korea, etc., which 

require English as an international language and teach it as a school subject despite the 

absence of a colonial rule by core English-speaking countries. Given this, it follows that 

the concept of periphery-English countries seems to be encompassing both the outer 

circle and expanding circle. Whether in terms of the three concentric circles or the core-

periphery model, they both illustrate that the English language and English education are 

spreading globally either as a second or as a foreign language. The spread of English goes 

along with the spread of English education. Either as a second language or as a foreign 

language, the underlying mechanism of strong pursuit for English education, in a sense, is 

in a similar vein.  

South Korea (hereafter, Korea) belongs to the expanding circle as Kachru (1992) 

describes it and as a periphery-English country according to Phillipson (1992). Korea is 

second to none in desire or pursuit for learning and acquiring the English language. The 
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majority of studies on English education in Korea have emphasized the micro-level 

approach to the description of English Fever in order to look for alternative ways to 

overcome the current failing English education system and thereby to suggest some 

changes in educational policies and practices to improve Korean students’ English 

competency (Chang, 2009; Cho, 2004; Kwon, 2013; Lee, 2010; Lee, 2003; Park, 2009). 

Although those studies provided insight English education practices in contemporary 

Korea, they have not often addressed macro-level concerns based on socio-historical, 

political, and structural contexts which lead to question about how and why such micro-

level decisions have been implemented in English education. In this respect, it can be said 

that as opposed to the micro-level approach chiefly concerned with the understanding of 

a surface structure of English education and policy, the macro-level approach is aimed at 

understanding the complicated societal structure and interpretation of the English 

language and English education. 

It is noteworthy that scholars have recently studied the relationship between 

language ideologies and English education in the context of contemporary language 

policies of Korea (Lee, 2010; Park, 2011; Poonoosamy, 2009). However, attention has 

yet to be paid in the literature to any socio-historical and/or socio-political contexts, and 

also to their connection to language ideologies. Since language ideologies are related to 

societal contexts, English education stands at the intersection of historical, political, 

structural, cultural, and ideological contexts. As a consequence, this dissertation explores 

the underlying mechanism of the strong pursuit for English competency in Korea. 

Through the lens of language ideology, discussed at length in the next section, this 



	   20	  

dissertation examines how the language ideologies of English is intricately interrelated 

with the socio-historical and political contexts of Korea.  

 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation takes a three-article format. With each article focusing on its 

own historical period of Korea, Table 1.1 displays major socio-historical and political 

events closely related to English education. Each article examines how language 

ideologies of English are committed to interacting with the social contexts of Korea, 

serving to have produced, negotiated, and reproduced its own specific social meaning of 

English. Each article has two different titles as illustrated in the italics in Table 1.1. Due 

to the coherence of the three different articles for this dissertation, it will use the bold 

title. However, when sending the article manuscripts to the journals in the parenthesis, the 

italic title will be used. 
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Table 1.1. Organization of Three Articles and Significant Social Contexts 
 

 
The first article, Nation-building and English education in Korea: 1945-1960, pays 

attention to English education during the nation-building period of Korea from 1945 to 

1960. This period includes the U.S. Army Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK) 

(1945-1948) and the first administration of Republic of Korea (1948-1960). This period 

was the outset of “the U.S.’s direct involvement in Korean politics, and widespread 

American influence on Korean society has since persisted” (E. G. Kim, 2011, p. 199). 

Along with this social change, education in Korea was to “fundamentally restructure both 

to eliminate any colonial vestige from the Korean schools and to introduce American 

 Title Socio-historical/Political Events 
 

Article 
1 

 
Nation building and English 

Education in Korea: 1945-1960 
 

Nation building and English Education 
in Korea: 1945-1960 

(Journal: Applied Linguistic Review) 
 

• Independence in 1945 
• USAMGIK (1945-1948) 
• Establishment of Republic of Korea 

(South Korea) in 1948 
• Korean War (1950-1953) 

 
Article 

2 

 
Modernization and English 

Education in Korea: 1961-1980 
 

Modernization and English education: 
Language ideology and Peace Corps 

in Korea 
(Journal: Anthropology & Education 

Quarterly) 
 

• Park Chung Hee’s autocratic 
Regime (1961-1979) 

• Consecutive Five-Year Economic 
Development Plan (1962-1979) 

• Peace Corps (1966-1981) 
 

 
Article 

3 

 
Globalization and English Education 

in Korea: 1990-present 
 

Language Ideology and English 
Education in Contemporary Korea 

(Journal: Applied Linguistics) 

• Proclamation of Segewha (or 
Globalization) in 1993 

• Implementation of English 
education at elementary school 
level since 1997 

• Test of English for International 
Communication (TOEIC)   

• Native English Speaking Teachers 
(NESTs) 
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educational theory and practices” (Kim, 1982, p. 27). In the process, the English language 

gained high status as the language of new power in Korea.  

 The second article, Modernization and English Education in Korea: 1961-1980, 

explores how Peace Corps/Korea program, which was initiated in 1966 and terminated in 

1981, promoted English education in Korea during the 1960s and 1970s. Dovetailing 

with the modernization and economic development, which was strongly driven by former 

President Park Chung Hee, English education was viewed as the means to modernization 

and economic development. Therefore, Peace Corps/Korea programs extensively targeted 

English education not only in teaching English in secondary and college level but also in 

training future English teachers, with an emphasis on speaking or communicative English 

competency.  

The third article, Globalization and English Education in Korea: 1990-present, 

examines how instructors of English and students in college setting interpret the English 

language in the era of globalization. Viewing the Test of English for International 

Communication (TOEIC) as a valid evaluation of English competency and the emphasis 

of communicative or speaking English reshapes the meaning of the English language, 

which results in the maintenance of upper and middle classes of Korea. Finally, a 

conclusion section is followed by the third article. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
Language Ideology as a Theoretical Framework 

 
Language ideologies are imaginary representations that construe the relationship 

between a language and a society. There are diverse ideas and beliefs about languages in 

relation to the social world, which are shaped by socio-political and socio-economical 

contexts. In other words, the study of language helps to examine and explain how 

individuals or social groups construe the meaning of and the use of language(s) within a 

particular society. Serving as an “interpretive filter of beliefs about language” (Woolard, 

1992, p. 242), language ideologies are defined as “sets of beliefs about language 

articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language structure 

and use” (Silverstein, 1979, p.193). While Silverstein (1979) pays attention to specific 

linguistic structure, Irvine (1989) pays attention to the social groups’ shared “cultural (or 

subcultural) systems of ideas about social and linguistic relationships, together with their 

loading of moral and political interests” (p. 255).  

There are two major perspectives on language ideologies: the cognitive or 

ideational perspective and the material perspective. While the former sees language 

ideologies as mental representation or social cognition about languages held by members 

of society, the latter views language ideologies as ideas, beliefs, and perceptions about 

languages which are (re)produced by material and political economic conditions. The 

material perspective on language ideologies does not necessarily deny the cognitive or 

ideational perspective. Rather, it acknowledges that ideas and beliefs are not autonomous 

from material conditions and institutions. Since the 1980s, scholars have more paid 

attention to the interrelationship between languages and the workings of power 
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(Blommaert 2005; Gal, 1989; Irvine, 1989; Woolard, 1998; Van Dijk, 1995). In this 

respect, language ideology is more widely recognized as a perception of languages 

“derived from, rooted in, reflective of, or responsive to the experience or interest of a 

particular social position” (Woolard, 1998, p. 6). This perspective is also supported by 

such scholars as Kroskrity (2000), Wodak (1989) and Fairclough (2001), all of whom 

claim that language can be a means of control and domination when it is mystified, 

rationalized, legitimatized or naturalized. Ideological work, whether it is of language or 

not, is the primary tool for securing the consent of the subordinate social groups. 2  That 

is, what seems natural may in fact be the result of compliance with a certain language 

ideology. Hill (2008) and Irvine and Gal (2000) also concur with other scholars in 

regarding it as a tool to justify and rationalize a certain use of language or linguistic 

variety.  

Language is not power per se. Yet it becomes a means to exercise power or 

control through language ideology, so that users of a language or members of a speech 

community construe or conceptualize the relationship between the language and the 

social context, granting or attaching “power and sociocultural meaning to forms of 

language” (Lee, 2010, p.246). In this respect, language functions “as a powerful 

ideological device, one which makes some forms of analysis seem natural and central” 

(Hodge & Kress, 1993, p. 193) and as a means to favor certain social interest groups. The 

interaction between the social phenomena including sociocultural experiences and 

language ideologies highlights how they cannot be isolated from socio-historical, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 When controlling or exercising power, both repression or coercion (sanction, physical violence, and 
punishment) and ideology work in combination (Althusser, 1998; Fairclough, 2001). The ideology, which 
may not be as visible as repression or coercion, draws consent from the exploited. Ideology is a favored 
tool to “rule by consent” (Fairclough, 2001, p. 28). 
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political, and cultural contexts as sociocultural experiences are shaped by these contexts. 

For the purpose of this dissertation, three characteristics of language ideology will be 

discussed in detail in the following section: indexicality, dominance, and social 

institutions.  

 

Language Ideology and Indexicality 

Language ideologies are not just about language per se, but rather attach social 

meaning to languages or linguistic variables. Irvine and Gal (2000) define language 

ideologies as follows:  

[L]inguistic forms, including whole languages, can index social groups. 
As part of everyday behavior, the use of a linguistic form can become a 
pointer to (index of) the social identities and the typical activities of 
speakers. But speakers (and hearers) often notice, rationalize, and justify 
such linguistic indices, thereby creating linguistic ideologies that purport 
to explain the source and meaning of the linguistic differences … as part 
of, and evidence for, what they believe to be systematic behavioral, 
aesthetic, affective, and moral contrasts among the social groups indexed. 
(p. 37) 

 
Following this definition, language ideology makes it possible for a linguistic variable or 

a language to envision or index social groups, identity, morality, aesthetics, and so on 

(Irvine & Gal, 2000; Schieffelin, Woolard, & Kroskrity, 1998). This characteristic of 

envisioning, indexing, or granting social meaning to a language is referred to as 

indexicality. The term indexicality originally came from C.S. Peirce, who theorized a 

relationship “between the sign and its object – what the sign stands for” (Parmentier, as 

cited in Hill, 2008, p. 142). Following Peirce (1994), Hill (2008) elaborates that “an 

indexical sign or index is grounded in its object – that is, connected to it and recognized 
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as a sign for it – by proximity, continuity, or necessity”  (p. 142).3 The indexical 

relationship can also be realized by socio-historicity and any scale of polity. In other 

words, throughout the history, a particular use of language may signify a distinctive 

social meaning based on different sets of the period or different polities. 

 

Language Ideology and Dominance 
 

Language ideologies, according to Kroskrity (2000), “represent the perception of 

language and discourse that is constructed in the interest of a specific social or cultural 

group” (p. 8). Perception, whether of a language or not, is based on social experiences 

that a particular individual as a member of a social group or a particular social group 

collectively undergoes. Such social experiences are closely associated with political, 

social, and economic interests. In a sense, what appears to be an ideological struggle over 

language may be a power struggle as “ideological discourse may thus serve to sustain or 

challenge social positions” (Van Dijk, 1995, p.136). Dominant language ideologies do 

their work in favor of a dominant social/cultural group in order to maintain or sustain 

“asymmetrical relations of power” (Woolard, 1998, p. 7). Language ideologies are often 

used to disguise, mystify, legitimate, distort, or naturalize the asymmetrical relations. 

Language, in this respect, becomes the site “at which to promote, protect, and legitimate 

those interests” (Kroskrity, 2000, p. 8).  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Citing C. S. Peirce, Hill (2008) illustrates three major interrelationships between sign and objects. They 
are indexical, iconic, and symbolic relationships. “An indexical sign or index is grounded in its object – 
that is, connected to it and recognized as a sign for it – by proximity, continuity, or necessity” (Hill, 2008, 
p. 142). An iconic relationship is constructed by the resemblance of signs to objects (i.e. a map resembles 
the actual region of the area), and symbolic relationship is based on social convention (i.e. the word dog is 
a linguistic sign that refers to the actual animal in an English speaking community).  
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A dominant language ideology becomes less conspicuous when it is widely 

accepted. This phenomenon is explained by Gramsi’s (1971) notion of hegemony, which 

argues that a particular social group attains or maintains power by making their ideas “the 

most natural (i.e. dominant) ideas of society” (Gramsi, 1971, p.12) and then by obtaining 

“spontaneous consent” (Gramsi, 1971, p. 12), via a process of naturalization. When a 

dominant language ideology is already naturalized, it represses or even erases other 

subordinate language ideologies. The hegemonic practice is achieved and maintained 

through a mixture of persuasion, affiliation, and compulsion, and it is infiltrated into 

political, historical, economic, structural and cultural spheres of a society. The hegemony 

or the naturalization of a dominant ideology needs to be understood as a dynamic 

“temporal-sequential” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 166) process. It may represent different 

stages in the same process of historical, political, and social change. Such being the case, 

it follows that ideologies are not a static or complete form. Instead, ideologies can be 

characterized as a dynamic social process that is produced, transformed, and even 

reproduced.   

 

Language Ideology and Social Institution 
 
Ideologies mediate between the individuals and social institutions. Social 

institutions are often used as means to disseminate dominant ideology, seeking to obtain 

spontaneous consent from the subordinate groups (Gramsi, 1971). The process of 

attaining consent from the subordinate class is through a combined work of both 

repression and ideology: repression via sanction, physical violence, and punishment 

through the army, courts, police, and prison on the one hand, and ideology via non-
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physical or implicit control through family, education, religion, and politics on the other 

hand (Althusser, 1998; Blommaert, 2005; Fairclough, 2001; Ferretter, 2006). 

Ferretter (2006) provides an apt example of how an institution regulates and 

oversees an individual without violence but with ideology. It is indeed in an educational 

institution in general and in a school in particular that an individual is taught how to 

behave, think, talk, and act, so on. If an individual refuses this kind of inculcation, he or 

she can receive low grades, be excluded from that group, earn a reputation as a bad 

student, and eventually be banned from that institution. Perpetuating a particular ideology 

especially in social institutions often becomes the means for a dominant group to 

maintain control. In order to maintain power, for example, a particular group is apt to 

disguise and distort the relationship between the dominant and dominated groups through 

ideological work (Fairclough, 2001; Woolard, 1998). In other words, the dominant 

ideology is legitimatized, sustained, and reproduced through a systematic education, 

surveillance, and persistent punishability (Blommaert, 2005). The ideology, which may 

not be as visible as repression or coercion, unconsciously draws consent from the 

exploited or the subordinated through education, as it is a favored tool to “rule by 

consent” (Fairclough, 2001, p. 28). 

 In a similar vein, language ideology mediates between the uses or forms of 

language and the social structures. Language ideology is overtly or covertly diffused in 

education (Fairclough, 2001; Kroskrity, 2000; Ruiz, 1984; Ruiz, 1994; Tollefson, 1991). 

Institutional or “educational practices and construction” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 164) is a 

site of (re)producing such language ideologies since a dominant group decides on which 

language, whose knowledge, and which epistemology are counted as legitimate. With 
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education or school being an ideological site, language education in particular often 

becomes the means to disseminate the dominant language ideology. It is, therefore, 

crucial to look into language education through the lens of language ideology as it 

explicitly or implicitly serves to assign, legitimate, and reproduce linguistic values.  

 

The Spread of the English Language 

Understood as an international language or the lingua franca of the contemporary 

world, the English language has been sustaining its indomitable status in global economy, 

politics, foreign relations, and so on. According to Crystal (1997), the spread of English 

is neutral, natural, instrumental, and even more, beneficial. He argues that it is not 

impossible to keep a balance between benefiting from learning English for international 

communication and preserving the diversity of local languages and cultural traditions. 

Learning English, whether as a second language or as a foreign language, is beneficiary 

for international intelligibility and efficient communication particularly in this globalized 

world. He argues that language death, which occurs around the world, has little to do with 

English being the global language.  

Mufwene (2010) agrees with Crystal’s (1997) argument that English has already 

established its status as a global language, and contends that its dominance around the 

world does not necessarily threaten other languages. For example, he states that in most 

outer circle countries, a very small portion of people, “at best between 20% and 30% of 

the total population” (p.57) speaks English, even though the population of students 

graduating from secondary schools is increasing. This is due to, according to Mufwene 

(2010), the fact that English remains only in urban areas and associates with white-collar 
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jobs, which account for only a very small population in the national job market. Even 

though English is a required subject in these countries, it is rarely practiced outside the 

classroom. In other words, the usage of English is only an inner-city phenomenon and 

associates “primarily with a socio-economic privileged class” (p.57). Mufwene (2010) 

illustrates his own experience of having to rely on body language when ordering lunch in 

the campus cafeteria at the National University of Singapore. He illustrates other 

examples of taxi drivers and bus drivers speaking little English in Kuala Lumpur and 

Hong Kong, and of having difficulty ordering meals in Japan since no servers spoke 

English. These examples support his argument that “English is not spreading uniformly 

everywhere, least of all as a vernacular” (Mufwene, 2010, p.59), and thereby there is no 

threat of endangering the primary language(s) in the outer or expanding circles.  

Mufwene (2010) argues that English is not spreading uniformly in both the outer 

and the expanding circles, threatening local languages as many scholars are concerned. 

English, according to him, still remains a secondary language with an association to 

white-collar jobs. Although taught in schools, English learning is a matter of an 

individual level as  “expansion of English is constrained by whether or not particular 

individuals find it useful in their personal, local lives, regardless of its dominant role in 

world-wide business, navigation, and science and technology” (Mefwene, 2010, p. 59). 

Though he somewhat acknowledges the association between the English language and 

the job market, Mufwene (2010) does not illustrate any aspiration of learning English nor 

does he display how English plays a role within the society in sustaining the social 

structure. In this respect, it may not be a matter of actual use or practice of English in 

daily lives, particularly in an EFL context, but rather a matter of English functioning as 
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an emblematic gatekeeper, conveying the assumption that English is the “language of 

social and economic advancement” (Park, 2011, p. 444). Tollefson (1991) critically 

analyzes the relationship between the learning of English and getting jobs, particularly 

white-collar jobs. According to him, it is the “result of unequal relationships of power” 

(p.210), associating English with particular social positions, such as higher socio-

economic status (SES), better or white-collar jobs, or even the upper/middle class.   

Following Pennycook (1999), Crystal’s (1997) laissez-faire perspective on the 

spread of English is socially and politically naïve in the sense that Crystal (1997) failed to 

explain “the power of English, and thus the inequitable relationship between English and 

local languages” (Pennycook, 1999, p. 148). In other words, the laissez-faire perspective 

on English spread overlooks the establishment and maintenance of the asymmetrical 

relationship of power. The inequitable relationship between English and local languages, 

or between the English-haves and the English-have-nots, is not abruptly formed, but 

rather it is the result of accumulated social contexts of a particular society.  Therefore, the 

spread of English and English education should be understood in socio-historical and 

socio-economic contexts, nationally or internationally, shedding light on the dominance 

of the English language (Adamson, 2002; Hopson, 2011; Pennycook 1999; Phillipson, 

1992; Wright, 2002).  

In line with this point of view, Tollefson (1991) and Hopson (2011) adopt a 

historical-structural approach, examining how English education plays a role in 

supporting the interest of a particular social group. Although a historical-structural 

approach is criticized for the limited recognition of an individual’s agency in relation to 

the language policies and dominant language ideology, it is true that an individual’s 
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choice, motivation, and methods in language education are influenced by the socio-

historical, socio-political, and structural contexts of a society. In collusion with societal 

contexts, it needs to be acknowledged, therefore, the spread of English and English 

education is never neutral nor natural. 

Analyzing the spread of English and English Language Teaching (ELT) from a 

historical-structural approach, Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook (1998) illustrate the 

phenomenon from the perspectives of linguistic imperialism and linguistic colonialism, 

respectively. They are concerned with explaining how core English-speaking countries 

influenced periphery-English countries, and vice versa, in terms of ELT. It is of great use 

to begin with the concept of English linguistic imperialism. In so doing, let us consider 

Phillipson’s (1992) definition of English linguistic imperialism, which he states as 

follows.  

The dominance of English is asserted and maintained by the establishment 
and continuous reconstitution of structural and cultural inequalities between 
English and other languages. (p. 47) 4 

 
Both structural and cultural resources of the core English-speaking countries ensure that 

the periphery-English countries constantly depend on the core English-speaking 

countries. The process of English linguistic imperialism consists of three phases: 

“institutional transfer, training and education, and the diffusion of occupational 

ideologies” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 62). Western scientific research and technology in 

relation to ELT, which are available as “relatively cheap products from the Centre” 

(Phillipson, 1992, p. 62), make it easier for the Periphery to adopt the institutions from 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Phillipson (1992) recognizes that there are inequalities on structural resources and cultural resources 
between the core-English speaking countries and periphery English countries. Structural resources refer to 
material resources including institutions or economic allocations; cultural resources refer to ideological 
resources such as attitudes toward different languages and pedagogy in ELT. 
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the Center as a model.5 ELT is continuously supported by exporting not only reading 

materials but also “inter-state actors” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 58) such as educators or 

educational supervisors to the Periphery in a form of aid. In addition, ELT is mainly 

“aimed at the diffusion of an occupational ideology” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 62), 

rationalizing and naturalizing the English language of the Center, and then regulating its 

legitimate linguistic behavior and practices. Phillipson (1992) stresses that the 

relationship between the Center and the Periphery is asymmetrical. In other words, 

commodities, both material and immaterial, mostly flow from the Center to the 

Periphery, but very little vice versa. According to Phillipson (1992), language ideologies 

are imposed by the Center, putting more emphasis on macro and structural power 

relations, and thereby serve to legitimatize the hegemonic practice of English worldwide. 

On the other hand, it is noted that Pennycook (1998) analyzes hegemonic practice 

of English as linguistic colonialism. He argues that ELT is “a product of colonialism not 

just because it is colonialism that produced the initial conditions for the global spread of 

English but because it is colonialism that produced many of the ways of thinking and 

behaving that are still part of Western cultures” (p. 19). Based on Western representations 

of the Self and the Other, measures of superiority and inferiority in the field of ELT have 

been constantly (re)constructed and practiced: the dichotomy of native speakers and non-

native speakers, English as a global language, assumptions of languages and cultures 

other than English, and so on. Pennycook (1998) suggests that language ideologies in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Both the Center and the Periphery have two meanings. Galtung (1980) divides the world into two 
categories: dominant Center (usually the powerful Western countries) and the dominated Periphery (the 
developing and the underdeveloped countries. There are Centrers (of power) in both the Center and the 
Periphery; peripheries in both the Center and the Periphery. “The Peripheries in both the Center and the 
Periphery are exploited by their respective Centres” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 52) while the elites or the centers 
of both the Center and the Periphery are closely tied with each other to maintain their status quo 
(Phillipson, 1992). 
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ELT originate from the linguistic and cultural constructions of colonialism, and continue 

to perpetuate in current ELT. Contrary to the Phillipson’s (1992) analysis of linguistic 

imperialism, Pennycook’s (1998) argument on linguistic colonialism and ELT discourse 

are dynamic enough to cover more than a unidirectional imposition from the Center to the 

Periphery.  

Whether it is interpreted as linguistic imperialism or linguistic colonialism, the 

spread of English is constantly in the process of legitimatization and naturalization, 

obscuring its connection with specific language ideologies of English and interests of a 

particular social group. Once an ideology becomes a common sense, it ceases to appear 

as an ideology, which is “itself an ideological effect, for ideology is truly effective only 

when it is disguised” (Fairclough, 2001, p. 89). The hegemonic practices of ELT, in this 

sense, need to be carefully scrutinized by asking questions like, “What language 

ideologies underpin ELT?”; “What (and why do) certain language ideologies become 

common-sense?”; and “Whose interests are served in the ELT discourse?”  

 

English Fever: Contemporary English Education in Korea 

It is no doubt that English education is a worldwide phenomenon either as a 

second language or as a foreign language (Butler, 2005). Korea is one of the countries 

that actively participates in this global tendency. Characterized as a strong desire for 

education in general, “education fever” 6 (Kyojukyeol) (Seth, 2002) is interrelated with 

the eagerness for English language competency. Recognized as the lingua franca, English 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Current Education Fever or Kyojukyeol, according to Seth (2002), is the product of intricate socio-
historical and socio-political interplay. He describes that Education Fever is a conglomeration of 
traditional Confucian ideas on learning and social status and Western ideas of egalitarianism. This 
oftentimes leads to complex and contradictory ideas on education.  
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is believed to improve both national and individual competiveness in this globalized 

world. This is explicitly demonstrated in the objectives of the Korean national curriculum 

on English:  

As an international language, English plays a crucial role in understanding 
and communicating with people of different cultures and languages. Thus, 
it follows that English communicative competence is one of the basic 
skills to be developed in schools. It can be said that it is essential to have a 
good command of English in order to play a leading role in the era of 
globalization, knowledge, and information. It is also essential to improve 
the quality of life in general and to build up one’s capacity. (Ministry of 
Education, Science and Technology [MEST], 2011, p. 2-3) 7 
 

As stated in this excerpt, English serves two purposes. English is necessary for Korea to 

keep pace within a globalized world. For Korea, competency in the English language 

became the criteria when comparing and contrasting the nations’ competiveness among 

different countries. Understanding the imperative need for the English language, the 

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MEST) introduced English education in 

1997 from third grade (age 9) in elementary school (Jung & Norton, 2002).  For most 

Korean students, English education continues until the college years or even further.8 The 

objective of the national curriculum requiring English indicates that English will bring a 

better life by “improve[ing] the quality of life in general and build[ing] up one’s capacity” 

(MEST, 2011, p.3), which is meant to reflect a language ideology leading to emphasize 

opportunity for job offers, for upward social mobility, and also for higher social status 

(Seth, 2002; Kang, 2012). In this sense, the English language plays a gatekeeper role in 

Korean society. This language ideology creates intensive competition at all ages from 

early childhood to adult. English competency playing as the gatekeeping role, English 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 The whole document is written in Korea. This extracted section is translated into English by the author.  
8 Elementary and middle school education is compulsory in Korea. Public English education is provided 
from elementary school third grade.	  	  	  
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language education has always been the heart of a controversy. These societal 

implications are not clearly separated from each other but rather influence or even 

reinforce one another. Although there has been criticism toward English education as a 

marker of social status, the acute eagerness, both nationally and individually, to pursue 

English education and English language competency has never declined. This strong 

drive for English language competency is often called English Fever.  

 As noted earlier, English Fever refers to the overwhelming tendency toward 

learning the English language and the obsession with English language competency 

(Park, 2009). This fever has emerged as more than just an educational issue. According to 

the Korean Educational Development Institute, as of January 2005 about “16,466 

elementary, junior high, and high school students who went abroad to learn English” (as 

cited in Jeon & Lee, 2006, p.57) spent 3 billion dollars on study abroad (Jeon & Lee, 

2006). Among 25 countries in which students study in the U.S., Korea ranked the third 

next to China and India (Institute of International Education, 2013; Kang, 2014). Korea 

has a much smaller population than China and India, but the percentage of students 

studying abroad is noticeably higher. Even though English education has been provided 

in Korea since the late 1880s when English-speaking missionaries were allowed to work 

in Korea, it was not until recently that the Korean government actively promoted the 

recruitment of Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs) from core English-speaking 

countries. No doubt it is allegedly due to a huge economic loss attributed to the study-

abroad students for the learning of English (Jeon & Lee, 2006; Park, 2009). A typical 

manifestation of English Fever is a social phenomenon called goose father or goose 

family. Goose father, which is also called father goose, refers to Korean fathers who stay 
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in Korea while their families, both mothers and children, live in English-speaking 

countries for education (Lee, 2003). These fathers sacrifice themselves in the hopes of 

their children’s learning English and ultimately achieving a better future at the expense of 

family separation. With no accurate statistics on the exact number of goose fathers, the 

National Statistics Office estimates that there are approximately 500,000 families of 

goose fathers (Heo, 2013). Following the MEST’s data on the number of children who 

left Korea to study abroad from 2004 to 2011, it is assumed that approximately 22,000 

goose families per year are created (Heo, 2013). In addition, the private English 

education industry has also been growing rapidly. As opposed to public English 

education, private English education refers to institutions like Hakwon, or a cram school, 

where students go, either before or after school, for supplementary English classes. 

Tutoring, self-study programs, and English camps/village are also examples of private 

English education (Lee & Shouse, 2011). 

The MEST conducted a study on private education and found out that the money 

spent in 2012 on private English education was over 6 trillion won (approximately 5.7 

billion U.S. dollar) among over 19 trillion won (approximately 19 billion U.S. dollar) 

spent in education in general, taking the first rank among other subjects such as math, 

music, Korean, and so on (Song, 2013). In addition, approximately 15 billion dollars was 

consumed for English education including the money for the English exams (Park, 2009) 

such as TOEIC9 and TOEFL10 creating a huge linguistic market. Private English 

education continues even during the college years, especially to prepare for these English 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9As an abbreviation of Test of English for International Communication, the TOEIC is one of the most 
popular English exams in Korea to test English proficiency.   

10 The TOEFL is an abbreviation for Test of English as a Foreign Language. This test is used for 
international students to apply for colleges in the U.S.  
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exams, as they are associated with graduation, employment, and civil service examination 

(Ryu, 2012). These are just some visible examples of English Fever which is a both top-

down and bottom-up phenomenon that creates extreme enthusiasm or even obsession 

about learning the English language both in the public and private sectors of English 

education. 

 

English Educational Policies in Korea 

Following the national English curriculum of Korea, the English education is 

essentially based on a top-down policy, which can have a huge impact on the imposition 

of its objectives and methodologies. 

 Being an explicit representation of the discourse of the nation-state, it is crucial 

to review the curriculum to understand the national standards of English education. 

According to the MEST (2011), which provides national standards of education from 

primary level to secondary level, the overall objectives of English education are as 

follows. 

English education develops fundamental communicative competency for 
everyday English. In addition, it prepares the foundation to understand foreign 
cultures, to foster Korean culture, and to introduce Korean culture to other 
countries. In order to do so, first, students are to develop continuous interest in 
English for lifelong education; second, students are to develop basic 
communicative competency to be used in daily lives and about general topics; 
and third, students are to develop competency to understand and apply various 
knowledge from foreign countries; and fourth, students are to develop well 
balanced attitude by understanding foreign cultures and understanding our 
culture. (MEST, 2011, p.4, original in Korean) 

 
The MEST (2011) specifically enumerates objectives of English education at elementary, 

middle, and high school, which can be illustrated in the following Table 1.2.  

 



	   39	  

Table 1.2.  English Education Objectives  
 

School Level English Education Objectives 
 

Elementary 
school 

The purpose is to create interest in learning English. Students are 
to comprehend and express of basic English, which is used in 
daily life.  

a. To have interest in English and confidence in the use of 
basic English 

b. To develop daily life – basic communicative English 
competency 

c. To understand customs and cultures of other countries 
through English education 

 
Middle 
school 

Based on English learned in elementary schools, students are to 
develop comprehension and expressive competency of basic 
English on familiar and ordinary topics. 

a. To maintain the interest in English and to have confidence 
in the use of everyday English  

b. To develop basic English to communicate in familiar and 
ordinary topics 

c. To develop basic English to understand foreign cultures 
and information and to introduce our [Korean] culture to 
others 

 
High 

school 

High school English subject is to develop English communicative 
competency, and thereby broaden students’ knowledge capacity. 
It is also to prepare students to promptly meet the needs of the 
time. Based on content learned from elementary and middle 
schools, high school English subject is to promote students’ 
understanding of English and to develop English competency so 
that students may apply in research and business ventures within 
various fields. It also places an emphasis on developing English 
proficiency to effectively introduce Korean culture to foreigners. 

*Original document is written in English 
 
 

When examining the overall objectives of English education and specific objectives of 

each school level, the overarching goal of English education in Korea is to develop daily 

life communicative English, and to use English to understand foreign cultures and to 

introduce Korean culture to others.  

While primary school curricula are designed reflecting the objectives described in 

Table 1.2, focusing on communicative English, secondary curricula often disregard the 
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objectives of developing communicative competency as English curricula of secondary 

level are highly influenced by college entrance exams (Kang, 2014). In other words, 

secondary school curricula are designed on the basis of the college entrance exam. As 

college entrance exam puts less emphasis on communicative English the secondary level 

curricula give priority to grammar, reading, and listening. College education again put 

high emphasis on communicative English. Prestigious universities have started to use 

English as a medium of instruction (Lee & Lee, 2010; Byun, Chu, Kim, Park, Kim & 

Jung, 2011) According to Lee and Lee (2010), English immersion classes were originally 

opened to serve international students; however, Korean students also enrolled in the 

English immersion program as a way to have an access to authentic English proficiency. 

Moreover, since one of the criteria for the college ranking system is the number of 

English-medium class offered, universities are competitively incited to open as many 

English-medium classes as possible. Therefore, colleges and universities prefer to hire 

English-speaking instructors who can teach classes in English, including even Korean 

language and literature, and Korean history (Lee & Lee, 2010; Park, 2009). Beginning 

with the college level, this immersion program began to spread into the private secondary 

schools, and then even into private primary schools. Aside from the continuing expansion 

of English immersion program, it is uncertain whether or not the program had any 

positive or effective outcome on English education of Korea in general. 

In accordance with this general tendency in English as a medium of instruction, 

an “English Education Roadmap” (Lee, 2010, p. 247) was proposed by President Lee 

Myung Bak’s administration (2008-2013). According to the roadmap, English immersion 

programs are strongly recommended to be initiated in public schools. The English 
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immersion programs are meant to teach in English even non-English subjects such as 

math and science. While it was proposed to promote national competitiveness and 

educational equality, and also to cutback the spending on private English education, it 

was strongly criticized by the public. Encountered with severe backlash, his 

administration came to revise the proposal to diminish its original program: English 

would be the medium of instruction only in English language classes (Lee, 2010). In 

addition, Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs)11 were actively recruited in public 

education.  One of the components of the English Education Roadmap proposal was the 

initiation of the Teach and Learn in Korea (TaLK) program. TaLK program is very 

similar to the English Program In Korea (EPIK), which are both government-run 

programs to recruit NESTs.12 Usually NESTs are from core English-speaking countries 

(Jeon, 2009; Jeon & Lee, 2006). As the main rationale for current English education in 

Korea is to foster communicative competence, the number of NESTs has gradually 

increased in accordance with the growing demand for communicative or conversational 

competence of English. According to C. Kim (2011), every year roughly 10,000 to 

12,000 NESTs enter Korea. The total number of NESTs in Korea was around 23,000 as 

of December 2012 (C. Kim, 2011), including 3,477 NESTs hired by the Korean 

government in the same year for the public educational system (NIIED, 1995). These 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 For this particular paper, the definition of a NEST would take the definition given by National Institute 

of International Education Development [NIIED] (1995). According to NIIED (1995), a NEST should 
have a citizenship from Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, United Kingdom, United States, and 
South Africa. He or she must have studied from the Junior High level (7th grade) and graduated from a 
university in countries listed above. He or she also must have resided for at least 10 years or more in 
country where English is the primary language. Ethnic Koreans with legal residency in a country where 
English is the primary language may apply but must prove that they began English education from junior 
high school level. 

12 TaLK is a government run program to recruit NESTs for rural elementary schools. While EPIK is 
designed to teach in elementary, middle, high schools in metropolitan and provincial areas (22 hours per 
week), TaLK is an after school program for rural elementary schools (15 hours per week) (MEST, 2008).	  	  
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teachers either work together with Korean English teachers as assistants or work for 

themselves in charge of communicative or conversational classes (Jeon, 2009; Jeon & 

Lee, 2006). The emphasis on English education or English Fever both in public and in 

private education is both reflection and (re)generation of certain language ideologies.  

 

 

Methods 

Qualitative Research Method 

This dissertation utilizes a qualitative research method. Applying the basic or 

interpretive approach, qualitative research method unveils how individuals or social 

groups interpret social phenomenon, and how they construct, mediate, and reconstruct 

their social world (Merriam, 2009). Creswell (2007) aptly illustrates how the social world 

is mediated and constructed based on peoples’ social experiences, and often these social 

experiences are formed based on one’s socio-historical context.  

In this worldview, individuals seek understanding of the world in which they 
live and work. They develop subjective meanings of their experiences. … 
These meanings are varied and multiple, leading the researcher to look for the 
complexity of views. ... Often these subjective meanings are negotiated 
socially and historically. In other words, they are not simply imprinted on 
individuals but are formed through interaction with others (hence social 
constructivism) and through historical and cultural norms that operate in 
individuals’ lives. (p. 20-21)  
 

It is, therefore, an appropriate method particularly to understand how an individual or a 

social group interprets the meaning of a language. While language ideologies are 

understood as speakers’ interpretation about language(s) and how they “articulate with 

various social phenomena” (Kroskrity, 2000, p. 5) or sociocultural experience, language 

ideologies come to light as real data as they provide resources for the change in the social 
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meaning, the form, and the use of a language. The interaction between the social 

phenomena or sociocultural experience and language ideologies highlights how language 

ideologies cannot be detached from socio-historical, political, and cultural contexts. The 

qualitative research method of this dissertation not only takes an interpretive approach 

but also a critical approach. Because language and language education are often 

manipulated to (re)produce social relations of power and dominance (Fairclough 2001; 

Tollefson, 1991), the critical approach is a tool to frame the questions of power, asking 

questions about who has the power, “how it’s negotiated, what structures in society 

reinforce the current distribution of power, and so on” (Merriam, 2009, p. 10). The 

following section addresses the overarching research questions of this dissertation. 

 

Research Questions 

My two overarching research questions addressed in this dissertation are the 

following:  

(1) What language ideologies can be found in English education in Korea?  

(2) How are the language ideologies of English produced, transformed, and 

reproduced throughout the historical time-periods of Korea?  

Based on the historically meaningful division of the Republic of Korea (ROK) with 

regard to English education, this dissertation consists of three different but related articles 

(1) Nation Building and English Education in Korea: 1945 – 1960; (2) Modernization 

and English Education in Korea: 1961 – 1980; and (3) Globalization and English 

Education in Korea: 1990 – present. The next section discusses the specific data 

collection and analysis on three articles.  
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Data Analysis 

Though the method of this dissertation is under the umbrella of qualitative 

research method, due to the characteristics of the three-article format dissertation, each 

specific data source and data collection method is different. This provides the opportunity 

to experience a variety of data sets and approaches within the qualitative research method.  

The first article, Nation Building and English Education in Korea: 1945-1960, 

examines how the English language was viewed and promoted during the nation building 

period of Korea (1945-1960). This article relies on text data from primary and secondary 

sources including official policy documents, textbooks, letters, newspaper accounts from 

secondary texts, and so on. The horizontal variation of data, as Verschueren (2012) 

illustrates, means the variety of genre of data sources, which yield generalizable outcome 

through recurring themes across the variety of genres. The policy documents and 

textbooks provide an insight on the nation state’s production, mediation, and 

interpretation of certain discourse (Verschueren, 2012). In other words, they represent 

how the meaning of English is constructed and reconstructed by the nation state and the 

social institutions. In addition, the letters and newspapers represent the individuals’ or a 

group’s interpretation of the English language and English education. As personal 

documents may not exactly describe what has occurred, they cannot be guaranteed to be 

unassailably reliable. Nevertheless, it is undeniable that such documents represent to 

some extent participants’ perspectives on the social phenomenon (Merriam, 2009).  

The second article, Modernization and English Education in Korea: 1961-1980, is 

a case study examining The Peace Corps’ English education program in Korea. It 

employs a mixed method approach, which “combines or associates both qualitative and 
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quantitative forms” (Creswell, 2009, p.4). Although two forms of data – qualitative and 

quantitative – are collected, the former plays a major role in analysis, while the latter 

plays a minor or supporting role, providing descriptive information (Creswell, 2009). For 

this article, three types of data were collected: (1) text data including policy documents, 

speech transcripts, teaching materials, and so on, (2) online survey data from former 

Peace Corps Volunteers (PCVs)/Korea who served as English teachers, and (3) interview 

data from fifteen PCVs/Korea. Online survey was designed using the software program, 

Qualtrics. Online social media played a huge role in this study. An online survey link was 

sent to the Peace Corps Volunteers/Korea via emails. The email address of Peace Corps 

Volunteers/Korea was retrieved from the official Peace Corp website. Approximately two 

hundred emails explaining about the study, online survey, and the voluntary interview 

process were sent. More than half of the emails were returned due to non-existence of 

email address. Due to the close affiliation of the PCVs who served in Korea, those who 

were able to have access to the online survey posted the online survey link to Face 

Book/Peace Corps in Korea page. Social media in this sense played a significant role as it 

was the medium to spread the online survey to the target participants in this study.  

In-depth interviews provide information about how participants understand their 

lived experience and how they make meaning based on their experiences. Interview data 

were collected employing the in-depth three-interview model (Seidman, 2013).  The 

three-interview model allows the researcher to establish “the context of the participants’ 

experience,” (Seidman, 2013, p. 21) and allows participants to “reconstruct the details of 

their experiences within the context in which it occurs, … [and this interview model] 

encourages the participants to reflect on the meaning their experience holds for them” 
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(Seidman, 2013, p. 21). All the interviews were audio-recorded in order to capture the 

participants’ thoughts through their exact words (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). 

For this study, fifteen PCVs participated in in-depth interviews. The online survey 

ended with a note that if any of the PCVs would like to participate in the interview, he or 

she could contact the researcher. Some directly contacted me while others contacted 

through their former PCV friends. The interviews were conducted over the telephone or 

face-to-face through Skype. English language was the medium of the interview. After 

each interview, preliminary notes were taken to capture any immediate interpretations of 

the interview (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995). Interviews were later transcribed and 

organized by recurring themes. Among fifteen PCV participants, I selected six as 

representatives of the interview participants, based on several factors: audio-quality, 

compelling and elaborative stories, and relatively clear memories of their teaching 

experiences. Due to the technological issues, for example, audio recordings for a couple 

of Skype interviews were too difficult to transcribe. In some cases, as it had been more 

then a couple of decades that Peace Corps served in Korea, some participants did not 

remember much of their teaching experiences.  

Finally, the third article, Language ideology and English education in 

contemporary Korea, is also a case study that attempts to examine how college 

instructors and college students in Korea mediate the meaning of the English language. 

Participating in this case study are six individuals: two Korean college students and four 

college English instructors consisting of two Korean instructors and another two Native 

English speaking instructors. The data were collected through interviews. The three-

interview model was also employed (Seidman, 2013). Interviews were conducted one-on-
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one, semi-structured, and audio-recorded. The language of the interview was either 

Korean or English according to the preference of the participants. After each interview, 

preliminary notes were written to record any instant interpretations of the interview 

(Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995). Later, the interviews were also transcribed, and 

organized by reiterating themes. Any interviews conducted in the Korean language, were 

later translated into English. All the data collected, whether texts, survey, or interviews 

for the three different articles, were analyzed through the lens of language ideology 

framework. They were examined and synthesized to construct larger themes of language 

ideologies of English. 
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NATION BUILDING AND ENGLISH EDUCATION IN KOREA: 1945-1960 
  

To be submitted in Applied Linguistics Review 
 

Abstract 

This paper explores how English education policy in Korea was enacted through the 
nation building process promoted by the United States from 1945 to 1960. Liberated from 
Japanese colonial rule in 1945, the southern half of the Korean peninsula came under the 
control of the United States Army Military Government from 1945 to 1948, during which 
English was declared an official language. In an attempt to teach and disseminate the 
English language the American Language Institute (ALI) was founded in 1946 and 
played a vital role in introducing a new English teaching methodology to Korean middle 
schools. This paper also examines the U.S. policy of selecting English proficient 
Koreans, whether civilian or military, for their further study in the U.S. so that they might 
contribute to Korea’s nation building after returning to Korea. In addition, the Military 
English Language School (MELS), though short-lived, was founded in 1945 even before 
the Korean military was established. This school was followed by the Korea Military 
Academy and other more advanced military courses, in which English education was 
greatly emphasized. The graduates of these English language schools formed a new elite 
class in Korea. These developments are analyzed through the theoretical lens of language 
ideologies, which coupled U.S. language policy with its nation building projects in 
Korea. 
 

Keywords: Korea, Nation building, United States Army Military Government in Korea (
USAMGIK), language ideology, English education 
 
 
 
Introduction  

The concept of nation building has been a ubiquitous component of American 

foreign policy during the 20th century, particularly during the Cold War (Brazinsky, 

2007). After World War II, the United States emerged as one of the two global 

superpowers, assuming responsibility for the free world’s promotion of capitalism and 

democracy in sharp confrontation with Soviet Union-led communism. The idea of U.S. 

nation building policy was based on the assumption that newly independent countries 

could be developed if they adopted Western political and economic models in general 

and American models in particular. U.S. policy makers insured that nation building was 
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based on two strategies: capitalism and democratization (Agbo, 1995; Brazinsky, 2007). 

Achieving sustained development for nation building relies on education, particularly 

English education in order to initiate the American strategy. 

Though the U.S. was involved in development projects in almost all newly 

independent countries in the Third World, Korea was the recipient of intense and 

extensive investments. Liberated from thirty-five-years of Japanese colonial rule (1910-

1945), Korea’s territory was divided into two regions along the 38th parallel line. The 

southern part of the Korean peninsula was occupied by the U.S. army, whereas its 

northern counterpart by the Soviet Union army. As a result, South Korea was controlled 

by the United States Army Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK), which came to 

an end in August 19481 when the Republic of Korea (ROK), or Korea, was established as 

an independent nation. The U.S.’ commitment to Korea was made again, however, when 

the Korean War broke out in June 1950. The U.S. has directly and indirectly been 

involved in Korea since 1945.  

During the close relationship between the two countries in politics, economy, and 

military, there is no doubt that the English language became the most important foreign 

language in Korea (Bunge, 1982; Lee, 2011). The nation building period of Korea (1945-

1960) is, more often than not, divided into two major historical periods, mainly 

depending on the regime of the government: a period of the USAMGIK from 1945 to 

1948 and a period of Rhee Syng Man’s government from 1948 to1960. It should be noted 

that the U.S. policy towards Korea remained consistent with its goal of nation building 

within the country. English education was promoted as part of the U.S.’ goal of nation 

building in Korea. Concerned with the role of English education in the nation building 
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process of Korea, this paper focuses on social institutions, which were committed to 

promoting the English language during the overall nation building period. In doing so, 

the following two research questions are addressed: (1) What are language ideologies of 

the English language during Korea’s nation building period (1945-1960)? (2) How are 

English language ideologies committed to establishing and maintaining power relations 

within Korean society? Examined with a special emphasis on the English education as a 

means to nation building, promoted by the U.S. for the duration of 1945-1960, two major 

institutions of Korean society are specifically explored: the American Language Institute 

(ALI) and military institutions such as the Military English Language School (MELS). I 

also examine the influence of ALI on general English education in Korea, and the 

influence of graduates of ALI and military institutions on Korea’s nation building, 

emerging as the cornerstone of the newly established nation.  

 

Methods 

This study examined textual data from primary and secondary sources such as 

policy documents from the Korean government, USAMGIK, and the U.S. government, 

textbooks, and literature and studies on Korean history. Among the textual data, 

Brazinsky’s (2007) Nation building in South Korea: Koreans, Americans, and the making 

of a democracy is a seminal work. His work does not concentrate on the English language 

and English education, but rather on overall nation building in Korea. However, his 

historiography of the close ties between the U.S. and Korea since its independence (Yi, 

2009) reveals that the U.S.’ nation building project in Korea was a dialectical process 

with Koreans who played a substantial role in building and shaping the nation. By 
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drawing on sources from both the U.S. and Korea, Brazinsky (2007) asserts that nation 

building in Korea was realized through continuous negotiation between the two countries. 

All the textual data were coded and organized by how English was portrayed, promoted, 

and taught. Prior to analyzing the data through the lens of language ideology, a brief 

overview will be given in the following section for the understanding of major concepts 

of language ideologies (Kroskrity, 2000; Woolard, 1992; Woolard 1998; Woolard & 

Schieffelin, 1994) and linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992).  

 

Language Ideology and Linguistic Imperialism 

As remarked by Woolard (1998), language ideologies are broadly defined as 

“representations, whether explicit or implicit, that construe the intersection of language 

and human beings in a social world” (p. 3). As they stand, it is not surprising that 

language ideologies should be discussed from a host of different perspectives including 

sociology, psychology, anthropology, economics, and so on. In the same vein, it is also 

possible to shed light on language ideologies with particular emphasis on socio-political 

perspective.  

Woolard (1992) has also noted that language ideology is an “interpretive filter of 

beliefs about language” (p. 242) and is constructed based on the social experiences of an 

individual or a social group. In other words, whether a language is viewed or indexed as 

standard, true, morally correct, aesthetic, or pleasing, it is “grounded in social experience 

and often demonstrably tied to his or her political-economic interest” (p.8). Language 

ideologies, in this sense, may serve to obscure or disguise the political-economic interest, 

therefore, obtain consensus from the public (Fairclough 2001; Van Dijk 1995; Woolard 
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& Schieffelin 1994). Language planning is a form of implementation and reflection of 

language ideologies. Different kinds of interests may be generated by certain kinds of 

language planning goals, ranging from “outright politically motivated linguistic 

gerrymandering used as justification” (Kroskrity, 2000, p. 9) for implementing particular 

language policies to comparatively unconscious or implicit practices which are 

implemented to continuously legitimatize or even naturalize those asymmetrical 

relationship. The framework of language ideology, in this respect, is to unveil “the 

political use of language as a particular group’s instrument of mystification and tool for 

symbolic domination” (Kroskrity, 2000, p. 8-9).  For example, when it comes to a 

discussion of any interrelation between a standard language and other variants, from a 

purely linguistic point of view, it may follow that there is no concept of superiority or 

inferiority between them. It is not untrue, however, that a standard language is generally 

considered to be more modern, more of importance, and thus more state-supported than 

other variants. That is, a standard language is just a linguistic variant among others that 

has political, economic, cultural, and social benefits and power (Lippi-Green, 2012). 

Emerged as the most powerful language after World War II, English language teaching, 

whether taught as a foreign or as second language, should not be understood as 

happenstance nor be simply idealized as beneficial or useful without a socio-political, 

diplomatic, and structural connotation (Hopson, 2011; Kachru, 1986; Tollefson, 1991; 

Wright, 2002). Rather, the dominance of English at this time in Korean history needs to 

be scrutinized through the lens of language ideologies as they work as an underlying 

mechanism to determine the role and significance of English within Korean society. 
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The symbolic domination and/or concrete socio-political or economic interest 

generated and reproduced by language ideologies are represented as linguistic 

imperialism by Phillipson (1992). To be more specific, he defines English linguistic 

imperialism as the asymmetrical relationship between the English language and other 

languages. He provides a working definition of English linguistic imperialism: “the 

dominance of English is asserted and maintained by the establishment and continuous 

reconstitution of structural and cultural inequalities between English and other 

languages” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 47). As a sub-type of linguistic imperialism, English 

linguistic imperialism is an inevitable corollary of the dominant language ideology of 

English as it is a cluster of “ideologies, structures, and practices which are used to 

legitimate, effectuate, and reproduce an unequal division of power and resources” 

(Phillipson, 1992, p. 47). 

In this paper, I draw from Phillipson’s (1992) adaptation of Galtung’s (1980) 

concepts of Center and Periphery: Center as nations in power, whether powerful Western 

countries or the dominant upper/middle class groups, and Peripheries as non-Western 

countries or the subordinate working class. Phillipson (1992) identifies core English-

speaking countries as Center and periphery-English countries as the Periphery. Following 

table illustrates the Center and Periphery countries that Phillipson (1992) describes.  
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Table 2.1. Center and Periphery Countries 

  Center Periphery 
Definition Core English-speaking 

countries 
Periphery-English countries 

English as a primary 
language 
 
(English is spoken as a 
native language by 
dominant groups) 

English as a second 
language 
 
(English was imposed 
in colonial times and 
still exists as an official 
language)  

English as a foreign 
language 
 
(English serves as an 
international link) 

Examples U.S. 
U.K. 

Canada 
etc 

India 
Nigeria 

Tanzania 
etc 

China 
Korea 

Scandinavia 
etc 

 

For the imperialism structure to maintain, he argues that the center (dominant 

upper/middle class) of the Center (English-speaking Western countries) and the center 

(dominant upper/middle class) of the Periphery (non-Western countries) closely collude 

to maintain their status quo. English linguistic imperialism, in this respect, is formulated 

and sustained by these two groups sharing interests by affirming the asymmetrical 

relationship between the English-haves and the English-have-nots.  

In the following section, I consider how the English language, which came to 

Korea in 1945 along with the sudden occupation the U.S. army in Korea, was initiated to 

expand its power, resulting in the diffusion of the English Language Teaching (ELT) in 

Korea, and also how it interplayed with the U.S.-led nation building process in South 

Korea for the duration of 1945-1960.  
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Korea’s Nation Building 

As part of U.S. foreign policy, the nation building process toward Korea launched 

immediately after the U.S. occupation of the southern half of Korean penninsula after 

World War II.2 From an American point of view, newly liberated Korea looked unstable 

and remained troubled due to its proximity to the communist northern half of the Korean 

peninsula supported by the Soviet Union. Thus, the U.S. invested a substantial amount of 

aid in the survival of Korea on the brink of communism, and paid attention to Korea’s 

economic and political development (Brazinsky, 2007; Kim 1988; Oliver, 1999). 

The arrival of the U.S. military after the Korea’s liberation from Japanese 

colonization era was welcomed as Koreans considered the U.S. military a liberation 

army. Nonetheless, when they realized that the Korean peninsula would be divided into 

two parts under the trusteeship of the U.S. and the Soviet Union, Koreans were not 

hospitable to U.S. occupation. Indeed, the U.S. occupation of Korea was perceived not as 

a road to independence as much as another form of Japanese colonial rule. Not 

understanding the general sentiment of Koreans, the U.S. relied on the political right, the 

Korean Democratic Party, which mainly consists of conservatives and the remnants of 

pro-Japanese faction of the Japanese colonial period, while suppressing the left and the 

center-right, the South Korean Labor Party and Korean Peoples’ Republic, respectively, 

due to their possible involvement with communism. Having strong resistance to the 

Japanese and the remnants of pro-Japanese groups, Koreans displayed hostility toward 

the U.S. (Brazinsky, 2007; Patterson & Conroy, 1999; Ricci, 2011; Sawyer, 1988; Sook, 

2002).  
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Despite antipathy toward the U.S., Koreans accepted U.S. presence as a new 

power, for better or worse. In spite of discord with Korean political groups, the U.S. 

proceeded with its goal of nation building, providing economic, political, military, and 

social aid. Handing over national autonomy, the Republic of Korea (ROK) was founded 

in August 1948. Although the U.S.’ official reign over Korea was terminated at this time, 

direct and indirect U.S. involvement continued. After the outbreak of the Korean War 

(1950-1953), the U.S. was generally welcomed. In spite of partial dissonance, the U.S.’ 

attempt to advance its task of nation building was not opposed, particularly after the 

devastation by the war.  

The U.S. policy of nation building toward Korea, according to Brazinsky (2007), 

was America’s attempt “intended to deepen U.S. hegemony to be sure” (p. 41) and “to 

make sure that Koreans embrace U.S. ideals” (p. 41). In this respect, it can be argued that 

the U.S.-led nation building process was essentially based on a process of 

Americanization. So it was absolutely required that Koreans learn American economic, 

industrial, and social systems in general with American English intermediating. 

Brazinsky (2007) states that contrary to other countries, which were colonized by the 

West, “postcolonial nationalism in Korea was not inherently anti-Western” (p.7), as the 

country never had been colonized by the West. From the beginning of liberation, the U.S. 

symbolized new power, democracy, protection, prosperity, and so on. Just as the U.S. 

was recognized as a new power, so the American language was also considered a 

language of power, success, and prosperity, in the age that comes. 

Through a variety of programs English was taught, and English proficient Korean 

students were selected to study in the U.S. (Brazinsky, 2007; E. G. Kim 2011; Kim, 
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1982). English proficiency is not unrelated to nation building since only those who were 

proficient in English could be selected to participate in the U.S. sponsored programs, and 

returnees were given important position in the newly formed Korea. One of this type of 

programs is the Leader’s Program, which was supported by the U.S. government with a 

view to developing Pro-American Korean bureaucrats and political figures. For example, 

Im Songbon, one of the participants of the program, was shockingly impressed by what 

was seen, heard, and felt in the U.S. His visit to the U.S. “not only increased his 

admiration for America but also stimulated him to think about the problems that 

confronted Korea” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 61). Noted is his pro-Americanism, which is well 

reflected in his remark saying that “the most important contributing factor to America’s 

greatness is Freedom” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 62, emphasis added) and thereby concluding 

that “securing liberty, and economic and friendly ties between the Republic of Korea and 

the United Stats of America” are “important in solidifying the foundation of economic 

independence” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 62). 

Another example can be taken from a Thinkers Group, which was hosted in Seoul 

by the U.S. embassy. Formed by Edwin Cronk, the U.S. economic counselor, and 

consisted of four young Korean government officials and another four Americans 

working for the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), this group played 

an important role in strengthening the trust and cooperation between the two nations with 

special emphasis on the concepts of economic development of Korea. Regarded as one of 

the excellent members of the group, Yi Hanbin studied at Harvard Business School and 

later served the director of the Bureau of the Budget in 1958 (Brazinsky, 2007). The 

U.S.-educated Koreans were determined to reform Korea and cooperate with U.S. 
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officials in promoting the nation building (Brazinsky, 2007; Kim, 1982; Lee, 2011). This 

illustrates how Americanization strategy was right on the mark. 

 

English, the Superior Language 

It may be surprising even to most Koreans that English was once an official 

language of Korea during which Korea was under the USAMGIK for three years from 

1945 to 1948. Upon landing at Incheon in September 1945, General Douglas MacArthur 

issued Proclamation Number 1 (See Appendix A), part of which is cited below. 

By virtue of the authority vested in me as Commander-in-Chief, United States 
Army Forces, Pacific, I hereby establish military control over Korea south of 
38 degrees north latitude and the inhabitants thereof, and announce the 
following conditions of the occupation. …Article V. For all purposes during 
the military control, English will be the official language. In event of any 
ambiguity or diversity of interpretation or definition between any English and 
Korean or Japanese text, the English text shall prevail. 

 
As revealed in this Proclamation, the English language was brought to South Korea with 

a military and/or political power and provided with status as the official language. 

Koreans were in disarray and coping with an unexpected political situation after their 

independence. This disarray gave rise to forms of resistance to the USAMGIK and 

caused an acute ideological conflict among Koreans regarding the future of the nation 

(Bunge, 1982). The English language, however, was welcomed by Koreans (Lee, 2011). 

Antithetical attitudes towards the USAMGIK and English may be ascribed, to some 

extent, to the fact that English had already been rationalized and legitimatized as a 

language of independence for the duration of Japanese imperialism, and as a language 

that guaranteed a better life (Lee, 2011). The Korean history in the late 19th century 

suggests that English was accepted as a language of independence by Kojong, the 
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penultimate king of the Choson dynasty (Kim, 2007). At the time, Korea had to decide to 

make the U.S. rather than China, Japan, or any other European countries, a political 

and/or diplomatic mentor in a newly developed international order at the time (Y. C. 

Kim, 2011). The English language, in this sense, managed to succeed in making a fairly 

smooth transition from indexing something for independence during the Japanese rule to 

indexing something for a nation building under the USAMGIK.  

Designation of English as the official language of Korea was essentially based on 

the underlying language ideology that English is superior to the Korean language. Some 

aspects of the underlying language ideology toward the Korean language are described in 

the report of USAMGIK as given below.  

It [the Korean language] is entirely inadequate to serve as a medium for 
expressing modern social concepts of technological developments. It has no 
technical vocabulary. It has no literature on social, scientific, or technical 
subjects. There is not even a good history of Korea in the Korean language. … 
The logical answer to the language problem, then, would seem to be the 
introduction of the English language as the best medium for the education of 
Korean in the technologies necessary for a modern state. (1) The English 
language has the largest vocabulary and the best and biggest scientific and 
professional literature of any language on earth. (2) The Japanese experience 
would tend to prove the advisability of introducing English to Korea. (3) The 
occupying army in Korea speaks English and the experts on government, 
commerce, and industry, who are at present in Korea can pass on their 
knowledge only if Koreans speak English. (Headquarters United States Army 
Military Government in Korea, 1946, p. 1121) 

 
The USAMGIK created a dichotomy: Korean as an inferior language and English as a 

superior language. U.S. authorities positioned Korean as an insufficient language to 

convey contemporary social concepts and technical vocabulary. As a consequence, 

Korean society would be deprived of literature on social, scientific, or technical 

development, and even Korean history. To make matters worse, the Korean language was 

also seen as unsuitable for democratic concepts: 
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By modern standards the Korean language is still in an elementary state of 
development. To this summary of inadequacy may be added that of the very 
nature of the language, with its levels for social intercourse, which makes it 
psychologically inappropriate for the transference of democratic concepts. 
(Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1129)  
 

Korean’s deficiency and inferiority were seen as problems which could only be solved 

through the introduction of English, the language of technology and modernity. As the 

USAMGIK supervisor suggested above, Koreans were advised to follow in the footstep 

of Japanese modernization, which was the acceptance of Western knowledge and the 

English language. It was only through the English language that knowledge itself could 

be transferred to Koreans. English was thus better suited to prepare and educate Koreans 

with such linguistic eulogies as the best and biggest scientific and professional literature 

of any language on earth. The linguistic superiority of English was explicitly concluded 

in the following.  

English-American: To get a systematic idea of the 20th century world into 
which he has been born, the Korean needs to be able to read intelligently, 
write intelligibly, and speak to the point. He needs to know how to use a 
library. He must have an awareness of how people of other countries and other 
times have solved the problems that face his country now. In order to be an 
effective citizen he must have control of the elementary tools of learning. The 
language spoken by the greatest number of people, scattered over the world, 
will normally be the most useful. The language in which the greatest number 
of books of an educational nature are published will be the most effective 
instrument for that awareness necessary in a modern society. The language 
which fits these requirements best is the American language. (Supervisor of 
English, 1946, p.1131) 

 
Following this excerpt, in order to have systematic ideas, that is, to read, write, and speak 

intelligently, communicate and understand people of other countries, become an effective 

citizen, the USAMGIK came to the conclusion that English was absolutely necessary. In 

other words, the ideology of English indexed a delusive imaginary representation of what 

English ostensibly possessed: a vast and rich literature, modern technical concepts and 
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technical experts, etc, and what English could ostensibly provide: access to nation 

building, a modern society, democracy, technology, communication and awareness of 

others.  Politically and militarily taking over the southern part of Korea since 1945, the 

U.S. presented itself as a new political power. In this context, English was propagandized 

and ideologized as a new powerful language in order for Korea to be established as an 

independent, modern, and democratic nation.  

Based on the language ideology of English as superior to Korean, and based on 

what English has and what English can promise, it may, therefore, be natural for the 

USAMGIK to make an attempt to establish English as the second language of Korea, as 

indicated below. 

Finally the future relations of America and Korea would be immeasurably 
strengthened if the English language became the second language of Korea 
and the literature and ideas of America were introduced into Korean life by 
that means. (Headquarters United States Army Military Government in Korea, 
1946, p.1123)  

 
As English is understood to be the key tool for Korea’s nation building, the USAMGIK 

attempted to make English the second language, as indicated above. It is noteworthy, 

however, to recognize the difference on the interpretation of the English language 

between the U.S. and Korea. In the English version of the report, it is perspicuously 

indicated as “if the English language became the second language of Korea” 

(Headquarters United States Army Military Government in Korea, 1946, p.1123, 

emphasis added) while the Korean translation of the exact phrase is “if English becomes 

Korea’s second foreign language” (Headquarters United States Army Military 

Government in Korea, 1946, p. 1122, original in Korean). It can be argued that there was 

a disparity between English suggested as a second language by the USAMGIK and 
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English accepted as a second foreign language by Koreans, as we can see from the 

translation. 

To argue further, there seem to be less urgency for Koreans to establish English as 

an official second language. Unlike the countries such as the Philippines, India, or Hong 

Kong where English was selected as the second official language, due to historical 

backgrounds of being colonized by core-English countries and conflicts of selecting one 

official language owing to their multiple linguistic backgrounds, Korea, rather more 

homogeneous society than other countries, had little experience of language conflicts 

among Koreans, although there still exist a few major dialects. Although Korean was 

suppressed during the Japanese colonial era, the Korean language restoration movement 

among Korean intellectuals took place right after the independence in 1945 (Seth, 2002).  

Notwithstanding, Koreans were well aware of the important role of English for the future, 

and their future careers depended on enthusiastic embrace of English. They 

acknowledged that English was the language of the new power or the language of the 

dominant Center. 

 

The English Language in Schools 

Though declared as the official language in 1945, English was not working very 

well in its actual implementation in administration and education. In reality, Koreans in 

general were not competent enough to communicate in English, because the formal 

English education in public schools had been closed since the late 1930s when English 

was recognized as the language of enemy under the Japanese colonial system (E. G. Kim, 

2011; Fujimoto-Adamson, 2006; Kim, 2007). Ever since independence, English has 
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become the most important foreign language in Korea (Bunge, 1982; E. G. Kim, 2011). 

Along with the declaration of English as the official language of Korea, which was yet to 

be practiced, some important educational policies were enacted in relation to English 

education. First, English became a required subject in middle-school curricula, marking 

the “second-highest number of instructional hours assigned to it after the Korean 

language” (E. G. Kim, 2011, p. 200). According to the syllabus of the middle-school 

English course, which was legislated and proclaimed in 1946, overall English 

competency in reading, listening, speaking, and writing was to be taught (E. G. Kim, 

2011). Several features illustrated in the syllabus of the middle-school English course, 

which was enacted and promulgate by the USAMGIK Department of Education in 1946 

(E. G. Kim, 2011) are noticeable, as follows. 

To teach from attentive reading to extensive reading and from simple reading 
to reading works of the Shakespearean period, always keeping in mid students 
interests and educational and practical values. … Encourage oral English. … 
At the advanced level, along with typical literary works, use materials in 
science English and business English. Whenever possible, explain English 
texts in English. … Teach everyday English (conversational style, writing 
daily journals and letters, etc) and natural feature. (p. 216-218) 

 
While overall English competencies were to be taught, which may have been 

overwhelming both to the teachers and students (E. G. Kim, 2011), certain features stand 

out, as mentioned in previous quote, (a) requiring reading level up to reading 

Shakespeare, a classic literature in the U.S. particularly in secondary school English 

curricula, (b) promoting English as a medium of instruction such as encouraging the use 

of oral English in class and explaining English texts in English, and (c) teaching daily-life 

English such as English conversation, writing journals or letters which adheres to natural 

feature, or American English feature. In addition, English became a required subject to be 
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evaluated in the college entrance exams (Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1128). The 

Seoul National University (SNU), which is the most prestigious university in Korea, 

required English for admission. Patterning after SNU, private tertiary level schools – 

Yonhi Professional School, which later became Yeonsei University, and Posong 

Professional School, which later became Korea University – also required English 

language for admission (E. G. Kim, 2011). Due to the understanding of education as the 

key tool for ascent of socio-economic status (SES), having English competency and 

thereby entering prestigious universities were seen as the crucial component of 

individual’s success. Requiring English to be admitted to tertiary level education is not 

trivial language policy as it indicates strong emphasis on English in secondary school 

curricula since they are guided or even controlled by the college entrance exam (E. G. 

Kim, 2011; Kim, 2008; Seth, 2002). Despite such major changes in English educational 

policy, they could not be in effect carried out due to the lack of materials, educational aid, 

and qualified English teachers (E. G. Kim, 2011). The general situation of ELT in middle 

schools is described below.  

In general the conditions for English teaching are bad, as they are for other 
subjects in middle schools. There are not enough teachers and they are very 
poor. In all but two places (Taegu and Kaisong) visited, the services of an 
interpreter were required to communicate the American speaker's words to the 
teachers at the meeting. In the classes observed, almost no English was 
spoken. The teacher taught the language by explaining its grammatical 
structure in Korean, the students took this information down in their 
notebooks in Korean and when they were called on to answer a question in 
class they, too, spoke in Korean. In the opinion of the observer no English was 
being taught, only Korean. …The materials used in class are equally bad. 
They are much too difficult and rely on the translation method to the 
exclusion of any other. The NEW ENGLISH READERS, a popular text in the 
provinces, is a good example. It burdens the student with a complicated 
system of phonetics and calligraphy. (Kehoe, 1947b, p. 1191) 
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This quote by Monika Kehoe, a national Supervisor of English and American Language 

Institute, demonstrates how ELT was conducted in reality under the USAGMIK. The 

underlying language ideology that English is best taught only through English can be 

identified. She explicitly points out three things: (a) lack of English competency of 

Korean teachers, (b) English teaching methodology in classrooms, and (c) teaching 

materials. It should be particularly noted that her major criticisms are based on the 

language ideology that speaking competency of English is a priority particularly for 

Koreans to communicate with Americans; that English is best taught in English 

especially when English is declared as the official language of Korea. These language 

ideologies, later on, work as a mechanism of ELT at the American Language Institute, 

which will be discussed in the next section.  

Below is the photo of the middle school textbook entitled The New English 

Readers, which was heavily criticized for teaching students about the English language 

instead of teaching the practical use of the language.  

   

                       
Figure 2.1. English Textbook: The New English Readers 

 
This book is typical of English textbooks used in the late 1940s. This English textbook 

consisted of 29 lessons, each of which was usually composed of a one to nine page 

THE 
NEW ENGLISH 

READERS 
FOR 

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 
BOOK THREE 

SEOUL MIDDLE 
SCHOOL ENGLISH 

TEACHERS 
ASSOCIATION 

Published September 1, 
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reading passages and an optional exercise.3 At the bottom of each page is assigned a 

space in which newly introduced words or phrases are marked with English phonetic 

alphabets (for example: saddle [sædl]). The exercise was made up of a question of 

English grammar and a translation. Chiefly characterized as both grammar-oriented and 

reading (or translation)-centered teaching method, textbooks that were to teach about the 

English language rather than the use of the language were severely denigrated. Rather, 

the USAGMIK “endeavored to obtain the best available representative American 

textbooks used in American elementary and middle schools to provide guidance to 

textbook writers and editors” (Choe, 1986, as cited in E. G. Kim, 2011, p 203, emphasis 

in original). More American books were brought as a form of educational aid (Bunge, 

1982; Brazinsky, 2007; Kim, 1982). Copies of My Weekly Reader and educational 

magazines such as The Grade Teacher and The Instructors were distributed (E. G. Kim, 

2011). However, the English education of Korea continued to face a serious shortage of 

educational materials and qualified English teachers. Major changes in educational 

policies regarding English education were rarely implemented, so actual teaching and 

learning of English remained the same. The English education, in other words, was 

greatly challenged by the USAMGIK’s general policy of English as the official language 

at the time. Nevertheless, English remained an emblematic marker of the new power, 

whether linguistic or not, and a possibility to a brighter future.  

 The national curriculum designed by the USAMGIK was supposed to be revised 

by the Korean Ministry of Education (MOE) once the ROK was independently 

established in 1948. However, due to the Korean War (1950-1953), it in fact continued to 

have an effect in primary and secondary education until 1954 (E. G. Kim, 2011). Korean 
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education was extremely damaged due to the war. School buildings were destroyed, 

teachers were in shortage due to death and the drafts, textbooks and educational materials 

were depleted. Considerable educational aid expedited by the U.S., from financial aid and 

educational materials to human resources. To name a few, the Armed Forces Assistance 

to Korea, Agency for International Development, United States Operations Mission, 

American Korean Foundation, Cooperative for American Remittance to Everywhere Inc., 

Fulbright Scholarship Commission, and Asia Foundation supplied both governmental and 

civilian subsidies (Brazinsky 2007; Kim, 1982). Unitarian Service Committee and the 

George Peabody College Education Commissions, in particular, paid attention to teacher 

training, textbook publication, and curriculum development (Kim, 1982). Even with 

significant educational aid, it needed time for English education to be settled down to be 

actively and systematically taught in schools.  

 

English Education and the Center of Korea 

 English Language Teaching (ELT) for future teachers, professors, bureaucrats, 

and the military was more actively pursued than ELT in secondary schools. The language 

ideology of English that English competency guarantees one’s success or a higher SES, 

was prevalent. The promise of what the English language presents is described below.  

The introduction of the English language would provide non-English speaking 
Koreans with the means to learn more English and thus qualify for positions 
of responsibility in the American Military government.  … The purpose of the 
Institute [ALI] would be to teach the English language to Koreans, primarily 
so that they can prepare themselves for careers in the public service but also to 
qualify them for professional life. (Headquarters United States Army Military 
Government in Korea, 1946, p. 1123) 
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Acquisition of English meant potential employment in the American Military 

government, in public service, and in professional fields. As will be discussed later, some 

Koreans who were proficient in English, whether civilians or military, were actually sent 

to the U.S. to be further educated. Returnees played a major role in establishing the ROK, 

as they were assigned to leading government positions and within the military apparatus. 

A typical example of this during the USAMGIK was Kihong Yi, one of the participants 

in the Thinkers Group, which was an organization focused on establishing Korean 

economy. He was sent to the U.S. “to study economics at Amherst College” (Brazinsky, 

2007, p. 65).  After his return to Korea, he worked as the “chief of the Department of 

Planning in the Ministry of Reconstruction” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 65). Another example is 

Chon-sok Oh, a graduate of Teachers College at Columbia University. Later, he became 

the head of Korean Committee on Education, which was a major decision-making 

organization on Korean education (Kim, 1982). Not to mention these individuals who 

played a critical role in nation building of Korea after their education in the U.S., Syng 

Man Rhee, the first president of ROK was also educated in the U.S.: earning a bachelor’s 

degree from George Washington University, master’s degree from Harvard University, 

and Ph.D. from Princeton University (Oliver, 1955). His regime lasted until 1960, which 

encompasses the nation building period. Indeed, English education during this period 

paid more attention to this small group of Koreans. Being assigned to major positions in 

Korean society, these small groups of Koreans who learned English formed a new 

privileged class, constructing the center of Korea, a Periphery country, according to 

Phillipson (1992). Following Galtung (1980), the English speaking Koreans, if well 

educated in the U.S., were expected to form an elite group of Korean, who could be 
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linked to the dominant Center, or the U.S. These individuals had opportunities to learn 

English and to study abroad in the U.S.; they were the visible representation of success as 

a result of attaining English competency. These cases thereby rationalized, legitimatized, 

or even solidified the language ideology that English brings both national development 

and individual success. Two major institutions played a significant role in establishing a 

small number of elite Koreans, or the center of the Periphery: the American Language 

Institute (ALI) and the Military English Language School (MELS), which later became 

the Korean Military Academy (KMA). 

 

The American Language Institute 

With English declared the official language of the USAMGIK, one of the most 

perplexing problems facing the military government was communication between the 

U.S. military and its Korean employees. For this reason, the American Language Institute 

(ALI) was established to play a central role in developing English education at the time. 

Originally started with a small English class in the Foreign Affairs Section of the 

USAMGIK and so named the English Language Institute (ELI)4, the school was 

officially established in April 1946 to be in charge of general English education for 

Koreans who were to fill civil service positions vacated by the Japanese and Koreans 

planning to study in the United States. After six months of its foundation, ELI was 

transferred in October 1946 from the Foreign Affairs Section to the Department of 

Education. Since then, ELI was staffed by a civilian personnel system: an American 

director, four American teachers and three Korean teachers. With the school better 

organized and systematized, its name was changed to the American Language Institute 
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(ALI) in January 1947 (E. G. Kim, 2011). The change of name is an overt representation 

of language ideology that propagandizes American English as opposed to English in 

general. Considering that British English was exclusively taught during the Japanese 

colonial periods (Kim, 2008; E. G. Kim, 2011), distinguishing American language from 

English is not unrelated to linguicism as it emblemized American English with structural 

and cultural dominance in the newly established Korea, as Phillipson (1992) argues. In 

other words, it was American English that would result in nation building, modernity, 

technology development, and individual success. As a language of the dominant Center, 

it was American English rather than British English that linked to the center of the 

Periphery, particularly in the context of the USAMGIK. With the American English 

indexing the new Center, many Koreans started considering British English as old, less 

powerful, and thereby not available to be linked to the Center.  

Though it was once at risk of being shut down in April 1947, ALI managed to 

play a pivotal role in developing English education until the institute was terminated in 

August 1948, when Korea was inaugurated as an independent nation. As the very first 

official school of English, established and operated under the USAMGIK, ALI is in many 

ways assumed to be a model for English Language Teaching (ELT) in Korea. It is, 

therefore, crucial to examine the institution in detail.  

The purpose of English language school was, first, to teach English in order to 

solve the “problem of communication” (Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1127), 

particularly due to “lack of a common language between teachers (America) and those to 

be taught (Koreans)” (Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1127); second, to teach Koreans 

“so that they can prepare themselves for careers in the public service but also to qualify 
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them for professional life” (Department of Education USAMGIK, 1945, p.1143); and 

third, to prepare “future rehabilitators” (Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1127) of Korea, 

providing opportunities for students, teachers, or professional workers to study “Western 

methods and techniques”(Supervisor of English, 1946, p. 1127) in the U.S. The language 

ideology of English as a superior language imbued with western ideas, modern concepts, 

and rich in literature made it natural to accept English as the common language between 

Americans and Koreans. In addition, ALI was not just a language school but also a 

gateway to jobs in public service, professional life, and the opportunity to study in the 

U.S., which guaranteed a higher SES in politically and economically unsettled Korean 

society at that time.  

According to the report of the USAMGIK, there were sixteen classes in total at 

ALI, but they were grouped by four different proficiency levels. Four classes were 

allotted to each level with different maximum number of students. ALI was operated in a 

nine-week term system. As a supervisor, Monika Kehoe was appointed and four 

American teachers employed were: Mrs. Blenche Warth, Mrs. Emily Johns, Mrs. 

Florence Kay, and Mrs. Mildred Patterson (Memo, “American Language Institute”, 

1947). As scheduled, 360 students5 had one and a half hour (90 minutes) of English class 

five days a week, from Monday to Friday. Classes of four different levels ran 

simultaneously as scheduled below (Memo, “American Language Institute”, 1947, 

p.1165).  
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Table 2.2. Class Description of ALI 

Class Level 
 Time 

Beginners 
(20) 

Low 
Intermediate 

(20) 

High Intermediate 
(25) 

Advanced 
(25) 

8:30-10:00 am 1 2 3 4 
10:15-11:45 am 5 6 7 8 
1:30-3:00 pm 9 10 11 12 
3:15-4:45 pm 13 14 15 16 

* Each of the parenthesized numbers in the top row indicates the maximum number of s
tudents in class. 
* Numbers given in each box indicate 16 different classes. 

 

In order to qualify for admittance into ALI, applicants were required to finish at 

least middle school education. Students were selected through an interview by the 

supervisor and teachers. Selected students ranged from medical doctors, professors and 

public servants to university students, and also in age from 17 to 55 (Department of 

Education USAMGIK, 1946). ALI from the beginning of its foundation established the 

asymmetrical relationship by selecting those who already had access to secondary 

education. The asymmetrical relationship is sustained as ALI played a gatekeeper of 

English-haves and English-have-nots.   

As to the teaching method, classes at ALI were different from any other 

traditional ones. For example, Korean teachers used a mixture of teaching styles from 

Confucianism and vestige from the Japanese colonial era, usually characterized by a 

grammar-oriented, translation-centered and textbook-dependent method. Instead, the 

principal teaching technique used in ALI was the direct method with no Korean language 

support in classrooms, giving priority to “spoken and heard language” (Department of 

Education USAMGIK, 1946, p. 1149). A strong emphasis was placed on speaking and 

listening skills. Magazines, newspapers, and mimeographed materials were usually used 
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for the upper level classes, whereas more visual or auditory aids – phonographs and radio 

transcriptions – were employed for lower level classes (Department of Education 

USAMGIK, 1946, p. 1149). ELT of ALI, particularly English being the medium of 

instruction, was believed to provide “an opportunity for educating Koreans in American 

manners, customs and ideals” (Johnson, 1947, p. 1170). The intention, in a sense, was to 

develop English communicative competency so that American ideas and values can be 

efficiently disseminated as well as Western modernity and new technology for the 

emerging nation state. 

At the time ALI seemed to have enjoyed its highest popularity among Koreans. 

According to a report of a supervisor of English instruction to the advisor to the Director 

of Education, there were “more than 100 private English Schools in the Seoul area alone, 

each one enrolling at least 500 students” (Kehoe, 1947a, p.1181). These statistics on the 

English language are phenomenal enough to be taken into particular consideration. When 

considering the fact that the population of Seoul in 1947 was no more than 900,000 and 

Koreans’ illiteracy at the time reached almost 80 percent (Bunge, 1982), it is beyond 

one’s imagination that about 50,000 Koreans were in preparation for English education. 

Even with the popularity of English, it should be noted that even during the USAMGIK 

ALI almost closed in the middle of 1947.6 The USAMGIK was originally to be short-

lived, and thus was slated to transfer to the government of Korea (scheduled to be 

inaugurated in August 1948). A memorandum from Edgar A. J. Johnson, the Chief 

Advisor to the Government of Korea, recommended that ALI should be transferred to (or 

absorbed by) the Seoul National University as a Department of English. He was 

concerned about ALI being viewed in a negative light as another form of overt 
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imperialism, attempting to “Americanize Korea” (Johnson, 1947, p. 1171), particularly 

after Korea’s experience of Japanese colonization where Japanese was heavily imposed. 

What is conspicuously significant here, however, is that most Koreans, particularly the 

Korean students of ALI strongly opposed the closure of the school. Part of their petition 

against its closure is given below.  

The American Language Institute was just opportune one and it has been 
performing splendidly during the past 14 months. … This kind of school is an 
utmost importance and urgency, in order to let the Korean people to 
understand American people, and American policy in Korea. We, Korean 
people, are belated in every respect due to the Japanese occupation and 
oppression during the past 40 years. We feel that we have to catch up the lost 
time by the medium of English language.7 (Pu, Lee, Paik, Min, Song, Kim, & 
Lee, 1947, p.1167) 

 
It is striking to see Koreans, rather than Americans, at in the forefront of the opposition to 

the closure of ALI, the major ELT institution. This quote suggests that the American 

language was understood as a medium for recovering from the Japanese colonial trauma 

and for reconstructing the nation state. It was, in addition, the way to understand 

American people and American policy toward Korea. This small group of Koreans who 

either were learning English or were associated with the U.S., clearly understood 

American English as the language of a new, dominating power, or a panacea for 

underdevelopment due to Japanese colonization. This understanding resulted in a strong 

pro-Americanism and pro-American-Englishism. This unidirectional donor-recipient 

English language relationship rationalized and legitimatized the asymmetrical 

relationship between the U.S. and Korea, and was solidified by the few Koreans who had 

English competency.  

ALI was at the core of on-going and future ELT of Korea. It expanded much more 

than its own instruction of English to include (a) training middle school English teachers 
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and (b) providing lectures for the public on such subject as the U.S. educational systems 

and others. Listed below are major ALI’s major achievements.  

• More than 2,000 Korean students completed ALI English courses. 
• Intensive retraining programs were administered for middle school teachers.  
• ALI-composed textbooks were used in middle schools. 
• Visual & audio-lingual aids were introduced. 
• Direct methods emphasizing communicative (listening and speaking) English 

were used.  
• Curriculum content was designed to introduce American thought and way of life 

(Department of Education USAMGIK, 1947; Kehoe, 1947a) 
 
 

Despite such a variety of educational activities, however, ALI’s educational 

contribution to pedagogical changes within ELT in Korea is questionable. The grammar-

oriented and translation-based English teaching method remained unchanged, as 

described in the General Resume of Field Trip made by Monika Kehoe, a national 

Supervisor of ALI, part of which has already been cited in the preceding section of this 

paper. As to the minimal effect of ALI on Korea’s ELT, E. G. Kim (2011) points out two 

major reasons. One is that a mere two years of ALI teaching was too short a time to 

change the traditional teaching method, particularly when compared with thirty-five years 

of Japanese education. The other is that “Japanese-educated or Japanese-influenced 

educators remained in English-related fields including ELT, and they continued to exert 

their influence after the collapse of the Japanese colonial government” (E. G. Kim, 2011, 

p. 209). It is true that English education was not so widely conducted in Korean 

secondary schools as was originally designed by the USAMGIK. However, the failure of 

ALI cannot be attributed only to the two reasons in question. Even though the 

USAMGIK only lasted for three years, educational aid from the U.S. continued, 

particularly in relation to the ELT. The English educational policies were more geared 
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toward improving communicative competency of English, even after the establishment of 

ROK (Chang, 2009; Chang, 2011; Kang, 2014). Yet the grammar-translation teaching 

method in Korea continued throughout the history of ELT in Korea. Refer to the 

following, cited from Kailian (1980), who described typical procedures in a Korean 

English class in the 1970s.  

• The teacher reads a paragraph in English. 
• He then translates the passage word for word, pausing to explain grammatical 

details in English.  
• He may then give the pronunciation of a few of the words and ask the whole class 

to repeat the words in unison. 
• He will then ask one student to stand up and read the passage aloud in English. 

(p.5) 
 
Even after about thirty years of liberation from the Japanese colonial rule, the traditional 

method prevailed in schools. This method continues even in 2015, being the target of 

criticism of Korea’s ELT (Lee, 2010; Park, 2009; Kang, 2014). Even with continuous 

emphasis on communicative English, traditional methods of ELT remain, neither due to 

the short period of U.S. occupation over Korea, nor due to the educational vestige of the 

Japanese colonial period. In no way could English remain a language as a tool of 

communication among Koreans themselves, no matter how much it was declared an 

official language, and no matter how educational policies emphasized communicative 

English, as there is no need to use English among Koreans. Instead, the American 

English functioned more as the representation of linguistic power in tandem with an 

American power as the Center. The English language was perceived as the link between 

the Center (the U.S.) and the center of the Periphery (Korea). 
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Military and English Education 

The U.S. armed force landed in Korea in 1945, the first massive influx of U.S. 

military in the territory of Korea. The main concern of the USAMGIK was preventing the 

southern part of Korean peninsula from coming under the influence of communism, 

particularly when it was sharing a close border with the Soviet Union, which directly 

exerted political leverage in North Korea (Sook, 2002). Therefore, the USAMGIK 

recognized the imperative necessity to build Korea’s national defense force (Brazinsky, 

2007; Ricci, 2011). Under the USAMGIK, the Korean military started with a small-size 

constabulary. Due to lack of a common language between the U.S. military and Korean 

military (Sawyer, 1988), it was natural that communication between the two entities 

encountered difficulty. In order to overcome the language barrier between the two, the 

Military English Language School (MELS) was founded in December 1945 by the 

USAMGIK to transfer the American military system with a special emphasis on English 

education. Ricci (2011) brings an interesting viewpoint of the MELS as follows.  

This language-training program introduced South Korean officers to English 
language and culture. It established a common foundation between South 
Korean officers and future U.S. military advisors, providing South Koreans 
insight on how to work with American counterparts. Interestingly USAMGIK 
did not develop a program to train U.S. military advisors how to work with 
South Korean counterparts. (p.15) 

 
Ricci’s (2011) quote above indicates the unilateral attempts of Koreans learning the 

American language and culture was practiced, rather than building a mutual or bilateral 

understanding of Americans. In other words, the language-training program developed in 

the MELS primarily focused on English education for Korean officers, with no particular 

education programs for the U.S. military advisors. The asymmetrical relationship 

between the new military and political power, the U.S., and the Korean counterparts was 
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formed even from the start. English as a superior language with modern, scientific, 

technical concepts which Korean lacked, English was understood to be the sole language 

in order to develop the Korean military. Though closed soon in April 1946, the school’s 

influence on later nation building was of great significance due to the superiority and 

social recognition of the graduates over other officers. Among the group’s best-known 

graduates, to name a few, are Yi Hyonggun,8 Paek Sonyop,9, and Chong Ilkwon,10 all of 

whom were the first three Koreans to be promoted to the rank of four-star generals, and 

later to serve the nation in major positions such as Foreign Minister, and/or Prime 

Minister. 

The inauguration of the ROK (or Korea) in August 1948 did not mean a complete 

disconnection between the U.S. and Korea. Rather, the commitment of the U.S. to the 

nation building process continued to expand in all sectors, particularly in the Korean 

military. Initiated with one hundred U.S. military advisors, the Provisional Military 

Advisory Group (PMAG) was founded in 1948, which later became the Korean Military 

Advisory Group (KMAG) in 1949, with five hundred American military advisors 

(Brazinksy, 2007). Continuously experiencing confusion and disagreement due to the 

language barrier between the American military advisors and Korean military men, 

General Roberts suggested that the Korean military accept and adopt “English as the 

universal language of the ROK security forces” (Sawyer, 1988, p.65, emphasis added). 

The KMAG was one of the military institutions to send selected Korean military officers 

for further training in the U.S. The first U.S. military advisor, James Hausman, organized 

the first group of six Korean military officers to be trained in the U.S. (Brazinsky, 2007). 

They were expected to “absorb American methods of training and organization and use 
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them to improve military education in Korea” (Brazinsky, 2007. p.75). These kinds of 

exchange programs not only introduced them to modern military training and technology 

but also how developed American society was. For example, Yi Hallim, one of the six, 

was shocked to see the U.S. military system, stating that “when I went to America and 

saw, learned and felt various things, my eyes were opened to a new world” (Brazinsky, 

2007, p.76, emphasis added). Particularly after his visit to U.S. Military Academy at 

West Point, he was “determined to use West Point as a model in developing South 

Korea's own military academy” (Brazinsky, 2007, p.76). Of course, not every Korean 

military man conformed to U.S. military doctrine and decisions for the Korean military. 

Yet, it is undeniable that the Korean military countered U.S. influence. 

Another institution concerned with English-centered Americanization was the 

Korean Military Academy (KMA). Originally initiated as the MELS, the KMA was 

founded in 1952 by the KMAG advisers.  This military academy was exhaustively 

modeled after the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. Many U.S. military advisors 

were West Point graduates, and they imported the instructional materials and training 

manuals from the school. Although Military Art and Engineering was the flagship course 

in the KMA’s curriculum, there were other classes related to philosophy, culture, and 

history, including Korean language and history during the first year in order to establish a 

sense of belonging to the newly emerging nation state, and to instill patriotism and 

devotion to the state. However, the curriculum was more organized “to make cadets more 

sympathetic toward American influence” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 87). With a special 

emphasis on English education, cadets were to take five hours of English classes a week 

during their first year and six hours of English classes a week during their second and 
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third years. To be sure, the KMA outnumbered ordinary Korean universities in the 

number of required English class hours, in which two to three hours a week are usually 

allotted to English only during their freshmen year. It should be further noted that 

“textbooks used in courses such as the ‘History of Civilization’ and ‘Economics and 

Government’ were based on those used at West Point and likely contained an American 

world view if not blatantly pro-American content” (Brazinsky, 2007, p.87). Following the 

model of the U.S. West Point, and placing a strong emphasis on English education, the 

KMA was much more advanced than ordinary Korean universities (Brazinsky, 2007; 

Sejong News, 2014), particularly in the post Korean War era.  

In addition to the KMA, other military institutions were founded and modeled 

after U.S. military institutions. For example, the Army Command and General Staff 

College was founded in 1951, duplicating the U.S. Army Command and General Staff 

College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; and Air and Navy Command and Staff colleges 

were also established in the mid 1950s, and ROK National Defense College in 1956, 

patterning after the U.S. National War College. Even with the intensively designed 

military schools, KMAG realized that these schools were not enough to train elite Korean 

military officers. A study abroad program called Continental United States (CONUS) was 

set up in order to train the elite or high-ranking Korean military men in the U.S. Prior to 

the Korean War, and less than 30 Korean officers went to the U.S. During the Korean 

War, the program’s major focus was to teach combat strategies. In 1951, approximately 

1,000 Korean officers were trained in the U.S. The CONUS program supported more 

than 7,000 Korean officers11 for special training at American military schools between 

1950 and 1957. After the war, the major focus was on knowledge and technologies to 
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reconstruct the nation state and future development.  Like any other military programs 

mentioned above, the CONUS program was also intended to instill in Korean military 

officers “a commitment to social and economic progress in South Korea and a desire to 

emulate the American way of life” (Brazinksy, 2007, p.90). These selected elite Korean 

military officers stayed with American families during the exchange program, and had 

the opportunity to travel metropolitan cities during vacation times. CONUS was designed 

to showcase America’s modern life style, developed infrastructure such as highways, 

numerous automobiles, and sizable buildings. Brazinsky (2007) illustrated the covert 

objectives of these study abroad military programs.  

They [U.S. advisors] believed that through exposure to U.S. technological 
prowess, South Korean military elites would realize their own nation’s 
backwardness, gain a new appreciation for democratic values, and form 
favorable impressions of the U.S. (p.90) 

 
Koreans were to recognize the backwardness and incapacity of Korean and be 

enlightened through American ideals and values, and thereby create favorable attitudes 

toward the U.S. Of course, these study abroad programs did not transform the attitude of 

every Korean officer, as there were some concerns about the autonomy of Korean 

military. Nevertheless, these officers, in general, neither denied nor opposed to the U.S. 

influence of Korean military (Brazinsky, 2007). The overall success of these programs 

resulted in an expansion of the civilian study abroad programs, which were also 

supported by the U.S. government. It should be remarked that English language 

competency was the gateway to study abroad programs, which later paved the way for 

these officers to enter the upper and middle classes after their return to Korea. 

 The graduates of these schools, and particularly the elite military officers who 

received the training in the U.S. viewed themselves as leaders of Korea’s transformation. 
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Many were assigned to decision-making positions during the nation building period. 

Joining the military and being educated in the American designed schools or even in the 

U.S. was a way for his ascent of SES. Bunge (1982) aptly described the military playing 

a role of creating the upper and middle classes of newly-born Korea.  

Military officers in 1950s and 1960s were the major beneficiaries of 
educational programs in the United States, learning a scientific approach to 
problem-solving and efficient organizational theory. As these officers moved 
into top positions in ministries and government-run enterprises, the way was 
opened in turn for younger civilian technocrats whose access to decision 
making positions had earlier been blocked by more conservative Japanese-
trained businessman and bureaucrats. (p. 217-218) 

 
This quote illustrates how Korean military officers, being directly educated by the U.S. 

advisors, resulted in the foundation of the upper and middle classes of Korea, as they 

were assigned to top positions in ministries and government-run enterprises during the 

nation building process of Korea. The KMA, for example, apparently acknowledged its 

role in the nation building process, which was expressed in their newspaper that “cadets 

at the academy needed to play a special role in reshaping their country” (Brazinsky, 2007, 

p.92). The understanding of this role is noticeably illustrated in an editorial entitled The 

Mission and Special Characteristics of the Military Academy that the KMA cadets have 

“an obligation to take the lead in building this new national spirit and they also had the 

responsibility of displaying the nation’s soul, guarding the country and becoming a 

national symbol” (Brazinsky, 2007, p. 92, emphasis added). This changed the perception 

of the Korean military as a less educated group to one regarded as more educated, 

scholarly, professional or business-oriented. Yet, this indexicality of military men 

changed as more graduates of U.S. sponsored schools and study abroad programs formed 

“the upper echelons of officer corps” (Bunge, 1982, p.78).  
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 It was the English language, in a sense, that was the key to earn an opportunity for 

exchange programs to the U.S., which also indexed upward mobility within the Korean 

society. It was the English language that was the medium to actualize American 

prosperity on Korean soil. In this respect, the language carried the social meaning of 

prosperity of both the nation state and individuals. These military institutions heavily 

supported by the U.S. emerged as one of the major centers in Korean society responsible 

for the task of nation building, beyond a simple role of training professional military 

officers. The language ideology that English is the best means of guaranteeing a better 

life was promoted and solidified by Korean military as they formed a new elite class 

within Korean society.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Liberated from Japanese colonial rule in 1945, Korea immediately came under the 

influence of the United States. Whether under the direct regime of the USAMGIK (1945-

1948) or under the indirect influence of the U.S. after the inauguration of ROK in 1948, 

the country underwent a nation building process with extensive assistance from the U.S. 

From the U.S. point of view, securing the southern part of the Korean peninsula was the 

first and foremost concern in order to exercise vigilance on the expansion of communism 

from the northern part of Korea, led by the Soviet Union. Because Korea was considered 

to be of great strategic and geographical importance as the frontline for the Cold War, the 

U.S. tried to disseminate American ideals and values to Korea, giving rise to pro-

Americanism in Korean society. The U.S. emphasized English education as a means of 

providing opportunities to educate “Koreans in American manners, customs and ideals” 
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(Johnson, 1947, p. 1169). Justifying the need to establish a communication system 

between U.S. officials and Koreans, English was unilaterally declared an official 

language of Korea. Even after Korea became an independent country, English maintained 

a higher status than Korean.  

Noticeable language policies of the USAMGIK include: the initiation of English 

education in middle schools and the introduction of English as a required subject in 

college entrance exams. Despite such changes in English policy, however, English 

education at the secondary level was not actually in effect due to a severe lack of 

qualified English teachers and teaching materials. The English policy under the 

USAMGIK, in this respect, remained rather an emblematic marker of the status of 

English in Korean society. In Korean society education is highly valued, so designating 

English in college entrance exams ensured its gatekeeping function. The language policy 

intensified and solidified the indexicality of English as success or prosperity. Although 

English education in secondary schools was enacted, it took time and there were 

challenges. Due to the urgent priority to build Korea as an autonomous nation state, U.S. 

officials paid considerable attention to a small decision-making group of Koreans for 

English education.  

English continued to have the symbolic representation of nation building and 

individual prosperity. Following Galtung (1980), the English speaking Koreans, or 

English haves, particularly those who were educated in the U.S., formed an elite group of 

Koreans who could be linked to the Center of the English-speaking world, namely, the 

U.S. These English haves who were assigned to major decision-making positions in the 

Korean ministries, civil administrations, and militaries, were a visible representation of 
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English language ideologies that learning English would bring both national development 

and individual success. The indexicality of English as success or prosperity was 

intensified through the ALI and MESL, fostering small elite groups of English-haves. 

The underlying English language ideologies of English as a superior language, one that 

would lead to success and prosperity, were permeated and practiced through these 

language institutions. The newly emerged English-haves took a leading role in the nation 

building process, and thereby established themselves as the new upper and middle 

classes. Associating English competency with the upper and middle classes regenerated 

and even solidified the English language ideologies within Korean society.  

English policies and practices during South Korea’s nation building process were 

rooted in English linguistic imperialism in the sense that the dominance of English was 

justified and affirmed within the Korean society. English was perceived to pave the way 

to nation building, both national and individual prosperity, and development in science 

and technology. These ideologies established, promoted, and reproduced the dominant 

status of English. Its dominant status could be maintained by continuous production, 

mediation and reproduction of the language ideology of English both in civilian 

institutions and military institutions sponsored by the U.S. The graduates of these 

institutions constituted the small group of upper/middle or elite class and became the 

center of the Periphery. Language ideologies, in this respect, were used by “those in 

control of the decision-making machinery as a means of political manipulation and 

control” (Leibowitz 1976, p. 449). The Center and the center of the Periphery are in 

collusion through the (re)production of English language ideologies. The collusion 

between the two centers is attained not because they share an internal cultural or 
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linguistic consonance but because “they support and reassert the interests of many (but 

not all) of those who share them” (Hill, 2008, p. 34). Language ideologies, in this respect, 

function to construct and maintain the collusion in order to protect, promote, and 

reproduce the interests of certain social groups. By doing so, the asymmetrical 

relationship is constructed and sustained as the English language ideologies in Korea 

worked to “legitimate, effectuate, and reproduce unequal division of power and resources 

between groups” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 47), whether defined by the language or by the 

class based on the access to the particular language of power and resources. Although it is 

not possible to investigate how individuals interpreted, navigated and negotiated 

language ideologies of English in post war Korea, this article has illustrated that language 

ideologies implemented and (re)produced in English policies and practices in Korea 

during the nation building process were not just about the language itself but were 

socially constructed and closely tied to power relationships between the two countries 

and within Korean society. As observed in this article, English education in Korea began 

with a strong ideology of English and has sustained itself with a variety of language 

ideologies associated with Korea’s nation building strategy. English education during this 

period, however, gave birth to the social divide between the English-haves and the 

English-have-nots, or the center and the periphery within Korean society. This strong 

ideology of English continues even today in contemporary Korea as it still symbolizes 

prosperity of a nation state or an individual, functioning as a marker of social class, and 

thereby sustaining the asymmetrical relations within Korea. 
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Notes 

1. To be more specific, the USAMGIK was established on September 11, 1945 and 
terminated officially on August 15, 1948. However, the withdrawal of the U.S. 
occupation army was completed in June 1948, leaving behind about 500 American 
military advisers (Brazinsky, 2007). 

2. Brazinsky (2007) noted that U.S. actively participated in nation building during the 
Cold War era. 

3. For more detailed examples of the lesson in the textbook, refer to Appendix B. 
4. Note that the English Language Institute (ELI) was interchangeably used with the En

glish Language School (ELS) at the time.  
5. Despite a maximum number of 360 students, however, it is reported that in the first 

term of the school in 1947, 290 students were selected and enrolled out of 500 
applicants (Department of Education USAMGIK, 1946, p.1145). 

6. For further rationale for the closing of the school, see Dispute on maintenance or 
abolition of American language Institute (John, 1947). 

7. This petition was signed by more than 200 Korean students (Pu et al., 1947, 1167). 
8. Before Korea’s liberation in 1945, Yi Hyunggun served the Japanese army officer 

after graduating from the Japanese Military Academy. After the liberation, however, 
he played a leading role in founding the constabulary and also stood out as one of the 
most excellent graduates of the Military English Language School in English 
proficiency. For these reasons, he was selected and trained at the U.S. Army 
Command & General Staff College. He also served the nation later as a diplomat in 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

9. Graduating from the Manchurian Military Academy before the liberation of Korea in 
1945, Paik Sun-yup served in Manchuria military. However, he joined the Korean 
constabulary after the liberation. As a member of the graduates of the Military 
English Language School, he was promoted to the four-star general in Korean army. 
After retirement as a military general, he served as the Korean ambassador to 
different countries. 

10. Chung Il-Kwon, one of the eight four-star generals from the Military English 
Language School, originally served as a Japanese army officer after graduating from 
the Manchurian Military Academy and also the Japanese Military Academy. After his 
military career, he served such positions as the Korean ambassador to a few different 
countries including the U.S., Foreign Minister, and Prime Minister. 

11. Note that this figure includes 4,729 from the army, 920 from the navy, 189 from the 
marine corps, and 1,503 from the air force (Brazinsky, 2007). 
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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this article is to examine how the Peace Corps/Korea program, in effect 
from 1966 to 1981, shed light on English Language Teaching (ELT) in contemporary 
Korea. This article is based on a macro-level approach in the sense that the newly 
introduced ELT by the Peace Corps/Korea is analyzed in terms of the theory of language 
ideologies, particularly focusing on aspects related to historical, socio-political, and 
economic contexts of Korea during the 1960s and 1970s. Concerned with a nation’s 
modernization project, Korea placed a special emphasis on educational development. 
Peace Corps Volunteers in Korea, most of whom taught English at different school 
levels, were expected by the Korean government to contribute partially to Korea’s 
economic development by emphasizing spoken English. The Peace Corps/Korea’s ELT, 
which was in sharp contrast to Korea’s traditional ELT chiefly characterized by 
grammar-oriented and reading-centered methodology, was justified, rationalized, and 
legitimatized as a path to modernity, prosperity, and prestige. 
 
Keywords: Language Ideology, Modernization, Korea, English education, Peace Corps  
 
 

 

Introduction 

 As a continuation of its nation building process starting in 1945, particularly 

during the decades of the 1960s and 1970s, Korea went through a period of that some 

referred to as a developmental autocracy (Brazinsky, 2007). Immediately after the 

success of his military coup of 1961, Park Chung Hee managed to justify this approach 

with a promise that he would modernize the nation. His idea of modernization generally 

paralleled the contemporary concept of academic trends, one of which is called 

modernization theory. Emerged in the 1950s and fully fledged in the 1960s and 1970s, 

modernization theory is briefly defined as “a social scientific explanation of how 

emerging nation states could develop their economic and political systems” (Brazinsky, 
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2007, p.163). As described here, the concept of modernization is characterized by two 

aspects of development: an economic development represented as capitalist 

modernization and a political development represented as democratization (Brazinsky, 

2007). Deeply involved in Korea’s transition from autocracy to democracy, the U.S. was 

satisfied with the former, but not much with the latter. In Park’s early years of power, his 

first Five-Year Economic Development Plan was successfully implemented, but with 

little improvement in democratization (Babb, 2000; Brazinsky, 2007; Bunge, 1982). This 

caused a friction between the U.S. and Korea. Because of this, the U.S. was concerned 

with how to foster Korea’s democratization by American standards. As a way of making 

a complete modernization, the U.S. officials provided a variety of programs, including 

English education in particular, so that Korean intellectuals and young students could 

prepare for a modernized future. According to Brazinsky (2007), the Peace Corps/Korea 

program was conceived by U.S. policymakers as a solution to Korea’s modernization.   

 The Peace Corps program was initiated in 1961 by John F. Kennedy as part of a 

new U.S. foreign policy. However, it was not until 1966 that the program was introduced 

in Korea with two major service fields: education and public health. At the time, the 

Peace Corps’ education program in Korea was chiefly meant to provide an English 

education at different academic levels. Phased out in 1981, the program served 

approximately 2,000 volunteers1, most of whom were English teachers committed to a 

variety of activities (Keeton, 2011). In the light of the history of the relationship between 

the two countries, the influx of U.S. Peace Corps Volunteers (PCVs) was meant to 

provide an unprecedented massive civilian contact between two peoples, two cultures, 

and two languages.  
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It is of great importance to note here that the Peace Corps’ English program was 

designed with the specific purpose of aiding Korea’s modernization in general and the 

country’s democratization in particular beyond as a simple linguistic tool for 

communication. While there are studies on the diplomatic effect (Mahajani, 1964; 

Benton, 1966) and on education in general (Adam, 1964; Deutchman, 1966; Lunstrum, 

1966), and English education in particular, (Boon, Gildea & Moran, 1987; Landgraf, 

1963; Landrum, 1964) of the Peace Corps, rarely do studies on English education 

conducted by the Peace Corps explore the long-term effect of English education. Given 

this, I am concerned with English education in Korea with a particular emphasis on its 

social function as well as on its linguistic structure and use, which will be covered 

through the theoretical lens of language ideologies, discussed in detail in the following 

section.  

 

Language Ideology and Language Education 

Language accompanies with individuals in society with language ideologies 

mediating their language use (Kroskrity, 2000; Woolard, 1998). Woolard (1998) defines 

language ideologies as “representations, whether explicit or implicit, that construe the 

intersection of language and human beings in a social world” (p.3). Following this 

definition, language ideologies function as mediating link between a language and its 

related aspects, for instance, linguistic form and use, identity, morality, and its role in 

every sort of social institution. It is useful also to consider language ideologies in two 

additional ways.  
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With more emphasis on the linguistic aspect, Silverstein (1979) defines language 

ideologies as “sets of beliefs about language articulated by users as a rationalization or 

justification of perceived language structure and use” (p.19). As stated here, language 

ideologies rationalize or justify a certain type of linguistic structure and/or use more 

regular, normal, or orthodox. A typical example of this is taken from the Korean context 

of English education. The rhotacization (r-coloring) is well developed in American 

English while it is not in British English. This brings about a sharp contrast between 

[park] and [pak] for the pronunciation of English word ‘park’. In the context of Korean 

English education, the rhotacized form of [park] is justified and/or rationalized as a 

normal and/or an orthodox form.  

On the other hand, Heath (1977) emphasizes social aspects, and defines language 

ideologies as follows:  

[Language ideologies] are self-evident ideas and objectives a group hold 
concerning roles of language in the social experiences of member as they 
contribute to the expression of the group. (p. 53) 
 

As stated here, Heath’s angle on language ideologies underscore the collective beliefs 

about a language (including its roles) that a particular group shares through cumulated 

social experiences. With respect to the modern history of English education in Korea, 

English was officially introduced in 1945 when the U.S. army occupied the country. The 

U.S. was both directly and indirectly involved in many aspects of Korean society, 

including politics, military, and education, etc, resulting in the justification, 

rationalization, and legitimatization of American English. Following Woolard’s (1998) 

suggestion that the equation of language and nation is a historical and ideological 

construct, it can be argued that just as the U.S. came to Korea as a political power, so the 



	   98	  

English language came to Korea as a linguistic power. This is how the English language 

became ideologized as a way “to link inhabitable positions” (Woolard, 1998, p.7) of 

social, political and economic power. In the Korean context, we can also add educational 

power.  

English education, in this respect, is the site of reflection, implementation, and 

reproduction of language ideologies, and is not isolated from the history, politics, 

economy, foreign relations, social structure, and ideology of a particular society 

(Adamson, 2002; Fairclough, 2001; Hobson, 2011; Kroskrity, 2000; Ruiz, 1984; Ruiz, 

1994; Tollefson, 1991; Wright, 2002). Depending on particularly emphasized propaganda 

of a society or a nation, therefore, there is a strong tendency that language ideologies of 

the time intricately correlate with the propaganda. Interacting with the broader ideology 

of the time, language ideologies play an active role in determining which language 

variant will be taught; which particular methodology will be implemented; and who is 

qualified to teach it, and so on.  

Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook (1998) identify core-English speaking countries 

as Western countries where English is a primary language and periphery-English 

countries as non-Western countries where English is a second or foreign language. The 

latter countries are “English-peripheral in the sense that they generally attempt to follow 

the linguistic norms of the core English-speaking countries” (Phillipson, 1992, p.17). 

Emerged with an ideological function, English was seen “to bring modern ideas with it, 

to be a channel for interpersonal, social, and cultural values” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 68). As 

a result, English Language Teaching (ELT) was seen as a crucial and effective tool to 

disseminate language ideologies of English. Equated with progress and prosperity, 
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English was naturalized and internalized, giving rise to a linguistic hegemony in the 

second half of the 20th century. Indeed, the U.S. soon joined in the field of ELT as part of 

a new approach to foreign policy and as part of the strategy to play a leading and 

authoritative role in the competitive English linguistic market (Phillipson, 1992). English 

education by Peace Corps should be scrutinized in relation to how it played a role in 

relation to broader social context and how it (re)produced language ideologies of English.  

 

Korea: 1960-1980, Modernization Theory, and Peace Corps/Korea 

In the history of Korea the 1960s and 1970s are characterized as the age of 

modernization. Emerging as a national leader, Park Chung Hee launched a series of his 

Five-Year Economic Development Plans starting in 1962 (Bunge, 1982). Park’s idea of 

Korea’s modernization plan coincides with the modernization theory initiated in the 

1950s and fully in effect during these decades. As a technical term to describe the 

development process, modernization theory is based on both economic development and 

political development (Agbo, 1995; Bunge, 1982; Fägerlind & Saha, 1983; Phillipson, 

1992). 

From the U.S. point of view, however, Park’s modernization process only focused 

on economic development, and was disentangled from both political development and the 

realization of Korea’s democratization. U.S. officials, with the U.S. Information Service 

(USIS) as their center, were committed to providing a variety of programs for Korean 

intellectuals with a view to preparing them for a new democratic society (Brazinsky, 

2007). As part of their effort to do so, the Peace Corps/Korea program was initiated as an 

agreement between the two governments in 1966 (Agreement relating to the 
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Establishment of a Peace Corps Program in Korea between the Government of the 

Republic of Korea and the Government of the United States of America, 1966, see 

Appendix C). In what follows, we are concerned with the interrelation between Korea 

(1960-1980), modernization theory, and the Peace Corps/Korea. 

 

Korea: 1960-1980 

Park Chung Hee staged a military coup and seized power both militarily and 

politically by 1961 (Bunge, 1982; Tucker & Kim, 2000). Park’s regime officially started 

in 1963 and lasted for 16 years until his assassination in 1979. It is, therefore, crucial to 

have a close look at the national policy during his administration (1963-1979), since his 

presidential term overlapped the period during which the Peace Corps/Korea program 

was in operation (1966-1981). As a new national leader, he presented a slogan of national 

modernization to which all the other values were subordinate. His determination for 

national modernization is well reflected in his January 18, 1966 speech entitled 

Modernization of Korea Is Not Far Away, excerpted below.  

Now that we have embarked on the modernization project, we cannot afford to 
stop midway. …The modernization of the country is too huge a project to be 
accomplished by myself, by the members of the National Assembly alone, or by 
part of the citizens. … Without collective power of the society, the 
modernization project can hardly be accomplished. (Shin, 1970, p.331) 

 
His idea of modernization chiefly focused on economic development to address the 

poverty-driven history of Korea. His Five Year Economic Plan launched in 1962 for the 

first time continued until his assassination in 1979 (Bunge, 1982).2 His economic plan 

based on export-oriented economic strategy paid attention to light industry, including as 

textiles in the 1960s, but was later redirected to heavy industries such automotive, vessel, 
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steel, and petrochemical (Seth, 2002). It is generally agreed that his economic plan made 

a great success as illustrated in Figure 3.1 below.  

 

Figure 3.1: Growth and Structure of the Gross National Product (GNP), 1962-80. 
(Source: Bunge, 1982, p. 11) 

 

Park’s slogan of modernization of Korea was deeply rooted in a pivotal ideology 

of the time. And this ideology of modernization, he believed, could be realized through 

national education. With this social background of national education at the time, the 

Charter of National Education was issued on December 5, 1968, and represented a close 

association between modernization and education. 

Realizing that the nation develops through creative and cooperative activities 
and that national prosperity is the ground for individual growth, we will do 
our best to fulfill the responsibility and obligations attendant upon our 
freedom and rights, and encourage the willingness of the people to participate 
and serve in the building of the nation.3 (See Appendix D) 

 
His concept of modernization, represented as national development or prosperity, was the 

ultimate national mission, which would be realized through education. Park identified 
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education with modernization, which is cited in a speech from August 2, 1966, In Pursuit 

of Intelligence: 

We have learned from the experience of advanced countries that the 
modernization of a newly-born nation must be conducted in such a way that 
economic development goes side by side with educational development. I 
sincerely hope that international cooperation would be further accelerated to 
expedite the development of science, technology and education in the newly-
born nations of the world. (Shin, 1970, p. 74) 
 

Park’s strong aspiration for Korea’s economic development was to be realized through 

educational development (Babb, 2000; Bailey, 1996; Seth, 2002). Because of Korea’s 

lack of natural resources (Keeton, 2011), education was seen as the only breakthrough to 

produce manpower and to increase the productivity of the nation. Development of 

education was seen as a prerequisite for “sustaining political and economic independence” 

(Landrum, 1984, p. 9) for Korea’s modernization and its participation within the 

international economy. 

Based on modernization theory, which highly valued education as the principal 

means to disseminate modern values and behavior, educational aid was constantly 

provided from the developed countries (Pennycook, 1994). Korea, in this respect, was 

supported with various educational aid from the U.S. In fact, numerous U.S. institutions 

and advisors were involved in the field of education: the U.S. Department of Defense and 

State; the U.S. Information Service (USIS), the International Cooperation Administration, 

American-Korean Foundation, U.S. Operation Mission, University of Florida, University 

of Minnesota, to name a few, worked closely with the Korean Ministry of Education 

(MOE). Not only American advisors but also U.S. educated Korean professors and 

educators were involved in constructing and shaping the Korean educational system 
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(Bailey, 1996; Brazinsky, 2007; Seth, 2002). One of the U.S. organizations that directly 

worked in the field of education was the Peace Corps. 

 

Modernization Theory 

Introduced in the 1950s, modernization theory was fully fledged during the 1960s 

and 1970s. One of the major characteristics of the theory, according to Huntington 

(1971), is a dramatic shift from tradition to modern for the building of a modern state (as 

cited in Fägerlind & Saha, 1983). After World War II, this theory was comprehensively 

applied to newly emerged independent nations, most of which were acutely concerned 

with their own development.  Based on modernization theory, developed countries 

diagnosed problems of underdeveloped countries, attempting to provide solution to the 

problems (Agbo, 2005; Fägerlind & Saha, 1983; Pennycook, 1994;). 

It should be noted here that modernization is a technical term to describe the 

development process in both economics and politics (Pennycook, 1994; Phillipson, 

1992). Development in the theory of modernization was meant to reiterate the Western 

capitalist and democratic system, so that third world countries might lessen the gap 

between the developed and underdeveloped countries (Pennycook, 1994). 

This theory assumes that modern institutions, such as education or industry, 

should be first formed for modern values to be taught and disseminated. It further 

contends that modern values give birth to modern behavior, and such a modern society 

can finally achieve economic development (Agbo, 2005; Fägerlind & Saha, 1983). The 

model of modernization theory is schematically summed up as Figure 3.2 below (Inkeles 

& Smith, as cited in Fägerlind & Saha, 1983, p.17). 
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Figure 3.2. The Process of Modernization 

 
Preston (1986) states that modernization theory provided an “authoritative interventionist 

ideology of development, where the idea of development … rests upon a concern for 

economic growth”(as cited in Pennycook, 1994, p. 43). Constant aid, particularly 

educational aid, to develop workforce in the developing countries was one of the forms of 

intervention, rationalizing the authoritative role of the Western countries. Discussion and 

application of the modernization theory was based on the ideology of modernization that 

adopting modern or Western ways of thinking would eventually bring economic 

prosperity.  

While the path toward modernization was the same for both Korea and the U.S., 

both countries had a different understanding of the concept of modernization itself. Korea, 

on one hand, conceived modernization only as economic development and educational 

development. On the other hand, the U.S. viewed modernization as development of an 

economic (capitalist) and political (democratic) system. Figure 3.3 lays out the different 

interpretations of modernization and how educational aid falls into the intersection of the 

two different interpretation of modernization. 
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Figure 3.3. Different Interpretation of Modernization 

 

Figure 3.3 illustrates that conceptions of modernization were different between Korea and 

the U.S. In this respect, the intention of supplying and receiving educational aid was in 

discordance. Korea accepted educational aid for educational development, and thereby 

economic development; the U.S. provided educational aid for economic development and 

democratization. Whether educational aid was for educational development or for 

democratization, it is undeniable that the aid was rationalized as a crucial component of 

modernization, and therefore the Peace Corps was an instrument of modernization.  

Within the discursive contexts of modernization, this paper is concerned with a 

question of how Peace Corps positioned itself within the ideology of modernization, 

operated in Korea from 1966 to 1981. As mentioned previously, the Peace Corps/Korea 

program was politically and diplomatically initiated with a view to modernize Korean 

youths’ consciousness and attitudes about the U.S. model of democracy (Brazinsky, 

2007; Coombs, 1964). 4 As one of the major suppliers of educational aid, the political, 

social, and educational effectiveness of the Peace Corps has yet to be evaluated, but the 
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program was promoted with a positive and promising role of education without making 

“conscious connection with them [foreign policy objectives]” (Coombs, 1964, p.62).  

 

Peace Corps/Korea 

Facing a new cold war after World War II, the world was to be rearranged in a 

new system of order. With education and culture in general, and language in particular, 

being considered as more important than military power, the English language emerged 

as one of the major weapons (Coombs, 1964; Marckwardt, 1963; Phillipson, 1992) and 

one of the major markets (Phillipson, 1992). It is not by chance that the Commonwealth 

Conference on the Teaching of English as a Second language was held at the University 

College of East Africa, Makerere College, Uganda in 1961. In his speech Michael Grant, 

President and Vice-Chancellor of Queen’s University and Chairman of the Conference 

stated: 

We are concerned with an urgent, deeply and widely-felt problem of 
communications. It is our job to exchange our ideas and our experience so as 
to improve and extend the use of English as a gateway to better 
communications, better education, and so a higher standard of living and 
better understanding. (Report of the Commonwealth Conference on the 
Teaching of English as a Second Language, 1961, p. 47) 

As described in his speech, English no longer remained as one of the host of world 

languages as a tool for communication, education, and improvement of living standard. 

Instead, it was the world language and “supposed to bring ‘modern’ ideas with it, to be a 

channel for interpersonal, social, and cultural values” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 68). 

According to Phillipson (1992), English was legitimatized at Makerere and emerged with 

an ideological function. As a result, English Language Teaching (ELT) was seen as a 

crucial and effective tool to practice a dominant language ideology. Equated with 
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modernity, progress, and prosperity, English was naturalized and internalized, giving rise 

to a linguistic hegemony in the second half of the 20th century. Indeed, the U.S. soon 

joined in the field of ELT as part of a new approach of the U.S. foreign policy and as part 

of the strategy to play a leading and authoritative role in the competitive English teaching 

market (Phillipson, 1992). In accordance with the general background of ELT of the time, 

the Peace Corps was established in 1961 by John F. Kennedy.  

According to the Peace Corps Act (see Appendix E), declared by the U.S. 

Congress on September 22, 1961, the mission of the program was to promote friendship 

and peace by serving the developing countries (Bureau of International Information 

Programs, 2011), and it is outlined in terms of the three goals:  (1) To help the peoples of 

such countries and areas in meeting their needs for trained manpower, (2) To help 

promote a better understanding of the American people on the part of the peoples served, 

and (3) [To help promote] a better under understanding of other peoples on the part of 

Americans (Peace Corps Act, 1961). As described in the mission, it seems to be true that 

the Peace Corps program was initiated with “a serviceable carry-all for the ideas” (Carey, 

1970, p. 18) of promoting world peace and friendship. Though it was established as a 

new form of U.S. foreign policy, the Peace Corps seems to have so far “held steadfastly 

to an apolitical course” (Peace Corps, 1990, p. 41). It was through the Peace Corps that a 

substantial number of young Americans were placed in many developing countries. They 

served all over the world in various fields, including agriculture, forestry, fish culture, 

health and nutrition, education, engineering, industrial arts, small business and 

community development (Friends of Korea, 2009). Among these service fields, however, 

education was considered to be the most important (Landrum, 1984). For example, 
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statistics show that more than almost 70 percent of Peace Corps Volunteers (PCVs) 

worked in the field of education, particularly in the East Asia/Pacific region (Peace 

Corps, 1967; Peace Corps, 1968; Peace Corp, 1969; Peace Corps, 1970; Peace Corps, 

1971a).5 

As in other cases, included in the Peace Corps/Korea were a variety of programs 

such as education, public health, rural guidance, tourism, and special fields such as 

speech therapy, forestry, and so on (Friends of Korea, 2009; Peace Corps, 1979). It is 

reported that 51 Peace Corps groups came to Korea between 1966 and 1981, and focused 

primarily on English education and public health (Keeton, 2011). Among education-

related PCVs, approximately 60 percent were placed in the English teaching sector of 

education (Peace Corps, 1977a; Peace Corps, 1977b; Peace Corps, 1979). According to 

Peace Corps report in 1982, “by June 1980, approximately 80 percent of all secondary 

school teachers of English in Korea had had training by Peace Corps Volunteers” (p. 45). 

While there is no record of the exact number of Korean students taught by PCVs, Lee 

(2014) estimates that about a million Korean students were exposed to English education 

by PCVs. 

It should also be noted that even in the English education sector the Peace 

Corps/Korea program had changed. For example, the very first group of volunteers in 

1966 was “assigned to high schools as teachers of English, physical education and 

science education” (Hahn, Ko, Lee, & Kim, 1975, p.2). During the 60s, PCVs were 

assigned to teach by themselves (Holt, 2009). Not until 1970 was co-teaching introduced 

and extensively instituted in middle school. In addition, Korean teacher training was 
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substantially held to give them “a more intensive exposure to oral English and new 

teaching techniques” (Hahn et al., 1975, p.2).  

 

Methods 

This article is a case study of English education in Korea conducted through 

Peace Corps/Korea program (1966-1981), focusing particularly on the relationship 

between the practices of English education by the PCVs and English language ideologies 

in the context of Korea’s modernization process during the 1960s and 1970s. Applying 

the mixed method approach (Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Clark, 2011), the data collected 

are of three types: (1) written documents, (2) an online survey, and (3) in-depth 

interviews. 

First, written documents can be one of the most explicit representations and/or 

interpretations promoted by institutions or the state. They reflect and (re)produce a 

particular discourse within a society (Rappa & Wee, 2006). Collected and analyzed to 

retrace the practices of Peace Corps/Korea’s English education are a variety of records, 

such as policy documents, Peace Corps reports, Peace Corps/Korea training materials, 

memoirs of PCVs, and speeches, and so on. Major written documents analyzed included 

the following.   

• Peace Corps Act (Public Law 87-293U.S.C. Sec.2.) 
• Agreement relating to the Establishment of a Peace Corps Program in Korea 

between the Government of the Republic of Korea and the Government of the 
United States of America 

• Congressional Presentation Fiscal Year (1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1980) 
• Middle school English teacher re-training project (No. 20525).  
• University TESOL: K-26, 1972-1973 
• Training the Peace Corps for English Teaching Abroad 
• U.S. Peace Corps and the Korean development experience 
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Secondly, for the online survey, Qualtrics, an online survey software, was adopted. 

An online survey link was sent via email to PCVs who served in Korea from 1966 to 

1981.  Email addresses were obtained from the list on the public Peace Corps webpage. 

Participating in the survey conducted for two months (from September 09 to November 

10, 2014) were 131 PCVs who served in the field of English education as teachers, 

teacher trainers, or advisors.  

Finally, fifteen PCVs participated in in-depth interviews. Each interview was 

conducted one-on-one at least twice for all participants, and a third time for some 

individuals. The interviews were conducted over the telephone or face-to-face through 

Skype; they were semi-structured. All the interviews were audio-recorded, and later 

transcribed and analyzed. During and after each interview, field notes were taken in order 

to illustrate any immediate interpretations of the interview (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 

2001; Marshall & Rossman, 2011; Seidman, 2013). Among the fifteen interview 

participants, I selected six representatives of them based on several reasons: audio-quality, 

compelling and elaborative stories, and relatively clear memories of their teaching 

experiences.  The following table illustrates general information about the PCVs who 

participated in the interview. 
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Table 3.1. Interview Participants 

# Participants Gender Years in the 
Peace Corps 

Specific Areas of English Education 

1 Thomas 
Lorenz 

M 1966 – 1968 *High School Teacher  
  Middle School Teacher 
  Drama/English Conversation  

2 Martha 
Lockett 

F 1967 – 1969 *Middle School Teacher 
  Korean Teacher Training 

3 John Head M 1970 – 1972 
1972 – 1976 

*Middle School Teacher  
  Korean Teacher Training 
*Peace Corps Staff 
  Korean Ministry of Education  

4 William 
Vincent 

M 1970 – 1974 *Middle School Teacher 
  High School Advisor 
*Economic Planning Board 

5 Karen Porter F 1971 – 1973 *Middle School Teacher 
  Korean Teacher Training 

6 James Steiner M 1973 – 1975 *College Instructor 
  English Drama/Play club 

*Participants’ names are all pseudonym.  
* Of the participant’s primary and secondary duties, primary duty is indicated with an 

asterisk.  
*The duration of the original contract is two years, but PCVs could extend or re-apply 
after their original contract.  

 
 
 

Peace Corps/Korea and English Education in Korea  

English Education by PCVs in Korea 

Prior to being assigned as an English instructor, PCVs went through training 

sessions, generally for three months (Marckwardt, 1963; Landgraf, 1963).6 The training 

consisted of Korean language classes, cross-cultural understanding or Korean culture 

classes, and English teaching methodology classes.7 In the 1960s Peace Corps training 

was conducted in the U.S.: Hawai‘i, Vermont, and Pennsylvania.8 During the 1970s, 

however, prospective PCVs participated in the in-country, or host country training. After 

their training, whether in the U.S. or in Korea, PCVs were placed in different provinces 
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(see Appendix F and G), serving in various English educational sectors: college, high 

school, middle school, and Korean English teacher training (Holt, 2009). The survey 

result in Figure 3.4 below shows a variety of different school levels at which volunteers 

served.  

 

Figure 3.4. PCVs’ Assigned Educational Sectors 
Survey Question: At what school level did you teach English? (Multiple Choice 

available) 
*With the understanding that many PCVs could serve in various fields in English 
education, multiple choice was available. 

 

Among 233 responses from 130 participants, 73% of them served in middle schools, 29% 

in high schools, 35% in colleges, and 41% in Korean English teacher training.9 The 

higher percentage of PCVs in middle schools can be interpreted in two ways. First, 

mandatory English education began in middle schools in Korea during the 1960s and 

1970s. So it would be typical to see PCVs assigned to middle schools. Second, since the 

early 1970s, the Peace Corps/Korea’s English education shifted its attention to middle 

schools rather than high schools (Holt, 2009; J. Head, personal communication, 

September 9, 2014). In this sense, for approximately a decade until its phase-out in 1981, 

Peace Corps/Korea paid attention to middle schools whereas its emphasis on high school 
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was more or less four to five years since 1966. It may be natural, therefore, to see high 

percentages at the middle school level.  

While PCVs were assigned to major service of teaching English at secondary and 

tertiary levels, many were asked to serve beyond their duties. William Vincent, for 

example, was in the field of English education in Korea from 1970 – 1974. His main 

assignment was to teach English in a girls’ middle school in Jeju, but he had a secondary 

duty of serving as an English advisor in the adjacent girls’ high school. After his first 

two-year contract with Peace Corps, he again worked for the Korean Economic Planning 

Board as an English teacher.  

 

Figure 3.5. ELT Areas of PCVs 
Survey Question: In which area of English education were you involved? (Multiple 

Choice available) 

 
Among 184 responses from 131 participants, more than 95 % of PCVs were involved in 

actual English teaching; about 24% in other areas of English education including, for 

instance, Korean English teacher training/workshops, after-school English conversation 

clubs, adult English-speaking clubs, textbook development, and so on; 19 % in English 

curriculum development. Only 2% of them were involved in the development of policy 
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English education. Figure 3.4 and 3.5 demonstrate that although a substantial number of 

PCVs was involved in teaching English at secondary and tertiary levels, some of them 

were also participating in other sectors related to English education. All six interview 

participants, as clearly indicated in Table 3.1, had various kinds of secondary duties such 

as holding workshops for Korean teachers of English, teaching English to the Economic 

Planning Board, working closely with the Ministry of Education (MOE), or running 

extra-curricular English clubs.   

Whichever area of English education they served, their main goal was to 

introduce newly developed techniques in ELT. The Peace Corps/Korea’s general goal of 

English education is succinctly identified in the Peace Corps training book entitled 

Middle School English Teacher Re-Training Project (1971). Below is part of introductory 

section in the Peace Corps training book, Middle School English Teacher Re-Training 

Project (1971).  

Description of Problem Area 
 
Volunteers in Korean middle schools focus on upgrading the teaching of 
English through their roles as co-teachers using TESOL techniques in the 
classroom and as participants in teaching re-training workshops held during 
the school semesters and in the vacation periods. Most Koreans who teach 
English in middle schools still use the grammar-translation method of 
instruction, the only method familiar to them. These teachers have been hard-
pressed to modify their teaching methodology to take advantage of such 
recent developments in language instruction as aural-oral pattern drills and 
other audio-lingual techniques, micro-teaching, and simple conversations. 
Their own deficiencies in speaking and in understanding spoken English make 
this transition difficult, but Korean education officials and some English 
teacher had begun to work on developing a curriculum that will produce 
students able to read, write, and speak English effectively. 

 
Included in this description are practices of Korean English teachers, the purpose of 

PCVs in English education, and the practices to be implemented by PCVs. As explicitly 
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pointed out here, the main problem of English education in Korea is in the grammar-

translation method, resulting in deficiencies in speaking and also in understanding spoken 

English, and thereby giving rise to a serious barrier to English education. The Peace 

Corps was expected to fix this problem of deficiency. The newly developed methodology 

in ELT, which highlights aural-oral pattern drills and other audio-lingual techniques, 

micro-teaching, and simple conversations, was strongly suggested as a solution. Indeed, a 

large number of survey participants were committed to implementing either audio-lingual 

method or a communicative approach.10 Figure 3.6 below illustrates that 98% of the 

survey participants advocated spoken English.  

 

Figure 3.6. ELT Methodology by PCVs 
Survey Question: As far as the English teaching is concerned, which of the following 

English teaching method did you use in your classroom? 

 
To be more specific, the data shows that 48% of PCVs practiced the audio-lingual 

method whereas about 50% employed a communicative approach. Though different in 

methodology, the two approaches have in common that a strong emphasis is placed on 

developing aural/oral English proficiency.  
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The English Language: Modernization 

The English language was viewed or indexed as the key means for Korea’s 

industrialization and modernization. President Park actively accepted the English 

language, as part of his open-door economic policy of Korea alongside his export-

oriented strategy (Holt, 2009; Peace Corps, 1971b; Peace Corps, n.d.). Such being the 

case, the English language came to stand for Korea’s national modernization in general 

and economic development in particular. In the Korean context of the 1960s and 1970s, 

English appeared as a modern value, being rationalized and legitimatized a direct 

correlation between the English language and economic development. This language 

ideology was considerably overtly and covertly prevalent in the Korean government, the 

Peace Corps as an institution, and even among the PCVs themselves.  

According to Keeton (2011), “Korea had been one of the first countries to request 

Peace Crops” (p.3). Though not yet turned out as the Korean government wanted, it 

seems that the Korean government endeavored to request the Peace Corps program. It 

appears that Korea was much more interested in English education than in any other 

aspect of Peace Corps service (Holt, 2009; Keeton, 2011). This is unambiguously 

reflected in one of the Peace Corps reports, which states:   

Because Koreans place a high priority on learning English as a social and 
economic development tool, the Peace Corps in Korea is heavily weighted 
toward training future English instructors and teaching English in the 
secondary schools and colleges. (Peace Corps, 1973, p.89) 

 
The Korean government, as remarked here, viewed English as a gateway to social 

and economic development. Not only the Korean government but also the Peace 

Corps as an institution saw the necessity of English for modernization. The 
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language ideology of English for modernization is explicitly demonstrated by 

Landrum (1964), a former PCV in Nigeria: 

The English language is not the only means to modernization but it is the key 
means to clarity and induction into modern ways and ideas. …Without English 
and the education that comes through it they [Nigerian children] have no place 
in modern state. (p. 186) 

 
Following this, it is only through English that one can encompass modern values and 

ideas, and thereby establish a modern society. To put it another way, the English 

language is meant to index modernity, with an enlightening function that the language 

accompanies. Landrum (1964) further contends that English is the datum line that 

distinguishes the two worlds: traditional versus modern, as stated below. 

It [the English language] represents a specific point of confrontation between 
the old and new, the western and the nonwestern, understanding and 
confusion.  … The [English] language as a tool will be decisive in national 
development. (p. 190) 

 

Following a dichotomous construct established by Landrum (1964), the arrival of 

English into Korea by the Peace Corps can be interpreted as the coming of new 

instead of old, of western instead of non-western, and of understanding instead of 

confusion. It seems to be deeply rooted among PCVs themselves that modernization 

can be achieved only through English. PCV/Korea’s understanding of English as the 

language of modernization is also illustrated in the following Figure 3.7. 
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Figure 3.7. Association between the English Language and Korea’s Development 
 Survey Question: Do you think that English education by Peace Corps/Korea played a 

role in the development of Korea in general? 

 
Among 127 responses, 25% of PCVs strongly agreed that English education by PCVs in 

Korea played a role in Korea’s development, and approximately 68% agreed with the 

association between English education and Korea’s development. Overall, 93% were 

positive in that the PCVs’ ELT in Korea played a role in modernizing the country. John 

Head, a former PCV who served in Korea from 1970 to 1972 as a middle school teacher, 

and also served from 1972 to 1976 as a Peace Corps staff closely working with Korean 

Ministry of Education (MOE), demonstrates this language ideology: 

Slowly, you know, the parents were educated, and teachers were educated 
by the ministry that conversation [competency of English] really had to be a 
focus of instruction because, at that time, the Korean economy [was] getter 
better, Samsung, Hyundai, and these large companies were becoming more 
successful exporting their products and everybody wanted to learn English. 
… I think the country, more people in the country, supported conversation 
[competency of English]. English conversation, as Korea’s economy got 
better. 
 

As expressed here, he associates the English language with the economic success of 

Korea. Along with John Head, James Steiner, a participant who served as a college 
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instructor from 1973 to 1975 also saw the direct link between the English language and 

the success of Korea:  

I can tell you that in those days, when Park Chung Hee was president, he 
had a vision, where everybody in Korea, all students would be able to use 
English in business. Or [for] teachers. He had a vision that English would be 
a competitive weapon for Korea. So, I broadly believed in that vision. And I 
saw that my responsibility to help every student improve and use it to more 
speak more confidently so that they were very broad goals that I had. Very 
broad.  
  

According to this interview, President Park acknowledged English as a critical tool for 

the future of Korea. With English identified with a strategic significance for national 

survival, it was viewed as a competitive weapon particularly in the fields of business and 

education. Here, James Steiner manifests his own language ideology of English that 

aligns with the national ideology of modernization of the time.  

All things taken together, the Korean government actively made use of the 

national ideology of modernization in the 1960s and 1970s, with special emphasis on 

economic development. Timely linked to this is a language ideology of English, chiefly 

indexing modern values of ELT, introduced by the Peace Corps program. With the 

national ideology of modernization and the language ideology of English synergistically 

combined, the language remained not just a tool for simple communication, but rather 

established a social power on the basis of socio-political and economic contexts of the 

time.  

 
Communicative English as “Modern ELT” 

While English indexed modern values, the Peace Corps/Korea’s ELT was 

introduced as a new, innovative, and modern teaching methodology (Holt, 2009). In 

contrast to Korean English teachers who were usually familiar with grammar-oriented 
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and translation-centered teaching methods, PCVs mainly focused on speaking skills 

embedded in audio-lingual and communicative approaches. For all the PCVs in Korea, 

English-speaking competency was deemed of foremost importance:  

 
Figure 3.8. English Competency emphasized by PCVs 

Survey Question: In which area of English competency did you put more emphasis on in 
your classroom?  

 
Among 129 responses, more than 92% of PCVs highlighted English speaking, while only 

7% underlined listening. On the other hand, both grammar and reading are totally 

disregarded in their classes. The survey result reveals that their focus was only on 

communicative and/or speaking competency in English. Note here that this survey result 

is also supported by the interviews conducted. Martha Lockett, a middle school teacher in 

Daegu from 1967 to 1969, states that the primary goal of her ELT was to teach 

communicative English.  

If there were [official policies], I am not remembering specifically, other than 
that we were trying to get the kids more proficient in their use of 
conversational English. That was the main goal. To get them to be able to 
speak and communicate and be understandable. … So we worked, we worked 
on their pronunciation, of course as well as their, as well as proper usage in 
their oral, in their speech. … Trying to help them just speak as correctly as 
possible. And to be as understandable as possible in English (Emphasis added) 

 
Here is another interview in support of the emphasis on English communicative 

competency. Karen Porter also a middle school teacher in Chungjoo from 1971 to 1973, 
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explicitly states that communicative skills were emphasized in her practice of ELT for 

Korean English teachers training.  

You know, there was a clear belief that the English teachers needed to learn 
… teaching conversation skills. At the times, the things that we used were, 
you know, things like substitution drill skills, dialogues; we did a lot of 
different techniques involved uh um, conversation between people. So there 
was a lot of opportunity that we provided the students to, to talk back and 
forth to each other, to practice, um, certain grammar usage in a conversational 
way. So it was not ever any written, we didn’t do any written teaching at all. It 
was all verbal, oral language. (Emphasis added) 

 
In the light of these two interviews, it seems to be clear that conversational or 

communicative English was the main focus of their ELT. Furthermore, the Peace 

Corps/Korea’s ELT was regarded as new, modern, even a correct method of teaching, in 

order to address deficiencies in Korean English education. As English was once 

established as the modern value, ELT brought by PCVs was seen as modern method of 

ELT, or modern behavior, shown in Figure 3.2. Thomas Lorenz, in particular, one of my 

six interview participants who served as a middle school and high school teacher from 

1966 to 1968 makes a dichotomous distinction between the traditional and modern ELT 

approaches. According to him, Korean English teachers practiced “traditional teaching 

methodology, to read it [English] and to write it [English]”, while he as a native English 

speaking teacher emphasized “oral comprehension and speaking.” This contrast reflects 

the language ideology of ELT, distinguishing the old from new; traditional from modern, 

or reading and writing from speaking.  

Based on their modern values of ELT, PCVs attempted to modify the old and 

traditional method of ELT usually used by Korean English teachers. Thus, their particular 

efforts were made to provide Korean English teachers with a new teaching method 

emphasizing English communicative competency. As is often the case with the language 
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ideology, however, the dichotomous distinction between the old methodology by Korean 

teachers and PCVs/Korea’s new methodology seems to be based on three disguised 

assumptions. First, as shown in Figure 3.8 there appears a diametric contrast between 

speaking (92.25%) and reading & grammar (0.78%), which was totally disregarded in 

PCVs’ English education for Korean students and English teachers. The language 

ideology underlying the PCVs/Korea’s program was fully in effect to justify the 

annihilation of Korea’s traditional approach to ELT, which is the result of Korea’s 

endemic historical, socio-cultural contexts in relation to education. Confucianism being 

deeply rooted in Korean society, speaking is generally not encouraged (Bailey, 1996; 

Bunge, 1982; Seth, 2002), and grammar and reading oriented teaching method was part 

of the vestige of 35 years of Japanese colonial era (E. Kim, 2011; Seth, 2002).  Second, 

Figure 3.8 also reveals another sharp contrast between speaking (92.25%) and listening 

(6.98%), although the two belong to the same category of communicative language. As 

pointed out in an interview with Martha Lockett, PCVs’ main goal was to get Koreans to 

speak, to be understandable to Americans. The underlying assumption regarding this 

contrast is that PCVs were more concerned with their own understanding of Koreans’ 

English than with Korean’s understanding of their English. Although English is 

ideologized as a tool for mutual communication or mutual understanding this language 

ideology obscures the asymmetrical relationship between English and Korean only giving 

salience to the function of English as a gateway to modernization and prosperity 

(Phillipson, 1992). Third, the PCVs emphasized the right or correct form of 

communicative English, ranging from the English pronunciation to communicative 

discourse, justifying and reinforcing American English as a norm, giving PCVs the 
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authority of English and ELT. This language ideology of English constantly reinforces 

and reproduces the promotion of the English language, and disapproves any deviation 

from what is known as Standard American English, criticizing it as “broken or pidgin 

English” (Landrum, 1964, p. 186). These underlying assumptions influenced by the 

language ideologies of English establish rationalization and legitimatization of a 

particular English and a particular ELT, giving authorities only to core-English speaking 

countries and denying and rejecting other forms of Englishes and ELTs. While one of the 

visible purposes of the Peace Corps program was to provide Korean English teachers 

with self-reliance in ELT through teacher training, these underlying English language 

ideologies have only made the periphery-English countries rely more on the core-English 

speaking countries (Phillipson, 1992).  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 This article explored ELT introduced and promoted by the Peace Corps/Korea 

program. It also examined the language ideologies that informed these practices. In light 

of theory of language ideologies, which deals with sets of ideas and/or belief about 

language in social context (Fairclough, 2001; Kroskrity, 2000; Woolard, 1998), this study 

analyzed three types of data: written texts, an online survey of 131 PCVs/Korea who 

served in English education, and in-depth interview with fifteen PCVs/Korea. 

Fully realized during the two decades of the 1960s and 1970s and thereby 

(re)generated as an ideology of the time, the rhetoric of modernization was ubiquitous as 

one of the most convincing ways to develop newly emerged developing countries 

including Korea. Regarding the understanding of modernization theory, however, there 
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was a crucial difference between the U.S. and Korea. As the only superpower after World 

War II, the U.S. was concerned with Korea’s two major aspects of modernization 

simultaneously emphasized: economic development and political development. The 

Peace Corps program, initiated in 1961 as part of U.S. foreign policy, was launched in 

Korea in 1966, as one of forms of American educational aid to help facilitate economic 

and political development, while Korea requested Peace Corps only for economic 

development. As elucidated in the modernization theory, education was a pivotal medium 

for achieving modernization. As it stands, Korea’s economic development indeed 

corresponds with its educational development. Korea’s economic success achieved 

during the two decades strengthened and reproduced modernization as a national 

ideology of the time.  

With modernization indexed by English, it is necessary to analyze the language 

ideology of English in relation to modernization theory. The modernization process 

begins with the modern institute and considers modern values, modern behavior, and 

modern society in order to achieve economic development. This theory assumes that the 

PCVs/Korea as a modern institution would lead to development of Korean ELT, 

economic development, and political/social development (i.e., democratization). Studies 

have yet to make an attempt to examine how much the PCVs/Korea’s (i.e. modern 

institution) modern ELT by PCVs (i.e., modern values) was transferred to Korean 

English teachers’ ELT (i.e., modern behavior). As to this question, Kailian (1980) noted 

that when looking at the ratio of Korean English teachers’ use of English in their 

classrooms, less than 20 percent of spoken English was used even after their training 

from PCVs. Therefore, it still remains an open question about how much the 
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PCVs/Korea’s ELT (i.e., modern value) was reflected in Korean English teachers’ ELT 

(i.e., modern behavior) and in turn how much modern behavior was finally devoted to 

bringing about economic development. As illustrated in Figure 3.7, however, 93 percent 

of PCVs in Korea believed that they played a role in the development of Korea, 

particularly economic development.  

It should be noted, however, Korea’s economic development is not yet fully 

ascribed to the PCVs/Korea’s ELT aid. Keeton (2011) compares economic development 

in Korea and the Congo. The two countries had in common that they had about 200 U.S. 

dollars of GDP and also that they accepted the Peace Corps in 1966. A difference 

between the two countries is that the Congo is rich in natural resources as opposed to 

Korea, which possesses few natural resources. Another difference is that the PCV 

program terminated in Korea in 1981, but it is still in effect in Congo. Today, Korea 

enjoys about 25,000 U.S. Dollars of GDP, but Congo has still 200 U.S. collars of GDP.  

The PCVs/Korea’s instruction of modern teaching method is, implicitly or 

explicitly, related to the language ideologies of English which posits that speaking 

competency, neither grammar nor reading, would make communication practically 

available, and as such bring about economic development. Though a variety of English 

teaching methods have so far been developed and introduced in Korean ELT by U.S. 

educated teachers and Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs), even after the phase-

out of Peace Corps/Korea program (1966-1981), most remain merely as theories with 

only a little being applied to the practical ELT in Korea. Thus the grammar-oriented and 

reading (translation)-centered Korean ELT remained de facto the same, particularly in 

secondary school level, despite the Peace Corps/Korea’s fifteen-year long English 
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education service, leaving behind language ideologies of English as a tool to modernity, 

prosperity, and prestige both nationally and individually. It follows that the language 

ideologies engaged in the PCVs/Korea’s services in ELT were meant to justify, 

rationalize, and legitimatize the importance of English in Korean society, contributing to 

the sweeping social obsession known as English Fever. 

The limitation of this article is the lack of field observation of ELT by PCVs. It is, 

however, due to the characteristic of this study of backtracking English education 

practiced during the 1960s and 1970s by PCVs. Although this study put an effort to 

connect both macro-level and micro-level approach by analyzing the general policies of 

Korean government, Peace Corps, and PCVs who were the grassroots of the English 

education, this study lacks how Koreans either administrators, teachers, or students 

interpreted and negotiated the language ideologies of English of the time. 

Notwithstanding, this paper is of significance in that it sheds light on aspects of English 

education in Korea at the time and confirms that both English education and English 

spread in Korea were heavily influenced and constructed by the underlying language 

ideologies, which are constantly interacting with the socio-political, economic, 

diplomatic contexts of a particular society.     

 

Notes 

1. There is no accurate number of PCVs participated in Korea during the fifteen years. 
The Peace Corps report (1979) estimates 2,500, yet based on the PCVs/Korea’s 
internal calculation, approximately 2,000 PCVs served in Korea (Keeton, 2011). 

2. There were four consecutive Five-Year Economic Development Plan, 1967-1971, 
1972-1976, and 1977-1981 (Bunge, 1982). 

3. Charter of National Education was originally written and broadcasted in the Korean 
language. This section is a translated version by the author. For original Charter of 
National Education, see Appendix D. 
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4. During the 1960s, the U.S. wanted Korea to participate in the Vietnam War. While 
president Park still in need of economic support from the U.S., and its approval on 
his political end, the Korean government agreed on to send Korean troops to 
participate in the Vietnam War, “in return for many financial benefit”, (Baker, 2007, 
p. 90) and Peace Corps  … was part of the deal, one of the ‘benefits’ of the ROK 
received for sending troops to Vietnam” (Baker, 2007, p. 90). 

5. Even comparing across the continents in which Peace Corps served in 1967, it is 
interesting to note that PCVs in the education section in East Asia /Pacific region is 
higher than other continents. In 1967, while PCVs in education consisted of 78% in 
East Asia/Pacific region, 70% served in Africa, and 30% in Latin America (Peace 
Corps, 1967). Similar PCV demographic distributed in education sector is identified 
in 1968 among Africa, Latin America, and East Asia/Pacific regions.  

6. After the “application, invitation, and acceptance” (Landgraf, 1963, p. 305) process, 
prospective Peace Corps Volunteers underwent training sessions and selection 
process for a period of time in the U.S. universities or similar level institutions. After 
they went abroad to the assigned country, volunteers went through a short 
orientation (Landgraf, 1963). 

7. This is based on the survey and the interviews. Based on the answer to the question 
“What did you learn in the Peace Corps Training Program? (Multiple answer 
available)”, more than 92% of PCV/Korea were committed to the three types of 
classes in their training. 

8. This is based on the interviews with my participants (J. Head, personal 
communication, September 9, 2014; M. Lockett, personal communication, 
September, 16, 2014; K. Porter, personal communication, September 27, 2014; W. 
Vincent; personal communication, October 21, 2014;T. Lorenz, personal 
communication, October 20, 2014). 

9. As shown in Figure 3.4, only one PCV, or 0.77 percent of all, is reported to serve in 
an elementary school. Considering that English was not taught at elementary school 
level at the time, however, it is assumed that s/he happened to have taught English 
there as a special class teacher.  

10. To briefly explain, while the ultimate goal of both audio-lingual method and 
communicative approach is communication, specific strategies are quite different. 
Audio-lingual method provides dialogues and expects students to repeat and 
eventually memorize the dialogues. Communicative approach emphasizes the 
interaction within social contexts. Rather than drills and repetition, this approach 
provides situation likely to promote communication among students (Larsen-
Freeman, 1986). 
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Abstract 
 
This case study examines how college English instructors, both Korean instructors and 
Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs), and Korean college students mediate the 
meaning of the English language in the era of globalization. Since the proclamation of 
Segewha (i.e. globalization in English), Korea has actively participated in globalization 
projects. As part of this strategy, English education has been highlighted since the early 
1990s. A strong pursuit of English proficiency, also called English Fever, has intensified.  
As the English language indexes both national and individual progress as well as 
prosperity in the era of globalization, English competency – measured through the Test of 
English for International Communication (TOEIC) – has served a gatekeeper role within 
Korean society. The TOEIC is seen as a valid means of assessment. At the same time, 
TOEIC score was seen as an instantiation of pseudo English competency, while English-
speaking competency is seen as true English competency. The English language 
ideologies that underlie in Korea are constantly mediated to sustain the status quo of the 
upper/middle class. Although certain language ideologies of English are in conflict with 
other language ideologies of English, they nonetheless co-exist in contemporary Korea, 
and thereby create and solidify the linguistic hegemony of English.  
 
Keywords: Globalization, English Education, Korea, Language ideology, Tertiary level 

Linguistic hegemony 
 

 

Introduction 

On a bus one summer night in 2014, on my way home from Gangnam, one of the 

most trendy and busy places in the southern part of Seoul, South Korea (hereafter, 

Korea), I saw a neon sign on top of a skyscraper: English is a tool of success. This sign 

on the building, one of the largest and most famous English education companies 

symbolized the huge and flashy representation of English in one of the most populated 

places in Korea. Its luminous presence made me wonder about the role of English in 

contemporary Korea. This article explores the social meaning of English in Korea and 
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addresses the underlying language ideologies that produce, transform and reproduce 

those meanings.  

English education in both private and public sectors, for young children and 

adults, has been extensively practiced in Korea since the early 1990s (Kang, 2014). The 

overheated popularity of English and English education, often called English Fever 

(Park, 2009),1 has not slowed, but rather increased if anything, with the current era of 

globalization. There have been numerous micro-level studies on English Fever in 

contemporary Korea chiefly focusing on linguistic and/or cultural differences between 

English and Korean. While these studies have provided useful information in language 

policies and instructional practices for more effective English teaching and learning, few 

have incorporated macro-level approaches to language education, particularly examining 

the hegemonic function of language ideologies that simultaneously synergize, conflict 

and solidify English Fever. Drawing from a macro-level approach to language education, 

this study considers the sociopolitical and ideological perspectives that impinge on 

individual educational practices at the tertiary level of education in Korea. Using 

qualitative methods, it explores how college instructors and college students in Korea 

interpret, navigate, and negotiate the meanings of English within the broader socio-

historical, political, economic, and ideological contexts of Korea. The following research 

questions that have guided this study are the following:   

(1) What are the language ideologies that underpin English education in Korea?  

(2) What language ideologies about English work to synergize, conflict, or contradict 

themselves?  
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(3) How do Korean instructors and students of English negotiate, transform, and 

(re)produce language ideologies of English?    

The theoretical framework of language ideologies is used as an analytical tool to reveal 

the underlying societal understanding and interpretation of English within a broader 

context. Using this framework, I examine how individuals negotiate and mediate the 

language ideologies of English and solidify the existing naturalized practices of English 

education in Korea.  

 

Language Ideology and Language Education     

Decisions about policies and practices in language education represent and reflect 

the implementation of language ideologies. These decisions provide a conceptual 

framework for interpreting the structure and use of a language. Serving as an 

“interpretive filter of beliefs about language” (Woolard, 1992, p. 242), language 

ideologies, according to Silverstein (1979), are “sets of beliefs about a language 

articulated by users as a justification and/or a rationalization of perceived language 

structure and use” (p.242). Here, language ideologies are not just about the structure and 

use of a language per se, but are associated its social meaning in a variety of contexts. 

The characteristic of indexicality, a concept in which language indexes social meaning, 

further serves to project a particular social meaning onto the people who practice the 

language. Therefore, language ideologies make it possible for speakers of a language to 

ascribe to its social meaning, social groups, identity, morality, aesthetics, and so on 

(Blommaert, 2005; Irvine & Gal, 2000; Hill, 2008; Woolard & Schiffelin, 1994). 
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In addition, language ideologies work to rationalize the structure and use of a 

language. The indexicality of a language is justified and rationalized through language 

ideologies whether a language is seen as morally correct, beautiful, standard, or superior 

on the one hand, or incorrect, non-standard, disloyal, or even inferior on the other hand 

(Lippi-Green, 2012). This rationalization of interpretation, according to Kroskrity (2000), 

is “constructed in the interests of a specific social or cultural group” (p. 8, emphasis in 

original). Following this, the framework of interpreting what a language represents may 

be based on the interest of a particular social or cultural group. Language, in this sense, 

becomes the site “at which to promote, protect, and legitimate those interests” (Kroskrity, 

2000, p. 8). When a particular language is accepted as normal or even commonsensical, 

such acceptance is actually the result of the rationalization, justification, or even 

naturalization of a certain language ideology.  

Once an ideology of a language is naturalized in terms of “the most natural 

(dominant) ideas of society” (Pan, 2011, p. 247) and then by obtaining “spontaneous 

consent” (Gramsi, 1971, p.12), it develops further to establish linguistic hegemony. When 

a dominant language ideology becomes less conspicuous it becomes widely accepted to 

be able to repress or even erase subordinate language ideologies. Achieved and 

maintained through a mixture of persuasion, affiliation, and compulsion, linguistic 

hegemony infiltrates every aspect of society, including educational spheres, resulting in 

an asymmetrical relationship among language groups. It should be noted here that there is 

a constant power struggle among language ideologies to the extent that one can become a 

dominant language ideology whereas the other remains the status quo. Such being the 

case, language ideologies appear to be dynamic and fluid processes, particularly when 
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various language ideologies conflict due to the multiplicity of social groups based on 

ethnicity, class, or political position. For example, during Japanese colonization period 

(1910-1945), Koreans who wanted to succeed within the colonial time fully accepted the 

Japanese language while other groups of Koreans learned English that indexed liberation 

from Japan (Kim, 2007). These perception of different languages during that time in 

Korea are historically, politically, and socially dynamic and “temporal-sequential” 

(Blommaert, 2005, p.166) process as one was more dominant in one historical time 

period and the other in the other historical time period. What seems to be a struggle over 

language, therefore, can be in reality a struggle for power. Taken together, language 

ideologies are not about qua language but rather are about socially connected to power 

relationships in societies (Blackledge, 2000; Fairclough, 2001).  

Education is one of the social institutions through which language ideologies are 

overtly or covertly diffused (Fairclough, 2001; Kroskrity, 2000; Ruiz, 1984; Ruiz, 1994; 

Tollefson, 1991). Education, therefore, plays a leading role in producing such language 

ideologies deciding on which language, experiences or knowledge are counted as 

legitimate. As an ideological site, language education in particular often becomes the 

means to disseminate dominant language ideologies because decisions in language 

education are the actual implementation and reflection of particular language ideologies; 

the very decisions work as a mechanism to reproduce language ideologies. This is 

particularly true when examining a second or a foreign language education. It may be 

assumed that second or foreign language learning is happenstance or “a result of the 

accidents of one’s job, parents’ language, school curriculum, and so on” (Tollefson, 

1989, p. 24). However, language education is essentially a result of socio-historical, 
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political, and economic contexts within a particular society, which are also intricately 

intertwined with language ideologies of the time. It is, therefore, crucial to look into 

policies and practices of a second or a foreign language education from a perspective of 

language ideologies which serve to assign, legitimate, and reproduce linguistic values.  

 

The Spread of English: Korea in the era of globalization 

There is no doubt that English is acknowledged as a global language. Recognizing 

the economic, political, and communicational values of English on the international 

theater, it seems that there is no end to the spread of English all around the world. Kachru 

(1992) portrays this phenomenon in terms of three concentric circles, as Figure 4.1 

displays.  

 

Figure 4.1. Three Concentric Circles (Crystal, 1997, p. 54) 

The Inner Circle includes major English-speaking countries like the United States, Great 

Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, where English is the primary language. The 

Outer Circle includes the Philippines, Hong Kong, India, and Singapore, where English is 
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used as a second language. Finally, the Expanding Circle includes, among many, 

countries like Korea, China and Japan, where English is recognized only as an important 

foreign language and therefore taught as a required subject in schools (Crystal, 1997; 

Kachru, 1992).  

Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook (1998) also characterize the spread of English in 

similar ways: Kachru’s (1992) Inner Circle is equivalent to core English-speaking 

countries where the Outer and Expanding Circles equates to what both Phillipson (1992) 

and Pennycook (1998) refer to as periphery-English countries. Coming from Galtung’s 

(1980) imperialism theory, Phillipson (1992) identifies the distinction between core 

English-speaking countries and periphery-English countries as to the “dominant Centre” 

(Phillipson, 1992, p.52) representing Western developed countries and the “dominated 

Periphery” (Phillipson, 1992, p.52) indicating non-Western countries, respectively. The 

asymmetrical relationship between the Center and the Periphery is also applied when 

describing another distinction between the dominant and subordinate groups within the 

Periphery countries, particularly with regard to the English language and English 

Language Teaching (ELT). While the ways in which English is spread may be different 

in various countries depending on different historical, political, diplomatic, and economic 

backgrounds, it seems that the underlying mechanism of contemporary English spread in 

the era of globalization is shared: English is beneficial to learn, whether as a second 

language or a foreign language (Butler, 2005; Crystal, 1997). Recognized as a crucial 

means to keep up with the global trend, English has become a major foreign language in 

Korea. Despite the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) setting, however, English has 

been taught and valued as much more than just a foreign language (Butler, 2005).   
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Globalization Policy and English in Korea 

By strengthening commerce with foreign countries, Korea opened up to the global 

market and thereby expanded its global exposure through such international events as the 

Asian Games of 1986 and the Summer Olympic Games of 1988. Along with an open-

door policy launched in the late 1980s was an introduction of the policy of Segehwa 

(globalization in English), which was officially initiated in 1993 by former President Kim 

Young Sam (1993-1998) and subsequently implemented as a top-down globalization 

policy with a view to strengthen global competitiveness on the international stage (Jeon, 

2009; Kim, 2000; Lee & Lee, 2010; Poonoosamy, 2009). Considering the fact that 

Korean students were gradually exposed to English in schools even during the 1970s and 

1980s (Yoshikawa, 2000), it was the Segehwa policy that marked a turning point in 

recognizing English as a means of survival on the global stage. Reflecting and 

implementing this ideology, a major shift in English education was practiced in 1997: 

lowering the age at which students were first introduced to English in public education 

from the first year in middle school (equivalent to 7th grade in the U.S.) to the third grade 

in elementary school (Kang, 2012; Kang 2014). 

Following Kim Young Sam, President Kim Dae Jung (1998-2003) vigorously 

adopted the popular slogan of Segehwa: “Globalize or perish!” (Kim, 2000, p. 2). In his 

inauguration speech, President Kim strongly emphasized a knowledge-economized 

society. Part of his inauguration speech was a strong emphasis on knowledge and 

information-based technology, envisioning Korea to become a leading country of the 

Internet and computers, a field in which English dominates (Kim, 1998). This 

understanding of the internet-based new era immediately led to the importance of English 
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education, a phenomenon which had already taken root in Korean society.2 Viewing 

English as the tool for globalization, Bok Gu Il, a Korean novelist, poet, and critic, 

proposed that English should be another official language together with Korean (Kang, 

2014; Poonoosamy, 2009). Bok argued that the dominance of English is inevitable in the 

globalization era, in which several civilizations are being united as one global 

community. According to him, therefore, the understanding of English as the sole 

property of Anglo-Saxons was irrational and impractical. As the standard language of 

humanity, he argued, English should be designated as another official language of Korea. 

His suggestion was greatly embroiled in controversy, and it was not promoted as an 

official policy. This controversy, notwithstanding, sufficed to demonstrate that high 

aspirations for achieving proficiency in English were very much in evidence.  

Such a strong pursuit for English continued even during President Roh Moo 

Hyun’s administration (2003-2009) as he also continued to pursue globalization policies. 

According to him, in order for Korea to become more globalized, the country had to 

improve at the level of internationalization, and at the same time to increase the use of 

English (Roh, 2002). He saw the use of English and English competency as one of the 

criteria for globalization and as a tool to increase the nation-state level of 

internationalization.3 When it came to having not only a close relationship with the U.S. 

in many aspects, but also a strong pursuit for globalization, English speaking ability was 

considered “the most effective weapon to maximize the nation’s profits in transaction 

with the U.S. … our [Korea’s] survival will be threatened unless we [Koreans] can speak 

good English” (Editorial, 2007, p. 8). As such, English speaking ability in general was 

interpreted as the only way for Korea to become competitive in the global theater. In 
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addition, English proficiency is highlighted since English-speaking ability is seen as the 

crucial gage for evaluating whether a nation state has become competitive in the 

globalization era (Editorial, 2007).  

Korea’s pro-English policy is not likely to cease. President Lee Myung Bak’s 

administration (2008-2013) did not hesitate to propose what is referred to as the English 

Education Roadmap, an educational proposal characterized as an English immersion 

program in public schools to promote national competitiveness on the one hand and also 

to reduce astronomical sums of money spent on private English education on the other 

hand.4 It is also argued that English as the medium of instruction for all school subjects, 

whether English subjects or non-English subjects, would be a way to provide an 

opportunity for students to be equally exposed to English and to enhance their English 

ability at a higher level, which would eventually benefit the country. It should be noted, 

however, that President Lee’s proposal also provoked a nationwide controversy over 

English education in Korea. Critics of the proposal were concerned that it would 

aggravate private English education, which in turn would intensify the English divide, or 

the division between English-haves and have-nots. Encountering backlash, Lee’s 

administration was forced to revise its original proposal. As a result, English was finally 

designated as the medium of instruction only in the English language classes. This is how 

the English education Roadmap ended up in a compromise only being applied to English 

classes, i.e. Teach English in English (TEE), at primary and secondary school levels 

(Kang, 2012; Kang 2014). Ever since the Segehwa policy was proclaimed in 1993, every 

Korean administration has developed its own particular way of emphasizing English 

education as a part of the plan to make Korea more competitive on the global market.   
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English Fever 

The overheated pursuit for English proficiency, often referred to as English Fever, 

permeates every corner of Korean society. This phenomenon has been incited by top-

down English educational policies since the early 1990s. English was not only 

understood as the survival mechanism of Korea as a nation state in the globalized era, but 

was also perceived as the means for individuals’ economic success in Korean society: 

admission to prestigious primary schools, secondary schools, and colleges invariably will 

lead to the procurement of better employment and improvement in one’s a social status. 

Socioeconomic status is widely viewed to be correlated with ones’ academic and/or 

educational background in Korea (Kang, 2014; Seth, 2002). This being the case, Korean 

parents have a strong tendency to view English as the last trump card for their children to 

overcome the family’s socioeconomic disadvantages. Because there is such an 

overwhelming social significance of English in Korean society, this belief has provoked 

excessive English Fever and in turn created an enormous English linguistic market. There 

is no doubt that English Fever is committed not only to public English education but also 

to private English education, dramatically invigorating the linguistic industry including 

English Hakwon, or a private English institute, study abroad programs, and English 

camps and English villages (Kang, 2012; Kang, 2014; Park, 2009). 

The development of a burgeoning English linguistic market and the expenditure 

of a significant amount of money on private English education aroused a controversy 

over the inequality in English education between the working class, which had fewer 

opportunities to learn English, and the upper/middle class with more opportunities (Kang, 

2014). This has created the so-called English Divide, or the division between English-
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haves and English-have-nots. Because education in general, and English education in 

particular, are both understood to play a fundamental role as a determiner of individual 

success and future life chances (Kang, 2014; Park, 2011; Seth, 2002), it is no longer just 

an educational concern but rather an intricately evolving social concern. Critics have 

pointed out inequality inherent in the English Divide (Kang, 2014), with the upper and 

middle classes able to access a high quality English education, while the working class 

may only have a relatively lower quality English education. The inequality shown in the 

English Divide has led to policy and practical changes in public schools. For example, 

public schools began to offer more English classes and to hire Native English Speaking 

Teachers (NESTs) for English conversation classes. An increase in the number of hours 

of English instruction required by both Korean English teachers and NESTs was believed 

to mitigate the English Divide (Kang, 2014). 

These recent policy changes include English as the medium of instruction in both 

primary and secondary English (Kang, 2012; Kang, 2014). Yet English has continuously 

been the medium of instruction in many subject areas at the tertiary level. According to 

Lee and Lee (2010), college and university level English immersion classes were 

originally provided to serve international students who come to Korea; however, Korean 

students also enroll in the English immersion classes as a way to have access to authentic 

English environments. The Korean college ranking system based on the number of 

English-medium classes offered also aggravated the clamor for English immersion 

classes: colleges and universities are competitively motivated to open as many English-

medium classes as possible. This results in the practice of hiring English-speaking 

instructors who can teach English language classes, but also Korean language, and 
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literature, and history classes through the medium of English (Lee & Lee, 2010; Park, 

2009). In light of this trend, the number of full-time foreign faculty members at tertiary 

levels has steadily increased from 403 in 2003 to 5,964 in 2012 (Center for Education 

Statistics, as cited in Lee, 2012). Since the college entrance exam and the college 

curricula have substantial impact on general English education in primary and secondary 

schools, the trend of English immersion in colleges and universities plays a role in 

(re)producing the dominant discourse of English in Korea.  

 

Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) 

The English exam market is a huge part of the English linguistic industry. The 

Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) is a popular exam in Korea 

and elsewhere in Asia. The TOEIC is constructed by a U.S. company, the Educational 

Testing Service (ETS), which is in charge of the TOEIC, the Test of English as a Foreign 

Language (TOEFL), and the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), among others. The 

TOEIC is a popular English exam taken by a large number of Koreans, from young 

students and college graduates to older adults, civil servants and sales people. Achieving 

a good score in the TOEIC is believed to facilitate the gateway to better schools, better 

jobs, promotions, or success in one’s life. The TOEIC started out in 1982 in Korea with 

only 1,379 examinees, but the number of examinees increased to more than 100,000 in 

1993, 524,683 in 1998, and 1,131,696 in 2002 (YBM Sisa, 2009). Both Park (2011) and 

Kang (2014) argue that large companies and conglomerates have embraced the scheme of 

globalization and chosen the TOEIC to measure candidates’ ability to use English in the 
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global economy. Figure 4.2 illustrates the increasing number of Koreans who have taken 

the TOEIC in the last decade.  

 

 
Figure 4.2. The Number of TOEIC Examinees in Korea 

(Original data source: YBM Sisa 2014b; YBM Sisa 2013b) 

 

The Figure 4.2 indicates that since 2004, the number of Koreans who took the TOEIC has 

continuously increased. This figure demonstrates a general understanding of the TOEIC 

as an evaluative tool of English competency, in part because it has been promoted and 

instigated as a necessity in the general discourse of English: English is absolutely needed 

for global competitiveness. Over the years, the average TOEIC score has increased, 

which can be attributed to Korea’s overall improvement in English competency. Yet 

since the mid 2000s, the TOEIC score has been criticized for not guaranteeing actual 

English competency. Some critics have argued that because private English institutes 

tend to use a more traditional skills and drills method designed to attain higher test scores, 

the scores have been inflated rather than representing a true indicator of real English 

proficiency (Choi, 2007; Park, 2011). Due to this belief, major companies like Hyundai 

and Samsung started to evaluate English-speaking competency in addition to TOEIC 

scores (Kang, 2014). Even with the criticism, however, the number of TOEIC examinees 
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did not dramatically decrease, but rather showed a steady rise as Table 4.2 illustrates. 

Even with a slight dip since 2011, more than 2 million people have taken this exam. 

 

Speaking Competency of English 

Along with the trend of globalization, conversational English competency or 

practical English was emphasized while the traditional grammar and reading-oriented 

approach was criticized. One educational policy designed to improve conversational 

English competency was to invite NESTs to Korea to teach English in English (Jeon & 

Lee, 2006). In order to fulfill this purpose, the English Program in Korea (EPIK), which 

was established as a government-driven program in 1995, gained momentum in 2002. 

The government-run Teach and Learn in Korea (TaLK) program was also initiated in 

2008 to recruit NESTs.5 By recruiting NESTs from the core English-speaking countries, 

the Korean government promoted the improvement of the oral or communicative 

competency of English (National Institute of International Education Development 

[NIIED], 1995). NESTs have been vigorously recruited even more so in the Korean 

private sector. As a result, the number of NESTs in Korea has gradually increased in 

accordance with the growing demand for communicative or conversational competence 

of English. According to Lee (2012), the number of people who hold E1, E2, and F visas, 

common visas for English instructors,6 was 10,959 in 2002 but gradually increased to 

26,937 in 2011, as illustrated in Figure 4.3. 
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Figure 4.3. Total E1/E2/F Visa Holders from Core-English Speaking Countries 
(Data Source: Lee, 2012. Original source: Statistical Yearbook, Various Issues, and 

Korean Immigration Service) 

 
Although the numbers slightly decreased between 2010 and 2011, Figure 4.3 

illustrates the rising curve since 2002, as the overall number of NESTs who have E1, E2, 

and F visas has continuously escalated. Among the population of NESTs, North America, 

including both the U.S. and Canada, has been the largest suppliers: 14,572 from the U.S. 

and 5,254 from Canada (Lee, 2012). The policies and practices of English education 

under the name of global competitiveness of the nation state and Koreans’ interpretation 

of English competency as a way to achieve individual success and prosperity contributed 

to the diffusion of English Fever. 

 

Methods 

Context  

Jeju is the largest island in South Korea, located in the southern part of the 

country.7 In 2002 Jeju proclaimed itself as Jeju Special Self-Governing Province. The 

island attempted to become an International Free City similar to Hong Kong and 

Singapore in order to attract foreign investment through deregulation of trade (Jeju 

Special Self-Governing Province, 2013). Jeju is also aiming to become the hub of English 
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education in Northeast Asia. This objective has been carried out by establishing three 

different international schools in Jeju: North London Collegiate School Jeju, sponsored 

by the United Kingdom; Branksome Hall Asia, sponsored by Canada; and Korea 

International School, sponsored by the Korean government, with a U.S. curriculum. In 

addition to these international schools, St. Johnsbury Academy sponsored by the U.S. is 

scheduled to be opened in 2016. In addition, approximately twelve elementary, and 

middle schools and around ten college campuses sponsored by core English-speaking 

countries are planned to be opened in Jeju (Jeju Free International City Development 

Center [JFICDC], 2015; Kim, 2011). Jeju has set a goal of promoting English-friendly 

environments in public institutions such as community service offices, police and fire 

stations, and pharmacies so that it maximizes the effectiveness of English education, and 

reduces inconveniences to foreigners who reside on the island (JFICDC, 2015). Kim 

(2011) further suggests that English should be more widely used in public signs, 

restaurants, shopping centers, and cultural and sports facilities. The long-term goal of 

establishing Jeju as a global English education city may not be achieved immediately. 

But neither is there significant opposition to the project because the Korean language is 

not endangered by the elevation of English to a new level of prominence on the island. 

Indeed, changes and suggestions in relation to the language policies for creating an 

English education city demonstrate that English is becoming a huge part of Jeju identity, 

and these policies are a reflection or (re)production of English Fever. 
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Participants 

Within this context of Korea in general, and Jeju in particular, this paper 

considers how instructors and students of English in one college in Jeju understand and 

navigate the meaning of English and English education. The participants were two 

NESTs, two Korean instructors of English, and two Korean college students. All the 

participants were either teaching or taking an English related class during the summer 

session in 2014. Table 4.1 provides an overview of the participants.  

Table 4.1. Backgrounds of Participants 
 

Name Age 
Range 

Home 
country 

Major Position Affiliation Complete 
Education 

Level 

Classes 
teaching/taking 

during the summer 
Ashley 
Smith 

Late 
20s 

The 
U.K. 

Film 
Production 

Instructor Foreign 
language 
institute of 
the college 

BA English Listening 
and Speaking 

James 
Johnso

n 

Mid 
30s 

The 
U.S. 

Creative 
Writing 

Professor Department 
of English 
language 
and 
Literature 

MA Preparation for 
English Internship in 
Disney 

Ji Sook 
Park 

Late 
40s 

Korea English 
literature 

Instructor Department 
of English 
Education  

PhD Required English 
Reading 

Hwang 
Woo 
Choi 

Mid 
40s 

Korea Foreign 
Language 
education 

Professor Department 
of English 
Education 

PhD English writing for 
Civil Servants 

Ji Yoon 
Lee 

Mid 
20s 

Korea English 
language 
and 
literature 

College 
Student 

Department 
of English 
language 
and 
literature 

High 
school 

English Phonology 

Su Min 
Kim 

Early 
20s. 

Korea Art College 
Student 

Department 
of Fine Art 

High 
school 

English Listening 
and Speaking 

*All the participants’ names are pseudonyms. 
 

 
This case study approach allows an in-depth understanding of each participant’s 

mediation of the English language in Korean society. Using a qualitative approach, main 
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data were collected through interviews. Whereas English was the medium of the 

interviews for NESTs, Korean was the language of interviews for Korean instructors and 

students. The interviews conducted in the Korean language were later translated into 

English. Each participant was interviewed at least twice or in some cases, three times, 

and the duration of interview was approximately between 60 and 90 minutes. All the 

interviews were audio-recorded, transcribed, and coded. After the transcription process, 

the overarching themes about the understanding of English in general, the TOEIC in 

particular, and English-speaking competency emerged, and later was categorized 

according to these themes. All the data collected in this process were analyzed, 

interpreted, and synthesized from language ideologies perspective. 

 

Data Analysis and Finding   

In this section, major themes that emerged from the data will be discussed in 

detail. For each theme to be dealt with, language ideologies of English will be used to 

examine the data. Additionally illustrated will be the ways that each participant 

negotiates, mediates, or even reproduces these language ideologies. Major themes to be 

illustrated in this section include the meaning of the English language, the meaning of the 

English exam, and the meaning of true English competency.     

 

The Meaning of the English Language 

As discussed in the preceding section, both English education and English 

competency have been understood as the primary key to Korea’s survival ever since 

globalization was proclaimed in 1993. As stressed further by President Roh, English was 
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indeed viewed as “the most effective weapon” (Editorial, 2007, p. 8). As such, Koreans 

seemed to agree that as a nation state Korea is not sustainable in the global theater unless 

Koreans speak good English. Below is an excerpt from the national curriculum for both 

primary and secondary schools, which is of great importance in understanding the 

discourse of English.  

In the fast changing era of knowledge and information, from personal life to 
political, economic, social, and cultural sphere, it is required not only to 
understand diverse knowledge and information in many different fields but 
also to produce and convey this knowledge. In this respect, English, as a 
language used internationally, plays a crucial role in understanding, 
communicating, and bonding with people who have different cultures and 
languages. Therefore, for students who will live the future, developing 
English communicative skills is one of the fundamental competencies, which 
needs to be developed in school. In other words, it can be said that it is 
essential to understand and to have a good command of English in order to 
play a leading role in the era of globalization, and in the knowledge and 
information age. Also, in order to improve the quality of life: extensive 
refinement as well as civilized life, and to build up competence of individual, 
it is necessary to achieve English communicative competency. (Ministry of 
Education, Science and Technology [MEST], 2011, pp. 2-3, original in 
Korean).  

 
Found in this passage from is evidence of a relationship between English 

education and national development. As expressed here, English is indeed associated 

with many aspects or national development: keeping up with a fast changing world, 

producing and conveying knowledge, living a life in the future, and leading the era of 

globalization, etc. On this wave of globalization English has become not a simple a tool 

for communication but a valuable commodity “because of the economic role it performs 

on the global market” (Lee, 2010, p.249). Forged in this social context is a language 

ideology of English indexing globalization, linking English education with the economic 

success of Korea. As a global language, English is predominantly used in commerce with 

other countries. International commerce within a global market will be able to bring 
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about economic growth and prosperity in Korea. It follows then that English education is 

unavoidable in order to ensure a competitive workforce for a global economy. Since the 

official proclamation of globalization in Korea in 1993, the ideology of globalization has 

been ubiquitous, implying that globalization is inevitable (Fairclough, 2010), which has 

synergized and/or reproduced the language ideology of English. As a result, English 

gained its indomitable status in Korea as the only global language.  

The status of English as a global language was not challenged by any participant 

in this study. Ji Yoon Lee, a college student majoring in English language and literature 

made it very clear that English is a global language by stating that “keeping up with the 

age of globalization, English became a must even in Korea”. Sun Mi Kim, another 

college student in the Fine Arts Department did not specifically mention the term 

globalization, but her purpose in learning English is to help herself communicate with 

foreigners and live in a foreign country for a year. Sun Mi did not specify a particular 

English-speaking country, but rather had a hazy representation of it. Still she implied that 

English can be used in any other country regardless to the question of which of Kachru’s 

three concentric circles the country belongs to (Crystal, 1997, p. 54). Sun Mi clearly 

viewed English as a lingua franca for communicating with any foreigner in any country.  

Hwang Woo Choi and Ji Sook Park, who are a professor and an instructor 

respectively in the Department of English Education, also associated English with 

globalization or internationalization. The English language in earlier days, according to 

Hwang Woo, was associated almost exclusively with the United Kingdom and the U.S. 

However, from today’s perspective, this is no longer true. Currently, English is an 

international or a global language. Ji Sook also made an association between the English 
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language and globalization, saying “I think there needs to be a definite purpose of 

teaching a language to children, whether to raise them as Korean or to raise them globally 

to use English.” Ji Sook affirmed that learning English was absolutely necessary if one 

wanted to raise a child as a global individual. She thus elucidated the link between 

acquisition of English and the development of a globalized citizen or globalization per se. 

This theme was also noted by Ashley Smith, a NEST from the U.K., who identified the 

instrumental value of English as a global language:  

Oh yeah. It’s [English learning] a good thing. It’s like, it’s [English] a very 
global language. Like, most of the internet’s in English, most jobs you do 
need at least basic English. A lot of people nowadays want to travel. Pretty 
much no matter where you go, you'll find people who speak English. You are 
not necessarily gonna find people who speak Korean. If you go to a hotel, in 
any other country, probably [you are] not gonna find anyone who speaks 
Korean. And most countries, they'll probably have people who speak at least 
basic English. So, um. It’s very useful. It’s very good thing.  
 

As is the case with other participants, Ashley understood English as a global language 

because of its usefulness as a means of communication with anyone around the world. 

James Johnson also agreed that English is simply a language, which happens to be very 

beneficial because a large number of people use it for their own communication. Both 

Ashley and James viewed English language learning as a neutral or even positive practice 

in this globalized world.  

Whether college instructors or students, native or non-native speakers of English, 

all of the participants strongly accepted the ideology of globalization and thereby 

solidified and even further reproduced the hegemonic ideology of English as a necessary 

and beneficial tool in this globalized era. This has resulted in part as a tendency to detach 

English education and/or English spread from the socio-political, economic, or socio-
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structural contexts of Korea, and even to see these contexts as neutral or natural processes 

and practices in a globalized era. 

When analyzing the use of English from a socio-political and/or socio-structural 

perspective, it is not a simple neutral language. Rather, the language covers a variety of 

additional indexicalities derived from its social meanings with socio-political and 

structural implications. While all the participants were aware of the meaning of the 

English language within the global context, the NESTs did not fully comprehend to what 

extent the English language functions ideologically within Korean society. On the other 

hand, all the Korean participants were clearly aware of what English meant in Korea. The 

language ideology of English, as expressed in the country’s statement on the national 

curriculum, projects a sophisticated, refined, and civilized life style, which is correlated 

with economic success within Korean society. Indeed, English was implicitly represented 

as the key to a better life and even economic success. Fully acknowledging the socially-

constructed indexicality of English in Korea, Korean participants expressed or 

reproduced the language ideology of English stemming from the underlying association 

between English and a better life or economic success. Hence, English competency 

indexed a necessity to succeed and /or the opportunity for the ascent of social status. For 

example, Hwang Woo explicitly stated that “if you are good at English, you can get a 

better job, get a faster promotion, and even appear smart.” Ji Sook also agreed that 

economic improvement through the acquisition of English is particularly true for students 

in Korea today. The symbol of English as an opportunity is well reflected in her English 

classes:  

Frozen [Disney movie] is really popular in Korea today, isn’t it? So, it is 
sometimes used as one of the teaching materials in my English class. In the 
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move there appears a song called “love is an open door.” However, I say to 
my students, no-no. Love is not an open door. Rather, it is English that is an 
open door. If we learn English, then we will be opened to the world. 
 

In this quote, English opens the door to the new world because it functions as a gateway 

to a positive and bright future. It can thus be concluded that English is already 

ideologized in Korea not only as a global language but also as the means to economic 

success and cultural refinement. 

 

The Meaning of the Test of English for International Communication 

(TOEIC)    

It stands to reason that if English is the gateway to a better future, English exams 

are therefore crucial assessment tools to pass through that gateway. The Test of English 

for International Communication (TOEIC) is the most popular English exam in Asian 

countries in general and in Korea in particular. Although it was originally designed to 

evaluate English proficiency for international business (ETS, 2015), the TOEIC is 

actually used to measure not just proficiency in business English but also overall English 

proficiency. Taking a glance at policies on the TOEIC provides an idea of what role it 

plays in tertiary educational settings. Out of 219 four-year colleges in 2013, according to 

YMB (2013b), a Korean company contracted with ETS to administer the test, 78 colleges 

used it for admission and 74 colleges for graduation in 2013. Requiring the TOEIC score 

for graduation became one of the most important strategies taken in many tertiary 

institutions with the view to increasing the employment rate of their graduates (YBM, 

2014a). Particularly in contemporary neo-liberal economies, as illustrated by Park (2011), 

Koreans in general, whether job-seeking college graduate or work force employees, are 
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constantly pressured to improve themselves in English competency. High TOEIC scores 

are believed to provide entrance to renowned high schools, to prestigious colleges, and 

then finally to better jobs. This belief was prevalent among Korean participants, both 

instructors and students. Hwang Woo affirmed that the TOEIC in Korea means “good 

employment. It is one of the specs8. It means better jobs.” As such, the TOEIC became a 

must-have certification in the resume of job seekers. Ji Yoon made it clear that a TOEIC 

score was no longer merely an option anywhere in Korea, it was now a requirement: 

TOEIC English is really of great significance in the Korean society. It is 
considered one of the daily necessities, or one of the certificates required to 
survive in Korea. It is generally recognized as a must. … What was recently 
funny with me is the case of my friend, who is working as an intern for the 
Korea Association of Health Promotion. It is said that she needed a TOEIC 
score in order to get a regular full-time position. But it did not make sense 
because English in general, or a TOEIC score in particular has nothing to do 
with what she is currently doing as a job, which only required her to study and 
memorize some medical terms. Nevertheless, she had to start studying English 
only for the sake of the TOEIC score.  
 

Ji Yoon provided a succinct explanation of what the TOEIC means in 

contemporary Korean society. She acknowledged the socially-constructed significance of 

the exam, arguing that she has to have it. She gave an example of her friend who needed 

the TOEIC score to obtain a full-time position job at the Korean Association of Health 

Promotion despite the apparent fact that she did not have to know or use English to do the 

job. While Su Min also acknowledged the close connection between the TOEIC and job 

markets, her sentiment was not as strong as compared to Ji Yoon:  

In the art department, I do feel that it [TOEIC score] is less important. But 
still, students in my department take TOEIC. However, I notice that there are 
more students who don't plan to take it. But even so, I do feel that. I heard that 
in my department students are not interested in taking it during their freshmen, 
sophomore, and junior years. By the time you become a senior, however, they 
specifically prepare you to take TOEIC. I think it’s because they are trying to 
get jobs in design companies. So, in the sense, I think it is more related to job 
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search and employment. But when I think of my own job search, I don’t feel 
any necessity for the TOEIC, not just yet.  
 

According to Su Min, artists or public school art teachers, her possible future career may 

not need the TOEIC. Nevertheless, she acknowledged the general expectation that the 

TOEIC was the way to procure employment. She admitted that she eventually plans to 

take the TOEIC because is a requirement for both her own graduation and her application 

to graduate school. Su Min, however, did not feel any urgency to take the TOEIC 

compared to Ji Yoon, whose academic goals were more directly related to English 

education because she majored in English language and literature and is currently 

teaching middle school students at a private English institute. The importance of the 

TOEIC varied between these two participants. That is, the link between the TOEIC itself 

and its social representation may be stronger for some people whose economic or social 

livelihood is directly related to the test. Thus it can be argued that the degree of 

indexicality may be different, depending upon one’s social experience and also upon the 

community to which one belongs. Nonetheless, the language ideology that the Korean 

participants expressed articulated a clear link between the English language and the 

ability to obtain good or better employment; in fact, this ideological link is de facto 

everywhere in Korea. 

In what follows, another aspect of the TOEIC is added to indicate its role as the 

gatekeeper of other opportunities. Given below is part of my interview with Ji Yoon.  

It is very often said that the TOEIC is gradually lessening in its importance. I 
don't agree with it, though. Frankly speaking, I am not sure about that for the 
several decades that come from now on. At least for the time being, however, 
almost everything is available in Korean society only with a high score in 
TOEIC. For example, I was able to transfer to this university only because of 
the high score I got on the TOEIC. I was told that there are three criteria for 
accepting the transfer. The GPA of the previous college, the interview score, 
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and the score of an officially recognized English test like TOEIC. The TOEIC 
score is known to be the most important one of all to transfer into this college. 
It is also my understanding that my TOEIC score played a crucial role in 
being selected as a candidate for the university's study abroad program.  

 
Based on her own experience, Ji Yoon strongly believed that only the TOEIC made it 

possible for her to transfer to her current college and also be selected as a candidate for 

the study abroad program. As such, she seemed very determined that still in Korean 

society the TOEIC is a must and few economic or social gains can be achieved without it.  

Ji Sook was concerned about students’ obsession with the TOEIC score, “Yeah, it 

is really a problem. TOEIC is not only for job seekers but also for students looking for 

something beneficial within a college. And that’s why students are so preoccupied with 

it.” She pointed out that the TOEIC is used as a gatekeeper in no less a place than college. 

The following is part of my interview with Hwang Woo, who expressed another 

perspective of the TOEIC as a gatekeeper. 

As you know, some English courses are offered at the college for special 
purposes, courses for graduation, for instance. Students are essentially 
required to pass a certain score in TOEIC for the qualification of graduation, 
which may be different depending on departments. As a way of relieving 
students who aren’t up to snuff, however, each department requires them to 
take some general English courses and get at least C+. So, the TOEIC for 
those students is not a fever but rather a shackle. 
 

As English competency is determined by the TOEIC, it is sure to play a gatekeeper role.  

For those who cannot reach a certain level of English competency [i.e. TOEIC score], 

however, the test functions as a restraint and/or a barrier. Evident in the above excerpt, 

students must take an extra English course for their graduation, signifying another form 

of its gatekeeper role. This irony reflects a hidden consequence of English Fever, that is, 

as a shackle that holds students back from graduating from the college. It seems 

reasonable to conclude that the English language in Korea, whether in the form of the 
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TOEIC exam or in the form of a course, functions to filter, classify, and even stratify 

groups of people.  

Yet, social meaning of the TOEIC as a gatekeeper could also be restructured 

according to Hwang Woo:  

And, it is useless. I mean the TOEIC is not used in the companies. TOEIC for 
bankers? Why do banks require the TOEIC? In reality, however, people are 
filled up with the TOEIC in every aspect of their lives. I think they have a 
tendency to consider it just as a basic culture and refinement. So I don’t think 
it is completely viewed as an English competency test. Because the TOEIC 
has already become a daily necessity, it is no longer an evaluative tool but 
rather remains a necessary for basic refinement. 

 
For Hwang Woo, the TOEIC represented a requirement for nothing in practice, losing its 

essential evaluative function for English competency. This shift in the social meaning of 

the TOEIC in Korea has resulted in a new, albeit contradictory language ideology 

refraining the TOEIC and disassociating it from a mark of authentic English competency. 

This ideology was particularly identified by all the Korean participants. Consider the 

perspective of Ji Yoon and Su Min, respectively.  

TOEIC has nothing to do with English.... the TOEIC is all about skills. … 
Even if you gained the highest score, or almost close to the full score on the 
TOEIC, it is not always the case that you can do [speak] English fluently with 
a foreigner. … It is nothing about practical English  

 
I don’t think so. I mean, there may be some relationship between the two, but 
I don’t think studying the TOEIC improves one’s English competency 
substantially. Even if you are really good at English, you may not get a good 
score in TOEIC. One of my friends is really a good English speaker. She has 
never been abroad for the study of English, but she speaks fluently with a 
vocabulary when meeting foreigners.  
 

Both Ji Yoon and Su Min recognized that a high score in the TOEIC does not 

correspond to communicative competency or speaking ability. Ji Sook also argued that 

TOEIC English has nothing to do with “actual competency of everyday English.” Hwang 
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Woo argued that when the ETS introduced and tested the TOEIC during its early days, to 

some extent the test had validity, showing a relationship between English competency 

and the test score. However, countered by Hwang Woo, the correlation between the two 

has sharply diminished due to “the excessive emphasis placed on the test score only. At 

least in theory, it still works, but in reality it does not come out. Now, there is a huge gap 

in between [English competency and TOEIC score].” He also contended that the 

abnormal emphasis on the TOEIC score gave birth to the side effect of teaching to the 

test and thereby of weakening its validity. As the result, the indexicality of the TOEIC as 

a valid evaluation has decreased.  

This language ideology of the TOEIC has recently been recognized in the 

literature. Korean companies started to de-emphasize the TOEIC score, but instead have 

shifted their method of assessment to oral and communicative English skills through 

incorporating interviews or group discussions in English (Park, 2011). While it was not 

“completely eliminated from the evaluation system of candidates’ skills, TOEIC was 

demoted from the most important criterion to merely one item of the long list of 

assessment tool that companies consider” (Park, 2011, p. 449). Thus the language 

ideology that views the TOEIC as a trustworthy assessment tool collides with and 

contradicts the language ideology that TOEIC does not measure an authentic English 

competency. It is interesting to note that neither of the NESTs understood ideological 

meaning of English in general and its meaning in Korean society in particular. Although 

they had heard of the TOEIC, they were unaware of its underlying function. It can be 

argued that in order to understand the dynamics of a particular phenomenon regarding 
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English or English education, therefore, there needs to be an awareness of language 

ideologies committed to social and/or structural contexts in Korean society. 

   

The Meaning of True English Competency 

While the TOEIC is still the preferred English exam in Korea, it is also viewed as 

an invalid assessment tool of English competency. In order to look at how the 

participants negotiate the meaning of English competency, previous quotes by Ji Yoon, 

Su Min, and Ji Sook need to be revisited. These participants create a binary contrast. Ji 

Yoon, for example, found that the TOEIC was irrelevant to her actual ability to 

communicate with a foreigner. She made a distinction between an impractical TOEIC 

test and practical communicative skills. Su Min also distinguished English into two 

domains: TOEIC English and communicative English. She illustrated in detail how her 

friend can be good at English, and defined being good at English as speaking English 

with a foreigner. Along with Ji Yoon and Su Min, Ji Sook argued that the TOEIC does 

not help one to enhance English competency, and set their own definition of English 

competency as an actual competency of everyday English. Ji Sook did not clearly identify 

what they meant, but she apparently made a binary distinction between English test 

taking skills and actual English competency. Thus a question arises as to how these 

participants understand and negotiate the meaning of actual, good, or practical English 

competency. 

In educational policy levels, communicative English or practical English means 

English as a language of daily life (MEST, 2011; MEST, 2013). A newspaper article in 

Korean Times even reprimanded the lack of speaking competency among Korean English 
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teachers, and insisted on re-evaluating these teachers (Jung, 2006). The index of practical 

English is identified in the following quote from Ji Sook. 

In contrast, there are many economics and business majors who are somewhat 
good at English. Their English usages are more focused on practical aspects 
of English: speaking and actual conversations, etc. I personally think they can 
be much better in English than any other student [from other departments]. … 
In case of English education majors, they are particularly interested in 
English, and so an emphasis is placed on the practical aspects of English. 
(Emphasis added) 

 
For some participants, practical English competency was not just about being able to 

speak English, it was also about speaking it without a Korean accent, as Ji Yoon 

indicated. 

At that time, many students from that college [another college in Jeju] applied 
for the study abroad program in Australia. To be selected in that college, they 
must have had high TOEIC score.  … The girl I know, she got almost a full 
score in TOEIC. Well, her actual score was 980 points out of 990 points. 
Despite this, however, she had to have an interview along with a level test. 
Her pronunciation and everything was not so good as expected from her 
TOEIC score. So, she was assigned to a lower level class. So, I once again 
realized that in the aspect of real, daily life English, the TOEIC has nothing to 
do with it.  
 

While Ji Yoon also reaffirmed the dichotomy between TOEIC as a pseudo 

English and a real-life English, the latter seems to include English pronunciation 

without any Korean interference. When asked, “what do you think about the 

pronunciation of her [friend of Ji Yoon]”, she answered that “Um, a typical 

Korean, Korean style pronunciation of English.” A true competency of English 

meant, in a sense, to have an English speaking ability with no sign of Korean 

accent. As part of true, practical, and daily life English, the negotiation and 

mediation on the interpretation of English pronunciation was well illustrated by 

Su Min. 
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When you listen to it with your eyes closed, you may think that “this person 
sounds like a foreigner,” or “this person is having a certain non-native 
accent.” Or there may be a feeling that “a person has lived in an English-
speaking country for a long time." When it comes to this feeling. … It is kind 
of funny to say that speak English “like English.” But it seems that when you 
speak English like English, it looks like he/she speaks English fluently and is 
good at it.  

 
Here, she defined a good speaker of English as a person with good English pronunciation 

rather than a person who possesses grammatical, reading, writing, listening skills in the 

language. Along with Ji Yoon, good English pronunciation is understood to have no 

Korean linguistic traits in the pronunciation of English, and thereby to sound like a 

foreigner. The imaginary representation of foreign or non-Korean was also taken into 

consideration. Both Hwang Woo and Ji Sook, respectively, acknowledged how much 

correct pronunciation of English was emphasized in Korean society. Still, they expressed 

concerns about Koreans’ obsession with pronunciation, respectively: 

They [Koreans] are very obsessive about a pronunciation, very obsessive 
about an English pronunciation. Very high, I think, is the expectation [of a 
good English pronunciation]. That, the pronunciation became like a 
representative of, or a criterion of good English. It became like that … 
because the pronunciation was accepted as a criterion [for determining the 
English proficiency].  
 
If one is that terrible in pronunciation, s/he is likely to shut the mouth. We 
[Koreans] don't speak at all in this case. It is part of our attitude toward 
English learning that should be changed. That is, the idea or belief that one 
needs to be good at pronunciation. Of course, because [Koreans] do not grow 
up there, though some may be excellent in it, there is more probability of not 
being good at it. So, there is no reason for being discouraged due to the 
pronunciation. But overall, I think it is an overall characteristic of Koreans.  

 
As opposed to Korean students, most of whom understand that practical English should 

include good English pronunciation, or an imaginary representation of English 

pronunciation of non-Koreanness or foreignness, Korean instructors seem not to agree 

with this language ideology.  
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Many Koreans have a vague model of English pronunciation, most likely 

influenced by the Education Broadcasting System (EBS), the American Forces Korea 

Network (AFKN), or Cable News Network (CNN). All the Korean participants, both 

instructors and college students, mediated the meaning of practical or conversational 

English in compliance with the general discourse of English. Yet, they also illustrated 

conflicting language ideologies on English pronunciation. While the Korean instructors 

acknowledged Koreanness of English pronunciation was inevitable particularly in an 

EFL context, the college students did not condone the interference of Koreaness in 

English.  

 
 
Discussion  
 

With the wave of globalization, the English language has been propagandized and 

ideologized as the most crucial means for obtaining both national prosperity and 

individual success. English Fever, developed over the last several decades, has intensified 

with Korea’s declaration and pursuit of globalization. Within this socio-political context 

of English education, the participants in this study displayed the following English 

ideologies. 

• English is a global language, which is beneficial to Korea in the global 
theater. 

• English indexes individuals’ prosperity and economic success. 
• English competency is exclusively assessed by TOEIC. 
• The TOEIC score signifies a pseudo English competency. 
• True English refers to practical and communicative English.  

 
 

English is a global language  
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This language ideology is not only reflected in and generated by the English 

education policies in this country, but also reproduced by all of the participants. It seems 

that the spread of English in Korea may be de facto irresistible as the language has 

already been in a state of linguistic hegemony via legitimization and rationalization for 

more than two decades.  

The ideology of globalization colludes with the socio-political ideology of 

contemporary Korea. The ideology of globalization, in reality, has been (re)produced, 

and continuously reinforced since the proclamation of Segehwa (i.e., globalization) in 

1993. According to Fairclough (2010), the term globalization per se was originally meant 

to represent progress and advancement of a nation state. As such, it was aptly accepted as 

a lifeline pursuit, being acclaimed and promoted even by the Korean government as well 

as by many other countries. Following Steger, Fairclough (2010) further argues that 

globalization is often propagandized as “inevitable and irreversible” and it “benefits 

everyone” (p. 459). Deeply involved in and closely associated with this ideology, Korea 

has positively committed to practicing and promoting globalization, and as such, 

promoting English. The status of English as a global language was rationalized and 

accepted by all of the participants, whether native English speakers or not, or teachers or 

students. Overall, this study demonstrates how much an individual’s interpretation and/or 

mediation of a language or a language education can be influenced and/or shaped by a 

general socio-political ideologies of the time. 

Similar mediation of English also indexed individuals’ progress, success, and 

benefits, indicating English as an opportunity to transform one’s socio-economic status. 

According to Park (2011) however, this indexicality may be an “overly simplistic and 
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facile assumption” (p. 444), disguising any historical, political, economic, and structural 

factors involved in forming the ideology. As Tollefson (1991) has argued, the conviction 

that people must learn English to obtain employment is indicative of “unequal 

relationships of power – not a solution to them” (p. 210). The supposed benefits of 

English are alluring but imaginary. That is, the representation of English as the primary 

arbiter of economic success disguises other determinants of socio-economic status. This 

English language ideology constantly establish, synergize, and solidify the imaginary 

representation of English as a beneficial, neutral, and even positive language. 

English competency is exclusively assessed by the TOEIC  

Playing as a gatekeeping role, English proficiency needs to be evaluated to 

determine who passes the gateway. When it comes to the reliability of the TOEIC as the 

assessment instrument for English proficiency in Korea, Korean participants displayed 

their own interpretations of the TOEIC’s place in Korean society. Depending on their 

own direct or indirect social experiences, such as how they learned English, who they 

learned it from, what their current jobs or their future careers are, and so on, each 

mediated this particular language ideology in different degrees, while generally agreeing 

that the TOEIC continues to create and sustain English haves and have-nots.  

The TOEIC score signifies a pseudo English proficiency 

On the other hand, the social meaning of the TOEIC shifted according to the 

recent rise in average score. For some, higher TOEIC scores were not recognized as 

evidence for overall improvement of English competency. Instead, it is seen as a marker 

of pseudo English competency; a development that has increasingly nullified the TOEIC 

score as invalid measure of English competency.  
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True English refers to practical and communicative English  

Invalidating the TOEIC as a pseudo English competency, another form of 

language ideology of true, practical, and communicative English competency has 

emerged most recently in Korea. Reflecting and implementing this ideology, the TOEIC 

has added speaking section and Korean companies have added oral interviews in English 

as a new approach to evaluate true English competency. Real or true mastery of English 

for many is judged by whether or not one’s speech is marked by Koreaness. In spite of 

this development, however, it is invariably true that the TOEIC remains unchanged as a 

de facto tool for evaluating English competency. These language ideologies of English: 

English competency is exclusively assessed by TOEIC, the TOEIC score signifies a 

pseudo English competency, true English refers to practical and communicative English 

conflict with and contradict one another. Yet, they manage to coexist and work closely 

together to sustain the privileged status of English.  

The multiple language ideologies of English discussed here aggravates the 

expansion of the English linguistic industry in both the marketing of English exams, 

including the TOEIC, and the marketing of the desirability of acquiring communicative 

English. It is noteworthy that NEST participants did not acknowledge the social 

meanings of English and TOEIC in the Korean context. Although they were largely 

unaware of the dynamics of English within Korean society, they nonetheless contributed 

to the (re)production of the language ideology of real English as models of the imaginary 

representation of good, or non-Korean English. The increasing number of NESTs in 

Korea clearly reflects an implementation of the ideology of true English.  
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The structural and cultural inequalities are established benefiting only those who 

have English or proficient in English. These various intertwined language ideologies of 

English work together as a complex mechanism to produce and maintain the 

asymmetrical relationship between the English-speaking Center and the Periphery 

(Phillipson, 1992). The English-speaking Center constantly provides socially-constructed 

linguistic norms and (re)plenish English linguistic industry. On the other hand, the 

periphery-English countries rely on supplies in a form of material or human resources 

from the English-speaking Center. NESTs, in a sense, are justified and legitimatized as 

imaginary models of English speakers, maintaining English linguistic norms and 

upholding the English linguistic industry in Korea.  

The asymmetry is also made within the Korean society between the English-haves 

center group of the Periphery and the English-havenots periphery group. Throughout the 

1980s and also in the early 1990s, it was uncommon for Koreans to take the TOEIC 

exam. Indeed, it was not until the proclamation of the Segehwa policy that the exam 

became more popular and more accessible to the general public. Paradoxically, with the 

expansion of the English market, the TOEIC scores became more attainable, arguably 

losing some of its original gatekeeping role. Instead of the TOEIC, however, a language 

ideology of communicative competency emerged to serve as a new gatekeeper. Taken 

together, English ideologies of Korea, whether in the form of synergy or conflict, 

consolidate and naturalize the importance of English, feeding and inflaming English 

Fever. Widely accepted and practiced, these language ideologies establish and sustain the 

linguistic hegemony of English, obscuring the asymmetrical power relationship that 
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favors the Center, both the core English-speaking countries and the upper and middle 

classes of Korea. 

 
Notes 

 
1. There are other phrases such as English gale or English craze (Kang, 2014). All of 

these phrases illustrate the excessive interest or even obsession in learning English.  
2. According to Gupta (1997), there is no question about the dominance of English in 

the Internet world. Computers and the Internet were originally developed and are 
still have been dominated by the United States, consisting of numerous English 
vocabularies in programs and platforms. 

3. The terms of globalization and internationalization are different. Globalization 
usually means the economy of each nation integrated into one world economy. In 
other words, the barrier to commodity, capital, labor, and information among nations 
disappears, creating one integrated global economy.  Typically, globalization is 
understood as the one worldwide global village that transcends the national borders. 
On the other hand, the term internationalization is the trade among countries while 
recognizing the national border and endemism of each different nation (Ha, 2009). 
While the two terms may have different meanings, this project does not specifically 
distinguish between the two, since both globalization and internationalization 
emphasize transnational activities that result in the insistence of English education in 
Korean society.    

4. An English immersion program is defined as a program where English is the 
medium of instruction. In other words, whether English as a subject or non-English 
subjects such as math, social science, science, the classes are taught in English.  

5. TaLK is a government run program to recruit NESTs for rural elementary schools. 
While EPIK is designed to teach in elementary, middle, high schools in metropolitan 
and provincial areas (22 hours per week), TaLK is an after school program for rural 
elementary schools (15 hours per week) (MEST, 2008). 

6. E1 visas are given to those apply as university/college professors in all fields. These 
positions require at least a Master’s degree. E2 visas are provided to those who are 
instructors of English. People who come to Korea with E2 visas either work in 
hakwons (private English institutes), kindergarten, elementary school, middle school 
high school, and colleges/universities. F visas are for the spouses of Korean 
nationals and permanent residents. F visa holders can also work to teach in 
colleges/universities, hakwons, kindergarten, elementary school, middle school and 
high schools (Lee, 2012). 

7. Linguistically, Standard Korean Language (SKL) is no doubt a predominant 
language. It is the medium of instruction in most primary, secondary, and tertiary 
education. The Jeju dialect, while endangered due to the SKL, is used in daily lives 
with the mixture of the SKL. In addition, English, Chinese, and Japanese are in use 
due the tourist industry and the promotion of Jeju as an International Free City. 

8. The term ‘spec’ comes originally from English word ‘specification’. Semantic 
broadening occurred and the term ‘spec’ added its meaning of the list of certificates 
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or test scores that represent applicants’ competency just like the specification of a 
product which is the list of explanation or the features of a product.   
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This dissertation is much more than just a historical review of English education 

in Korea. Using a critical approach, it has argued that micro-level decisions on English 

education such as time, motivation, methodology, and curriculum are not detached from 

macro-level contexts such as socio-historical, political, structural, and ideological 

aspects. While closely related to social contexts, language itself can be a means of 

control, and a site of power struggle (Blommaert, 2005; Fairclough, 2001; Leibowitz, 

1976). Through the framework of language ideologies, these controls, either political or 

social controls, are regulated and monitored through social institutions such as schools. 

Language ideologies, which are partially defined as “interpretive filter of beliefs 

about language” (Woolard, 1992, p. 242), function to construe the social meaning of 

languages and language users. From a critical approach, language ideologies are seen as a 

powerful tool of social control and domination (Fairclough, 2001; Kroskrity, 2000). 

Among other features of language ideologies, three major characteristics: indexicality, 

dominance, and social institution are significant in understanding the mechanism of 

social control through language in general, and language education in particular.  

First, language ideologies function to grant, point to, or envision social meanings 

with regard to a language or language users. This function is called indexicality. While 

this concept seems neutral or natural, as if it simply plays a role to associate a certain 

markers to particular language users or speech communities, these arbitrary categories or 

emblematic markers are hierarchically ordered as they have been “systematically 

perceived as valuable, others as less valuable and some are not taken into account at all” 

(Blommaert, 2010, p. 38). These arbitrary yet systematic orders of indexicality may 
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change based on different sets of periods or different polities. In other words, indexicality 

may be realized and/or changed in different forms according to its ever-changing socio-

historicity and any scale of polities.  

Second, language ideologies play as role of dominance. Once a socially 

emblematic marker, or indexicality is established, it functions to disguise, mystify, 

legitimate, or naturalize the asymmetrical relations, for instance, between the upper or 

middle classes and the working class, or the demarcation between language (i.e. English) 

“haves” and the “have-nots”. When a language ideology is not questioned, it already has 

established the dominant status as it is conceived as the natural or commonsensical idea 

of a particular language or language use. When a dominant language ideology is already 

naturalized, it erases or oppresses other subordinate language ideologies. Whether these 

ideologies become dominant or subordinate, they are closely related to historical, 

political, and social contexts. Such being the case, language ideologies are not a static or 

complete form but rather represent a dynamic social process that is produced, 

transformed, and reproduced by individuals who practice language ideologies. 

Lastly, when it comes to the diffusion of language ideologies across social 

contexts, it is in schooling in general and educational institutions in particular where they 

play a crucial role. Through education, a dominant – and hegemonic – language ideology 

is overtly or covertly represented, thereby attaining consent from the masses. To put 

another way, a dominant language ideology is most likely to be (re)produced in 

educational institutions, which are committed to deciding on which language, whose 

knowledge, and which epistemology are counted as legitimate. Education, therefore, is 

the most typical ideological apparatus. These three characteristics of language ideologies 
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do not function separately, but overlap and intertwine with one another to exert 

themselves upon language education.  

Language policies are overt representation of language ideologies. Language 

educational policies and practices, in particular, are “ideological constructs that both 

reflect and (re)produce the distribution of power within the larger society” (McCarty, 

2011, p. 6). In this respect, as an imaginary representation, illusion, or beliefs about 

language, a theory of language ideologies aptly unveils how languages are assigned to 

certain linguistic values, functions, and roles within a society, usually (re)arranging and 

(re)distributing the power relations. Battles among language ideologies, whether one 

sustains a dominant position or is suppressed as subordinate are manifested in many 

different contexts. The following section explores how the English language is perceived 

and practiced based on different language policies, and thereby enacts political, social, 

and structural control. Brief examples of language ideologies are manifested in language 

policies in different countries such as Tanzania, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines. 

In Tanzania, language policies have been dynamic reflecting the historical and 

political climate of the country. While the exact number of Indigenous languages is not 

known, approximately 128 indigenous languages are spoken (Petzell, 2012; Sa, 2007).  

Swahili rapidly spread during the 19th century due to “trade in slaves, ebony, gold and 

ivory” (Petzell, 2012, p. 137). Even when the German colonists came to Tanzania, 

Swahili was the language of the country since Germans relied on Swahili speakers for 

colonial administration and bureaucracy (Petzell, 2012; Blommaert, 2010). Whether 

Germans purposefully prevented Tanzanians from learning the colonial language and 

thereby acknowledging equality with their colonizer is questionable (Sa, 2007). After 
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World War I, the United Kingdom took over the mainland of Tanzania. English was 

designated as the official language. Yet, Swahili was continuously used as the medium of 

instruction during the first five years of primary school while English was introduced as a 

subject in third grade. After eight years of schooling, English became the medium of 

instruction while keeping Swahili as a subject (Petzell, 2012; Roy-Campbell & Qorro, 

1997). Those who had access to better English education were capable of assisting the 

colonial administration (Roy-Campbell && Qorro, 1997). 

Swahili was heavily promoted during the independence movement in Tanzania. 

Along with the African socialism and nation building movement by the former President 

Julius Nyerere, Swahili was to be the medium of instruction both the primary schools and 

secondary schools (Blommaert, 2014; Petzell, 2012; Roy-Campbell & Qorro, 1997). 

Later, the Ministry of Education overturned the previous policy of making Swahili the 

sole medium of instruction, and declared that both English and Swahili could be the 

medium of instruction. Currently, Swahili and English are the two co-official languages 

in Tanzania; Swahili is used in primary schools and English in secondary schools as a 

medium of instruction However, many of the Tanzanian secondary students are not well 

prepared for secondary education in which English is the medium of instruction. These 

students struggle to graduate from schools as the national exit exams are in English 

(Petzell, 2012; Roy-Campbell & Qorro, 1997). On the other hand, a small elite or high 

socioeconomic status group of Tanzanians who have English proficiency maintain their 

social class. It is interesting to note that whether Swahili or English the language policies 

in Tanzania was the means for the political and structural control. 
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In case of Puerto Rico, English is an official language along with Spanish. Puerto 

Rico has experienced dynamic yet dominating language policies. Since the U.S. military 

occupation in 1898, English came to Puerto Rio as a dominant language. By 1902, 

English gained its co-official status along with Spanish through the Official Languages 

Act. The Jones Act was passed in 1917, and Puerto Rico became part of the U.S., and the 

people of Puerto Rico obtained U.S. citizenship (Leibowitz, 1967; Pousada 1996; 

Pousada, 2008). According to Pousada (2008), proficiency in English became the criteria 

to determine individuals’ loyalty to the U.S. In addition, as Puerto Rico had a strong 

economic tie with the U.S., English indexed higher socioeconomic status and economic 

advancement. Puerto Ricans acknowledged that English is very important not only for 

local business but also for global business. With this indexicality, the English linguistic 

market is booming as English is taught both in public and private institutions. It is 

interesting to note, however, that even with the highlights and desire to acquire English, 

Spanish is predominantly used in daily lives (Pousada, 2008). In fact, Pousada (2008) 

illustrates the double standard toward the English language and English speaking Puerto 

Ricans. While English indexes economic advancement and higher socioeconomic status, 

those who are proficient in English are criticized for being both culturally and 

linguistically assimilated to the U.S., and for not being able to speak Spanish fluently.   

Leibowitz (1976) further elaborates the repressive language policy in the political 

arena toward non-English speakers in the U.S. Requiring English literacy was one of the 

prerequisites for voting in the U.S. With a long history of linguicism, “English literacy 

suffrage requirements” (Leibowitz, 1976, p. 456) also impacted Puerto Rico. The Voting 

Rights Act was passed in 1965.  While Voting Rights Act overruled many of the 
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Southern states’ legislatures, which were designed to prevent minority population from 

voting, the following section of the Voting Right Act was limiting Puerto Ricans to 

participate in political arena. Section 4 (e)-(2) of the Voting Rights Act stated the 

following. 

 “No person who had successfully completed the sixth grade in a public or 
private school in the United States, its territories, the District Columbia, or 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in which the predominant classroom 
language was other than English, shall be denied the right to vote in any … 
election because of his inability to read or write … English. (Leibowitz, 
1967, p. 458)  
 

Because Puerto Rico is the only location within this category where English was not 

dominantly used in schools, this law had a direct impact on Puerto Ricans migrants 

restricting them to vote. Pousada (2008) further elaborates English only policy in the U.S. 

District Court, which also applies to Puerto Rico. In Puerto Rico, English is absolutely 

mandatory in legal proceedings in the U.S. District Court, even though federal judges, 

prosecutors, attorneys, and jurors are native speakers of Spanish. This English-only 

policy based on a general language ideology that English is the unifying language of the 

U.S., restricts the legal and political participation of Puerto Ricans as it limits jury 

selection only to English speaking Puerto Ricans. It also restricts the choice of criminal 

defense attorney, and delays the proceeding process as interpreters and translators are 

needed; and so on (Pousada, 2008). 

In the Philippines, English has been considered a language of power, ever since 

the colonization of the Philippines by the U.S. in 1901. During the U.S. colonial period, 

the government implemented an English-only policy in order to “teach English more 

effectively to unite the Filipinos with different linguistic backgrounds, and to provide the 

Filipinos with access to modernization” (Chang, 2011, p. 194). During this time, English 
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became “the de facto medium of instruction in the public school system” (Tupas & 

Lorente, 2011, p. 3). Later in 1973, English was adopted as the official language of the 

Philippines, along with Filipino (Gonzalez 1980; McFarland, 2008; Tupas & Lorente, 

2011). English continues to be the official language even today. Filipino still is a national 

language, however, English is the dominant language in government, business, media, 

and education (McFarland, 2008). 

The powerful English language ideology that English will bring economic 

advancement, and therefore progress, was assumed to attract foreign investment 

connecting the Philippines to the developed English speaking countries. English 

education was designed in two tracks – state-supported public schools and private elite 

schools – but with a different purpose for each category of schools. Public schools 

emphasized “vocational and technical English training” (Tollefson, 1991, p. 150) for the 

purpose of attracting foreign companies seeking cheap English-speaking labor force. The 

poor English education that the working class received was designed is to create a large 

population of cheap unskilled or semiskilled workers for the labor market. Private elite 

schools, on the other hand, were designed to educate a small number of elite students to 

be proficient in English (Tollefson, 1991).  

These three cases illustrate how the English language policies became a means to 

control and express power in social institutions (Bernardo, 2008; Leibowitz, 1976). Korea 

is no different from these countries, particularly when examining how language 

ideologies of the English language play a role within Korean society.  This dissertation, 

therefore, attempted to unveil the myth that language education in general, and English 

language education in particular, is neutral, but functions as the locus of political, 
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economic, social, and structural power struggles. This study has considered how these 

power struggles are manifested through language ideologies about the benefits of the 

English language. 

Ever since Korea’s encounter with English, the language ideologies of the English 

language were produced, mediated, transformed, and reproduced by interacting with the 

socio-historical, political, economic, and structural contexts of Korea. Although Korea’s 

encounter with English dates from the 1882, this dissertation explored English education 

since 1945 when it was under direct involvement from the U.S. This study examined 

English education in Korea by focusing of three major socio-historical periods of modern 

Korea, which turned into three separate manuscripts of (1) Nation Building and English 

Education in Korea: 1945-1960, (2) Modernization and English Education in Korea: 

1961-1980, and (3) Globalization and English education in Korea: 1990-present. 

English education has been at the core of hot social issues in Korea ever since the 

country’s independence from Japanese colonial rule in 1945. As Korea was under the 

U.S. Army Military Government in Korea (USAMGIK) for three years from 1945 to 

1948, English emerged as a new powerful language. The English language was declared 

as official during the USAMGIK. Although it failed to attain a stable official language 

status, the English language continued to be one of the most influential languages in 

Korea due to the close relationship between Korea and the U.S. Since then, English 

education in Korea has played a significant role in accordance with ever-changing socio-

political and socio-economic contexts.  

The first article, Nation Building and English Education in Korea: 1945-1960, 

deals with the English language and English education with the initiation of the 
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USAMGIK in 1945. Unilaterally declared as an official language of Korea, English, 

though having indexed as a new powerful language with beneficial values for both the 

nation state and individuals of Korea, was introduced to Korean society with a typical 

form of English linguistic imperialism. With Korea divided into two ideologically 

different territories, the U.S. was concerned with Korea’s nation building process as part 

of its foreign policy. In accordance with this nation building policy, English was 

particularly emphasized under the USAMGIK, resulting in the establishment of both the 

American Language Institute (ALI) and the Military English Language School (MELS) 

even before the inauguration of the Republic of Korea (ROK). It is through these English 

schools that the language ideology of English was (re)produced, establishing the 

superiority of English over Korean with an assumption that English will lead to 

modernity, prosperity, science and technology, and even nation building and thereby 

legitimatizing and justifying its dominance over Korea. As such, both ALI and MELS 

were dedicated to creating a new upper and middle classes within the newly-(re)born 

country. The English language as a result gave rise to the division between the upper and 

middle classes and the working class within Korean society. Additionally, the language 

ideology of English linked the English-have center of the Periphery and the center of the 

Center (Phillipson, 1992).  

The second article, Modernization and English Education in Korea: 1961-1980, 

examined a period of a couple of decades, from 1960 to 1980, when Korea had been 

laying its foundations for modernization along with a series of Five-Year Economic 

Development Plans initiated in 1962. Education functioned as a proxy for the national 

ideology of the time indexing modernization and economic development. With the 
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coming of the U.S. Peace Corps Volunteers to Korea, beginning in 1966 and terminating 

in 1981, the existing ideology of modernization was synergized with the language 

ideology of English that the English language would lead to modernization and thereby 

economic development. Therefore, English education was necessary for Korea to enter 

the modern world. To be more specific, modernization was accessible only via English, 

and the introduction of the modern English Language Teaching (ELT) method by the 

PCVs, which emphasized spoken English, needed to be adopted. As a result, a dichotomy 

was created between Korea’s antiquated, traditional, or grammar-oriented method and 

new, modern, or spoken/communicative approaches introduced by PCVs. These English 

language ideologies were adopted and practiced by the Korean government, Peace Corps, 

and PCVs/Korea.  

 The third article, Globalization and English education in Korea: 1990-present, 

explored contemporary English education at the tertiary level. Since the proclamation of 

Segewha (i.e. globalization in English) in 1993, Korea has actively participated in the 

global theater, and English education has never been as fanatically fetishized, giving birth 

to a phenomenon commonly referred to as English Fever. The English language ideology, 

associated with the ideology of globalization, indexed national and individual prosperity. 

This being already rationalized and even normalized, additional English language 

ideologies emerged to justify certain ways to evaluate English competency. The Test of 

English for International Business (TOEIC), developed and implemented by the 

American-owned Educational Testing Service (ETS), became one of the most popular 

English exams in Korea, forming an English ideology that the TOEIC is a valid 

assessment of English competency. Although the participants in this study understood 
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that the TOEIC is critical for individual success, they also indicated that its scores 

represent only pseudo English competency, whereas communicative English is the true 

English competency. This language ideology functions as a gatekeeper in order to serve 

and maintain the upper and middle classes. These two language ideologies apparently 

contradict each other, but they serve to solidify the linguistic hegemony of English, thus 

sustaining and crystallizing the English Fever.  

These three articles attempt to look closely into essential aspects of English in 

Korea with regard to education policies and practices during the 70 years since Korea’s 

independence in 1945. With its strong political, economic, military, and social ties to the 

U.S., Korea has maintained a unilateral love relationship with English with less 

fluctuation compared to Japan and China, both of which “have had an ongoing love-hate 

relationship with English, fluctuating between waves of nationalism and westernization” 

(Kachru, 1997, as cited in Bhatia & Ritchie, 2006, p. 771). In Korea English remains the 

language of power during these years with no change in its indexicality in modern 

history, experiencing no time when English was rejected or devalued despite a series of 

social and political upheaval including emancipation, the Korean War, and a military 

coup. It is noteworthy that English in Korea has kept indexing one and the same value of 

prosperity and benefit for nation and individuals. Although the three articles illustrate a 

common indexicality of English in Korea, they differentiate different themes – nation 

building, modernization, or globalization – depending on a differently required social 

context throughout the modern history of Korea.  

It should be noted that these language ideologies throughout the modern history of 

Korea have served to maintain the economic and social class interests of a particular 
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social group. As illustrated previously, language ideologies of English linked the center 

of the Periphery with the center of the Center, creating the new upper and middle classes 

during the transition to build a new-nation, the Republic of Korea. Language ideologies 

of English have legitimatized the necessity of English as a means to modernize Korea in 

general by achieving economic development, particularly justifying the newly-introduced 

modern ELT by the PCVs. They gave the authoritative role of the English language and 

ELT to North Americans, resulting in the legitimatization and justification of the 

asymmetrical relationship between the donor country (U.S., the country which supplied 

the educational aid) and the recipient country (Korea, the country which received the 

Western educational aid). Thus, there occurred an excessive dependency of Korea on the 

ELT of the core-English speaking countries, and the dependency on ELT continues in the 

form of Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs) in contemporary English education 

in Korea. As the language ideology has already been naturalized that English is a must 

and English education is inevitable in the era of globalization, English competency 

became the yardstick of whether or not one can access to the upper and middle classes in 

contemporary Korea. As the overall TOEIC score inflates, a language ideology emerges 

that this particular evaluation measure represents a pseudo English competency, and 

another language ideology arise that true English competency is communicative English 

without any semblance of Koreanness. As the TOEIC score ceased playing a sturdy 

gatekeeper role, due to the high average TOEIC scores, the language ideology of 

communicative English was generated, and therefore established an alternative 

gatekeeper preventing the working class from being able to use the TOEIC to access the 

upper and middle classes, and sustaining the status quo of the upper and middle classes.  
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Even though these different English language ideologies may contradict and 

conflict they still serve to solidify the social power of English, thereby creating the 

linguistic hegemony of English within the Korean context. In contemporary Korea, it is 

no longer an option to learn English. Rather, English education is already normalized, 

based on accumulated language ideologies of English over the last 70 years.  

English first came to Korea as an imperial language, and it continues to be an 

imperial language as it justifies the inequality between the English-haves and English-

have-nots throughout the 70 years. Particularly looking at the nation building period and 

modernization period, English language educational resources, both material and human 

resource, were provided from the Center, the U.S. As the globalization policy was 

declared, it became the turning point of an the ideological battle, when it obtained the 

general understanding among Koreans that English education is inevitable and would 

benefit both the nation and individuals. Since the globalization period, Koreans 

vigorously and voluntarily have sought for material and human resources from the Center 

for better English education.  

The language ideologies of English disguise and mystify the asymmetrical 

relations between the Center and the Periphery, and between the center of the Periphery 

and the periphery of the Periphery, favoring those who have the English competency. 

Center countries such as the U.S., U.K., Australia, and New Zealand continue to export 

not only materials and resources but also NESTs for English education. NESTs and the 

Center countries thereby gain economic benefits. While the Periphery countries continue 

to learn the English language, the Center controls and maintains the status of English 

through language ideologies that reify “correct” or Standard English. NESTs being the 
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imaginary representation of correct and true English, Koreans actively question 

themselves whether they have the right English pronunciation. In addition, within the 

Periphery countries, the structural barriers between the center and the periphery continues 

as English competency serves to play a gatekeeper role in “most of the controlling 

domain” (Bernardo, 2008, p. 34) such as in employment, higher education, and social 

stratum, only favoring a small elite group. Language ideologies, in this respect, serve as a 

“powerful tool for sustaining inequality and hegemony” (Tollefson, 1991, p. 136). 

Educational sites, an ideological state apparatus according to Althusser (1998), are 

plausibly used to disseminate dominant language ideology, and to obtain the consent 

from the masses, without being noticed. English education, this sense, is neither neutral 

nor natural but rather leads “to benefit for some and loss of privilege, status and rights for 

others” (Wiley, 1995, as cited in McCarty, 2011, p. 6).  

In contemporary Korea, English learning is an absolute requirement. It already 

has been naturalized, based on 70 years of accumulated language ideologies of the 

English language. In a sense, the stage where English Fever, or the sudden craze for 

English competency, as the word Fever implies, has transformed into the English 

linguistic hegemony, where it is common sense or natural to have English competency in 

contemporary Korea.  
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LIMITATION  

This study mainly examined language ideologies portrayed in language policies in 

Korea. Coming from a macro perspective, it looked particularly at the intersection 

between language ideologies of English and socio-historical, political, and structural 

contexts of Korea, and how English language policies throughout Korea’s modern history 

impacted not only the structure of the Korean society but also the individuals who 

experienced a particular era (i.e. modernization era) or who are experiencing a particular 

era (i.e. globalization). Of course, English in the Periphery have created discursive, yet 

creative language practices, which are also forms of language ideologies and identities of 

locals (Blommaert, 2010; Blommaert, 2014; Pennycook, 2010). Yet, this dissertation 

only looked at the homogenization of the societal understanding of the English language, 

rather than its discursive practices used in Korean society. 

Since language ideologies are plural as they are positioned, there are always other 

positions or perspectives about language from different social/cultural groups, including 

class, generation, ethnicity, and so on. I was not able to fully capture all the groups, for 

example, how the graduates of the American Language Institute or Military English 

Language School have mediated the English language.  

While this dissertation looked into different historical periods, it lacks the decade 

of the 1980s. This period would be considered as a pre-globalization era. For a decade, 

there had been numerous debates about whether the English language should be 

introduced in middle school first grade (equivalent to 7th grade in the U.S.) or elementary 

third grade (3rd grade). This period, in a sense, can be distinguished as an overt 

battleground of language ideologies. As seen in the third article, lowering the age to 
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introduce English education in public schools was decided in 1993. This decision was not 

decided based on language acquisition theories, but rather on language ideologies of 

English. Furthermore, due to the characteristics of case study research, particularly for 

the third article, it has a limitation to be generalized to all Koreans since understanding of 

the English language can be different based on socio-economic status, generation, age, 

social experiences, and regions. For example, the dynamics of English education on Jeju 

Island may be different from Seoul, the capital city.  

For further study, I would like to explore the interplay between English when it 

was declared as the official language during the nation building period, and Korean, 

which no longer had the restrictions imposed by Japanese colonials. Right after the 

independence, the Korean language education revived. In this respect, further study for 

this period would focus on the difference in language ideologies between the Korean and 

English.  In terms of the second article, I only looked into the PCVs’ understanding of the 

role of English in Korea’s modernization. It would be adding to the literature when a 

study is conducted on the understanding of English of Korean students who received 

English education by the PCVs. Former Korean students of PCVs would be now in their 

50s and 60s, and most likely would have raised their own children. It would be 

interesting to investigate how their perception of English continued or changed, and how 

it affected their children’s English educational practices. In addition, while I was 

investigating the 70 years of English language ideologies and English education in Korea, 

and the phenomenon of English Fever, I came to realize that this phenomenon itself 

became one dominant language ideology of English in Korea. This is something that I 

would like to analyze in depth, particularly on how English Fever is (re)generating 
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certain sub-language ideologies of English. Furthermore, I would like to expand from this 

study, to compare language ideologies of English among the three East Asian countries, 

Korea, Japan, and China. While these countries may be categorized as an expanding 

circle, according to Kachru (1992), their language ideologies and language policies for 

English are very different from one another.  
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APPENDIX A: GENERAL MACARTHUR’S PROCLAMATION 
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE LESSON PLAN FROM THE NEW ENGLISH READER  
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APPENDIX C: AGREEMENT ON PEACE CORPS PROGRAM BETWEEN THE 

U.S. AND KOREA  
 

대한민국 정부와 미합중국 정부간의 평화봉사단에 관한 각서교환  
(Agreement relating to the Establishment of a Peace Corps Program in Korea between the 

Government of the Republic of Korea and the Government of the United States of 
America) 

[ 발효일 1966.9.14 ] [ 미국, 제215호, 1966.9.14 ] 
[Retrieved from 
http://www.law.go.kr/trtyInfoPWah.do?trtySeq=2076&chrClsCd=010203] 
 
 
 
U.S. Proposing Note 
No. 341 
September 14, 1966 
 
Excellency: 
I have the honor to refer to recent conversations between representatives of our two 
Governments and to propose the following understandings with respect to the men and 
women of the United States of America who volunteer to serve in the Peace Corps and 
who, at the request of your Government, would live and work in the Republic of Korea 
for periods of time as may be mutually agreed upon between the two Governments. 
 

1. The Government of the Republic of Korea will accord equitable treatment to the Peace 
Corps volunteers (hereinafter referred to as Volunteers), both as to their person and 
property, and afford them, in case of need, adequate aid and protection, including 
treatment no less favorable than that accorded generally to nationals of the United States 
residing in Korea. 
 

2. The Government of the Republic of Korea will exempt the Volunteers from, (a) all taxes 
on payments which they receive to defray their living costs and on income from sources 
outside the Republic of Korea, from (b) customs duties and related charges other than 
charges for storage, cartage and similar services, in respect of personal baggage, used 
personal and household effects and from (c) all other taxes or other charges except 
license fees and taxes or other charges included in the prices of equipment, supplies and 
services. 
 

3. The Republic of Korea will receive a Peace Corps representative and such staff as may 
be deemed necessary by the Government of the Republic of Korea and the Government 
of the United States of America to discharge the functions for the Government of the 
United States of America with respect to Peace Corps programs and projects. The 
Government of the Republic of Korea will exempt such persons from all taxes on income 
derived from their Peace Corps work or sources outside the Republic of Korea, and from 
all other taxes or other charges except license fees and taxes or other charges included in 
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the prices of equipment, supplies and services. The Peace Corps representative and such 
staff will be accorded the same treatment as is accorded Volunteers hereunder with 
respect to the payments of customs duties, fees and charges on their personal and 
household effects, excluding consumable stores (but including one motor car for each), 
introduced into the Republic of Korea for their own use during their stay in the Republic 
of Korea. The disposal of such personal and household effects (including one motor car) 
by such personnel shall be governed by applicable laws and regulations of the Republic 
of Korea. 
 

4. The Government of the Republic of Korea will exempt funds, equipment, materials and 
supplies, furnished or financed by the Government of the United States of America and 
used for the Peace Corps programs and projects from taxes, investment or deposit 
requirements, customs duties or other charges. The disposal of such equipment, materials 
and by the Government of the United States of America shall be governed by applicable 
laws and regulations of the Republic of Korea. 

 
5. Appropriate representatives of our two Governments may make from time to time such 

arrangements with respect to Volunteers and Peace Corps programs in the Republic of 
Korea as appear necessary or desirable for the purpose of implementing this Agreement. 
I have the further honor to propose that, if these understandings are acceptable to your 
Government, this note and your Government's reply note concurring therein shall 
constitute an agreement between our two Governments which shall enter into force on the 
date of your Government's note and shall remain in force until ninety days after the date 
of the written notification from either Government to the other of intention to terminate 
it. 
Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurance of my highest consideration. 
George S. Newman 
Charge d'Affaires 
His Excellency 
Tong Won Lee, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Seoul. 
Korean Note in Reply 
OBJ-6935 
September 14, 1966 
Sir, 
I wish to acknowledge the receipt of your note No. 341, dated September 14, 1966 with 
respect to the men and women of the United States of America who volunteer to serve in 
the Peace Corps and who, at the request of my Government, would live and work in the 
Republic of Korea for periods of time as may be mutually agreed upon between the two 
Governments, which reads as follows: 
"…………………(U.S. Proposing Note)…………………" 
I further wish to inform you that the foregoing understandings are acceptable to the 
Government of the Republic of Korea and to confirm that your note and this reply thereto 
constitute an agreement between our two Governments which shall enter into force on the 
date of this reply and shall remain in force until ninety days after the date of the written 
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notification from either Government to the other of intention to terminate it. 
Accept, Sir, the renewed assurance of my highest consideration. 
Tong Won Lee 
Minister of Foreign Affairs 
The Honorable 
George S. Newman 
Charg d'Affaires, ad interim 
Embassy of the United States of America 
Seoul 
AGREED UNDERSTANDING 
With reference to the Peace Corps Agreement between the Government of the Republic 
of Korea and the Government of the United States of America, signed today, the 
signatories of the two Governments confirm the following understandings reached 
between the negotiators of the two Governments during the course of negotiations: 

1. The term "Staff", appearing in paragraph three of the Agreement, will include both United 
States Government officials and non-volunteer personnel, such as an English language 
supervisor, whose functions are solely to support the aims of the program, as may be 
mutually agreed. 

2. Paragraph three accords the Peace Corps representative and such staff customs-free 
privileges on accompanied goods and on both used and new personal effects for their 
own use in accordance with the relevant procedural provisions of the Customs Law of the 
Republic of Korea. 

3. Volunteers will be accorded customs-free privileges on both accompanied and 
unaccompanied new and used personal effects for their own use, in accordance with the 
relevant procedural provisions of the Customs Law, introduced at or about the time their 
arrival. 
September 14, 1966 
Seoul. 
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APPENDIX D: CHARTER OF NATIONAL EDUCATION  
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APPENDIX E: THE PEACE CORPS ACT  
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APPENDIX F: PEACE CORPS/KOREA DISTRIBUTION WITHIN KOREA  
 

 
 
 

APPENDIX G: PEACE CORPS/KOREA DISTRIBUTION WITHIN KOREA, 
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APPENDIX H: PEACE CORPS ONLINE SURVEY REQUEST LETTER 
 
 
Dear the U.S. Peace Corps/Korea Friends, 
I am a Ph.D Candidate at the University of Arizona, majoring in bilingual education. 
Born and raised in Jeju, South Korea, I began learning English from my parents who had 
learned English from Peace Corps Volunteers in Daejun when they were middle school 
students. Throughout my life, I learned English from my parents and in schools. Based on 
my experience of learning English, I became interested in the history of English 
education in Korea. I understood that the Peace Corps/Korea came and taught English 
extensively from 1966 to 1981. Yet, little was known about exactly how English 
education was practiced by Peace Corps Volunteers (PCVs). Now that I am in the process 
of writing my dissertation, I am interested in the influence of the PCV/TEFL (Teaching 
English as a Foreign Language) Program on the spread of English in Korea and the 
Korean policy toward teaching English.  
It is my understanding that a particular emphasis of the U.S. Peace Corps/Korea program 
was placed on the TEFL as far as English education was concerned.  During this period, 
about 2,500 PCVs were dedicated to improvement of English teaching then characterized 
by Korean English teachers who were part of a grammar-oriented/translation-
centered/teacher-dominated tradition, completely overlooking the significance of what is 
today called communicative competence.  As part of their efforts to enhance Korean 
students’ spoken English skills, Methodology For Teachers (MFT) was developed to be 
used for the training of Korean English teachers.  
It is generally assumed that the Peace Corps/TEFL Program marked a turning point in the 
history of English education in Korea. The 15-year long Peace Corps activities in Korea 
may have played a crucial role in reforming the old-style of English education by Korean 
teachers. It is reported that approximately a million Korean students were partially taught 
English by PCVs and 80 to 90 % of Korean English teachers at that time were trained by 
Peace Corps English teachers.   
Your opinion or comment is very important for the purpose of my research and hopefully 
improving English education in contemporary Korea. Please link to and complete a 
questionnaire about your experiences in teaching English in Korea. I very much 
appreciate your time and consideration. Be assured that your responses will be strictly 
confidential and used only for the purposes of this research.  No names or other 
information about individual participants will be disclosed. At the conclusion of my 
project, all the data will be destroyed. 
I would also like to formally Skype/phone interview several of those who filled out this 
questionnaire so that the study would have more detailed elaboration, opinions, and 
reflections of your individual experiences of teaching English in Korea. If you would like 
to participate, please contact me. My email address is chlee@email.arizona.edu.  
 

Chee Hye Lee 
Ph. D Candidate 
Language, Reading, and Culture 
Department of Teaching, Learning, and Sociocultural Studies 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX I: ONLINE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE  
(PEACE CORPS VOLUNTEERS)   

 
1. When did you serve as a Peace Corps Volunteers in South Korea? 

From (  ) to ( ) 
 

2. Where did you teach English? 
 (      ) 

 
3. In which are of English education were you involved? (Multiple choice is available) 

(a) English Teaching 
(b) English Educational Policies 
(c) English Curriculum Development 
(d) Other (Please specify) 

 
4. In what school level did you teach English (Multiple Choice is available) 

(a) Elementary school level 
(b) Middle school level 
(c) High school level 
(d) College level 
(e) Korean English Teacher Training 

 
5. Was your major in college related to English (or English education)? 

(a) Yes 
(b) No 
 

6. How much did you know about South Korea before you applied for the Peace Corps 
Volunteers Program? 

(a) Very well 
(b) Well 
(c) Not so much 
(d) Nothing 

 
7. Did you participate in the Peace Corps Training Program (Program to train Peace 

Corps Volunteers)? 
(a) Yes  
(b) No 
 

8. What did you learn in the Peace Corps Training Program? (Multiple choice available) 
(a) Korean language 
(b) Cross cultural understanding/Korean culture 
(c) English teaching methodology 
(d) Other (Please specify) 
 

9. What was most helpful lesson/class in the Peace Corps Training Program when 
teaching English? 
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(a) Korean language 
(b) Cross cultural understanding/Korean culture 
(c) English teaching methodology 
(d) Other (Please specify) 
 

10. How many students were there in your English class  (per class)? 
(a) Less than 30 
(b) 30-40 
(c) 40-50 
(d) 50-60 
(e) More than 60 
 

11. How many hours did you each English a day on average? 
(a) Less than 2 hours 
(b) 2-4 hours 
(c) 4-6 hours 
(d) More than 6 hours (Please specify) 
 

12. In which area of English competency did a typical Korean English teacher put 
emphasis on in English classroom? 

(a) Listening 
(b) Reading 
(c) Grammar 
(d) Speaking 
(e) Writing 
 

13. As an English teacher in class, did you teach independently (or alone) or teach 
together with a Korean teacher (as a co-teacher)? 

(a) Always independently 
(b) With a Korean English teacher as a supervisor 
(c) With a Korean English teacher as a co-teacher 
(d) With a Korean English teacher as an assistant  
 

14. As far as the English teaching is concerned, which of the following do you think was 
the most typical of English teaching method used by Korean English teachers in the 
classroom?  

(a) Grammar-oriented 
(b) Direct Translation 
(c) Audio-Lingual 
(d) Communicative Learning 
 

15. What is your opinion on the effectiveness of Korean English Teacher training 
(instructing English teaching methodology to Korean English teachers)? 

(a) Very effective 
(b) Somewhat effective 
(c) Somewhat ineffective 
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(d) Very ineffective 
(e) Not available (Did not participate in Korean English Training program) 
 

16. What do you think about Korean English teacher’s general attitude toward you? 
(a) Very hospitable and cooperative 
(b) Generally kind 
(c) Not friendly/Uncomfortable 
(d) Hostile 
 

17. In which area of English competency did you put more emphasis on in your 
classroom? 

(a) Listening 
(b) Reading  
(c) Grammar 
(d) Speaking 
(e) Writing 
 

18. As far as the English teaching is concerned, which of the following English teaching 
method did you use in your classroom?  

(a) Grammar-Oriented  
(b) Direct Translation 
(c) Audio-Lingual 
(d) Communicative Learning 

 
19. How do you evaluate your students’ general attitude about accepting your teaching 

methods? 
(a) Very willingly 
(b) Relatively willingly 
(c) Reluctant 
(d) Refusal 
 

20. How much are you satisfied with your English teaching methods with regard to 
effectiveness of English education? 

(a) Very satisfied 
(b) Satisfied 
(c) Dissatisfied 
(d) Very dissatisfied 
 

21. What materials did you mostly use in your English class? 
(a) Textbook that was used by Korean English teachers 
(b) Textbook that were developed by the Peace Corps Program 
(c) Selected materials that you chose 
 

22. As an English teacher, were you able to join in any teacher/staff/faculty meeting for 
English education? 

(a) Yes, all the time 
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(b) Yes, sometimes 
(c) No, I wasn’t 
 

23. Did you happen to participate in making/designing questions for an English 
assessment (either national, regional, or school assessment)? 

(a) Yes, always 
(b) Yes, sometimes 
(c) Never 
 

24. Was what you taught in class included in the English assessment (national, regional, 
school) in order to measure students’ academic achievement?  

(a) Yes 
(b) No 
(c) Not available 
 

25. What do you think as the best strength of Korean students in English? 
(a) Knowledge of English Grammar/Vocabulary 
(b) Reading and Writing competency 
(c) Listening and Speaking competency 
(d) Enthusiasm on learning of English language and culture 
 

26. What do you think was the weakness of Korean students in English? 
(a) Knowledge of English Grammar/Vocabulary 
(b) Reading and Writing competency 
(c) Listening and Speaking competency 
(d) Enthusiasm on learning of English language and culture 
 

27. How was your students’ general enthusiasm about learning English from you? 
(a) Very strong 
(b) Strong 
(c) Not Much 
(d) Not at all interested 
 

28. What do you think was the most difficult thing of all in teaching English? 
(a) English educational policies not meeting my goal of English teaching 
(b) My lack of understanding of teaching method 
(c) Lack of support from other staff/faculty (Korean teachers, Korean 

administrators etc) 
(d) Students’ lack of interest/passive attitude toward English  
(e) Too big class size for English class 

 
29. In what aspect do you think you made a primary contribution to improving English 

education while you worked as an English teacher? 
(a) Introduction of communicative/spoken English ability 
(b) Introduction/understanding of American culture 
(c) Introduction of teaching methodology of English 
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(d) Other (Please specify) 
 
30. How was your life influenced by the experience you had in South Korea as a Peace 

Corps Volunteer? 
(a) Greatly positive 
(b) Somewhat positive 
(c) Somewhat negative 
(d) Very negative 

 
31. What is your general opinion about effect of the U.S. Peace Corps/Korea TEFL 

(Teaching English as a Foreign Language) program on the context of English 
education in South Korea? (Multiple choice is possible) 

(a) Emphasis on grammar oriented of English 
(b) Emphasis on improvement of communicative/spoken English 
(c) Emphasis on modern, scientific, and technological knowledge 
(d) Emphasis on globalization of Korean in the future 
 

32. Did you think that English education by Peace Corps/Korea played a role in the 
development of Korea in general? 

(a) Strongly agree 
(b) Agree 
(c) Disagree 
(d) Strongly disagree 
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APPENDIX J: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
(PEACE CORPS VOLUNTEERS)  

 
Introduction 
 
1. Can you speak a little bit about yourself? 
2. Where are you originally from?  
3. What year did you come to Korea as a Peace Corps Volunteer and how long did you 

stay in Korea as a Peace Corps Volunteer?  
 
Participant’s background experience 

1. Do you have any friends, family members, relatives who have culturally and 
linguistically diverse background?  

2. Have you visited/traveled other countries prior to coming to Korea as a Peace Corps 
Volunteer?  

3. Were you a college student when you applied for a Peace Corps Volunteer? What was 
your major/minor?  

4. How did you apply for the Peace Corps? Where did you hear about the Peace Corps 
program? 

5. There were many other countries. Why did you choose Korea?  
6. Did you take Peace Corps preparation class before coming to Korea? If so, do you 

remember what was it like? What was the preparation class about? How long did you 
have to take that class?  

7. Did you learn Korean language before coming to Korea?  
8. When you came to Korea, what was your first impression?  
9. In which area did you serve as a Peace Corps Volunteer?  

 
General Teaching Experience 

1. Were you an English teacher when you were a Peace Corps Volunteer? 
2. How did you feel about becoming an English teacher? Did you have experience of 

teaching prior to this program?  
3. Who level did you teach? (primary, middle, high school, college)? Were you an 

assistant teacher or a major teacher? 
4. Have you observed other Korean teachers teaching English? How was it? What did 

you think of it? 
5. What was the dynamic between you and other Korean English teachers (or your co-

teacher)?  
6. How was the teaching environment? How many students were there? (approximately) 
7. Did the Peace Corps program have official educational policies? Do you remember 

what policies were? Who decided on the policies? What was the general goal of  
Peace Corps Volunteers teaching English?  

8. How was English education taught, in general? Please tell me what you recall.  
9. How was the general experience in terms of teaching English? What were the positive 

and negative experiences?  
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Details of Experience 

1. When you were in the preparation class for 3 months, could you tell me some details 
on what you have learned, both in language training/culture course and teaching 
methodology course?  

2. What did/do you think about the objective/goal/policies that Peace Corps had in terms 
of teaching English?   

3. Could you tell me what/how you taught as an English teacher? 
4. What were YOUR major goals as a Peace Corps Volunteer to teach English to 

Korean students?  
5. What kind of textbook did you use for your class? How did you choose that book? 

Where did you get the textbook? Did you have any workbooks? How did you get the 
workbook? How did you use those textbooks/workbooks? Do you think they were 
effective?  

6. Did you make your own syllabus? Or was it designed by someone in Peace Corps 
(administrator, maybe?)? Can you remember and describe the syllabus? 

7. Did you teach English using English? What were the benefits of teaching/learning 
English through English? Did you struggle sometimes communicating with students? 
If so, could you share any details? 

8. What were the benefits of having Peace Corps Volunteers as native English-speaking 
teachers in Korea back then?  

9. During that time, what did English mean to Korean students? 
10. How was speaking, listening, reading, and writing taught? Among them, what did you 

put more emphasis on? How did you emphasize it (them)?  
11. Have you interacted with Korean teachers of English back then? What/ How did they 

teach English? In what way do you think they could have improved? 
12. How effective was, in your opinion, seminars that you did for the Korean English 

teachers ? 
13. Do you think having English competency plays a crucial role in terms of improving 

individuals (their lives, such as getting a better career) or improving as a nation-state, 
specifically in Korean case? If so, how?  
 

Reflection  
1. In all your teaching experiences as a Peace Corps Volunteer, what are some things 

that you emphasized to Korean students?  
2. After the Peace Corps, what did you learn? What were the advantages of being a 

Peace Corps Volunteer? What were the disadvantages?  
3. How did you life turn out after being a Peace Corps volunteer? What did you do? 

How did being a PCV influence your life, your career, and so on? 
4. Anything that you would like to add? Any other interesting thing that you would like 

to share/comment? 
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APPENDIX K: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
FOR COLLEGE INSTRUCTORS   

 
Interview Questions 
 
Life History 
 
Introduction 

1. Can you speak a little bit about yourself? 
2. Where are you from?  
3. What was your major? Minor?  
4. What are your hobbies? What do you do other than teaching here at the Jeju 

National University? 
 
Language background 

1. Have you learned other languages? What was your experience?  
2. Do you have any family members, friends who spoke other languages? (with 

different linguistic/cultural background?  
3. What do you think about learning a second/third language? 
4. What do you think about people who are not native speakers learning English? 

 
Teaching Experience 

1. How did you become a language (English) teacher? Why did you become an 
English teacher?  

2. Have you taught English before teaching here at the Jeju National University? If 
so, where and when? 

3. What is the most important thing when you teach English? 
4. Did you feel any cultural difference when teaching English? 
5. Have you taught English to Korean students prior to this program? How was your 

experience teaching Korean students, in general? Was it positive? Negative? Can 
you explain in detail?  

 
Details of Experience 
 
Continuation from Interview 1 

1. You mentioned that learning many languages is beneficial. Can you explain more 
on this? Do you think that having English competency do influence a lot in terms 
of getting a good career, make one more marketable?  

2. In general, do you think in this globalized world, having English do make the 
country more competitive? How? 

3. What do you think about the pronunciation of Korean students in general? Do you 
think that it is related to “confidence” that you mentioned last time we met?  

 
Opinions on language policy/teaching 
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1.  From your teaching experience, (in your opinion) what is the most important 
thing that your students should learn in your English class, in general or 
specifically in different level?  

2. What is the most important competency that Korean students should focus, 
listening, reading, writing, speaking? Why? 

3. How do you incorporate this into your class?  
4. What do you think the most difficult thing that students struggle when learning 

English? In general (of all ages) or specifically in different grade level? 
 

5. What do you think about immersion class? Teaching math, science, in English?  
6. Have you heard the policy on “teaching English through English”? What do you 

think about that policy? What do you think about that policy?  
7. What do you think about Korean teachers teaching English, or native English 

speakers teaching English?  
8. What are some qualifications to be an English teacher?  
9. What do you think about students learning English from a younger age? When 

would be the best time of age to start learning English?  
10. As you may know, English is rarely used in daily lives in Korea. Why do you 

think many Korean students are eager to learn English?  
  

Reflection on Teaching 
 

1. What does “teaching English” mean to you?  
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APPENDIX L: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 FOR COLLEGE STUDENTS  

 
Interview Questions 
 
Life History 
 
Introduction 
 

1. 이름이랑 나이랑 말해줄 수 있어요?  
2. 원래 제주도 사람이세요? 제주도 사람이면 여기서 태어나서 어느 
중학교/고등학교 거쳐서 제주대학교에 오시게 된거예요?  

3. 대학교에서는 뭐 전공/부전공 하세요? 왜 그 전공/부전공 하게 됐어요?  
4. 어떻가 이 수업을 듣게 되신거예요? (디즈니 프로그램은 어떻게 알게 
되었고, 신청은 어떻게/ 왜 하게 된거예요? ) 
 

Language Background 
1. 영어는 언제부터 배우기 시작했어요?  
2. 영어 말고는 다른 언어는 배웠었어요? 어떤 언어, 왜 배우게 됐어요?  
3. 한국 말고 다른 나라 가본 경험이 있어요? 어디어디예요? 다른 나라 가본 
경험이 어땠어요?  

4. 영어 이외의 언어를 배우는거에 대해 어떻게 생각하세요?  
5. 외국인 친구, 친척, 있어요? 살면서 외국인이랑 많이 마주할일이 많았어요? 
어떤  occasion에 마주칠일이 많았어요?  외국인을 마주치면 어떤 느낌이 
드세요?  

6. 한국 학생들이 왜 영어를 배워야 한다고 생각하는거 같아요?  
 

Details of Experience 
 
Students’ Experiences 

1. 초등학교, 중학교, 고등학교에서 영어는 어떻게 배웠어요? 어떤 점이 
좋았어요? 어떤점이 안좋았어요?  

2. 영어학원도 다녔어요? 왜 다녔어요? 어디어디 다녔어요? 어떤점이 
좋았어요? 어떤 점이 안 좋았어요?  

3.  영어를 배우는데 그나마 쉬웠던 부분은? 어려웠던 부분은?  
4. 영어를 배우는데 문화적 차이 같은거 많이 느꼈어요?  
5. 대학교에서는 영어 배우는게 초, 중, 고 랑 좀 비슷해요/달라요? 어떻게 
비슷하고, 어떻게 달라요?  
 

Continuation of Previous Interview 
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1.  “영문과에서 배우는 영어는 실용적이지 않다” 라는 말을 많이 듣는데, 
실용적이지 않다 라는 말의 의미는 뭘까요? 이런 말에 대해 어떻게 
생각하세요?  

2. 전에 토익은 스킬이고 영어랑 상관이 없다고 하셨는데, 그게 무슨 의미인지 
자세히 설명해주실수 있을까요? 여기에서의 영어는 실용적인 회화를 
말씀하시는건가요?  

3. 아직까지는 토익 스피킹이 필요하지 않으시다고 하셨는데, 언제즘 
필요하실꺼 같아요?  

4. 토익 스피킹이 영어회화에 도움이 되는거 같아요?  
5. 일하시는 학원에 방문하시는 학부모님들이 (학부모님 뿐만 아니고)  
원어민이 필요로 하다, 또는 한국 어법으로 가르치면 안된다 이런 얘기가 
나온다고 하셨잖아요. 어떤 방식으로 영어를 가르치는게 맞는거 같아요? 
어디에 중점을 둬야하는걸까요?  

 
Language policy and practices  
 

1. 한국 대학생들에게 토익은 어떤 의미일까요?  
2. 영어 점수라는것이 한국에서는 중요한가요? 왜 중요 한가요?  
3. 영어 점수랑, 영어는 어떤 상관 관계가 있나요?  
4. 이에 있어서, 학교에서 영어 수업을 받을때 그게 맞게 교수님들이 가르쳐 
주셨으면 하는 것도 있나요? (영문과 수업이 실용적이지 않다고 하는 
학생들을 많이 만났기 때문에) 수업에서 어떤 면을 좀 더 강조 하셨으면 
좋겠어요?  

5. 요즘에는 초, 중 고 에도 원어민 선생님이 계시잖아요. 원어민 선생님이라면 
누구를 말하는 건지, 또한, 원어민 선생님에 대한 의견이 어떤지 여쭙고 
싶어요. 원어민이 있는게 그래도 애들에게는 효율적인가요?  

6. 학원이나 학교나, 원어민 선생님과 한국인 선생님을 봤을때, 누구를 더 
선호하는거 같아요? 이에 대해 어떻게 생각하세요?  

7. 한국 학생들은 영어를 배워도 영어를 못한다고 한다. 이는 무슨 의미일까요?  
시험? 아님 말하기?  

8. 한국사회에서는 영어를 잘하면 무엇이 좋고, 잘 하지 못하면, 무엇이 
안좋나요?  
 

 Reflection 
1. 내가 영어를 배웠을때, 또는 가르치는 학생이 영어를 배울때, 무엇이 가장 
중요하다고 생각하나요?  

2. 한국에서 영어는 어떻게/왜 중요한가?  
3. 영어열풍은 아직 있는가?  
4. 지금까지 영어를 공부하고, 가르치는 입장에서 봤을떄, 영어는 언제부터 
배우는게 가장 효율적인가요? 아이가 생기면, 언제부터 시작할거 같아요? 

5. 학교마다 원어민 선생님이 한명씩 배치 되어 있는게 효율적이라고 
생각하는가?  
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6. 대학생들이 토익 점수를 중요시 하고 상당한 의미를 둔다고 했는데, 그럼 
대학생들에게 영어 말하기 또는 영어를 사용하는거는 어떤 의미인가? 

7. 영어회화와 영어점수 (예를 들어 토익 점수)는 요즘 대학생들이 원하는 영어 
능력인거 같다. 이러한 현상에 대해서는 어떻게 생각하는가?  

8. 영어와 사회구조에 대해 혹시 생각해본적이 있는가? 어떤 관계가 있는거 
같은가?  

9. 한국사람들 한테는 영어가 어떤 의미를 갖고 있는가?  
10. 영어 교육은 어떻게 바뀌어야 한다고 생각하는가?  
11. 미래의 계획은 어떻게 되는가? 계속 영어를 가르칠 생각인가?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	   218	  

 
APPENDIX M: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

FOR COLLEGE STUDENTS (ENGLISH TRANSLATION)  
 
Interview Questions 
 
Life History 
 
Introduction 

1. Please tell me about your name and your age. 
2. Are you originally from Jeju? Which middle school/high school/college did you 

attend? 
3. What are you majoring/minoring? Why did you select that major/minor?  
4. Which class are you taking now? (Summer English classes) 

 
 Language Background 

1. When did you start learning English?  
2. Did you learn other languages? If so, which one, and why?  
3. Have you been abroad? Where? How was your experience (language and culture)?  
4. What do you think about learning a language other than English?  
5. Do you have families/friends who are linguistically and culturally diverse? What 

do you think about that?  
6. What is your opinion on Korean students learning English? Why do Koreans learn 

English?  
 

Details of Experience 
 
Students’ Experiences 

1. How did you learn English during elementary, middle, high school days? What 
did you like/dislike about?  

2. Did you attend English private institution? Why?  
3. What was difficult/easy when learning English?  
4. Did you encounter cultural difference when learning English?  
5. How is English learning in college different from English learning in 

elementary/middle/high school days?  
 

Continuation of Previous Interview 
 

1. Why do you think people say “English taught in English department is not 
practical”? What does that mean to you?  

2. What do you mean by the TOEIC is all about skill and has nothing to do with 
English? Can you explain more in detail?? Here, do you mean by practical 
English?  

3. When do you think you would need TOEIC speaking?  
4. Is TOEIC speaking helpful to improve English communicative competency?  
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5. What do you think about Native English Speaking Teacher? What do you think 
about their teaching strategies/curriculum?  
 

Language policy and practices  
 

1. What does the TOEIC mean to Korean college students?  
2. Why is English exam so important in Korea?  
3. Is there correlation between English competency and English exam score? 
4. Do you have certain things that your English professor put more emphasis in the 

English courses?  
5. There are Native English Speaking Teachers (NESTs) in elementary, middle, and 

high schools. In your opinion, who are NESTs? Do you think their teaching is 
helpful/effective when learning English?  

6. In private schools (institutions), do students/parent prefer NESTs? If so, why? If 
not, why?  

7. People say that Korean students are not good in English even though they learn 
for many years. What would you say about this argument?  

8. Is there any benefit in Korean society when one is proficient in English? If so, 
what would that be?  
 

Reflection 
 

1. When I learned (or taught) English, what is most important to learn (or teach)? 
2. Why/how English is important in Korea?  
3. Do you think English Fever still continues?  
4. When is the best/effective time (age) to learn English? If you have a child, when 

would you start English education?  
5. Do you think it is effective to have NESTs in every school?  
6. What does it mean for Korean college students to have English speaking 

competency, or to be able to use English?  
7. What do you think about the general trend of “speaking competency of English”? 
8. Have you thought about the English language and the social structure of Korea? 

Do you think there is a correlation? If so, could you explain more in detail?  
9. What does English mean to Korean people?  
10. Do you think English education should be changed? If so, how?  
11. What is your future plan in relation to English learning?  
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