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INTRODUCTION

LE)

DURING A SYMPOSIUM SOME YEARS AGO ON BILINGUALISM AT THE
Harvard Graduate School of Education, a student asked the
panelists how they would reconcile their strong support for bi-
lingual education in the United States with the current hegemo-
ny of English that was shaping the debate as to how to best
educate millions of non-English-speaking students enrolled in
the nation’s public schools. Before the panelists could address
the question, a senior Graduate School faculty member, who is
also a language specialist, unabashedly asked, “What is hegemo-
ny?” This seemingly naive (but not innocent} question was fol-
lowed by a.brief silence of disbelief that a senior School of
Education faculty member would not know the meaning of
hegemony. On closer analysis, one should not be at all surprised
that a Harvard language specialist would not understand the con-
cept of hegemony, given the almost total absence of courses in the
required curriculum that would expose students to the body of
" literature dealing with the nature of ideology, language polirics,
and ethics. Such literature would provide students of language
and language education with the necessary understanding and
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critical tools to make linkages between self-contained technical
studies of language and the social and political realities within
which this technical approach to language studies often takes
place. Graduate students in language education, in particalar,
and in linguistics, in general, are usually required to take multi-
ple courses in rescarch methodologics {mostly quantitative).
However, no such requirements exist, for example, for a course
on the parure of ideology, which would help students begin to
understand the very ideology that shapes and maintains their
often disarticulated approach to language analysis. This very se-
lection process, which prioritizes certain bodies of knowledge
while discouraging or suffocating other discourses, is linked to
something beyond education: ideology. Thus, the very curricu-
hum selecton and organization in language studies favor-a disar-
ticulated technical training in preference to cowrses in critical
theory, which would enable students to make linkages with, for
example, the starus and prestige accorded to certain dominant
languages (the languages of the colonizers) and the demoniza-
tion and devaluation of the so-called uncommon or minority
languages (the languages of the colonized).

This curriculum points to the very ideology that attempts to
deny its own cxistence through a false claim of npeutrality in
scientific pursuits in language studies. The curriculum selection
and organization give rise to a social construction of “not nam-
ing,” thus enabling even highly instructed individuals {(ie.
senior Harvard professor) to feel comfortable, and sometimes
arrogantly proud, in dismissing any body of knowledge that falis
beyond their narrow and often reductionistic specialized area of
study. This arrogance was abundantly clear when this same Har-
vard Graduate School of Education faculty member admonished
a doctoral student for quoting Antonio Gramsci during a grad-

. uiate seminar presentation by telling him, “It is bad pedagogy to
drop names of esoteric authors that one accidentally stumbles
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introduction

~ The flippant dismissal of Gramsci’s leading ideas with respect
to hegemony, in particular, and to language, in general, demon-
strates that most educators, particularly in the United States,
have blindly embraced a positivistic mode of inquiry which en-
ables them to deny outright the role of ideology in their work.
In the process, r.hey try to prevent the dcveloprnent of any
counter-discourse Wxthm thelr msutunons——as clearly "demon-
strated by the atternpted climination of Gramsci’s ideas at the
Harvard Graduate School of Education. The ovcrucclcbrat;on of
mcthodologmal rigor and the incessant caﬂ for objectivity and

ncutrahtv support thcu‘ faisc claam oF a scien _‘ﬁv po tur\, lhm-ﬁsu

neii 1ty of scmnuﬁc puréu:ts 1f1d1ffcrent to how [thcxr] find-

mgs are uscd even uninterested in c01151dcrmg for whom or for

crest | {thc:y} ';rc Worlung "1 Because most language edu-
cators ahy&ugbc1ol1ngulsts do not really conduct research in the
“hard sciences,” they disingenuously atrempt to adopt the “neu-
trality” posture in their work in the social sciences, leaving out
the necessary built-in self-criticism, skepticism, and rigor of the
hard sciences. In fact, science cannot evolve without 2 healthy
dose of self-criticism, skepticism, and contestation.- However, a
discourse of critique based, for instance, on the ideological un-
derstanding of the asymmetrical power relation between domi-
nant and subordinate (eaphemistically called uncommon or
minority) languages is often viewed as contaminating “objectiv-
ity” in language studies and language education. For example,
by pretending to treat sociolinguistics as hard science, the socio-
linguist “scientist” is often forced to cither dismiss factors tied
to ideology or to make the inherently political nature of lan-
guage analysis and language education invisible. In fact, even
when sociofinguists, particularly in the United States, describe
the relationship between language functions and class (see, for
cxample, the work of William Labov), their analyses never go
beyond a mere description of class position and its correlate
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linguistic functions. In their view, doing a rigorous class analysis
that would call for a Marxist framework weould be to exir sci-
ence. It is important to note that there are a handful of socio-
linguists and language specialists whose work embraces important
questions of ideology, class, race, gender, and the intersection of
these factors with the very language under study, such as Basil
Berrnstein, fames Donald, Pierre Bourdieu, Norman Fairclough,
Allastair Pennycook, Robert Phillipsen, and Tove Skutnabb-Kan-
gas, among others, all of whom conduct their work outside the
United States. It would be safe to assume that, by and large in
the United States, most sociolinguists fall prey to the positivistic
dogma that generally imposes a disarticulation between science
and the ideological and politcal reality thar constructs science,
particufarly social science, in the first place. One could argue
with some level of comtfort that by acquiescing to the pressure
of positivism, most sociolinguists and language educators un-
knowingly planted the seeds that have rendered the field of
sociolinguistics moribund, particularly in the United States. The
prdmising work of William Labov and many of his contemporar-
ies became truncated by their inability to incorporate fully inro
their analyses an ideological framework that could have unveiled
important insights—for instance, on the relationship between
racism and language policy as elegantly suggested by Bessie
Dendrinos in her essay here on “linguoracism.” The fear of
incorporating factors such as race, class, culture, ethnicity, gen-
der, and thelr intersection with language has enabled most so-
ciolinguists and language educators to treat their analysis of
language as if social beings are mot participants in the social
construction of the very language under study and its respective
functions in society. Often, in their zeal for neutrality and impar-
tiality, many sociolinguists and language educators approach the
“real world, where the language under study is spoken, as if

[they! wére wearing ‘gloves and masks’ in order not to be con-
taminated. by it.”?
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These metaphorical “gloves and masks™ represent, in our view,
ant ideological fog that enables these language educarors and
sociolinguists to comfortably fragment bodies of knowledge. By
reducing language analysis to pure technicism, they can more
easily disarticulate a particular form of knowledge from other
bodies of knowledge, thus preventing the interrelation of infor-
mation necessary to gain a more critical reading of the compiex
nexus between language, culture, ideology, class, race, ethnicity,
and gender. The urgent need to be viewed as doing “real”
science, for example, pushed the important and promising earli-
er work of Willlam Labov toward the framework of variable
rules-—an approach that appeared to be more scientific, but which
relegated important concepts such as “statns” and “solidariry”
to the margins of his sociolinguistic analyses. As a result, Labov
failed to realize that “status” and “solidarity”—as determinants
in language use and funcdon, and as conccpts—éould not exist
outside the ideological reality that gives rise to these concepts in
the first place. Even the bilingual movement that developed
during the seventics in the United States as a reaction against.
the rampant mis-education of millions of immigrant children
could not escape the positivistic zeal that permeates all languiage
education programs. By.its very pature and historical circum-
stances, the bilingual movement in the United States should
have adopted a radical and critical posture. Instead, it was quick-
ly taken over by “experts” who over-emphasized a facile empir-
icism in their research, and this, in turn, influenced program
development based on testing and quantification of English-
language acquisition. They also blocked any and all artempts to
link bilingual research and programs with questions of racism,
class, and other ideological factors that work systematically to
devalue students’ language and culture. Since the attack launched
on bilingual education by conservative ideologues is political
and ideological in nature, the bilingual movement, by its carly
refusal to engage ideology as a central focus for its work, has
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been unable to fend off the recent backlash. One result has been
that referenda to outlaw bilingual education programs in Cali-
fornia, Arizona, and Massachusetts were casily approved. The
referendum in Massachusetts not only outlawed bilingual educa-
tion but it alse criminalized the teaching of content area in a
language other than English. Teachers who violate this newly
promulgated anti-bilinguai law can be fired, as they can also be
sued by parents. The racism inherent in the Massachusetts anti-
bilingual referendum becomes blatantly obvious when bilingual
education, which serves mostly subordinate immigrant students,
is juxtaposed with foreign language education that serves largely
white middie-class students who are tracked for coliege prepara-
tion. For example, a bilingual teacher in a Boston schoof can be
fired if caught teaching her students in Spanish while, down the
hall, a teacher of Spanish as a foreign language is rewarded for
teaching her English-speaking students in Spanish only. The in-
sidious racism demonstrated by the 70 percent of Massachusetts
voters (mostly white) who voted to prohibir bilingual education
also unveiled the fanlt line of a fragile democracy—one that
allows Ron Unz, a multimillionaire, vo bankroll referenda de-
signed to make education policy for linguistic minority individ-
uals whose status as immigrants prevents them from voting.
Given the beightened racism amd xenophobia in the United
States at the present time, it would not be too far-fetched for
another white racist muitimiilionaire in a state like Mississippi to
sponsor a referendum once again relegating African-Americans
to the back of the bus.

By blindly embracing a model of language education that
emphasizes technicism while dismissing and discouraging any
critical and radical transformation of education for subordinate-
language students, most bilingual education leaders have allowed
themselves to remain captives of a colonial education ideology
that gives primacy to positivistic and instrumental approaches to
literacy concerned mainly with the mechanical acquisition of
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English-langnage skills. A brief analysis of conference programs
of the National Association of Bilingual Education (NABE) over
the past ten years attests to the almost embarrassing lack of
speakers (particularly keynote speakers) whose work includes a
critical analysis of the social and political order that created the
need for the bilingual movement in the first place. With the
exception of a few speakers such as Jim Cummins, the NABE
conference presentations in the ten years analyzed were stripped
of any sociopolitical dimensions, while they functioned, some-
times unknowingly, to reproduce dominant educational values
and meanings. The domestication of most bilingual leaders and
educators became abundantly evident during the last annual con-
ference, which took place in Philadelphia in March 2002. The
conference shared space with the Federal Office of English Lan-
guage Acquisition (OELA), which was known untii this year as
OBEMLA (Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Lan-
guage Affairs), yet no perceivable protest to this significant name
change took place. The change is not merely a function of no-
menclature but rather signals a substantive shift that points to .
the conservative ideology of the Bush administration. The Bush
administration erased any mention of bilingual education or
minority languages from the agency’s name without any public
input or debate. Yet the NABE leadership, at least publicly,
remained silent during the entire conference concerning this
drastic government policy change that affects the education of
millions of linguistic minority students. The same level of do-
mestication was evident among the Congressional IHispanic Cau-
cus, “once a stalwart ally of Tite VII, when not one of its
members voted against the legislation that transformed the Bi-
lingual Education Act into the English Acquisition Act.”® Most
bilingual educators and leaders have been unwilling to embrace
a radical pesture regarding the undemocratic education of lin-
guistic minority students, and they have rejected the critical tools
needed to defend against the onslaught of attacks on bilingual
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education. As a result, they have been, sadly, relegated to the
status of low-level state functionaries whose major task (albeit
unknowingly) is to reproduce the very status quo they had ear-
lier purported to oppose.

Against a landscape that celebrates empiricism and methodolog-
ical elegance over the crucial understanding of the social construe-
tion of thesé¢ concepts in the first place, our present book, The
Hegemony of English, attempts to challenge the straightjacket fash-
ion with which most language educators and sociolinguists have
approached the enterprise of language analysis and its relation to
society. We also hope to demonstrate that no language analysis can
escape a detour through an ideological framework no matter how
many “gloves and masks” it attempts to wear. Most importantly,
by making the political and ideological central to our analysis, we
not only avoid embracing a social construction of “not naming” it,
but we also unmask the dominant discourse in langnage analysis
that attempts to treat language as neutral and autonomous.

In the European Unton, English is fast becoming the de facto
official language of exchange and communication, and in the
United States, similar hegemonic forces are working overtime to
outlaw bilingual education under the pretext that learning En-
glish only is a benefit. Slogans such as “English for all children”
abound, creating the false notion that bilingual education is an
obstacle to English-fanguage acquisition. While research in lfan-
guage acquisition has amply demonstrated the social and cogni-
tive advantages of bilingualism, policy makers and conservarive
educators either arrogantly dismiss the empirical evidence sup-
porting bilingual education, or they manipulate the available
data to fit their own ideological end of eradicating bilingual
education. Their arguments are sometimes so vacuous as to border
on the ridicalous. Take for instance the conservative treatment
of the term “bilingual.” Whereas in most people’s minds bilin-
gualism means the ability to speak two languages, conservatives
in the United States use the term to mean education in a lan-
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guage other than English. For instance, a principal in a Massa-
chusetts public school summoned the director of the school’s -
bilingual education program for help with translation because he
had a bilingual student in the office that he could not under-
stand. When the bilingual director asked the principal in which
langnages was the student bilingual, he promptly responded:
Spanish. Thus, “bilingual” is used by the dominant hegemonic
forces not to mean the ability to speak two languages, but rather
to typecast cthaicity as a form of devaluation. When an Ameri-
can speaks two or more languages, he -or she is.normally not
labeled bilingual. In most cases, an American speaking two or
more languages would be characterized as a polyglot. In the
American case, the ability to speak two or more languages would
be viewed as advantageous unless the person who speaks the
languages is a subordinate speaker (usually an immigrant), in
which case it would be considered a handicap to the learning of
English. Even the empty slogan “English for all chiidren” is
disingenuous in that it never telis those most affected by the
proposition what the cost will be. The cost is generally the
abandonment of the student’s native langnage and culture. Thus,
the present debate over bilingual education versus education in
English only is often misguided to a degree that is almost ridic-
ulous, as evidenced, for instance, by research to prove whether
Spanish, is or is not an effective language of instruction. The
entire question ignores the fact that the Spanish language has
produced a vast literature over centuries which included such
universal literary characters as Don Quixote, El Picaro, Don
Juan, and La Celestina, among others. Over the past few de-
cades, rﬁany Spanish writers have received the Nobel Prize in
literature. The issue then could not be the suitability of Si;»anish
as a language of instruction. The real issue is the power of the
dominant society to manipulate the debate over the language of
instruction as a means to deny effective education to millions of
immigrant children in their native languages. It is the same
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manipulation that creates racist labels such as “limited-English-
proficiency students” or “non-English speakers” to identify stu-
dents whose mother tongue is not English. The same ideology
that uses these labels to typecast immigrant students would nev-
er refer to Americans learning Greek, for instance, as “limited-
Greek-proficiency students™ or “non-Greek speakers.” On the
contrary, if any label were used, it would necessarily conjure a
positive attribute, such as “student of Greek.” or an “American
student learning Greel,” or, even better, a “Classics major.”
Unfortunately, the racism is not resiricred to the way subordi-
nate language students are labeled, The field of Eaglish as a
second language (ESL) also exhibits racism in the markedly white
ESL reacher population which serves a markedly nonwhite stu-
dent population. If one artends che annual conference of Teach-
ers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), one
will find oneself in 4 sca of whiteness sprinkled with islets of
non-white teachers of English as a foreign language {EFL), giv-
en the international nature of the conference. If one moves to
conferences in the United States sponsored by state ESL organi-
zatons, the islets are almost totally submerged by the all-white
composition of the ESL field. In view of the lack of criticism in
most ESL teacher training programs, due to their emphasis on
the technical acquisition of English, most ESL teachers, even
those with good intentions, fali prey to a paternalistic zeal to
save their students from “non-English-speaker” status. T hey sel-
dom realize their role in the promotion and expansion of Fn-
glish imperialism and racist policies—such as the referendum
passed in Massachusetts thar practically forbids instruction in a
language other than English—which are designed to atrophy
other Janguages and cultures. .
What the labels to typecast linguistic minority students show
s that for most subordinate speakers, bilingualism is not about
the ability o speak two languages. There is a radical difference
between a dominant speaker learning a second language and a
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subordinate speaker acquiring the dominant language as a sec-
ond language. Whereas the former involves the addition of a
second language to one’s linguistic repertoire, the latter usually
inflicts upon the subordinate speaker the experience of subordi-
nation when speaking his or her devalued language and the
dominant language she or hie has learned, often under coercive
conditions. Linguistic racism abounds even in the so-called dem-
ocratic societies, which are marked by asymmetries of power
refations along the lines of language, race, ethnicity, and class,
Take the case of a highly celebrated marriage contract experi-
ment proposed by the Harvard-trained psychologist, Robert
Epstein, who is aiso editor-in-chief of the magazine Psychology
Today. His experiment, which was covered by major newspapers
inn the United States, was premised on the theory that love is a
learned behavior. He hypothesized that by narrowing down
shared values and by making a commitment to learn to love
each other, it would be possible to fali in love. As over 300
letters were sent to him for a possible match, his agent in New
York proudly announced that he had rejected “one applicant
because she had a foreign accent.”™ Thus, for the Harvard-edu-
cated Epstein, a foreign accent was an indication of nonsuitabil-
ity for marriage to someone who is a native speaker of English.
This is-an example par excellence of how our society treats
different forms of bilingualism. This attitude is aiso reflected in
our tolerance toward certain types of bilingualism and lack of
tolerance toward others. Most of us have tolerated various de-
grees of bilingualism on the part of foreign langnage teachers
and professors, ranging trom speaking the foreign language they
teach with a heavy American accent to serious deficiency in the
mastery of the language they teach. Nevertheless, these teachers,
with rare exceptions, have been granted tenure, have been pro-
moted within their institutions, and, in some cases, have become
“experts” and “spokespersons” for various cultural and linguistic
groups in their communities,
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On the other hand, when bilingual teachers are speakers of a
subordinated language who speak English as a second language
with an accent, the same level of tolerance is not accorded to
them. Take the case of Westfield, Massachusetts, where “about
400 people ... signed a petition asking state and local officials to
ban the hiring of any elementary teacher who speaks English
with an accent,” because, according to the petitioners, “accents
are catching.”® The petition was in response to the hiring of a
Puerto Rican teacher assigned to teach in the system. A similar
occurrence took place some years ago at the prestigious Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology. A group of students pedtioned
the administration not to hire professors who spoke English
with a foreign accent, under the pretext that they had difficulty
understanding their lectures. By barring professors who spoke
English with a foreign accent from teaching, these students would
have kept Albert Einstein from teaching in U.S. universities. In
fact, the Westfield principal lent support to the parents who had
petitioned to prevent the hiring of the Puerto Rican teacher by
stating that he would not even hire Albert Einstein to teach in
his school because Einstein spoke English with a foreign accent.
Thus, Einstein’s genius as a physicist would be less important’
for this principal than speaking English without a foreign accent.

Any language debate that neglects to investigate fully this
linguistic racism and treats bilingualism as mere communication
in two languages, invariably ends up repreducing those ideolog-
ical elements characteristic of the communication between the
colonizer and the colonized. That is, the imposition of English
in commercial or political exchanges, whether due to its as-
sumed international status or to the coercive educational policies
in English-speaking countries where English is viewed as an
education in itself, points to a form of neocolonialism that is
characterized by the ecrasurc of “otherness.” I this book, we
argue that the questions surrounding the prominence of English
in commerce and politics in the contemporary world and the

iz
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imposition of English upon millions of subordinate speakers of
other langwages who imsmigrate to English-speaking countries
have nothing to do with whether English is a more suitable
language for international communication or whether it is a
more viable language of instruction in schools. This position
would point to an assumption that English is, in fact, a superior
language and that we live in a classless, race-blind world. We
propose instead that understanding the present attempt to cham-
pion English in world affairs cannot be reduced simply to issues
of language, but rests on a full comprehension of the ideological
elements thar generate and sustain linguistic, cultural, and racial
discrimination. These elements represent, in our view, vestiges of
a colonial legacy in the so-called democracies of the world.

In this book we contend that subordinate languages have to
be understood within the theoredcal framework that generates
them. Put another way, the ultimate meaning and value of sub-
ordinate languages is not to be found by determining how sys-
tematic and rule-governed they are. We know that already. The
real meaning of a language has to be understood through the
assumptions that govern it and the social, political, and ideolog-
ical relations to which it points. Generally speaking, the issue of
effectiveness and vailidity often hides the true role of fanguage in
the maintenance of the values and interests of the dominant
class, In other words, the issue of the effectiveness and validity
of a subordinate language becomes a mask that obfuscates ques-
tons about the social, political, and ideological order within
which the subordinate language exists.

In this sense, a subordinate language is the only means by
which subordinate speakers can develop their own voice, a pre-
requisite to the development of a positive sense of self-worth. As
Henry Giroux elegantly states, voice “is the discursive means to
make themselves heard’ and to define themseives as active au-
thors of their worlds.” The authorship of one’s own world
implies the use of one’s own language and relates to what Mikhail
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Bakhtin describes as “retelling the story in one’s own words.™
Telling a “story in one’s own words” not only represents a
threat to those conservative educators and political pundits who
are complicit with the dominant ideology, it also prevents them
from concealing, according to Vaclav Havel, “their true posttion
and their inglorious modus vivendi, both from the wosld and
from themselves.”®

In The Hegemony of English we also point out that the pur-
pose of English langnage education in the contemporary world
order cannot be viewed as simply the development of skills aimed
at acquiring the dominant English language. This view sustains
an ideology that systematically disconfirms rather than makes
meaningful the celtural experiences of the subordinate linguistic
groups who are, by and large, the objects of language policies.
For the role of English to become understood, it has to be
situated within a theory of cultural production and viewed as an
integral part of the way in which people produce, transform, and
reproduce meaning. Thus, the role of English must be seen as a
medium that constitutes and affirms the historical and existential
moments of lived experience which produce a subordinate or a
lived culture. It is an eminently political phenomenon, and it
must be analyzed in the context of a theory of power relations
and with an understanding of social and cultural reproduction
and production. By “cultural reproduction” we refer to collec-
tive expericnces that function in the interest of the dominant
class, rather than in the interest of the oppressed groups that are
the object of dominant policies. We use “cultural production”
to refer to specific groups of people producing, mediating, and
confirming the common ideological elements that emerge from
and reaffirm their daily lived experiences. In this case, such ex-
periences are rooted in the interests of individual and collective
self-determination.

This theoretical posture underlies our examination of how
the present neoliberal ideology in the guise of globalization has
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promoted langunage policies aimed at stamping out the greater
use of national and subordinate languages in the European Union,
international commerce, and schooling within the English-speak-
ing countries, These policies are consonant with a colonial leg-
acy that had as its major tenet the total decalturation of colonized
peoples. Talke, for instance, the educational policies of coloniza-
tion in Africa, where schools functioned as sites to de-Aficanize

the natives. As Paulo Freire succinctly wrote, colonial education

was discriminatory, mediocre, and based on vcrb_aliém. It could
not contribute anything to national reconstruction because it
was not constituted for [that] purpose. . . . Schooling was
antidemocratic in its methods, in its content, and in its abjec-
tives. Divorced from the reality of the country, it was, for this
very reason, a school for a minority and thus against the
majority.”

Colonial schools functioned as political sites in which class,
gender, and racial inequities were both produced and repro-
duced. In essence, the colonial educational strucrire seemed
designed to inculcate the African natives with myths and beliefs
thar denied and belittled their lived experiences, history, culture,
and language. The schools were seen as purifying fountains where
Africans could be saved from their deep-rooted ignorance, their
“savage” culture, and their primitive language. According to
Freire, the schools served to “reproduce in children and youth
the profile that the colonial ideology itself had created for them,
namely that of inferior beings, facking in all ability.”'® In many
respects, the policies of globalization and neoliberalism {which
are not so transparent and therefore more insidious) constirute
a re-articulation of a colonial worldview designed to deculturate
so-called Third-World people so that they can be acculturated
into a predefined colonial model. Like the colonial polictes of
the past, the neoliberal ideology, with globalization as its hall-
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mark, continues to promote language policies which package
English as a “super” language that is not only harmless, but
should be acquired by all societies that aspire to competitiveness
in the globalized world economic order. As a result, many coun-
tries, including many developed nadons, eagerly promote an
unproblematized English education campaign, where those cit-
izens who opt not to learn English become responsible for their
own lack of advancement. In other words, English is now asso-
ciated with success to such an extent thar the acquisition of
English 1s deemed necessary for meeting the requirements of
our ¢ver more complex technological society. This view is not
only characteristic of the advanced industrialized countries of
the West; even within Third World countries the development of
English has been championed as a vehicle for economic better-
ment, access o jobs, and increased productivity. Yet in contra-
diction to this assumption, many former colonial countries that
made English their official language because they viewed it as
more suited to the pragmatic requirements of capital, have sadly
shown little economic advancement. Their policy often produced
additional disastrous consequences, the development of national
languages, culture, and identity nearly disappeared under the
imperatives of economic and technical development.

The association of English with success is also misleading, For
example, the fact that approximately 30 million African-Ameri-
cans speak English as their mother tongue did not prevent the
vast majority of them from being relegated to ghetto existence,
economic deprivation and, in some cases, to the status of sub-
humans. It is most naive to think that the uncritical acquisition
of English will always be a great benefit. What is often left
unexamined, even within the academy, is how the learning of
English, a dominant language, imposes upon the subordinate
speakers a feeling of subordination, as their life experience, his-
tory, and language are ignored, if not sacrificed. One can safely
argue that English today represents a tool, par excellence, for
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cultural invasion, with its monopoly of the internet, internation-
al commerce, the dissemination of the celluloid culture, and its
role in the Disneyfication of world cultures.
It is important to highlight the point that langeage educators
»and most sociolinguists have been so deeply ingrained in a pos-
itivistic method of inquiry that they have, sometimes unknow-
ingly, reproduced the dominant ideological efements that ignore
the asymmetry of power relations as mediated by language, es-
pecially issues of language and race, and language and gender,
and how the interaction of these factors molds particular identi-
ties. In their blind embrace of linguistic neutrality, most lan-
guage cducators and sociolinguists aliow their programs to be
plagued by the constant debate over scientific rigor and meth-
odological refinements, a debate that often hides language issues
of a more serious nature. Hence, it makes sense that language
specialists and educators are discouraged from linking linguistic
supremacy with cultural hegemony, and this keeps other issues
of dominance and subordination hidden. As Antonio Gramsci
so accurately explained, “[Ejach time that in one way or anoth-
er, the question of language comes to the fore, that signifies that
a series of other problems is about to emerge: the formation and
enlarging of the rufing class, the necessity to establish more
‘Intimate’ and sure relations between the ruling groups and the
popular masses, that is, the reorganization of cultural hegemo-
ny.”H
Coupled with the obsession with a false neutrality of fan-
guage, the fact that most language teaching programs, particu-
tarly foreign languages {at least in the United States), exist within
literature departments that, more often than not, function as
pillars of the empire makes even more remote the possibility of
raising issues of a more serious nature, such as the role of lan-
guage m the reproduction of racism. Although there have been
strong movements to develop a more interdisciplinary approach
in some literature departments, especially in Europe, where cul-
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tural studies and language studies, including language pedagogy,
are gaining ground and are more and more represented in the
curriculum, most literature departments continue to fragment
bodies of knowledge and promote the false notion of art for
art’s sake, making it abundantly easier o disarticulate their en-
terprise from any political and social concerns. Furthermore,
linking literary analysis with social and political concerns is ofren
viewed as distracting the reader from the affective connection
with literature as art that provides the reader with avenues to
scli-fulfillment and, possibly, a joyful experience, the process
through which the reading of literature becomes “the intimate
reliving of fresh views 6f personality and life implicit in the work
of litéraf:urc; the pleasure and release of tensions that may flow
from such an experience ... the deepening and broadening of
sensitivity to the sensuous quality and emotional impact of day-
to-day living.”"* However, “the sensuous quality and emotionai
impact of day-to-day living™ seldom refers to any political and
ideological analyses of the human misery and oppressive condi-
tions generated by the society within which the literature as art
for art’s sake is situated. The art-for-art’s-sake approach to liter-
ary studies still predominates in most literature departments,
which discourage any form of linkage between literature and
social and political concerns. This is abundantly clear in the
work of John Willett, a scholar and translator of Bertolt Brecht.
When he evaluated Breclit’s artistic contribution, he noted, “The
Brecht of [the early period] ... was unlike the ‘ruthigss cynic of
The Threepenny Opera or the Marxist of later years.” Instead he
was ebullient, enjoying words for their own sake, caring litde for
other people’s feelings or interests and less still for social or
humanitarian causes.”® This implies that art which shows con-
cern for human suffering by denouncing the unjust social and
political {(dis)order invariably suffers artistically. It also implies
that Marxism automatically disaliows any possibility for artistic
achievement, What is important to note is that htcrature as art
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for art’s sake not only fails to make problematic the “emotional
impact of day-to-day living” with respect to class conflict, gen-
der, or racial inequalities, but it also provides a refiige for those
artists who pretend to remain neutral with respect to social
injustices and other social ills. For example, Leni Riefenstahl,
who was the cornerstone of Hitler’s propaganda machine, con-
tinues to-deny that her cinematography played any role in ad-
vancing the Nazi cause, claiming that she was interested only in
beauty and was not “interested in politics at all.”** While she
claims that she saw Hitler as an important person “who was able
to offer work to six million unemployed,”'* her insistence npon
disarticulating her art from the Nazi cause and atrocities enables
her to disavow any responsibility that the employment of six
miilion Germans came at the cost of six million Jews who were
gassed in concentration camps by the very Naz cause she so
artisticaily promoted through her films.

Burthermore, this approach to literature completely ignores
the cultural capital of subordinate groups and assumes that all
people have the same access to literature and the language that
sustains it. Yet it simultaneously devalues the language and cul-
ture of these same subordinate groups. The failure to address
questions of cultural capital or structural inequalities means that
literature departments tend to reproduce the cultural capital of
the dominant class to which the reading of literature is intimate-
ly tied. It is presumptucus and naive to expect subordinate peo-
ple, who are confronted and victimized by myriad disadvantages
and oppressive conditions, to find joy and self-affirmation through
the reading of literature alone. Even more important is the fail-
ure of literature departments within which most language pro-
grams still exist to place adequate value upon language analysis
and language education (see chapter 2 for a more detailed anal-
ysis of foreign language education). Traditonally, literature de-
partments have seen the study of language only as a doorway to
lirerature and not as an object of knowledge itself. The asym-
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metrical power relations between literature and language studies
reproduce the false notion that anyone trained in literature is
automatically endowed (through osmosis) with the necessary
skills to teach the language in which the literature is written.
This position precludes viewing language teaching as a complex
field of study which demands rigorous understanding of theories
of language acquisition coupled with a thorough knowledge of
the language being taught and its functions in the society that
generates and sustains it. The power asymmetry between lan-
guage education (in some cases including linguistics if it is housed
within the literature department) and, let’s say, medieval litera-
ture, s reflected in the fact that the teacher of the latter is
assumed to be qualified to teach language without any special-
ized training or understanding of the complex nature of lan-
guage development, while the opposite is never tolerated. That
is,.a language specialist would be never aliowed to teach a course
in medieval literature without first acquiring demonstrable back-
ground knowledge in medieval studies.

Conservative ideology generally predominates in literature stud-
ies (although there are some exceptions where critical theory has
opencd up the rigid disciplinary boundaries of literary studies,
particularly in Etwope), and language studies are still, in many
ways, controlled by this conservative ideology to the extent that
many language programs remain housed within literature depart-
ments. It is therefore not surprising that we produce language
specialists at the highest level of the academy who do not know
the meaning of hegemony and thus do not understand even their
own complicity with ideological forces that use language to achieve
“the reorganization of cultural hegemony.” The convergence of
the conservative ideology of most literature departments with the
misguided influence of positivism in langnage studies, including
pedagogy, has created a fertile terrain for the continued disarticu-
lation of the technical approach to language analysis from the
sociopolitical factors that shape and maintain the fragmentation of
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bodies of knowiedge. This process inevitably prevents the develop-
ment of a global comprehension of reality within which language
studies are inserted. The insidious nature of the fragmentation of
bodies of knowledge, which often parades under the rubric of
specialization, lies in its inabiiity to reveal how language and cul-
rure embody ideological processes, contradictions, and. interests,
and how these, in turn, influence social practices and lfanguage use.
What better way to support the pernicious hegemonic forces that
are shaping and maintaining the present social world (dis)order
than to reward commissars like the Harvard language specialist for
not only not knowing the meaning of hegemony, but also for
arrogantly admonishing students who tirn to Gramsel’s Hluminat-
ing ideas in order to understand and expose the inherent racism in
the facile and cynical promotion of English as the language of
progress antd the savior of civilization.
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- THE POLITICS OF INTOLERANCE:
U.S. LANGUAGE POLICY IN PROCESS

>

THE UNITED STATES HAS HAD NO OVERT OFFICIAL LANGUAGE POLICY
regulated by legal and constitutional declaration, vet it is the
cnvy of many natons that aggressively police language use with-

in their borders through explicit policies designed to protect the-

“purity” and “integrity” of the narional language. They are en-
vious that even without a rigid policy, the United States has

managed to_achieve such 2 high level of mor ualism and

linguistic jingoism that speaking a languagf: other than English
CO-IINSthlgLEtCS a real hablilty American monohnguahsm is part and
parcel of an “assimilationist ideology that decimated the Ameri-
can indigenous languages as well as the many languages brought
to this shore by various waves of immigrants. As the mainstream
culmire felt threatened by the presence of multiple languages,
which were perceived as competing with English, the reactiop
by the media, educational institutions, and gove'rnmcnt agencies
was to launch periodic assaults on Janguages other than English.
This was the case with American-Indian languages daring the
colonial pcrl;;:)d and German during the first and second world
wars.
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This covert assimilationist policy in the United States has
been so successful in the creation of an ever-increasing linguistic

xenophobia that most educators, including critical educators,
have either blindly embraced the dominant assimilationist ideol-
ogy or have remained ambivalent with respect to the worth of
languages other than English. The assumption thdt English is a
more viable and pedagogically suitable language than others has
completely permeated U.S. educational discourse. Even-though
the advent of critical pedagogy has produced important debate
concerning cultural democracy, social justice, and alternative WaAYS
of viewing the world, the question of language is, at best, rarely

raised and, at worst, relegated to the margins. With the excep-
don of a handful of critical educators who have taken seriously
the role of language in enabling oppressed students to come to
subjectivity, most critical educators have failed to engage in rig-
orous analyses that would unveil the intimate relationship be-
tween language, power, and ideology and the ensuing pedagogical
consequcnccs Take, for example, the extensive literature in mul-
ticultural education, including critical multiculturatism. These
writings usually assume that the valorization of ethnic cultures
will take place only in English, of course. This assumption was
bluntly interrogated by Donaldo Macedo and Lilia Bartolome _
when tbcv argued thar

although the literature in multicultural education correctly

stresses the need to valorize and appreciate cultural differenc-

es.as a process for students to come to voice, the underlying -
assumption is that the celebration of other cultures will take
place in English only, a language that may provide students -
from other linguistic and cultural backgrounds with the cxpe-

rience of subordination. '

Given this pervasive assimilationist cuiture it is not surprlsmg

that even well-intentioned critical educators fall prey to a seem-
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has ingly laissez-faire language policy. As a result, most educators,

stic including critical educators, not only see nothing wrong with
s, their own monolingualism, they also give their tacit assent, some-
ol times unknowingly, to the reproduction of the English-only ide-
of ology. Conversely, they fail to understand that the ongoing debate
sa about the effectiveness of bilingual education springs from an
has enormous misconception about the nature and functions of lan-
gh guage. Opponents of bilingual education, conservative cduca-
ate tors, and advocates of movements that support nationat and
ays linguistic homogeneity and assimilation, assign to language a
ely mechanistic, technical character. Within this technical perspec-
2p- ' tive, they propose the adoption of English-only instruction as a
sty remedy for the so-called “failure” of lingnistic minority students. __
to In addition, they claim that only through the mastery of English |
ig- will non-English-speaking students be abie to participate equally w
e- in mainstream society. However, the English-only remedy, or
cal “English for the Children,” as it has euphemistically redefined Y
ul- itself, secems to cure neither the symptom nor the cause of the
25 problem. Reducing the bilingual education debate to technical
res issues of “teaching language” constitutes an assault on non-
vas English-speaking students’ cultural and ethnic identity, which is
ne inextricably related to their language. It also veils the political
and ideological nature of the issue. Viewing bilinguat education
as merely a technical language issue is, in reality, a complication
tly rather than a simplification of the complex nature of the peda-
1c- gogies required to address the specific Enguistic and culrural
ng needs of linguistic minority students. For laﬁguage is not simptly
ke a technical system, a total of phonemes, morphemes, words and
ats phrases, a code of signs of a particular form that enables mem-
e- bers of a linguistic community to communicate. “Simpie com-
munication” implies linguistic interaction between humans in
given historical, social, and cuitural contexts. Humans are not
ng machines or robots that simply produce grammatically correct
- phrases and exchange codified messages. Their way of com-
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municating not only reflects, but also produces and/or repro-
duces, specific ideologies, as well as the feelings, values, and
beliefs that invariably define their historical and social location.
Identity is mapped onto language. In other words, individuals
draw from a pool of social practices available to them in order.to
interpret {writtenoral) “texts.” Texts, in turn, as Norman Fair-
clough notes, “negotiate the sociocultural contradictions ... and
more loosely ‘differences’ ... which are thrown up in social sit-
uations, and indeed they constitute a form in which social strligw
glés are acted out.”® Moreover, language is not merely reflective,
and, as cxpléined so eloquently by James Donald, educators
must understand its productive nature.

I take language to be productive rather than reflective of:
social reality. This means calling into queston the assump-
tions that we, as speaking subjects, simply use language to
organize and express our ideas and experiences. On the con-
trary, language is one of the most important social practices
through which we come to experience ourselves as subjects,
My point here is that once we get beyond the idea of [an-
guage as no more than a medium of commum'cétion, as a
tool equally available to all parties in cultural exchanges, then
we can begin to examine language both as a practice of sig-
nification and/also as a site fo

As Donald poings out, linguistic functions are not restricted to
simple reflection or expression. Language actually shapes human

existence in a dual way. For one, it affects the way humans are
'percewcd through their speech. Secondly, individuals develop dis-
courses that are formed through their identity in terms of class,
race, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, popular cuiture, and
other factors. Discourses should be understood, according to Fair- v
clough, as “use[s] of language seen as a form of social practice,™
that is, as systems of communication shaped through historical,
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ro- social, cultural, and ideological practices, which can work to either
nd confirm or deny the life histories and experiences of the people
b who use them. Recognizing discourse as a social and ideological
als construct, James Gee defines it as “a socially accepted association
to among ways of using language, of thinking, and of acting that can
lir- be used to identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful
nd group or ‘social network.’™® In what follows we want to argue that
it- given the social and ideological nature of different functions and
g uses of language, the proposition that language is neutral or non-
Ve, ideological constitutes, in reality, an ideological position itself.
s

{anguage as Ideclogy

of The non-neutrality of language is very well understood by Jacques
Ip- Derrida, who argues that even “everyday language is not inno- L
to cent or neutral. ... It carries with it not only a considerable

- number of prcsuppositions of all types, but also presuppositions

=8 inseparable from metaphysics, which, although little attended to,

ts. are knotted into a system.”® We would argue that the “meta-

n- physics” to which Derrida refers can better be understood as

P 1dcolog1cal nets. Even if the functions of language are reduced

en to “mere communication,” it still “presupposes subjects (whose

g identity and presen{:c are constituted before the. communication

takes place) and objects (signified concepts, a thought mearting)
that the passage of communication will have sieither to consti-

w0 tute, nor, by all rights, to transform.”

an As subjects of our language we possess a particular identity
e that is always crossed along thc tines of réi:e, ethnicity, class,
a5 gendcr sexual orientation, and so forth. At the same tme, as

T R T

objects, we are marked by our language in terms of these same
categories. In this sense, Pierre Bourdieu argues correctly that
‘ linguistic utterances or cxpressions are forms of practice and, as
; such, can be understood as the product of the relation between
a, a linguistic habitus (a set of predispositions) and a linguistic
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market.® Linguistic utterances are produced in particular con-
texts or markets, and they always involve the speaker’s socialized
assessment of the market condition as well as the anticipations of
this market. That is, all linguistic cxpression is a linguistic perfor-
mance that addresses a particular market. For cxample, the 1.8,

linguistic market rcqulrcs speakers to use so- called et%ngig}d

English, which is a valued and accepted ngumuc wvariety for this
partxculat maaket A speakm of nonstandard English, e £, E

bon-
ics or “Spangl:sh 7 is not an acceptable speaker in the same
market to the extent that he or she speaks a variety that is
“inappropriate” and devalued by the dominant society. The highly
charged debate in Qakland, California, over the recommenda-
tion to use Ebonics as a vehicle of instruction among African-
American students in the public schools stands as formidable
testimony to the power of linguistic hegemony in the U.S. mar-
ket. Even middle-class African-Americans like Jesse Jackson be-
came vocal adversaries of such pedagogical propositions, indicating
the extent to which they have internalized the linguistic and
cultural oppression pcrpcnatcd against them. Those African-
Americans who oppose Ebonics as a viable vehicle of instruction
in schools not only reflect a high level of colonization of the
mind, but they also reinforce the yoke of the very colonialism
that oppresses and represses their language—the most important
signpost for culrural identity formation. Once African-Americans
atlow their minds to be colonized, they are unable to “examine
language both as a practice of signification and as a site for
cultural struggle—a mechanism which produces antagonistic re-
lations between different social groups.”™

Linguistic oppression is not necessarily restricted to speakers
of nonstandard varieties. An alleged speaker of standard English
who, for example, has not received formal education may tun
out to be a nonacceptable speaker at certain levels of linguistic
interaction (e.g., at a corporate board meeting or in academia).
Bourdieu illustrates this point by saying that individuals from
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upper-class backgrounds are endowed with a linguistic habitus—
tied to a specific kind of cultural capital—that enables them to
respond with relative ease to the demands of most formal or
official occasions. This includes obviously the school carriculum.
On the other hand, he adds, “Individuals from petit-bourgeois
backgrounds must generally make an effort to adapt their lin-
guistic expressions to the demands of formal markets. The result
is that their speech is often. accompanied by teénsion and anxiety,
and by a tendency to rectify or correct expressions so.that they
concur with, dominant norms.”®

The notion of “habitus” can also be understood as a form of
“apprenticeship, that is, socially learned discourse and behavior
that can either deny or affirm access to particular social and
cultural practices. Individuals who have been apprenticed through
particular discourses to approach the dominant “norm” become
competent speakers of the standard, while members who devei-
op discourses thar diverge from the “norm” are perceived as
speaking nonstandard varieties. In either case, whenever lan-
guage is present, an invisible but omnipresent evatluation system
is put into play. Therefore, the set of predispositions—namely
the culrural capital (as different forms of cuitural knowledge,
including language knowledge) that shapes one’s discourse—
differs among individuals. Through linguistic interaction, evalu-
ation functions not only to measure an individual’s “value”——in
terms of what the language actually “says” about the speaker—
but also classifies individuals into preconceived groups identified
as speaking nonacceptable languages for the respective markets.
As a result, language evaluation is an inherent mechanism that is
often used to dominate other groups culturally, This mechanism
was used effectively by the colonial powers, and its legacy re-
mains anchored in the current language policies of former colo-
nial possessions, particularly in Africa, where the official languages
with more currency are always the colonial languages. In some
real sense, the language policy in the United States functions as
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a form of internal colonizlism. Hence, even if non-English-speak-
ing students are able to meet the needs of the U.S. linguistic
market {in terms of mastering enough English to “simply com-
municate,” as the proponents of English-only suggest), they will
still be identified as the “other.” Their language will always be
marked by their color, race, ethricity, and class and constructed
within a politics of identity that situates subjects within an assim-
ilation grid. Generally, groups of speakers who are typecast via
the devaluation of their language tend to resort to resistance by
protecting their only tools of opposing domination, namely lan-
guage and culture. In short, their language will always be marked
by their otherness, both in terms of ways they are perceived and
the ways they see the world ideologicalty. Thus, it becomes ob-
vious that the issue at hand is not langunage, but the right to be

wdifferent in a supposed cultural democracy. Or as Fairclough
i anguage and power is
,fundamentally a question of democracy.” However, the issue
“here is not sirﬁpi; 28] ackng{;;fg&ééw}:piturai diversity. As Homi
Bhabha reminds us, cultural difference—as opposed to cultural

diversity'*—should be understood as

the awareness that first of ail you have the problem of differ-
ence, not because there are 'many preconstituted cultures. ...
_Cultural difference is a particular constructed discourse at a
time when something is being challenged about power or
anthority. At that point, a particular cultural trait or wadition
... becomes the site of contestation, abuse, insult, and dis-
crimination. Caltaral difference is not the patural emanation
of the fact that there are different cultures in the world. It’s
& much more problematic and sophisticated reproduction of
a ritual, a habit, a trait, a characteriséic ...

The question of cultural difference is not the problem of
there being diverse cultures and that diversity produces the
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difference. It is that each time you want to make a judgment
about a culture or about a certain element within a certain
culture in the context of some kind of social and political
condition that puts pressure on that judgment, you are stand-
ing at that point in this disjunctive difference-making site.

Through the proposition that the English language is a pass-
port which gives access to the higher cultural, political, and
economic echelons of U.S. society, opponents of bilingual edu-
cation attempt to hide their ongeing cultural invasion of other
groups. Learning standard English will not iron out social strat-

v thoa Chea
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ification, racism, and xenophehia, Nevertheless, unde -
vete”™ pretext and the notion that language exists in a vacuum,
conservative educators continue to- disarticulate language from
its social and ideological context by conveniently ignoring the
following facts:

First, meaning cavvied by language can never be analyzed in
an isolated fashion. Meaning is always historically constructed,
and it is a phenomenon of culture, a product of culture that is
ipherently ideclogical and, thus, political. Furthermore, as ev-
erything ideological possesses meaning, every sign—as a form of
meaning~—-is also ideological. Following this line of argument,
access to meaning must invariably involve a process whereby the
reading of the world must precede the reading of the word.
That s ro say, to access the meaning of an entity, we must
understand the cultural practices that mediate our access to the
world semantic field and its interaction with the words’ semantic
features.

Second, language cannot exist aparvt from its speakers. The
transition from the Sassurean “langue” to “parole ” is possible
only through the mediation of humans as agents of history who
actively participate in the formation and transformation of their
world, Human communication is unique; human language is

“species-specific” and cannot simply exist in a2 form of abstract
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signs. It is humans that give meaning to the signs, where the
signifier becomes the signified. Language cannot exist as an au-
tonomous code, detached from its speakers and contexts. By
neglecting the role of the speaker in his/her cultural, political,
and ideological location and by ignoring the context in which
communication takes place (the parameters set in the linguis-
tic market}, we fail to acknowledge that language, in alil of its
aspects, can by no means be either neutral or innocent. It is
a social as well as a cultural marker.

Roland Barthes makes the claim that “to decipher the world’s
signs always means to struggle with a certain innocence of ob-
jects.”? This ostensible innocence of objects must be challenged in
arder to conceprualize Janguage in its real dimension and o posi-
ton the debate on bilingual education within its ideological and
political context. The real context of the debate has nothing to do
with language itself, but with what language carries in terms of
cultural goods. As Bhabha reminds us,“there is some particular
issue about the redistribution of goods between cultures, or the
funding of cultures, or the emergence of minorities or.immigrants
in a situation of resources—where resource allocation has to go—
or the construction of schools and the decision about whether the
school should be bilingual or tilingual or whatever, It is at that
point that the problem of cultural difference is produced.”* _

If Bhabha is correct, then linguists and educators need to
move beyond the notion thar language is a “treasure,” a com-
mon possession—what Bourdieu calls “the illusion of linguistic
communism.”* The existence of 2 common language, a “code”
open to use by everybody and equaily accessible to all--as as-
sumed by proponents of the English-only movement—is illu-
sionary. This assumption begs the c:lucstion of why, from a sea of

]

languages, “dialects,” “standards,” and “varieties,” standard . -
English emerged as the most appropriate and viable tool of -
institutional communication. Application of the simple theorem*

that “language is identified with its speakers” would require that '
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we find native speakers of standard English, identify them, and
analyze their “mother tongue.” T am convinced that no Ameri-
can is a native speaker of “Harvard English,” and definitely no
French person has the discourse of the Académie Frangaise as his
or her mother tongue. If mastery of standard English is a pre-
requisize for enjoving the “common culture,” we first need to
clarify what kind of standard English we are to teach and thus to
speak. This statement seems to contradict itself, as some would
argue that there are not many kinds of standard English. Stan-
dard English would literally be “clear” English, sterilized from
any “familiarity,” “jargons,” or “unacceptable” forms that “dia-
lects” often use, the kind of English used in the “Great Books.”
In addition, the existence and use of 2 “coloriess and odorless,”
sterilized code implies that fanguage is dehistoricized and that we,
as humans, have no obvious markers of 1dcrmtv {sach as ethnicity,
culture, race, class, gender, or sexual orientation) reflected and
refracted through our language. A more honest definition would
address the following questions: “Who speaks the standard?” “Who
has access to it “Where does one develop this particular dis-
course and through what process of apprenticeship?”

Those who assume a “common calture” invariably imply the
existence of a common language. This is evident when Ronald
Wardaugh asserts that “language is a communal possession, al-
though admittedly an abstract one. Individuals have access to it
and constantly show that they do so by using it properly. ... A
wide range of skills and activities is subsumed under this concept
of proper use.”'* However, Wardaugh’s position raises a series of
problems. If language is a common treasure among humans,
how can we explain the fact that some languages are perceived
as more “appropriate” or even more “civilized” than others?
Why are there “standard” languages? Why are some languages
considered “well-chosen,” “sophisticated,” “elevated,” or “civi-
lized,” while others are “familiar,” “ancouth,” “popular,” “pa-
tois,” “varieties,” “crude,” or “pidgin™? If language is a communal
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possession, why is it that, although every human being possesses
a language, not every language is perceived as “human”? For
example, pidgin and creole languages are usually characterized
as savage, corrupt, or bastardized forms of colonial languages.
How is it that the use of human language can work towards
dehumanizing certain cultural groups? If everybody has a lan-
guage, how is it that some people, although they have a lan-
guage, don’t have a voice, and as a result, need to be interpreted
in order to emerge from their silenced culturer And if language
is nothing but a communication tool, how can we c};piai;}..the
phenomenon of linguistic imposition of one language in prefer-
ence to another, as well as the fact that some languages are held
up as models to which others ought to aspire? If language is so
innocent, why in most countries is linguistc policy part of gov-
ernments’ self-interest? Why do people work and fight for lan-
guage conservation and propagation throughout the world? If
language is a shared good, how is legitimacy granted to the
process of robbing some people of their own language? More-
ovet, who defines the “proper” use ro which Wardaugh was
referring? If speakers of a language have equal access to this
illusionary common code, why do we not all speak the same
variety—namely the standard?

These questions can be answered only if language is assigned
to its real ideological and social context, and the mechanisms of
linguistic and culnural oppression are unveiled. As Paulo Freire
suggested, “For cuitural invasion to succeed, it is essential that
those. invaded become convinced of their intrinsic inferiority ...
The more invasion is accentuated and those invaded are alienat-
ed from the spirit of their own culture and from themselves, the
more the latter want to be like the invaders: to walk like them,
talk like them.”

Since language is always intertwined with culture, cultural
invasion is intimately tied to linguistic invasion. Language is
cultare. The language policy of the United States-—which gave
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rise to the English-only movement and the more recent “Fn-
glish for the Children” idea, as well as the incessant debate over
bilingual education—clearly illustrates the mechanism of linguis-
tic- and cultural hegemony in process. The dominant ideology
requires a2 homogenized standard language and labels other forms
as “dialects,” “jargons,” or “patois.” This process legitimizes, the
standard as the norm, and that, in turn, benefits 3 dominant
order. When the standard becomes the norm, it serves as the
yardstick against which all other linguistic varieties are measured.
This evaluation process will invariably lead to forms of devalua-
tion, which are almost always connected to factors of culture,
ethnicity, class, gender, and race. Through this process, the dom-
inant ideology works to devatue any form of “different” or “pop-
ular” language, or language of a “different color.” The same
ideology fabels African-American English as nonstandard and

‘creates the perception that it'is an incomprehensible dialect,

occurring only in black ghettos, and that one can easily produce
it by simply breaking the rules of standard English.’® As men-
tioned earlicr, the incredible intolerance for different varieties of
language was ciearly demonstrated a few.years ago in the debate
over Ebonics or biack English. The mainstream mass media and
public opinion totaliy rejected this form of linguistic and cultur-
al “otherness” and manifested their inherent racism in their con-
stant devaluation of Ebonics. In this context it is not an
exaggeration to speak about linguistic hegemony to the extent
that the development of a normative discourse through standard
English naturalizes, for instance, ideologies and practices con-
nected to white supremacy, racism, and oppression. According
to Fairclough, “naturalized discourse conventions are a most
effective mechanism for sastaining and reproducing culturai and
ideological dimensions of hegemony.””

Morcover, as language is identified with its speakers, it is
obvious why oppressed and n{érginalized ethoic or cultural
groups are perceived as speaking a nonstandard or “second-class”
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language, a “dialect™ that does not deserve to be heard or taught
and which is always associared with backwardness or savageness.
It is also obvious why the speakers of those languages are per-
ceived as not being “endowed” with the “linguistic habitus”
required to address the needs of the U.S. linguistic market. The
real target in the English-only debate is not the language spoken
by these cultural groups but their humanity and cultural identi-
ty. The debate should be unmasked to reveal its inhumanity,
unfairness, dishonesty, and ouirageolisness,

Identification of language with human culture sheds light on
every attempt to impose English on students from diverse lin-
guistic and cultural backgrounds. This particular practice is not
fiew; it has been implemented and tested for centuries through
colonization. Integration into a single “linguistic comrmuunity” is
- a product of political domination. Institutions capable of impos-
ing universal recognition of a dominant language recognize this
process as a means for establishing relations of linguistic domi-
nation and colonization.

As we have suggested, the existence of a common language
also implies the existence of a common culture. Conversely, any
reference to a common culture must also imply the existence of
an uncommon culture, Donaldo Macedo analyzed this dialecti-
cal relationship in Literacies of Power:

ihe conservative culeural agenda fails to acknowledge ... that
the reorganization of ‘our common cultare’ points to the
existence of ‘our uncommon culture )’ for commonality is aj-.
ways in a dialectical relationship with uncommeonality. Thus,
one cannot tatk about the centeredness of our ‘common cul-
ture’ without relegating our ‘upcommon’ culturdl values and
expressions to the margins, creating a de facto silent majority, 2

What supporters of the English-only movement and oppo-
nents of bilingual education wish to achieve through the impo-
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sition of a “common culture” is the creation of a de facto silent
majority. Since language is so intertwined with culrure, any call
for a “common culture” must invariably require the existence of
a “common language.” In fact, the English-only proponents’
imposition of standard English as the only viable vehicle of com-
munication in our society’s institutional and civic life, under the
rubri¢ of our “common language,” inevitably leads to the
“tongue-tving of America.” This “tongue-tying” aids the con-
servative attempt to reproduce dominant cultusal vahies by in-
sisting, on one hand, on ever-present, collective myths that present
a diverse origin, a diverse past, and diverse ancestors, and, on
the other, on 2 common mother tongue and a necessary com-
mon, homogeneous, and indivisible future.? In general, move-
ments that claim to promote ethnic, linguistic, and cultural
integrity attempt, in reality, to impose cultural domination
through linguistic domination, under the guise of an assimilative
and let’s-live-all-together-happily model. This process invariably
becomes a form of stealing one’s language, which is like stealing
one’s history, one’s culture, oné’s own life. As Ngugi Wa’ Thion-
© go so clearly points out:

Communication between human beings is the basis and pro-
cess of evolving culture. Values are the basis of people’s iden-
tity, their sense of particularity as members of the human
race. Alf this is carried by language. Language as culture is the
collective memory bank of a people’s experience in history.
Calture fs almost indistinguishable from the language thar
makes possible its genesis, growth, banking, articulation, and
indeed its transmission from one generation to the next.?

If Ngugi is correct, and we believe he is, all of society is
permeated by language. Therefore, in a certain sense, evervthing
is cultural; it is impossible to be part of a non-culture, as it is
impossible to be part of a non-languige. When a dominant
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group cuts out the possibility of language transmission from one
generation to the next by imposing its own language under the
guise of a “common language,” it also cuts out the cultural
sequence and, therefore, cuts people from their cultural roots.
So far we have attempted to argue that, in reality, there is no
such thing as a “common cultare” in multicaltural American
society. In fact, it is an oxymoron to speak of a “common cul-
ture” in a cultural democracy. In truth, there was never a “com-
mon culture” in which peopie of all races and colors participated
equally in the United Srates. Hence, the proposition “common
culture” is a euphemism that has been used to describe the
imposition of Western dominant culture in order to eliminate,
degrade, and devalue any different ethnic/ cultural /class charac-
teristics. It is a process through which the dominant social groups
artempt to achieve cultural hegemony by imposing a mythical
“common language.” In turn, langnage is often used by the
dominant groups as a manipulative tool to achieve hegemonic
control. As a result, the current debate over bilingual education
has very little to do with language per se. The real issue that
undergirds the English-only movements is the economic, social,
and political control by a dominant minority of a largely subor-
dinate majority which no longer fits the profile of what it means
to be part of “our common culture” and to speak “our common
language.”

The Englishi-only movements® call for 2 “common language”
does more than hide a pernicious social and cultural agenda. It
is also part of an attempt to reorganize a “culrural hcgemony
as evidenced by the unrelenting attack of conservative educators
on multicultural education and curticulum diversity. The assault
by conservatives on the multiplicity of languages spoken in the
United States is part of the dominant cultural agenda to both
promote a monolithic ideology and to eradicate any and all
forms of culwural expression that do not conform to the pro-
moted monolithic ideology. This reproductive mechanism is suc-
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cinctly cxplained by Henry Giroux, when he shows how the
conservative cultural revolution’s

more specific expressions have been manifest on a number of
cultural fronts including schools, the art world, and the more
blatant attacks aimed at rolling back the benefits of civil rights
and social welfare reforms constructed over the last three
decades. What is being valorized in the dominant language of
the culture industry is an undemocratic approach to social
authority and a politically regressive move to reconstruct
American life within the script of Eurocentrism, racism, and
patriarchy.?

What becomes clear in our discussion so far is that the current
bilingual education debate has very little to do with teaching or
not teaching English to non- English speakers. The real issue has

a great deal more to do with the hegemonic forces that aggres-+} W

sively want to maintain the present asymmetry in the dwmbu#’;’%\
tion of cultural and economic goods.

Schools and the Reproduction of Legitimate Language

An understanding of the nature and functions of language is
crucial in order to locate areas of public life and institutions that
actually reproduce the so-called legitimate language. Habermas
correctly urges us “not to limit our critigue on relationships of .
power to those institutions in which power is overtly declared,
hence to political and social power only; we must extend it to
those areas of life in which power is hidden behind the amiable
conntenance of cultuval familiarity”™ It is nccessary to identify
mechanisms of domination in order to make their ideology bare.

Educational institutions show this “amiable countenance of
cultural familiarity,” while at the same tme, playing a crucial
role in the perpetuation of linguistic domination—the cultural
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reproduction inherent in any form of standardization process.
Despite the widespread conservative notion that schools are, or
at feast should be, tempies of neutrality and objectivity, the claim
of’ neutrality hides a conservative view which perceives knowl-
edge as neutral and pedagogy as “a transparent vehicle of truth.”
This perception “overlooks important political issues regarding

how canons are historically produced, whose interests they serve
as well as whose they do not serve, and how they are sustained
within specific forms of institutional power,”

Schools as sites of struggle and contestation that reproduce
the dominant culture and ideology, as well as what is perceived
as legirimate language / knowledge, make use of their institution-
al power to either affirm or deny a learner’s language, and thus
his or her lived cxperiences and cultare. Additionally, schools are
not simply static institutions that mirror the social order or re-
produce the dominant ideology. They are active agents in the
very construction of the social order and the dominant ideotogy.
In that sense linguistic jingoism is constructed and spread within
educational institutions through curricula, textbooks, etc. Fdu-
cational institutions, in their symbolic and material existence, are
so powerful that Althusser considers them to be “the dominant
ideological State apparatusfes].”* He further explains that “no
other apparatus has the obligatory andience of the totality of the
children in the capitalistic social formation, eight hours a day,
for five or six days out of seven.”” While Althusser’s position

collapses into a theory of dominarion that does not ailow for

any type of resistance or radical forms of pedagogy, he is correct

when he insists that the meaning of schools should be under-

stood within the context of ideological state apparatuses.
" Schools, throughout history, have directly helped to devalue
| popular modes of expression, as well as “varieties” or “dialects.”
They have also served to elevate the standard language as the
. most clear and appropriate variety. This process has been imple-
{ mented partly through the invisibility, falsification, or marginal-

i
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8. ization of “otherness,” which is usually subsumed under the
'y “common” rubric. Schools as sites where legitimate knowledge
m and language are reproduced have promoted a “deficit view” of
l- tearners from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds, man-
» aging thus to impose a linguistic norm that defines a socially
g recognized criterion of lingnistic “correctness.” As sites of cul-
e tural reproduction, schools have constantly denied the expeti-
-d ences of specific groups of students from diverse linguistic and
cultural backgrounds, making sure to transmit what counts as
e knowledge, namely Western culture, so as to ensure ‘national
d assinilation and preserve Western deminance in the currictiom.
1- ' Through particular educational practices, the doctrinal system in
15 the United States manages to promote the instruction of En-
- glish as a necessary prerequisite in order to participate “equally”
> in the mainstream sociery. In reality, this requirement functions
e invariably as a barrier that prevents non-English speakers from
y. having equal access to education and knowledge. This barrier
n . prevents non-English speakers and other subordinate culrural
1- groups from having access to the higher economic and soctal
s echelons of our society. It is important to point out that knowl-
it " edge is not exclusive to English and that bodies of knowledge.. \*
0 can be both produced and learned in other languages. To do ﬁ‘
e otherwise is to consider English as education in itself. The facile
v, English-only solution is illusionary to the extent that, ia the
n mainstream, non-whites and students who beloeng to subordi-
i nate classes are deprived of access to quality education. Education-
ct al palicy in the United States reflects an implicit economic need to
- socialize immigrants and members of oppressed groups to 4l nec-
essary but undesirable, low-status jobs.*® In reality, instead of the
e democratic education the United States claims to provide, what 1s
” in place is a sophisticated colonial model of education designed
e primarily to train state functionaries and commissars who worl for
2 private ideological interests while denying access to millions. The
I result is to further exacerbate the cquity gap already victimizing 2
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great number of so-called minority students. The mjority of whites
who do not speak standard English because of their class position
are also victims of this model of U.S, democracy. They are strate-
-gically taught that they belong to the norm, though they them-
selves are exploited, excluded, and devalued.

In addition o the function of cultural reproduction, educators
should pay closer attention to the cultural production that takes
place within schools—a process that affirms the individuals daily,
lived experiences and which could tend toward “collective self~
determination.” As Giroux so eloquently argues, “[ilt is essential
... to move from questions of social and cultural reproduction to
issucs of social and cultural production, from the question of how
society gets reproduced in the interest of the capital and its instj-
tutions to the question of how the ‘excluded majorities” have and
can develop instdtutions, values, and practices that serve their au-
ronomous interests,”?

Itis only through cultural production {and this includes one’s
own language behaviors) that one can come to subjectivity. This
1s a process through which linguistic minority students, by speak-
ing their own language, gain authorship of their world and are.
c¢nabled to move from their present object to a subject position.
However, this movement cannot occur unless progressive educa-
tors acquire critical tools that would facilirate the development
of a thorough understanding of the mechanisms employed by

filANEES

the dominant culture in the reproduction of those ideological

eiem,pts tha dﬁ-irqlur:n

ANENLE at cevaue, cisconfinm, and subjugate culraral and
linguistic minority students. It is only “through an understand-
ing of hegemony and cultural invasion, [that] critical bicuttural
educators can create cutturally democratic environments where
they can assist students to identify the different ways that dom-
ination and oppression have an impact on their lives,”® Bilip-
gual /multicultural education has o be situated within a theory
of cultural production and viewed as an integral part of the way

in which people produce, transform, and reproduce meaning.
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Bifingual and multicultural education must also be seen as a
medium that constitutes and affirms the historical and existential
moments of lived experience which produce a subordinate or a
lived culture.

Within this framework of action, language cannot be seen
only as a neatral tool for communication. It should be viewed as
the only means through which learners make sense of their world
and transform it in the process of meaning-making. In the mean-
ing-making process, both subordinate students and their teach-
crs need to know that standard English is “the oppressor’s
language vet T need it to talk to you.” As bell hooks so pain-
fully understands, standard English “s the language of conguest
and domination ... it is the mask which hides the loss of so
many tongues, all those sounds of diverse, native communities
we will never hear.”3?

All those teachers who consider themselves agents of change
and who struggle to create a more democratic culture need a
thorough understanding of the role of standard English—even
when minority students must acquire. it in order to capture its
dominance and re-create it as a cou11tcf~hegemonic force. Their
struggle needs to highlight how standard English is used “as a
weapon to silence and censor.”® In order to avoid the rongue-
tying, silencing, and censorship that the use of standard English
creates, we need to heed the analysis of language and its role in
sabbtaging democracy as recounted by June Jordan:

I'am talking about majority problems of language in a dem-
ocratic state, problems of a currency that someone . has stolen
and hidden away and then homogenized into an official “Ea-
glish” language that can only express pon-events involving
nobody. responsible, or lies. If we lived in a democratic state
our language would have to hurtle, fly, curse, and sing, in all
the common American names, all the undenjable and repre-
sentative participating voices of" everybody here. We would
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not tolerate the language of the powerful and, thereby, lose
all respect for words, per se. We would make our language
conform to the truth of our many selves and we would make
our language lead us into the equality of power that 2 dem-
ocratic state must represent,’
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THE COLONIALISM OF ENGLISH-ONLY

\.9

So, if you want to really hurt me,

talk badly about my language,

Gloria Anzaidiia, Eevderiands

BOTH THE RAFID SPREAD OF ENGLISH WORLDWIDE AND THE RECENT
movements within the United States to outlaw instruction in
languages other than English should be analyzed in tandem with
a variety of contemporary race-related issues: vicious attacks on
people of color, the demonization of immigrants, the disman-
ting of affirmative action, and the assault on welfare programs
for the poor. These are all part and parcel of an unapologetic
dominant ideology which was ualeashed with the imposition of
neoliberalism. This ideclogy opposes all public institutions, partic-
ularly those that are perceived to serve mostly the poor and people
of color, For example, public education in urban areas of the
United States that serves mostly nonwhite and poor students is
under siege, and public housing is struggling to survive its so-
called reform.

Interestifigly enough, when publicly funded programs are used
to strengthen the dominant sphere, we hear lictle protest from
those media, politicians, and political pundits who otherwisc
work zealously to “end welfare as we know it.” Thesc conserva-
tives take great pride in cxcoriating welfare mothers for cheating

61



The Hegemony of English

and not working, as proof of social-program abuse. Yet they
remain silent about rampant fraud within the miiitary-industrial
complex, such as Pentagon payments of $700 for a toilet seat or
$350 for a screwdriver. The same silence surrounded the Savings
and Loan scandal, which cost taxpayers over $250 billion in
welfare for the rich. In this case, the cultural commissars found
it convenient to embrace public spending as a means to socialize
private financial losses, yet they pontificate about the importance
of privatizing social securiry and hold the poor responsible for
creating & “social catastrophe,” as Patrick Buchanan put it. Bucha-
nan blames the “Great Society programs not ealy for financial
losses but also for drops in high-school test scores, drug prob-
lems, and . . . a gencration of children and youth with no
fathcrs,'no faith, and no dreams other than the lure of the
streets.”? However, we hearnot even a peep from Buchanan and
other conservative commissars decrying the unmeasurable crimes
committed by Enron, Worldcom, Zerox, and other corporations
that blatantly engaged in fraudulent practices and deprived mil-
lions of working people of their hard-earned retirement funds,
while a handful of corporate executives walked away with bil-
lions of dollars. Some estimates have put the value of present
corporate fraud at close to a wrillion dollars. In essence, the
scope of the current fraud perpetrated by corporations is ob-
scene. Yet the outcry among politicians and political pundits is
negligible compared to the invective these same pundits use

against the poor on welfare, who, they assert

are cheating hon-
est, hardworking taxpayers. New cosporate crimes are unveiled
“almost on a daily basis, and the list of corporations comitfing
high-level crimes increases, causing the stock market to plunge.
Yet President Bush and his conservative cohorts continue to pur-
sue privatizing social security because, they claim, the private sector
is more efficient and is guided by the accountability of the market.

Given this landscape of selective assaults on public nstitu-

tioms,. the ‘bilingual education movement could not escape the
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wrath ‘of the purveyors of the dominant ideology.* The present-
attack on bilingual education should not be undérstood as a
simple critique of teaching methodologies. First, and foremost,
the assault on bilingual education is fundamentally political. The
denial of the political nature of the debate in itself constituzes a
political action. It is both academically dishonest and misleading
to point out the failures of bilingual education without examin-
ing the general failure of public education in major urban areas,
where minority student dropout rates range from 50 to 65 per-
cent in the Boston public schools to over 70 percent in larger
metropolitan areas like New York City.

While conservative educators have been very vocal in their
attempts to abolish bilingual education because of its putative
lack of academic success, these same educators have remained
conspicuously silent about the well-documented failure of for-
cign language education in the United States. Despite its short-
comings, no one is advocating closing down foreign langnage
departments in schools. Paradoxically, although bilingual pro-
grams have much greater success in producing fully bilingual
speakers, the same educators who propose dismantling bilingual
education reiterate their support of foreign language education
for the specific purpose of developing bilingualism.

The English-only movement’s agenda in the United States
points to a pedagogy of exclusion which views the fearning of
English as education in itself. What its proponents fail to ques-
tion is by whom and under what conditions English will be
taught. For example, in Massachusetts, a grandfather clause in
the legislation governing programs for English as a second lan-
guage allowed ESL teaching by untrained music, art, and social-
~ sclence teachers. Immersing non-English-speaking students in
these ESL programs will do very little to accomplish the goals of
the English-only movement. In addition, the proponentws of
English-only fail to address two fundamental questions: First, if
English is the most cffective educational language, how can we
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explain that over 60 million Americans are illiterate or function-
ally illiterate? Second, if education in English-only can guarantec
linguistic minorities a better future, as educators like William
Bennett promise, why do the majority of African-Americans,
whaose ancestors have spoken English for over two hundred years,
find themselves still relegated to the ghetros?

In this chapter we will argue that the answer to these ques-
tions has nothing to do with whether English is 2 more viable
Janguage of mstructon or whether it promises non-English-
speaking students full participation both in school and in society
at large. Framing the issue in that way points to an assumpuon
that English is, in fact, & superior language and that we live in a
classiess, race-blind society. We want to propose that the attempt
to institute proper and effective methods of educating non-En-
glish-speaking students cannot be reduced simply to issues of
fanguage. Rather, it must rest on a full understanding of the
ideological elements that generate and sustain linguistic, culruar-
al, and racial discrimination, and which, in our view, represent
.Vestiges of a colonial legacy in our democracy.

English-Oniy as a Form of Colonialism

Many educarors will object to the term “colonialism™ to charac-
terize the current attack on bilingual education by conservative
as well as many liberal educators. Some hiberals who support
bilingual education will go to great lengths to oppose our char-
acterization of English-only movements as a form of colonial-
ism, insisting that most educators who do not support bilingual
education are just ignorant and need to be educated. This is
tantamount to saying that racists do not really hate people of
color; they are just ignorant. While one could argue that they
are ignorant, one has to realize that ignorance is never innocent
and is always shaped by a particular ideological predisposidon.
Furthermore, the attack on bilingual education or a racist act
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stemming from ignorance does not make the victims of these
acts feel any better about their victimization.

The apologetic stance of some liberals concerning the so-
called ignorance of those educators who blindly oppose bilin-
gual education is not surprising, since classical liberalism, as a
school of thought and as an ideology, always prioritizes the right
to private property, while relegating human freedom and other
rights to mere “epiphenomena or derivatives.* A rigorous anal-
ysis of thinkers sach as Thomas Hobbes and John Locke will
clearly show that the real ¢ssence of liberalism is the right to
own property. The right to private property could only be pre-
served through the reproduction of a capitalist ideology. This
led Liubomir Tadic to pose the following question: “Isn’t con-
servatism a more determinant characteristic of liberalism than
the tendency toward freedom?™® He concluded that owing to
this insipid ambiguity, liberalism is always positioned ideological-
ly between revolution and reaction. In other words, liberalism
vacillates between two opposing poles. It is this position of vac-
illation that propels. many liberals to support bilingual educa-
tion, while at the same time objecting to the linkage between
the attack on bilingual education and colonial language policies.

Any colonized person who has experienced firsthand the dis-
criminatory fanguage policies of European colonialism can readily
sce many similarities between colonial ideology and the dominant
values that inform the American English-only movement. Colo-
nialism imposes “distinction” as an ideclogical yardstick against
which all other audtural values are measured, including fanguage.
In the United States this ideological yardstick serves to over-cele-
brate the dominant group’s language to the point of mystifica-
ton—viewing English as education in itself and measuring the
success of bilingual programs only in terms of success in English
acquisition. On the other hand, it devalues the other languages
spoken by an ever-increasing number of students now populating
most urban public schools. The position of U.S. English-only pro-
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ponents is not very different, for example, from that of European
colonizers who tried to eradicate the use of African languages in
institutional life and who inculcated Africans with myths and be-
fiefs concc:ming the savage nature of their caltures through educa-
tional systems which used only European languages.

If we analyze closely the ideology that informs both the present
debate over bilingual education—spearheaded by the U.S. En-
glish-only movement—and the present polemic over Western
heritage versus muiticulturalism, we can begin to understand
that the ideological principles which sustain those debates are
consonant with the structares and mechanisms of coionial ideol-
ogy, as succinctly described by Geraldo Davilla:

Culturally, colonialism has adopted a negation to the [native
culture’s} symbolic systcnis [including the native language],
forgetting or undervaluing them even when they manifest
themselves in action. This way, the eradication of the past and
the idealization and the desire to relive the cultural heritage
of colonial socicties constitute a situation and a system of
ideas which, along with other elements, situate the colonial
society as a class.®

If it were not for the colonial legacy, how could we explain U.S..
educational policies in the Philippines and Puerto Rico? English
was imposed as the only language of instruction in the Philip-
pines, and the imposed American textbook presented American
cultare not only as superior, but as a “model par excelience for
the Philippine society.” The impact of this type of mis-educa-
tion is evident, for instance, in the following letter from T. H.
Pardo de Tavera, an early collaborator with U.S. colonialism, to

General Douglas MacArthur:

After peace is established all our cfforts will be directed to
Americanizing ourselves, to caus{ing] knowledge of the En-
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glish language to be extended and generatized in the Philip-
pines, in order that through its agency we may adopt its
principles, its political customs, and its peculiar civilization,
[and] that our redemption may be complete and radical.®

The United States hoped to achieve the same “complete and
radical” redemption in Puerto Rico. In 1905 Theodore
Roosevelt’s Commissioner of Education in Puerto Rico, Rolland
P. Faulkner, mandated that instruction in public schools be con-
ducted in English in order to make Puerto Rican schools

agencies of Americanization in the entire country ... where
[schools] would present the American ideal to our youth
Children born under the American flag and on American soil
should have constantly present this ideal, so that they can feel
proud of their citizenship and of the flag that represents the
true symbol of liberty.®

By k:avmg the colonial legacy unexamined, the purported choice
to adopt an effective methodology where students are at the same
time denied the opportunity to study their language and culture is,
for all practical purposes, a choiceless choice. Instead of becoming
enslaved by the management discourse of the present bilingual
educational reforms proposed by the English-only advocates, which
eshance the economic interests of the reformers while securing
their privileged social and cultural positions, educators need to
reconnect with the historical past so as to understand the colonial
legacy that undermines American democratic aspirations. Although
Renato Constantino is writing about the cofonial legacy in the
Philippines, his thoughtful words are both a propos and illuminat-
ing regarding our present historical juncture in education.

We see our present with as little understanding as we view
our past because aspects of the past which could illumine the
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present have been concealed from us. This concealment has
been effected by a systemic process of mis-education charac-
terized by a thoroughgoing inculcation of colonial values and
attitudes—a process which could not have been so effective
had we not been denied access to the truth and to part of our
~written history. As a consequence, we have become a people
without & sense of history. We accept the present as given,
bereft of historicity. Because we have so little comprehension
of our past, we have no appreciation of its meaningful inter-
relation with the present.!®

Scientism as Neocolonialism

Throughout history oppressive dominant ideologies have resort-
ed to science as a mechanism to rationalize crimes against hu-
manity, ranging from slavery to genocide. Science is used to
target race and other ethnic and cultural traits as markers that
license all forms of dehumanization. If we did not suffer from
historical amnesia, we would easily understand the ideology that
informed Hans Eysenck’s psychological proposal suggesting that
“there might be a partly genetic reason for the differences in 1.
Q. between black and white people.”* The same historical am-
nesia keeps us disconnected from dangerous memories of Arthur
Jensen’s racist proposals published decades ago by the Harvard
Educational Review.1?

Omne could argue that the above-cited incidents belong to the
dusty archives of carlier generations, but we do not believe we
have learned a great deal from historically dangerous memories.
Consider American society’s almost total embrace of scientism as
exemplified by the success of The Bell Curve, by Charles Murray
and former Harvard Professor Richard J. Hernstein. The same
blind acceptance of “naive” empiricism provides fuel to the
English-only movement as it attempts to ban bilingual educa-
tion in the United States. Iropically, when empirical data are
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provided to demonstrate that bilingual education is an effective
approach for educating non-English-speaking students—as in the
research of Zeynep Beykont, Virginia Collier, Kenji Hakuta, David

» Ramirez, and Jim Cummins, among others®*—the data are ei-

ther ignored or buried in endless debates over research design
which often miss a fundamental point: the inequities and racism
that inform and shape most bilingual programs.

By and large the present debate over bilingual education is
informed by positvistic and management models which hide
their ideologies behind a demand for objectivity, hard data, and
scientific rigor. This can be seen, for example, in comments Pepi
Leistyna received on a term paper on the political nature of
bilingual education during his doctoral studies at the Harvard
Graduate School of Education. “These are unsupported, politi-
cally motivated claims!™ the professor wrote, and he suggested
“a more linguistic analysis.”** As Leistyna recounts; this same
professor told him, “I hope you have been reading some hard
science.” This call for hard science in the social sciences repre-
sents. a process through which naive empiricists hide their anti-
intellectual posture. However, this posture is manifested cither
through censorship of certain bodies of knowledge or through
the disarticulation between theories of the discipline and empir-
ically driven, self-contained studies. This cmplnasm enables the
pSCUdO‘iClCHHStS to

not challenge the territorialization of university intellectual
activity or in any way risk undermining the status and core
beliefs of their fields. The difference [for sclentists] is that this
blindness or reluctance often contradicts the intellectual im- -
peratives of the very theories they espouse. Indeed, only a
theorized discipline can be an effective site for general social
critique—that is, a discipline actively engaged in seif-criticism,
a discipline that is a locus for struggle, a discipline that re-
news and revises its awareness of its history, a discipline that
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inquires into its differential refations with other academic fields,
and a discipline that examines its place in the social formation
and is willing to adapt its writing practices to suit different
social functions.®

As these theoretical requirements make abundantly clear, when
Pepi Leistyna’s professor arrogantly dismissed Freire’s social crit-
ical theories, she unveiled the ideology behind the preseription
that Leistyna should have been “reading some hard science.”
The censorship of political analysis in the current debate over
bilingual education exposes the almost illusory and schizophren-
ic nature of educational practice, in which “the object of inter-
pretation and the content of the interpretive discourse are
considered appropriate subjects for discussion and scrutiny, but
the interests of the interpreter and the- discipline and society he
or she serves are not.”¢

The disarticulation between the interpretive discourse,and
the interests of the interpreter is often hidden in the deceptive
call for an objectivity that denies the dialectal relationship be-
tween subjectivity and objectivity. The call for objectivity is deeply
ingrained in a positivistic method of inquiry. In effect, this has
resuited in an epistemological stance in which scientism and meth-
odological refinement are celebrated. As suggested by Henry Gi-
roux, “theory and knowledge are subordinated to the imperatives
of efficiency and technical mastery, and history is reduced to a
minor footnote in the priorities of ‘empirical” scientific inquiry.”"

The blind celebration of empiricism has created a culture,
particularly in schools of education, in which, pseudoscientists
who engage in a form of paive empiricism believe “that facts are
“not human statements about the world but-aspects of the world
irself,”® according to Michael Schudson.

This view [is] insensitive to the ways in which the “world” is
something people construct by the active play of their minds
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and by their acceprance of conventional—not necessarily

“true”—ways of sceing and talking. Philosophy, the history
of science, psychoanalysis, and the social sciences have taken
great pains to demonstrate that human beings are cultural
animals who know and see and hear the world through so-
cially constructed filters.'?

These socially constructed filters were evident when California
voters passed a.referendum banning bilingual education. While
school administrators and politicians were gearing up to- dishand
bilinguat programs, data from both the San Francisco and San José
school systems showed that bilingual graduates were ourperform-
ing their English-speaking counterparts.®® This revelation was met
with total silence from the media, the proponents of English-only,
and the political pundits. This is where the call for objectivity and
scientific rigor is subverted by the weight of its own ideology.

What these educators do not realize is that there is a large body
of critical literature that interrogates the very nature of what they
consider research. Critical writers such as Donna Haraway,® Linda
Brodkey, Roger Fowler, and Greg Myers, among others, have
pamstakingly demonstrated the erroncous nature of the claim
wo“scientific” objectivity which permeates all forms of empirical
work in social sciences. According to Linda Brodkey, “Scientific
objectivity has too often and for too long been used as an excuse
to ignore a social and, hence, political practice in which women
and people of color, among others, are dismissed as legitimate
subjects of rescarch.” The blind belief in objectivity provides
pseudoscientists with a safe haven from which they can atrempt to
prevent the emergence of counter-discourses that interrogate “the
hegemony of positivism and empiricism.”® It is also a practice that
generates a form of folk theory concerning objectivity: believed
only by non-scientists. In other words, as Linda Brodkey so elo-
quently puts it;>“Any and all knowledge, including that arrived at
empirically, is necessarily partal, that is, both an incomplete and an
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interested account of whatever is envisioned.”* In fact, what these
pseudoscientists consider research, that is, work based on quanti-
tative evaluation results, can never escape the social construction
that generates these models of analysis—models whose theoretical
cONLepts are always shaped by the pragmatics of the society that
devised these evaluation models in the first place.®® That is, if the
results that are presented as facts were originally determined by a
particular ideology, these facts cannot in themselves illumninate is-
sues that lie outside the ideological construction of these facts to
begin with.? We would warn educators that these evaluation models
can provide answers that are correct but nevertheiess without truth.
If a study concludes that Affican-American students perform way
below white mainstream students in reading, it may be correct,
but the conclusion tells us very little about the material conditions
under which African-American students work in the struggle against
racism, educational tracking, and the systematic negation and de-
valuation of their histories. We would propose. that the correct
conclusion rests in a full understanding of the ideological elements
that generate and sustain the cruei reality of racism and economic
oppression. Thus an empirical study will produce conclusions with-
out truth if it is disarticulated from the sociocultural reality within
which the subjects of the study are situated. A study designed to
assess the reading achievement of children who live in squalid
conditions must factor in the reality these children face, as de-
scribed, for instance, by jonathan Kozol:

 Crack-cocaine addiction and the intravenous use of heroin,
which children I have met here call “the needle drug,” are
woven into the texture of existence in Mott Haven, Nearly .
4,000 heroin injectors, many of whom are HIV-infected, live
here. Virtually every child at St. Ann’s knows someone, a
relative or neighbor, who has died of AIDS, and most chil-
dren here know many others who are dying now of the dis-
ease. One quarter of the women of Mott Haven who are
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tested in obstetric wards are positive for HIV. Rates of pedi-
atric AIDS, therefore, are high.

Depression is common among children in Mott Haven, Many
ry a great deal but cannot explain exactly why.

Fear and anxiety are common. Many cannot sleep.

Asthma is the most common iliness among children here.
Many have to struggle to take in a good deep breath. Some
mothers keep oxygen tanks, which children describe as “breath-
ng machines,” next to their children’s beds.

The houses in which these children live, two-thirds of which are
owned by the City of New York, are often as squalid as the
houses of the poorest children T have visited in rural Mississippi,
but there is none of the greenness and the healing sweetness of
the Mississippi countryside outside their windows, which are
often barred and bolted as protection against thieves.?”

An empirical study that neglects to incorporate into its design

the cruel reality just described—and which occurs often in our

' supposedly classless society—will never be able to explain' fully
the reasons behind the poor performance of these children. Pseu-
doscientists will go to great lengths to prevent their research
methodologies from being contaminated by the social ugliness
Kozol described in order to safeguard their “objectivity” in, say,
studies of underachievement among children who live in ghettos.
However, the residents of these ghettos have little difficalty under-
standing the root causes of their misery, here described by a resi-
dent of the Mott' Haven commupity named Maria:

If you weave enough bad things into the fibers of a person’s
life—sickness and filth, old mattresses and other junk thrown
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in the streets, and ugly ruined things, and ruined people, a
prison here, sewage there, drug dealers here, the homeless
people over there, then give us the very worst schools anyone
could think of, hospitals that keep yor waiting for ten hours,
police that don’t show up when someone’s dying . . . you can
guess that life will not be very nice and children will not have
much sense of being glad of who they are. Sometimes it feels
like we have been buried six feet under their perceptions.
This is what I feel they have accomplished.”

What Maria would probably say to rescarchers is that we do not
need another doctoral dissertation to state what is so cbvious to
the people sentenced to live in this form of human misery. In
other words, locking children int¢ material condidons that are
oppressive and dehumanizing invariably guarantees that they will
be academic underachievers. Once underachievement is guaran-
teed by these oppressive conditions, it is very easy for research
studies-~which, in the name of objectivity, ignore the political and
social reality that shapes and maintains these oppressive condi-
tions—to conclude that blacks are genetically wired to be intellec-
tually inferior to whites, as was done in The Bell Curve by Richard
J. Hernstein and Charles Murray.® Along the same lines, for ex-
ample, an empirical study which concluded that children who en-
gage in dinner conversation with their parents and siblings achieved
higher rates of success in reading would not only be academically
dishonest but also misleading to the degree that it ignored the
class and -economic assumpton that all children are guaranteed
daily ‘dinners in the company of their parents and other siblings.
What generalizations could such a study make about the 12 mil-
lion children who go hungry every day in the United States? What
could a study of this type say to thousands upon thousands of
children who are homeless, who do not have a table, and who
sometimes do not have food to put on the table they do not have?
A study that made such sweeping and distorted generalizations
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about the role of dinner conversations in reading achievement
wouid say little about children whose houses are without heat in
the winter-—houses which reach such dangerously cold conditions
that a father of four children remarked, “You just cover up ... and
hope you wake up the next morning,”® If the father really be-
lieved the study results, he would suggest to his children, after
they had all made it through another freezing night alive, that they
should have a conversation during dinner the next night since it
would be helpful in their reading development—should they be
hucky enough to make it through another night alive. What dinner
conversation would the Haitian immigrant, Abner Louima, have
with his children after being brutally sodomized with a toilet plunger
by two white policemen in a New York police precinct? Would his
children’s reading teacher include as part of his or her fiteracy
development some articles about the savage acts committed. by the
white New York policemen against their father?

These questions make it clear how distorted the results of an
empirical study can be when they are disconnected from sociocul-
tural reafity. In addition, such distortion feeds into the develop-
ment of stereotypes thar, on the one hand, blame the victims for
their own social misery and, on the other hand, rarionalize the
genetic inferiority hypotheses that are advanced by such pseudo-
scholars as Murray and Hernstein. What empirical studics often fail G-
point our is how easily statistics cans be used o take away the human

- faces of the subjects through a process that not only dehumanizes but

also distorts and falsifies reality.

What educators need to understand is that they cannor isolate
phoneme-grapheme awareness from factors of social class and
cultaral identity which ultimately shape such awareness.

Fracturing Cuttural ldentities

Most conservative educators as well as many liberals convenient-
ly embrace a form of naive empiricism. This allows them to
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celebrate scientism and methodological refinement, while issues
of equity, class, and cultural identity, among other sociocultura
factors are always relegated to the margins., While the fields of
bilingual education and English as a second language have pro-
duced a barrage of studies aimed primarily at demonstrating the
effectiveness of English acquisition, these research studies con-
spicaously fail to raisc other fundamental questions. Does cul-
tural subordination affect academic achievement? What is the
correlation between social segregation and school success? What
role does cultural identity among subordinated students play in

Hnguistic resistance? Does the devaluation of students’ culture

and language affect reading achievement? Is class a factor in
bilingual educaton? Do material conditions that foster human
misery adversely affect academic development?

These questions are rarely addressed in naive empirical studics
that parade under the slogan of scientific ‘objectivity’ in order to
deny the role of ideology in their work. This process serves to
prevent the development of counter-discourses that interrogate
these studies” major assumptions. As Paulo Freire points out,
when these edecators claim a scientific posture, “fthey often] uy
to ‘hide’ in what [they] regard as the neutrality of scientific
pursuits, indifferent to how [their] findings are used, even unin-
terested in considering for whom or for what interests [they] are
working.”¥ Because most educators, particularly in schools of
they
uncritically attempt to adopt the neutrality posture in their work

ked

cducation, do not conduct research in the “hard sciences,
in the social sciences, leaving out the necessary built-in criticism,
skepticismn, and rigor of the hard sciences. In fact, science cannot
evolve withour a healthy dose of self-criticism, skepticism, and
contestation. However, a discourse of critique and contestation
is often viewed as contaminating “objectivity” in the social sci-
ences and education. Instead, the pseudoscientists who uncriti-
cally embrace the mantra of scientific objectivity, usually find
refuge in an ideclogical fog that enables educators to comfort-
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ably fragment bodies of knowledge when they conduct their
research. For example, they can study children who live in Mot
Haven to determine their phoneme-grapheme awareness while
paying no attention to the material conditions described by
Jonathan Kozol—conditions that lock children into a chain of
oppressive and dehumanizing circumstances which invariably
guarantee they will be academic underachievers.

By reducing the principles of reading or the acquisition of
English to pure technicism (i.e. phoneme-grapheme awareness),
these educators can easily disarticulate a particular form of knowl-
edge from other bodies of knowledge, thus preventing the inter-

relation of information necessary to gain a more critical reading
of the reality. Such disarticulation enables educators -to engage
in a social construction of “not seeing”—which allows them to
willfully not understand that behind the empirical data there are
always human faces with fractured identities, dreams, and aspira-
tions. The fracturing of cuitural identity usually leaves an indelibie
psychological scar experienced even by those subordinated people
who seemingly have “made it” in spite of all forms of oppression,
This psychological scar is painfully refived by Gloria Anzaldia,
when she writes, “El Anglo con cara de inocente nos arrancé la
lengua.” (The Anglo with the innocent face las yanked our tongue.)
“Ahogados, escupimos el oscuro. Peleando con nuestra propia
sombra ¢l silencio nos sepulta.” (Drowned, we spit darkness. Fight-
ing with-our very shadow we are buried by silenice.}* Thus colo-
nized cultural beings are sentenced to a silenced cuiture.

Fragmenting bodies of knowledge also obscures the linkages
necessary for understanding that the yanking of linguistic minor-
ity students’ tongues is not only undemocratic bur is remirnis-
cent of colonial policies, as, for instance, recounted by the African
author Ladislans Semali.

I first went to Iwa Primary School, Qur language of educa-
tion was not Kiswahili. My struggle began at a very early age,
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constandy trying to find parallels in my culture with what was
being taught in the classroom. In school we followed the
British colonial syllabus, The books we read in class had been
written by Mrs. Bryce, mostly adapted and translated into
Kiswahili from British curricula. We read stories and sang
songs about having tea ins an English garden, taking a ride on
the train, sailing in the open seas, and walking the streets of
-town. These were unfortunately stories far removed from our
life experiences. As expected, we meniorized them even though
they were meaningless,

By the time 1 was in fifth grade Swahili was no longer the
medium of instruction. English had taken over and Kiswahili
was only a subject taught once a week, Kichagga was not to
be spoken at any time, and if caught speaking [it] we were
severely punished. Thus, one of the most humiliating experi-
ences was to be caught speaking Kichagga while still on the
schoo! grounds. The culprit was given corporal punishment—
three to five strokes of the cane on the buttocks.®

The expression, “And then I went to school,” reflects an expe-
rience common throughout the world, including First World
democracies like the United States, where bilingualism and
multiculturalism are under constant assauit by the Western cul-
ural comimissars. Amerjcans conveniently fall into historical
amnesia by forgetting the English-language reeducation camps
that were designed primarily to yank Native Americans’ tongues.
Native-American children were taken from their parents and
sent to boarding schools whose primary purpose was to cut
them off from their “primitive” languages and “savage” cul-
tures. While we ominously forget the dehumanization of
American-Indian children in the so-called boarding schools, we
nevertheless proudly denounce as human rights violations the

re-education schools created by Communist governments. “And
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then I went to school,” however, is not forgotten by the Amer-
ican-Indian writer Joseph H. Suina.

School was a painful experience during those early vears. The
English language and the new set of values caused me much
anxiety and embarrassment. I could not comprehend every-
thing that was happening, but I could understand very well
when I messed up or was not doing well. The negarive aspect
was communicated too effectively, and I became unsure of
myself more and more. How I wished I could understand
other things as well in school. ™

"The pain of Gloria Anzaldiia’s tongue being yanked and Joseph

Suina’s pain and embarrassment in American schools undeniably share

the common experience of colonization with Afiican author Ngugt
Wa’ Thiongo, who laments the loss of the Gikuyu [anguage in Africa,

We therefore learned to value words for their meaning and

nuances. Language was not a mere string of words. It had a

suggestive power well beyond the immediate and fexical mean-

ing. Our appreciation of the suggestive, magical power of
language was reinforced by the games we played with words

through riddles, proverbs, transpositions of syllables, or

through nonsensical but musically arranged words. So we.
learned the music of our language on top of the content. The

language, through images and symbols, gave us a view of the

world, but it had a beauty of its own. The home and the field -
were then our pre-primary school, but what is important for

this discussion is that the language of the evening teach-ins,

and the language of our work in the field were one.-

And then I went to school, a colonial school, and this harmo-
ay was broken. The language of my education was no longer
the language of my culture.®

79



The Hegemony of English

If we analyze closely the ideology that informs both the de-
bate over bilingual education and the polemic over the primacy
of Western heritage versus multiculturalism, we can begin to
understand that those ideological principles are consonant with
the structures and mechanisms of a colential ideclogy designed
to devalue the cultural capital and values of the colonized.

It is only through a full understanding of America’s colosnial
legacy that we can begin to comprehend the complexity of bilin-
gualism in the United States. For most linguistic minority speak-
ers, bilingualism is not characterized by the ability to speak two
languages. There is a radical difference between a dominant
speaker learning a second language and a minority speaker ac-
quiring a dominant language. While the former towvolves the
addition of a second language to one’s linguistic repertoire, the
latrer usually inflicts the. experience of subordination upon the
minority speaker—both when speaking his or her native lan-
guage, which is devalued by the dominant culture, and when
speaking the dominant language he or she has learned, often
under coercive conditions. The colonized context and the asym-
metrical power relations with respect to language use in the
United States create, on the one hand, a form of forced bilingual-
ism and, on the other, what Albert Memmi calls a linguistic drama.

In the colonial context, bilingualism is necessary. It is a con-
dition for all culrure, all communication and all progress. But
while the colonial bilinguist is saved from being walled in, he
suffers a cultural catastrophe which is never completely over-
come. The difference between native language and cultural
language is not peculiar to the colonized, but colonial bilin-
gualism cannot be compared to just any linguistic dualism.,
Possession of two languages is not merely a matter of having
two tools, but actually means participation in two physical
and cultural realms. Here, the two worlds symbolized and
conveyed by the two tongues are in conflict; they are those of
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the colonizer and the colonized. Furthermore, the colonized’s
mother tongue, that which is sustained by his feelings, emo-
tions, and dreams, that in which his tenderness and wonder
are expressed, thus that which holds the greatest emotional
impace, is precisely the one which is the least valued. It has no
stature in the country or in the concept of peoples. If he
wants to obtain a job, make a place for himself, exist in the
community and the world, he must first bow to the language
of his masters. In the linguistic conflict within the colonized,
his mother tongue is that which is crushed. He himself sets
about discarding this infirm language, hiding it from the sight
of strangers. In shori, cotonial bilinguatism is neither a purely
bilingual situation, in which an indigenous tongue coexists
with a purist’s language (both belonging to the same world
of feeling), nor a simple poiyglot richness benefiting from an
extra but relatively neuter aiphabet; it is a linguistic drama. ¥

Empirical studies that neglect to investigate this linguistic
drama fully and that ereat bilingualism as mere communication
m two languages, invariably end up reproducing those ideolog-
ical elements characteristic of communication berween colonizer
and colonized. These naive empirical studies cannot bur recycle
old assumptions and values regarding the meaning and useful-
ness of the students” native languages in education. The notion
that education of linguistic minority students is solely a martter
of learning standard FEnglish still informs the vast majority of
bilingual programs and manifests its logic in the renewed em-
phasis on technical reading and writing skills. For the education
of linguistic minority studenrs to become meaningful, it has o
be situated within a theory of cultural production and viewed as
an integral part of the way in which people produce, transform,
and reproduce meaning. Bilingual education, in this sense, must
be seen as a medium that constitutes and affirms the historical
and existential moments of lived culture. Hence, it is an emi-
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nently political phenomenon, and' it cannot be disarticulated
from the very politics that shapes and maintaing its implementa-
tion. Bilingual education programs in the United States in fact
exist within a necocolonial educational model. By not basing
bilingua! education on a cultural production mode!, educators
have created programs for linguistic minority students that not
only invariably impose a disguised assimilatory model, but also
deny students structures through which they could obtain a
truly democratic and liberating educational experience.

Whilte the varicus debates over the past two decades may
differ in some of their basic assumptions about the education of
finguistic minority students, they all share one common fea-
ture—they ignore the role of language as a major force in the
construction of human subjectivities. That is, they ignore the
way language may either confirm or deny the life histories and
experiences of the people who use it.

The pedagogical and political implications in education pro-
grams for linguistic minority students are far-reaching, vet large-
ly ignored. These programs, for example, often disregard a
fundamental principle of reading, namely, that students learn to
read faster and with better comprehension when taught in their
native tongue. In addition, the immediate recognition of famil-
iar words and experiences enhances the development of a posi-
tive self-concept in children who are somewhat insecure about
the status of their language and culture. For this reason, and to

1t wvnth tha amnl o F Asmareretie e
L WILE GIC 20an O Constradiing a democ

free from vestiges of oppression, a bilingual education program
should be rooted in the cultural capital of subordinate groups
and have as its point of departure their own languages.
Educators must develop radical pedagogical approaches that
provide students with the opportunity to use their own reality as
a basis for literacy, including, obviously, the language they bring
to the classroom. To do otherwise is to deny linguistic minority
students the rights that lic at the core of the notion of a dem-
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ocratic educarion. The failure to base literacy programs on the
minority students’ languages means that the opposing forces can
neutralize the efforts of educators and political leaders to achieve
de-colonization of schooling. It is of tantamount importance in
the education of linguistic minority students that the minority
language be incorporated as the primary language of instruc-
tion, since it is through their own language that the students
will be able to reconstruct their history and their culture.

Proponents of English only and other educators who are
wiiling to violate lingunistic minority students’ democratic rights
to be educated in their own language as well as in English work
primarily to preserve a social {dis)order, which, according e
Jean Paul Sartre, “sanctions misery, chronic hunger, ignorance,
or, in ‘general, subhumanity.” Educators who refuse to transform
the ugliness of human misery, social injustices, and inequalities
invariably become educators who, as Sartre so poignantly sug-
gested, “will change nothing and will serve no -one, but will
succeed only in finding moral comfort in malaise.”®

Conclusion

During a conference in which Donaldo Macedo attempted to
unmask the ideological mechanisms invoived in the present as-
sault on bilingual education, a woman approached him and said,
“Thank you very much for your courage to say things that many
of us are too afraid to say.” Since he was taken by surprise, he
did not know how to respond, but he managed to make a point
with the following question: Isn’t it ironic that in a democracy;
to speak the truth, at least one’s own truth, one must have
courage to do so? She squeezed his hand and politely said good-
bye. After she left Macedo began to think that what he should
have told her is that to advocate for the democratic rights of
bitingual students and to denounce the inequities and the racism
that shape their mis-education, “it is not necessary to be coura-
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geous; it is enough to be honest.”® And being honest would
require that we denounce those reactionary educators who be-
lieve that bilingual education “is highly contentious and politi-
cized . . . and [that] there is 2 lack of clear consensus about the
advantages and disadvantages of academic instruction in the pri-
mary language in contrast to early and intensive exposure to
English.”* Being honest would also require that we denounce
the research industry that makes a living by pointing out the
“lack of clear consensus” in the bilingual debate, yet does not
provide alternative pedagogies that wouid effectively address the
specific needs of linguistic minority students. The research in-
dustry remains complicit svith those same oppressive structures
responsible for the poverty and human misery that characterize
the lives of a large segment of linguistic minority students who
go to inner-city public s¢hools.

_ For instance, take research on the Head Start program, par-
tcularly bilingual Head Starr. Many white IHead Start research-
ers are rewarded by the dominant ideology for their complicity
with the doctrinal system. They receive large grants to study
early exposure to literacy as a compensation for the poverty and
savage inequalities with which many of the researchers remain in
total complicity. Often, these studies end up stating the obvious,
pointing out the proverbial “lack of clear consensus,” which, in
turn, calls for more research., While the call for more rescarch
ultimately benefits the researchers themseives, it invariably takes
away precious resources that could ‘be spent to diminish the
adverse consequences of the inequities that inform the lives of
most minority childeen. Being honest would require that reac-
tionary educators acknowiedge the existence of the intimate in-
terrelationship between soctety’s discriminatory practices and the
savage inequalities that shape the mis-education of linguistic
minocrity students. This would, no doubt, point to the political
nature of education, whose recognition reactionary educators
call “politicizing” education,
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Accusations of “politicizing” education become a means to .

muffle rigorous academic debate concerning both the grievances
and the educational needs of linguistic minority stadents. Ad-
dressing those needs requires a thorough deconstructon of the
ideology that prevents linguistic minority students’ sociocultaral
reality from becoming an area of serious inguiry, Only such an
analysis could convince educators who want to take politics out
of education that it is erroncous to think that “[sipeaking a
nonstandard variety of English can impede the easy acquisition
of English literacy by introducing greater deviations in-the rep-
~ resentation of sounds, making it hard to develop sound-symbol
[inks. 0 This position makes the assumption that standard dia-
lects are monolithic and show no phonclogical variations, and
that they therefore restrict “deviations in the representation of
sounds, making it {easier] to develop sound-symbol links.” Such
a posture is sustained solely by a folk theory chat is believed only
by non-linguists. Anyone who has been exposed to the Boston
dialect notices that its speakers almost always drop the pho-
neme /r/ in the final position, as in car. Yet middle-class
speakers of this dialect have littde difficulty linking the dropped
phdneme /t/ to its respective graphemic representation. The
persistence of this folk theory can be attributed to the present
excess of positivism, which elevates numbers to an almost myth-
tcal status, ver dismisses other fundamental factors that have
important pedagogical implications. Consider Celia T\ Leyva’s-
account:

Growing up, I was often reprimanded for speaking Spanish in
class and even in the lunch room, and also discriminated
against because I spoke English with a Cuban accent. T was
ridiculed not only by classmates, but also by my teachers who
insisted that I had to speak English like Americans do. Be-
cause of the humiliation I went through growing up, [ felt
the need to prevent my own children from similar situations,
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and robbed them of, the opportunity to learn my native lan-
guage, and, at the same time, denied them their own culture.,
I hated English and I hated learning it.**

Perhaps factors such as linguistic and cultural resistance play a
greater role in the acquisition of standard English than the mere
ability to link sound and symbol. bell hooks painfully acknow}-
edges that most African-Americans view standard English, not as
a neutral tool of communication, but as the “oppressor’s lan-
guage, [which] has the potential to disempower those of us who-
are just learning to speak, who are just learning to claim lan-
guage as a place where we make ourselves subject.” In learning
the “oppressor’s language,” students are often forced to experi-
ence subordination when speaking it. Upon reflection, bell hooks
states, “It is not the English langnage that hurts me, but what
the oppressors do with it, how they shape it to become a terri-
tory that limits and defines, how they make it a weapon that can
shame, humiliate, colonize.”*® The shame, humiliation, and col-
onization that non-speakers of standard English feel in their
relationship with English have a great deal more to do with their
lack of success in reading English than the mechanical difficul-
ties of making sense of sound-symbol link—even those difficul-
ties due to the unavoidable phonological variations found in all
dialects, including the dominant standard Englisk. The nature
of the nonstandard dialect is not the determining factor in the
subordinate students’ inability to learn the ABCs, even though
that inability makes it appear that they need to be taught “how
to learn.” These stadents have little difficulty learning what the
chief of psychiatry at the San Diego Children’s Hospital rightly
described as the “more relevant skills of the DBSs (drive-by-
shootings).”* These and other survival skills are vividly and
painfully mastered by any student whose reality is characterized
by violence, human misery, and despair.
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Being honest would require that we reconnect with history
s0 as to learn from the thousands of Chicano high-school stu-
dents who, in 1968, walked out of their schools as a protest
against their mis-éducation. They walked out to demand quality
educadon, culftural dignity, and an end to cultural violence. The
passion, courage, and determination those Chicano students
demonstrated will serve us as'a model as we attempt to refigure
kow to best educate linguistic minority students. Their courage,
passion, and determination energized educators, political lead-
ers, and community activists, who coalesced to address the ur-
gent needs of Chicanos and other linguistic minority students.
The needs of linguistic minority students are perhaps even great-
er today, given the added vicious assault on bilingual education.
For this reason teachers, parents, researchers, and commusity
members need to work together with the same determination,
not only to provide quality education to linguistic minority stu-
dents, but also to dismantle ‘the social and cultural fabric that
informs, shapes, and reproduces the despair of poverty, fatalism,
and hopelessness.

By incorporating. minority stadents’ cultural and finguistic
forms into their textual, social, and political analysis, educators
will deveiop the means to counter the dominant attempt to
impose English as the only educational practice. They will also
equip themselves with the necessary tools to embrace a pedago-
gy of hope based on cultural produciion, in which specific groups
of peopile produce, mediate, and confirm the mutual ideological
clements that emerge from and affirm their cultural experiences.
These elements include, obviously, the languages through which
these experiences are reflected and refracted. Only through ex-
periences that are rooted in the interests of individual and col-
lective self-determination can we create democratic education.
Cultural production, not reproduction by imposing English, is
the only means through which we can achieve a true cultural
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democracy. In this sense, bilingnal education offers us not only
a great opportunity to democratize. our schools, but, as Paulo
Freire said, “is itself 2 utopian pedagogy.”

It is full of hope, for to be utopian is not to be merely
idealistic or impractical, but rather to engage in denunciation
and annunciation. Our pedagogy cannot do without a vision
of the man [and woman] of the world. It formulates a scien-
tific humanist conception that finds its expression in a dialog-
ical praxis in which the teachers and learners together, in the
act of analyzing a dchumanizing reality, denounce it while
announcing its transformation in the name of the liberaton
of man [and Woman].”“s
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