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This dissertation joins the debate over the global hegemony of English btigatiag
discursive relationships between English, English language teachimy, @id the building of
open societies. Following Phillipson (1992, p. 2), | sought to relate how “language pgdagog
supports the spread and promotion of [English], to the political, economic, miliarguéural
pressures that propel it forward.” To do so, | analyzed the discourses of the &2ty S
Institute Soros Foundations Network (OSI/SFN), which works to build open societed!ygl
Crucially, OSI/SFN constructed English and ELT as necessary to thishvorlgh its English
Language Programs (ELP) initiative, managed from New York and imptechéhroughout
former Soviet bloc countries from 1994-2005.

Using critical discourse analysis, | first analyzed how the Newk-Yased ELP discourse
constructed English, ELT, the role of English in building open societies, and theiactdved
in these programs. | then mapped identified discourse chains as thegpredticed, re-
scripted, transformed, or resisted in (a) the written discoursesaif$oros-funded English
language programs and projects in post-communist countries; and (b) in the discbarstors
involved in these programs.

Multiple findings emerged. The New York ELP discourse effectuated a form of

supranational language management, fostered supranational identity thiexsghliing” space



(Fairclough, 2006), reproduced Holliday’s (2005) “native-speakerism,” qualifeska to ELP,
and constructed English #g language of open society. Local discourses both reproduced the
necessity of English to building open societies and started new discourse mioenoting
linguistic diversity, local ownership and expertise, and greater inclusiselmerview

participants constructed English as the lingua franca of open societias)égotiated,

simplified, international English detached from culture. They further voicedstkeeof EU
accession and the dominance of English as Othering, marginalizing, eatétiing the

countries, peoples, and languages east of Western Europe.

These findings accentuate the need for English language aid projects to inclade mor
local stakeholders in decision-making at all levels, invite two-way exehahprogram design
and instruction, and promote “critical language awareness” (Fagtt)di992a) by integrating
local knowledge, discourse conventions, methodological diversity, and context-sensitivity into

ELT worldwide.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Origins of the Study

In his 1992 publicatiohinguistic ImperialismRobert Phillipson cited a British Council
Annual Report (1989/90): “In the wake of the disintegration of communist states,raatedti
100,000 new teachers of English are needed for 30 million learners in Central tard Eas
Europe in the 1990s” (p. 6). Phillipson then went on to share that—even before the Berlin Wall
had been wholly dismantled and the pieces of stone hauled away to museums and town squares
and mantelpieces throughout the former Soviet satellite countries—the BatelyiSecretary
had declared “that Britain aims to replace Russian with English as thedsenguage
throughout Eastern Europe” (quoted in Phillipson, 1992, p. 9).

Quite by chance, | became one of those 100,000 English teachers working in Central and
Eastern Europe in the 1990s: predominantly in Hungary, where | taught for nisetigeagh |
was also a part of outreach teaching ventures in Romania and Serbia. | weaaes @étps
volunteer initially, but after my service, | stayed on through private contrdcavteachers’
training college. In this capacity, | worked to retrain Russian teachers ydisseere
suddenly—atfter the fall of communism—obsolete; | traveled to Romania once a mofiie f
years to teach ethnic Hungarian English teachers in Transylvania; inspeaimmers teaching
English to business executives at International House-Hungary, and teacglish EnBosnian
Muslim refugees; and | finished the decade working at a regional univiensitged and funded
in large part by the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network.

To accomplish my work, | had to bribe border guides, apologize for NATO bombs, and
anonymously help edit a letter to the United Nations written by a Russiamtstudieehalf of a

Chechen warlord. | was scolded for not dropping a portion of a US-AID grant into the pocket of



the college president (the former head of the former Ho Chi Minh Univerityiger Marxist
department). | taught English to an ethnic minority whose first language hadp@essed and
suppressed for more than 40 years. | helped revise a Hungarian cofidagglesh translation of
a Ukrainian novel about Chernobyl (the Ukrainian author played a lead role in the Clhernoby
evacuation and “clean-up”; he has since committed suicide). | worked ingeaesfamp for
Bosnian Muslims who had fled the war in the Balkans—those flashes of light just over the
Hungarian border. And through it all, | was a Westerner—with power and privilege—iasan E
European, post-communist context, with an American passport in my pocket and a strong
embassy at my back. What | wasn't—at least at first—was riziect reflexive. | trotted in
with idealism and a mission, but out with a lot of doubts.

This dissertation begins, therefore, with hard questions, both from the litenadiire
my own life. Phillipson (1992) asked, for instance, “How can one relate the microfdvel
(English Language Teaching) professionalism to the macro level ofl gheloaality?” (p. 2).
And then, importantly:

How can we, in a theoretically informed way, relate the global role digbp@nd the

way in which language pedagogy supports the spread and promotion of the language, to

the political, economic, military, and cultural pressures that propel it forwH@#® can

analysis probe beyond individual experience and reflection to the processes and
structures which are in operation at the international, national, group and pergelsal le

(p. 2)

These questions, encountered when | returned to the United States to begin my Ph.D.,
haunted me. In order to make sense of my own experiences in Central and Easipe, |
began to read, therefore, from a growing body of important research whicallgrigicamines
the global spread of English and implications thereof, such as loss of or threadj¢émau

languages, questions of access, and the economic marginalization andl jpeditation of non-



Anglophone countrie] discovered that publications, conferences, and personal
correspondences amongst TESOL educators were tackling questiodsnggative vs. non-
native teachers (Holliday, 2005; Medgyes, 1992), English versus Englishes (\Wadd994;
Widdowson, 1997), and cultural biases in standardized testing (Hamp-Lyons, 1991). Of
particular relevance to my past experiences and future professi@s| igalso encountered
critical research into the role of English Language Teaching (Ehd Eaglish language aid
projects in periphery countriéshe less technologically and economically powerful nations of
the world which are, in many cases, also post-colonial. This strand of aésearch, | soon
learned, asked many of the same questions I've carried with me sincengfuom Central and
Eastern Europe, and it prompted many more. This, then, was the research convensaiied
to join.

The beginnings of the debate over the role of English in the periphery can be m@admar
this way. In a study of English linguistic imperialism, Phillipson (1992) ®tU&LT in a macro-
societal theoretical framework that explored how ELT and the spread oftchglis been
consciously promoted in the service of British and American political and econdsarests.
Combining a macro- and micro-theoretical perspective, Pennycook (1994) expboveEnglish
language learners in the periphery countries of Malaysia and Singapore used anaadggrop
English in ways which may reflect and reify “postcolonial and anticoloniaggte” (p. 257).
Taking a micro-level perspective, Holliday (1994) examined the multiple cteWlihich occur

between expatriate ELT project facilitators from center countrieshenddcal counterparts in

! See, e.g., Benesch, 2001; Crystal, 2000; Hedgeh&nay, 1996; Kachru, 1994, 1992; Kramsch, 2001¢céé,
Dendrinos, & Gounari, 2003; Tollefson,1995.

2 The terms “center” and “periphery” originate inlGag’s (1971) theory of imperialism, where “cefitesfers to
the economically and technologically more “develfipeountries of the West, “periphery” to the legveloped
nations, many of which are also post-colonialrliggle somewhat with using these terms, since &tusive
construction of space assumes a particular gea@ablénd ideological perspective.
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periphery contexts such as Egypt and Indonesia. In a longitudinal ethnograpyiofshel
Tamil community in Sri Lanka, Canagarajah (1999) investigated how periph@niries
appropriate English for their own purposes, in the process articulating “péckgaaproaches
that reconcile the conflicts [English language learners] face in aegaind using English in the
periphery” (p. 173).

These studies addressed and sought to illuminate the implications of the gtebdlaf
English by examining how the interests of center countries are being repadaghaor resisted
in nations of the periphery. None of the studies, however, explored the role of ELT in the so
called “Second World,” the emerging democracies of post-communist Cé&aséern, and
South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, transition countries which—ieriue e
of nationalism, political science, history, and international relations—haweisi&doeen situated
as periphery and post-colonfalhis neglect is particularly striking because—since the collapse
of the Soviet Union (along with the end of compulsory Russian courses throughout the former
Eastern Bloc countries)—post-communist Europe has experienced a draméticaradl rise in
English language educators and education, an increase Phillipson drew attention to in the
opening quote of this chapter, and which has taken on particular urgency in light offtlye swi
changing political landscape of Europe. Most notably, the advent of accessierEiaropean
Union is bringing new pressures and paradoxes to bear on these countries inrrahsifn are
vying for—or have achieved—EU membership.

The question of language may be the most striking paradox of this process. As Breidbach
(2002) made clear, in spite of a proliferation of European Commission White Papers and

recommendations intended to encourage individual multilingualism in the EU, “no prophetica

% See, e.g., Smith, Law, Wilson, Bohr, and AllwortB98.
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talent is needed to state that English is very likely to evolve into one such—if not the only
lingua franca in Europe” (pp. 275-276).

And yet, to date, very few studies have grappled critically withnipdi¢ations of the
spread of English and ELT in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and thedorater S
Union (which, for the sake of brevity, | abbreviate as CESEE-fSte present study thus
addresses this neglect by investigating the discourses of Englishdangograms funded by
the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network (OSI/SFEN), a privategakimiy
foundation based in New York City and committed to building open societies in more tlyan sixt
countries globally. Its starting point, however, and its longest history ofdarighguage aid
work, has been in the transition countries of CESEE-fSU. OSI/SFN thus seerdedlan i
organization to study and learn from its English Language Prograr® (&itiative, a specific
program which ran from 1994-2005; and its former and ongoing programs in the region which
were supported by the ELP initiative and/or necessitate English to fufctio

Accordingly, in this dissertation, | first examine how the official tentdiscourse of the
New York-based OSI/SFN ELP initiative constructed and conceptualizgitk, English
Language Teaching (ELT), the actors involved in its English languageapmiegand the
relationship between English, ELT, and the building of open societies. This ahedylsto the
identification of patterns aliscourse fragmentshich eventually, through repetition, cohere
into discourse chaind then explore the written ELP discoursesonfal® Soros Foundations,

programs, and projects, in order to map these discourse chains as they flow frentrtéde c

* A fascinating exception can be found in Duszalog)9

® As the OSI/SFN ELP initiative first provided Ersflilanguage education to multiple actors in mudtiplograms

as part of its mission, | group both the officiablaspin-off, support programs under the acronym Bhé note
distinctions in text as needed.

® | use the term “local” to describe the discoursiegional, nationakndlocal foundations, the constant repetition
of which became too cumbersome in the writing & thssertation. | myself somewhat “re-scale” space
(Fairclough, 2006) by so doing. See Footnote two.



office (OSI/SFN ELP based in New York) into English language jpragrand projects in the
countries of CESEE-fSU. My purpose here was to see what language oifdiat W&w York-
based ELP discourse is reproduced, re-scripted, transformed, or resistetlyahdother
words, following Blackledge (2005) and Bakhtin’s (1981) conceptualization of thegdtial
nature of discourse, | traced whidiscourse chains-and, ultimately, which meanings and
policies—become increasingly stabilized, legitimized, and authoritative—eraar time and
across multiple spaces and contexts.

In my research, | also felt it imperative to include the voices and viewsas$ acvolved
in local OSI/SFN-funded English language programs throughout the countG&S&E-fSU, in
order to bring to light their perspectives on English language teachingnicah@&nunities and
their views on the role of English in the creation of open societies. Hence, lexhabyzonly
text, but also talk, in order to map reproductions, transformations, and resistapoksi¢s and
practices which began in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. From analysis of tresesbschains,
or “the historically rooted flow of text and speech, respectikebwledgethrough time” (Jaeger
guoted in Langer, 1998, p. 25; italics added), | hoped to bring to the surface and question the
socially and discursively constructed “knowledge” of these programs andptbaonathat
“knowledge” is received, adapted, applied, or resisted. Findings fromubis sttould provide
meaningful lessons for English language aid project developers and teachasition
countries by (a) helping us identify and interrogate the biases and istefrastepted, status
quo “knowledge” of ELT and those who pass it along; and (b) contributing to a more nuanced
and detailed picture of the pressures and practices which, as Phillipson (1962t owti@ue to
propel the spread of English and ELT forward globally. | thus extend theed®let English

linguistic imperialism and the particular politics of ELT in post-comrsunations.



The first section of this chapter has narrated the origins of this study.dadbed
section, | review the beginnings of the debate over ELT in periphery nations, ii@rde
underscore the purpose for and significance of this study as well as the resestiohgjudich
drive it.” These questions necessitate a closer look at the particular role Amghianthropic
foundations have played in the global spread and rise of English, which makes up the third
section of this chapter. In the fourth section, | introduce the Open Societyt&iSoros
Foundations Network (OSI/SFN), an organization which | contend both converges with—and
departs distinctly from—the paradigm of American foundation work this chapterlokescai
paradigm—the literature argues—which is underpinned by the post-World War Two
expansionist tendencies of the United States. Because of these departUBEIN@&ivides an
especially rich case for the kind of in-depth examination this dissertataertakes, for such a
study will help create an enriched and nuanced picture of English langdagerkj one which
will inform—and help educators strive for more equitable and critical—ELT ipescand
policies, especially in developing and transition countries. | conclude this chagbtsummary
remarks and an overview of chapters to come.

Background to the Study: The Debate Over ELT in Periphery Countries

Phillipson’s (1992) landmark workjnguistic Imperialismprovided the starting point
for this debate. He examined with acumen the historical role of the British Cdtord
Foundation, and U.S. government agencies involved in ELT—from the United Statey Agenc
International Development and Peace Corps, to the State Department’s Regghisal E
Language Offices scattered around the world—in order to postulate that ELAeasmte¢ad of

English have been consciously promoted in the service of British and Americacapaliil

" Chapter Two, in contrast, creates an interdisuipli and interpretive framework which will illumiteathe
interrelationship between English language teachimdjthe building of open societies.
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economic interests. He explained, for example, the purpose for the genbksi8afish Council,
whose primary mission initially was “the promotion of English outside thesBrégmpire”; it
was first established in 1934 “to counteract cultural propaganda on the part of Naan@and
Fascist Italy” (pp. 34-35). Turning to the United States, Phillipson cited EaranaMarcelino
(1984) in order to highlight “the colonial relationship between the US and Philippinegh “Wi
the imposition of English [as the primary medium of instruction], the country becgpeadent
on a borrowed language that carries with it the dominant ideological and p@aarabmic
interest of the US” (pp. 152-153). Phillipson further mapped how private foundations sheh as t
Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller Foundations helped establish “ESL as an addideipine”
by founding American universities in worldwide locations of strategic geayaland economic
interest to the United States, universities which in turn launched programs enmghsacial
science research, public administration, “manpower planning programd)éteeaining and
curriculum development projects—in the process, creating a regimen of traneeki¢an-
style” experts prepared to take up leadership roles at local and nationalmetnir home
countries (pp. 160-16%)l say more about Phillipson’s discussion of foundations in the third
section of this chapter.

In addition to tracking down key historical documents which attested to theitmplic
interests and hidden motives of British and American ELT efforts in periphery nations
throughout his book, Phillipson (1992) further dared to ask “awkward and difficult questions”
about the English teaching profession internationally and “some of the possibly tompeest
ideological tenets of our work” (p. 15), questions which still unsettle TESDtators. He

challenged as fallacious, for instance, the assumptions that Englishls taleght in a mono-

8s further illustration, in just the past decadepeican universities have been established in KmsBulgaria,
and Kyrgyzstan, several with monies from OSI/SFNe Bmerican University of Afghanistan opened talstts in
2006, and the American University of Iraq opened(07.
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lingual classroom; that native speakers make the best teachers of Earglishat “standards”
are objectively measurable (pp. 185-215). He questioned the appropriacy of siateatdd in
the center for dissemination in the periphery (pp. 230-231). He made a compekirigrdaksT
as being ideologically disconnected from the economic and political struatitings which it
functions and for the training of ELT experts as being too “narrowly techr{jmal250-256).
And he argued a powerful thesis throughout: that “linguistic imperialism”—asxamepde of
“linguicism”—is part of the means used by center countries to “legiéinedtectuate, and
reproduce an unequal division of power and resources (both material and immateviednbet
groups which are defined on the basis of language” (p. 47).

Phillipson launched, then, a strongly critical discussion of ELT in periguenytries,
though not without inviting equally strong criticism. Most vehement was Dal886), who
sawLinguistic Imperialismas dominated by the cultures of colonial guilt and romantic despair,
and wrought through with cloak and dagger conspiracy theory. Davies critiqued wWhps®ti
laid out as the British and American motives of ELT: to promote foreign poldyther
interests, to which Davies replied, yes, of course, unremarkable (pp. 486-481&o He a
challenged Phillipson’s failure to acknowledge the agency of recipientrasyrdr, in Davies’
words, “that oppressed groups’ common sense is active enough for them to rejistt iEtigdy
so wish” (p. 490). Canagarajah (1999) picked up and expanded on this critique, observing first
that the dominant role of English globally is not justrégult of power disparity between center
and periphery, but alsocauseof it (p. 41). He worried that Phillipson’s macro perspective on
structural inequalities failed to account for the power of “the individual, tte, b particular”:
Like Davies, that is, Canagarajah criticized Phillipson for not attending tgémeyaof teachers

and learners in the periphery, “the lived culture and everyday experiencepbigoeri



communities” (pp. 41-42). Canagarajah also faulted Phillipson’s methodology, avfatjzed
historical documents alongside interviews with eight ELT policy makers tinerivVest: The end
product, Canagarajah claimed, was that “Phillipson’s contribution suffevelbas gains from
being a perspective of and from the center” (pp. 42-43).

Both Davies (1996) and Canagarajah (1999) did admit that it was vital thadrstinol
continue to explore the role of English as a part of the “imperialist en&tfiavies, 1996, p.
495), and the role of linguistic imperialism in the periphery (Canagarajah, 1999, p. 48). The
gave Phillipson credit where credit was due, namely, in sparking an impétemstidebate
over the global role and hegemony of English, a debate which should at least geveoEs
of the thousands of English language teachers who go to work in foreign countriesagatth ye
has certainly given me pause, and | credit, again, Phillipson’s initial questaranly for
starting the debate over linguistic imperialism generally, but also forgtnogrthis dissertation,
which seeks to enlarge that debate by exploring the as-of-yet unexplored Eolglish and
ELT in the Second World.

Another teacher and scholar to whom Phillipson (1992) has clearly given pause—and a
second key voice in this conversation—is Pennycook, who in 1994 wrote, “It is essential for me
politically and morally, to work out the relationships between my work as an Engéisher and
what | see around me in the world” (p. 3). This “working out” is his tagihm Cultural Politics
of English as an International Languagehich both built on and problematized Phillipson’s
study. Like Phillipson (one of his dissertation readers), Pennycook began withgtoesgions.

In reference to ELT in the newly emergent states of Central Asimstance, he asked the
following:

What are the implications here, as these nations redefine their ethnic timgads
religious identities, of the export of English language teaching from PaRista What
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intrigues me here is not so much how this ‘variety’ of English differs fronr éh@s of
English as a linguistic system, but rather to what uses is it put, what wliffeeanings it
comes to carry. (p. 4)

In his study, Pennycook clearly honored Phillipson’s “valuable service for pthenghrase

‘linguistic imperialism’ into play in ELT circles” (p. 56); he acknowledgetl lauded

Phillipson’s efforts at trying to define and get accepted a code of intarablinguistic rights (p.

69). At the same time, however, Pennycook strove to push beyond a thesis such as Phillipson’s,
which he intermittently refers to as “reductive” and “deterministiyere “English linguistic
imperialism, in conjunction with other forms of imperialism, remains the end poinabfsis”

(p. 57).

Pennycook’s (1994) objective was to surpass such a totalizing tendencyemdtaa
more complex view of ELT and English language learners, one which “allowstdiggle,
resistance, and different appropriations of language, opening up a spaceyatiffieaent
meaning-making practices in English” (p. 69). He arrived at this view thrangexamination of
“the worldliness of English"—on the ground and as it happens—in the contexts of Madaysi
Singapore, thereby attending more to “the individual, the local, the particGanagarajah,
1999, p. 41). Pennycook’s findings from this examination were two-pronged: First, Eaglish i
bound up in varying local conditions and pressures (from “Islamization,” to pragmagjdase
the pressures of a meritocracy), and, no doubt, “operates globally in conjunctioapitéhist
forces” (p. 219). At the same time, in contrast with Phillipson’s argumentsy&terin
concluded that “using English doestimply a deterministic imposition of cultural and
discursive frameworks; rather, English can be used and appropriated in diffeysritways
which well may reflect and reify “postcolonial and anticolonial struggle” (p. R&lfics added).

Pennycook’s (1994) conclusion wasresonstructive as it was deconstructive—as rich

in possibility for “good” work (risky as that word may be) and learner agasdt was conscious
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of the structural forces which countries, communities, schools, classroonerseand learners
grapple with and help shape daily—from the imposition of standardized testing $sUCHEEL
or IELTS) to the global dominance of the BBC and CNN in English language .Aedne
explained, this more complex picture of ELT and English in the world—unlike p&atis—
doesnot discount those English language learners worldwide who have benefited from thei
learning (I think of countless students of my own here); nor does it shut down the pgdkatili
English teachers can “establish some way of teaching English that is sroisigally an
imperialist project” (p. 69). lloes however, place demands on teachers, scholars, and
researchers, three of which | have seized upon as a core force and duag@@smy own

work.

The first two of Pennycook’s (1994) demands related to the discourse of ELT, and the
interests implicit and explicit within it: “To the extent that this discewSEIL [English as an
International Language] has permeated much thinking on English langaagmtg there is an
urgent need to investigate the construction of this discourse and its relationshifigb Eng
language teaching”; Pennycook then added that—as a consequence of suclatiorestiy is
incumbent on us as teachers and applied linguists to discard ways of thinking ab@st IELLT
were some neutral enterprise” (p. 24). As Pennycook’s third demand, he urgedersdo at
particularly to those sites where “resistance and appropriation mar/;docother words, we
need to abandon reductive and essentializing views of “culture” and instead, coméciudtsee
in terms of how people make sense of their lives and thus how human agency operates withi
global structures of inequality” (p. 57). This more expansive approach to a staty aihd
English in the world, according to Pennycook, can help us resist positioning leanuers (a

teachers, too, | would add) “within a new academic imperialism” (p. 69). Frave inay learn
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better how to “teach back,” to help our students “write (speak, read, listen) badkih sghe
process, not only “decolonize the colonizers’ mind” but also—through this less esgegtial
view of the global spread of English—discover and exploit “chances for culualval and
exchange around the world” (pp. 295-325), strategies for which he began to articulafenad his
chapter, “Towards a Critical Pedagogyehd which | will return to in my conclusion.

Pennycook’s (1994) call here was ambitious and perhaps idealistic,syataall this
dissertation seeks to heed. His voice greatly enriched the debate irctmstidtered how English
and ELT may not onlyeproduce but also be appropriated riesist—the interests of center
countries. There are limits to Pennycook’s work, the most prominent of which miagtthes t
explored resistance through the medium of “Third World,” post-colonial literalie quoted
poems and novels in order to evidence appropriation of and resistance to English (pp. 259-294),
in the process, probably missing resistance and appropriation as it took placalgrbasis in
the discourses of English language teachers and learners in periphery coesnisee also
Canagarajah, 1999, pp. 59-60). Still, Pennycook’s work forwarded this dissertation iramhport
ways: through drawing attention to the function ofdiszoursesf English language programs
and the ideologies within those discourses; and through encouraging attentionrtd siiés
where resistance and appropriation may occur.

| share now two more voices which have informed the debate over English &ma EL
the periphery, and, in turn, this dissertation. Influenced by Phillipson, yet not cadbyijti

Holliday’s (1994)Appropriate Methodology and Social Contexpressed clear concern over

® More specifically, Pennycook (1994) suggested egjiat for (a) “discursive interventions,” which phehake
plain connections between English and other sacalains such as pop culture and Christianity; lipguistic
action,” which creates a space for teaching battntard” and individual uses of English; and (0)glering
subjectivities” of students and self through aftemto “how people’s lives are constructed and tactsd through
different discourses and lived experiences” (pf2-320). Curiously, Pennycook ditbt acknowledge Norman
Fairclough’s (1992a) work in this area, which Flmiugh describes as critical language awarenessCBagpter
Three for more discussion of Fairclough’s work.
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cultural imperialism and linguicism, which he attributed to a unilateral dimbe¢ntric ELT
methodology and professionalism promoted and perpetuated by ELT specialistsim Bri
Australian, and North American (what he called BANA) countries, who hae¢ecrand then
spread this methodology around the world (p. 3). For Holliday, this paradigm was
“integrationist” and “destructive by nature,” and was evidenced by “Englisjubge teaching
projects, which often attack host collectionist structures” (p. 109). He descobedample, the
opposition to group work in Pakistan as influenced by Koranic attitudes to thought anagearni
He was similarly rough on what he described as “hyperrational fundingiagesech as Peace
Corps and the British Council, for the objectives set by aid agencies, he argued,toorofte
counter to the realities of project work, which are inherently “qualitatizgier than

guantitative, their successes and failures depending in large part on the ddfdesteribe,

“deep” phenomena which “may be too sketchy and impressionistic to be repo(pghl&38-

139). Such phenomena, he observed, pose barriers to the frequent ELT management task of
attempting to convert “inputs to outputs” (p. 139).

In lieu of such “destructive” tendencies in ELT, Holliday (1994) argued fosw@go
about making methodologies appropriate to the local contexts in which they acyednbh
essence, the design of such methodology entails culture-sensitivity, inest, ¢ee argued, when
teachers continually reflect on and learn about the “social dimension of $seoclian” through
ethnographic action research; teachers can then apply their learning tadbe sacial contexts
in which they find themselves (p. 164). For Holliday, culture-sensitivity and apgi@pr
methodology are also ways to subvert the more patronizing elements of thalistgearadigm:

“Recipients” of English language education may have agency restored wirengh the
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understanding and acknowledgement of differing social contexts—ELT can beduitilizvays
which are beneficial for all (p. 4).

Of the studies reviewed so far, Holliday’s (1994) perspective was ctbartyost micro-
level: Multiple instances of classrooms and contexts and local culturesvoadhe and
compellingly to life in his book and encouraged me to seek a similar range of ELifeagpse
and perspectives, from project directors, to teacher educators, to teachers, te.sthésest
insightful cases notwithstanding, Holliday’s work also fell short in seveags. Canagarajah
(1999) listed these shortcomings: Holliday’s work had only limited theoreticirpinnings; he
seemed to assume all Western-funded ELT had immediate commercedtstgrits core; and
he discussed culture at length, but not the politics of culture (Canagarajah, pp.\Whdt3).
found most problematic was Holliday’s recommendation that curriculum developersde
“opportunists” in their research, even willing to resort to “covert procedusube®f the
inevitability of cultural differences between the curriculum develapel local personnel” (p.
217). This quite startling suggestion, troubling in its divisiveness, underlined how Haliday
his target audience as primarily donors of English language aid projectspatdaga cultural
officers and teachers, which, as Canagarajah pointed out, invites a kind of sudpor®n:
efficient and profitable delivery of the goods may well come to blot out the autemrewal and
exchange potential of appropriate methodology. Nor did Holliday place enough e&arphtdse
potential of “appropriate” as a verb, as a means for local teachers, tedwuteoes, and project
directors in periphery contexts to take from Western methodology whateheyebwill work in
their classrooms, and leave what does not, a surprising omission on Hollidaytpvesarthe

emphasis he did place on culture-sensitivity.
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The next key voice in this debate | share is that of Canagarajah (1999),Rdsistieng
Linguistic Imperialism in English Teachingas longitudinal and ethnographic. His exploration
of the Tamil community in Sri Lanka hence provided an in-depth interpretation of holets
and students in one community coped with the hidden curricula of center-based teaching
materials, Western methods, the challenges of English to their idenéitid the clash between
the assumptions underlying Western pedagogies and those of literacy trdditmorise
periphery (pp. 5-6). In the process, Canagarajah identified and describeglexcportrait of
“the politics and pedagogy of appropriating discourses” (with due emphasis reaa pla
“appropriate” as a verb): He discussed, for instance, the desire of the stlidepturalistic
identities and hybrid discourses in their linguistic and social life” (p. T#&8goncluded that
“rather than keeping competing discourses outside English, they [studentsiianegiiiem into
the very structure of the language to reconfigure its ideological chdrgetérs).

Of particular value in Canagarajah’s (1999) work, he situated his exploration in a
carefully articulated theoretical framework which described twiindisparadigms for teaching,
main-stream versus critical pedagogy, which are evidenced by the cte@ichsers might make:
between viewing learning as a detached cognitive activity versusrigasipersonal; learning
as transcendental versus situated; learning processes as univetsatubkusal; knowledge as
value-free versus knowledge as ideological; knowledge as pre-constructes k:ieowledge as
negotiated; learning as instrumental versus learning as political” (gi6)1&imilar to Holliday
(1994), Canagarajah saw context as a central factor in the learning pvattessich classroom
grounded in the various social and historical factors which produced it. He constructed
knowledge, moreover, as “intrinsically social, and constructed through interacioeebe

community members”; the question over which knowledge paradigm institutions adopt is
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therefore a question of power, with dominant groups determining a community’s knowledge
paradigm (p. 18). This process takes on obvious relevance for periphery communiteslgspe
which Canagarajah described as the Asian, African, and Latin Americanuwotes colonized
by the West, with its “white man’s burden” and duty to advance superior sciethé@a@vledge
to the rest of the world. It is relevant too, | argue, to post-communist countries wdich a
likewise undergoing transition and reform in their “knowledge-making” practfeallowing
Canagarajah then, the knowledge systems of the periphery likewise becameecband
suppressed, and it is only in a post-colonial and anti-Enlightenment climate thsirezan
(Western, Enlightenment) thinking is challenged, local knowledge explored andcemahifpp.
18-19).

Canagarajah’s (1999) contributions to this study were numerous and rich. In addition t
the above elucidation of paradigms, context, and knowledge, he further offerecharogeam
for exploring resistance: (a) through adopting a post-structuralist appm&nguage, a
“resistance linguistics” which deconstructs texts in order to “expose the hitketdogies that
control meaning”; (b) through conceptualizing identities as fluid, dynaanatable to resist
dominant discourses through the formation of critical consciousness; (c) throughitigetbie
local and “counter-knowledge of subaltern groups” as bringing “its own critis@jhts to
demystify the dominant ideologies and empower them to achieve their owntsiteard (d)
through conceiving power as having multiple sources rather than being monolithiceefdre
present and available to subaltern groups as well as to larger structusabledelomains (pp.
29-33). At the same time, Canagarajah warned against seeing the mere dettomst texts
and language as the end point of analysis and action. He reminds us of thd foatesiaf

oppression—poverty, hunger, war—and of the dangers of over-intellectualizing in tleingf
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in the Freirian sense of working “in solidarity with the masses” (pp. 34-35urther
encourages a reflexive use of the resistance paradigm, one which is preparest tiheesore
constructs according to the specific periphery community in which a scholks.w

Finally, | turn very briefly to a book which came out right as | was in thétfinaes of
analysis, research, and writing, Spolsky’s (2002)guage Managemerd work which provides
an alternative paradigm for thinking about the global spread of English. Spatskgd toward
developing a theory of language management which ranged from language nertagénmn
families, to nation-states, and eventually, to what he referred to as suprargboipahgs. He
explored the United Nations, for instance, as a “supranational domain,” alongegét ‘4and
“health” domains which cross borders and regions (e.g., the World Health Orgem)izde
noted, significantly, the enormous costs of multiple languages in supranatitingssand
domains, costs he described as unable to achieve “a utopian solution with efficrpn¢tiation
services available for all possible situations” globally (p. 128). Most itapty for my
purposes, Spolsky provided a definition which has made me rethink linguistic ihsperes it
pins down and instrumentalizes the spread of English through a study of particuiaspolic

In studying language policy, we are usually trying to understand just whaangualge

variables co-vary with the language variables. There are alsoafatiesct efforts to

manipulate the language situation. When a person or group directs such intervention, |
call this language management. (Spolsky, 2009, p. 8)

Quite patently, as we will see, OSI/SFN as a supranational NGO cre#tedirect and indirect
“efforts to manipulate the language situation” of open society. What Spa#ky tlanguage
management,” | call in this studypranational language managemeaphrase which perhaps
carries less of the in-your-face politics of the term “linguistic inghsm,” but is no less

provocative or ideological, | believe, given the multiple ramificationstefventions into
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another group’s “language situation.” Supranational language managéoebetomes a
central construct in this dissertation.

| drew from each of these studies, then, in the design of my own. At the same tinge, wher
| believe Canagarajah’s (1999) study can be importantly supplemented—-as Welliday’s
(1994), Pennycook’s (1994), and Phillipson’s (1992)—pertains, finally, to conceptualizations
periphery. These four studies considered English language teaching anmtgl&aough English
language aid projects in Sri Lanka, Malaysia, Singapore, the MiddledBalsAfrica, leaving
un-discussed the transition countries of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Editbge a
former Soviet Union, a region which—in being post-Soviet—has likewise been corizetua
as peripheral and post-colonial (Smith, Law, Wilson, Bohr & Allworth, 1998). Heesrali
central contribution ofhis study: to expand the debate into the reach of the so-called Second
World, which is clearly subject to a host of different social and historicaldavbech have
brought distinct pressures to bear on issues of language, knowledge, identity, antteesista

Purpose and Significance of the Study

Accordingly, building on critical research into the role of English and ELT riplpery
countries, in this dissertation | explore the role of one organization which has beennac
English language teaching worldwide, but especially in Central, EasterSoath Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union: the Open Society Institute/Soros FoundationskiNetw
This is a study of how one powerful and powerfully-moneyed foundation discursively ctsstruc
and conceptualizes English, ELT, the actors involved in its ELP initiative hwércfrom 1994-
2005, and the role of actors and Englisbtimer OSI/SFN projects. Qbarticular interest in this
study—qgiven the contexts of linguistic imperialism and supranational langoagggement—

this dissertation further examines how English and ELT are discursivelyutrestas bound up

19



in the building of open societies, which OSI/SFN makes its primary mission. Thtioisg
analysis, the dissertation hopes to bring to light—in echo of Pennycook (1994)—some of “the
interests served by our work” (p. 24): the interests present in (a) the offriiain ELP
discourse of OSI/SFN; (b) the interests present in local writtendiddéurses of OSI/SFN
throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU; and (c) the interests present in the sscanut
voices of Western and Eastern, expatriate and local, OSI/SFN projectaautsciin other
words, the dissertation seeks not only “ideological macro-strateiiaxigk, de Cillia, Reisigl,
& Liebhart, 1999) present in the ELP discourses of OSI/SFN. It will furthierough
examination of micro-linguistic discursive contributions of transcribed spokenutises—
investigate these discourses as they “happen” in the countries and cotierdshese programs
are or were operative—places, that is, where “resistance and appropratiaccur”
(Pennycook, 1994, p. 24).

Research Questions

To achieve these aims, the dissertation pursued answers to the followingmguest

1. How does the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network discursively
construct the relationship between building open societies, English, and English
Language Teaching? How do OSI/SFN local written ELP discourses and the
discourses of participants construct this relationship?

2. What are the interests in the official written discourse of OSI/SFNtaufithglish
Language Programs, and how do they converge with and diverge from interests in
local ELP discourses?

3. How does the official written discourse of OSI/SFN English Languaggr&rs

construct the actors in these programs: (both expatriate and national) project

20



personnel, administrators, teacher trainers, teachers, and students? How do local
written discourses and project participants construct various actors?
4. What new local discourses emerge around these programs, and how do they compare
with the OSI/SFN discourse? What other discourse chains begun in thd officia
OSI/SFN ELP discourse are reproduced, re-scripted, resisted, andsbortnzed?
American Philanthropic Foundations and ELT
At this point, the question may well arise: why did | conduct a study of OSI&8H
their English Language Programs? As should be clear from the opening remarks in tldg chapt
there exists by now a growing body of critical scholarship on ELT and thefrileglish in
periphery countries, though, to date, this scholarship has failed to take on boardafisaiussi
ELT in the Second World. Another notable absence in the literature was highlightetdscB
(2001), in her broad overview of the political and economic roots of English for Academic
Purposes. She wrote, “Left unexaminetlll] is the role of governments, foundations, and
private companies in the ‘ascendancy’ of English” (p. 26). From the fugiteratlire, a doctoral
dissertation (Phillips, 1996) did examine in some depth the role of the U.S. govemitient i
rise of English by studying the implementation of U.S. English language poleegeas under
the auspices of the Department of State and the U.S. Agency for InternBiameébpment.
Studies of Americaphilanthropicfoundations, however, and their role in the rise of English,
remain in short supply.
I now briefly recap the little work which has explored this particulatieiship. | do so
in order to further underscore the significance of and research space for thiasstuell as
establish why OSI/SFN was an important organization to examine in-depthhédin itconverges

with—and departs distinctly from—the paradigm of American foundation work | oveheee.
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Two of the works | recap are familiar to us already—Phillipson and Pennycook-gaher
testimony, | argue, to the scant exploration done in this area thus far and, heneedtfo n
research such as this dissertation undertékes.

Phillipson (1992), we know, began such an inquiry. He cited Fox (1975), for instance, in
order to describe financial assistance from the Ford Foundation and British Goutical
establishment of ELT programs which linked British and American universitiesperiphery-
English countries” (pp. 226-227). He further alluded to the role of the Rockefeller Houridat
coordinating overseas ELT project work—particularly in the Philippines—inbmmiddion with
the University of California Los Angeles (p. 161). Yet Phillipsanialysis of these relationships
(in 1992, remember) was troubling and categorical. In reference to ELTalegse&igher
education, he wrote: “All such Centre-Periphery contact involves the disseminaGentoé
ideas. There are no ongoing research projects, where it might be a question otrthdée@ming
about something in the Periphery” (p. 227). He then went on to summarize other Ford
Foundation-supported work: sociolinguistic surveys in East Africa, an Engligjubge Policy
Survey in Jordan, other projects on African languages (pp. 227-229). Discussiesuiteof
these surveys and project reports, Phillipson seemed initially surprisedraird Foundation’s

support of and interest in indigenous languages and mother tongue education in Afmaag pri

10 Thisis a neglect both authors are troubled hg,which this dissertation has sought in part teman Phillipson
(1988) worried that the preparation of ELT professils “pays little attention to international rédats, development
studies, theories of culture or intercultural cettar thepolitics or sociology of language or education” 348).
He reiterated this concern liinguistic Imperialism(1992, p. 2). Pennycook (199490, borrowing from Said
(1978), worried that “without examining applieddiristics as a discourse one cannot possibly uratershe
enormously systematic discipline by which BritisitdaAmerican culture has been able to manage —\amd e
produce — English language teaching politicallgislogically, culturally, ideologically and sciefitially since the
end of the nineteenth century” (p. 127). An evenmargirident voice, and a more current one, arisé4acedo,
Dendrinos, and Gounari (2003), who declared thaistneducators, particularly within the United S¢ateave
blindly embraced a positivistic mode of inquiry whienables them to deny outright the role of idgpla their
work. In the process, they try to prevent the degelent of any counter-discourse within their ingtitns” (p. 3).
These voices, too, bolster the aims of and negessimy own research.
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schools (p. 229). His final take, however, moved from surprise to cynicism as he challenged
motives behind the philanthropic endeavors of American foundations:
The huge expenditure of American funds on research in the Periphery since the 1950s
partly gives substantial numbers of Americans experience of the Periplingci
increases American professionalism, and partly exposes Periphery azsattethe
norms and values of the Centre. The institution-building which is central to sciantif

educational imperialism serves to define the parameters of what getezlstadiwhy. (p.
236)

Arnove’s (1980) view of foundations was almost as categorical as Phillipd@92)(
and further underlined Canagarajah’s (1999) discussion of the imposition of dominant
knowledge paradigms. Arnove wrote:
Through funding and promoting research in critical areas, the big three [&arneg
Rockefeller, Ford] have been able to exercise decisive influence over thagexige of
knowledge, the problems that are examined and by whom, and the uses to which newly
generated information is put. Through the education programs they fund, foundations are

able to influence the world views of the general public as well as the ooastand
commitments of the leadership which will direct social change. (p. 17)

Arnove went on to argue that the patronage of foundations impeded the growth of communities
of critical scholars and scientists, and hence, in turn, impeded examination of tkhe “basi
mechanisms and thought systems of repression”; any critique of domination shcafiok¢hen
Arnove’s view, start by investigating “the role of intellectuals and tleinections to those

groups which exercise hegemony in a society” (p. 19).

The cynicism of Arnove and Phillipson expressed here was sounded again by Pennycook
(1994), who was almost as harsh in his critique of the role American philanthropic fooadat
have played in the global spread of English. Drawing upon Arnove (1980), Pennycook
positioned the work of the foundations as reflective of the post-World War Twolityeotahe
United States and Britain, the foreign policies of which abandoned “militaryn@mice or direct
economic exploitation through colonialism” in favor of what Pennycook calleddkeltgical

coercion” of development, aid, and—also essential—“language and languagege.
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134)™ After the war there was a need, Pennycook contended, for new—non-militagrs-toe
exercise control in the world, both socially and politically, and the spread asEngg argued,
facilitated this process, soon coming to enjoy “chief status once againaatei $ts prodigious
spread in the postwar era and as U.S. foreign policy and the giant philanthropic diaiza
Ford, Rockefeller, Carnegie . . . reacted to the needs for cultural and linguistisiexp#p.

134). As Pennycook saw it, the postwar approach has been neocolonial rather thakh colonia
ultimately it was and is about the expansion of “American ideology, capitadisd US power,”

a spread, he charged, as attributable to awards from Fulbright, Rocké&lalieegie and other
Foundations as it was to more overtly political agencies such as the Defgrstri2at and the
United States Agency for International Development (p. 153).

As for arguments around the “humanitarianism” generally presumed to underlie t
philanthropic work of these foundations, Pennycook (1994) cited Brown’s (1980) study of
Rockefeller health programs in pre-1949 China, which recorded how, for instance, the
overwhelming emphasis paid in those programs to Western professionalism led to the
suppression of traditional and alternative forms of Chinese medicine. Moreoven Brow
purported, the Rockefeller programs trained only a small number of medicalsdebmin turn
were instructed to focus on the elite of Chinese society, leaving the healtrohdezlmajority
abandoned. Brown'’s conclusion, like Phillipson’s and Arnove’s, was cynical: Hegtsitte in
the end, the “humanitarianism,” too, was ultimately suspect, bolstered by thetfonsda
inescapable “ethnocentrism, their class interests, and their support for thialistpebjectives

of their own country. By the time their humanitarianism was expressed in psgtavas so

Y For more on a critical view of development, seev@r and Harrison, 1998; Crush, 1995; Escobar, 1984;
Ferguson, 1994,
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intertwined with the interests of American capitalism as to be indistinduesh@rown as
qguoted in Arnove, 1980, p. 139).

In short, the programs of these foundations, Pennycook and Brown averred, were so
bound up in the interests of American capitalism that they inevitably reproducedpgaited
the “social and political status quo”; or, as Arnove (1980) put it, the foundations ciaated
international network of corporate interests, philanthropists, and policymakers wasingly
coordinate activities ttheir advantage” (quoted in Pennycook, p. 154; italics added). Moreover
(and crucially fomy purpose in this dissertation), as Pennycook (1994) concluded, the joint
impact of the foundations in concert with private businesses and government agendied in
a particularlyAmericanoutcome: “a new relationship between English and development,
modernization, capitalism, democracy and education” (p. 154). This declarationjeitels
neatly, back to my question at the start of this section: Why did | conduct ao$t0S}/SFN
and their English Language Programs discourse?

The Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network

In 1993, the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network —“a private operating
and grantmaking foundation based in New York City"—was officially founded by bilkena
financier, George Soros. According to its mission statement, OSI/3&N‘t help former
communist countries in their transition to democracy,” “promote open societsfgmping
government policy and education,” and “diminish and prevent the negative consequences of
globalization” (“About Us: Overview,” 2005). To this end, from 1994-2000, Soros disbursed
more than $2.5 billion dollars to the mission of open society, in the process, substantially

outspending the Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller Foundations. In the U.S., only the Uteted Sta
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Lilly Endowment gave more, and that was to medical research (Kaufmann, 2002, 15./256).
told, since its founding, OSI/SFN has spent more than five billion dollars on demdbciéting
initiatives in more than 60 countries.

These initiatives and programs are typically administered through tefovordations
set up in countries throughout the world, which | will refer to as “local”: Tlsetlee Soros
Foundation-Hungary, the Open Society Fund-Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Open Society
Foundation-Romania, for instance, each of which is organized on the U.S. tax-exempt-
organization (TEO) model, which allows Soros to distribute funds from the U.S. to nécipie
countries in accord with U.S. and host country laws (Lazin, 2001, pp. 286-299). Each national
foundation has its own board and staff, though the initiatives worldwide fall under the
overarching mission of building open, civil societies. Programs to this end entailafoplex
scholarships for higher and general education; programs supporting the rulejatileiary and
law enforcement; arts programs; libraries; the media; programs for vula@a@llations such
as ethnic minorities or the mentally disabled; and of course, from 1994-2005, Eagtjshde
programs. Importantly, too, Soros is renowned for his personal involvement in these jprojects
which Kaufman (2002) characterizes as absolutely unlike any living philanthropist

Soros didn’t simply fund his projects; he helped devise them, monitored them, tinkered

with them, and, when they seemed to ineffective, shut them down. He worked at it with
the same energy, and often the same tactics, that he had employed in finaneg. (p. xi

The Ideology of OSI/SFN and English Language Aid Projects
My interest in this organization derived from a striking assertion on theteelbs

OSI/SFN’s New York-based global headquarters. Central to its work alifoyibpen societies,

%rora comparative sense of philanthropy, a 199&didnas Soros donating $350 million dollars to his
Foundations, which is $2 million more than the FBadindation and $243 million more than the Rockerfel
Foundation distributed in the same year (Lazin,12@0 296).
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OSI/SFN claimed in “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond” (1999), areskrgid English
Language Teaching:
Very early on, the [Soros] foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs
directly related to building open societies if these programs—many of whielssaily
included a significant international component—were accessible only to people avho ha
a good command of English. Forging open societies relies to a considerableatetiee

ability of educated local people to communicate successfully with the world béyand t
most immediate state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

From this statement, questions emerge. OSI/SFN is unquestionably upfront irefts bel
that the whole project of “forging open societies” is dependent upon thosees@btlities to
communicate internationally and successfully, that is, to communicktggiish Yet the
motives behind and consequences of such an assumption—that English is the natural default
language of international communication—have been challenged ferventiiidigrs. As
Phillipson (1992) pointed out, “The discourse accompanying and legitimatingabg ek
English to the rest of the world has been so persuasive that English has been eduated wit
progress and prosperity” (p. 8). He also observed that such an assumption refkgetsta bl
“anglocentricity,” where English “and the promise of what English reotssor can lead to
[becomes] the norm by which all language activity or use should be measured” (p. 48).

Pennycook (1994) shared these concerns, noting how discourse around the spread of
English as “natural, neutral, and beneficial” has “moved from a rhetoric of cloéxpiansion,
through a rhetoric of development aid to a rhetoric of the international free fnaskatresult,
he stated, “English and English teaching in these terms has been considersidatiyrigood for
the world, a key aspect of global development, and a commaodity freely traded on wddtsina
(p- 6). Even more stridently—if not ominously—Macedo, Dendrinos, and Gounari (2003) argued
that such an attempt at “integration into a single ‘linguistic communii§ Hinglish as an

international language] is a product of political domination. Institutions capébtgosing
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universal recognition of a dominant language recognize this process assafaresstablishing
relations of linguistic domination and colonization” (p. 36). Given these claims asttdng
admonition within them, the “Strategy” document of OSI/SFN ELP maystdiance seem to
easily converge with the paradigm of American foundation work which Phillipson and
Pennycook denounced so adamantly, a paradigm they deemed as pushed forwaeddanAm
interests and with the spread of American power at its heart.

This quick look at the OSI/SFN ELP discourse may suggest another convergemtle as w
OSI/SFN’s assumption (that building open societies depends upon those societies abil
communicate in English) and its mission (to help former communist countries itrémsition
to democracy, and to build open societies through shaping government policy andalucati
resonate perhaps even more profoundly when set alongside one of Pennycook’s (1884) cent
claims: that American philanthropic foundations (along with government organgghave
helped create “a new relationship between English and development, modernizattahsicapi
democracy and education” (p. 154). This linkage—between English, capitalism, and
democracy—is one Macedo, Dendrinos, and Gounari (2003) took to task with acrimony,
decrying such “export” as follows:

Just another ideological trick to veil the imposition of the neoliberal order and thte ques

for new markets. Thus, democracy is usually understood as being synonymous with the

opening up of markets and with the removal of government constraints. Absent from this

“market democracy” is any discussion that would unveil the deeply politicaatbaof
the markets. (p. 115)

As may be easily apparent, these authors saw the global hegemony df Baglis“eminently
political phenomenon” which can only be understood in a dichotomous framework of dominant
versus dominated groups. These groups, they said, are subject to a neoliberal ideiclogy w

“with globalization as its hallmark, continues to promote language policie$\wphikage
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‘English’ as a ‘super language’ that is not only harmless, but should be acquilédduyeties
that aspire to competitiveness in the globalized world economic order” (pp. 15-16).

While in this dissertation | try, like Pennycook, to eschew such pdtgmaductive and
polarizing rhetoric which divides the world up into dominant versus dominated groups, the
discourse in OSI/SFN's “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond” (1999) ndesglu®es
evoke a warning of Phillipson’s. Regarding ELT in the context of international &aid”
development, he urged us not to forget this point:

Aid operates at several levels, and cannot be divorced from its social contextaethe

micro level of project realization or at the macro level of donor-recipientaetadnd the

nature of the links that unite them, and the agendas, overt and covert, of the parties

involved. (Pennycook, 1994, pp. 11-12)

One possibly “covert” or at least subtle agenda present in this briefteoft@8I/SFN ELP
discourse may be the promotion of what has been called the “diffusion-of-Engkshgoat
(Phillipson & Skutnabb-Kangas, 1986), the interests of which are consistenhesthdf
foundation work as exemplified by the Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller Foundationghiah
Phillipson and Pennycook critiqued with such rigor—underwritten as they are byheiat t
viewed as the capitalist, neocolonial, neoliberal, and expansionist tendencieb/nitéue
States.

As fuel for this discussion, Lahaye (2002) was similarly suspicious, eitpCSI/SFN
directly along with other non-governmental and humanitarian organizatiahsding US-AID
and Doctors without Borders) operating in post-communist Serbia. Lahaye chaped t
organizations like OSI/SFN “inevitably contribute to the favoring of Westevermments’
foreign policies and must be seen as serious actors who can undermine nationa’i(pe @3y

Furthermore, and like criticisms leveled by Macedo, Dendrinos, and Gounari (26038y,el.

argued that OSI/SFN used “democracy” as a term to “designate indpdglcsm,’ in order to
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foster the values of capitalism without explicitly naming it” (pp. 120-121hale suggested
then a more covert agenda of the discourse, one with the expansion of Americanroaguitdlis
markets at its core. Nor should we forget that OSI/&Fh “American” foundation. It is based
in New York city and subject to American tax code, legislation, and exemptionnggem
benign facts which—in the current world climate post 9/11—lead us inevitably back toranothe
of Phillipson’s (1992) claims: that, in the U.S. context especially, “there petence that
foreign aid is disinterested” (p. 157). As he put it, even “individuals with possiblydse m
altruistic motives for their work may nevertheless function in an impdrsttiscture” (p. 46).

Phillipson’s (1992) move here—from foreign aid and its institutions generally to the
individual actors working behind and for those institutions—helps us understand once again how
OSI/SFN may converge with the paradigm of foundation work described herein. Toghe “
three” of philanthropy Arnove (1980) referenced—Ford, Carnegie, Rockefeller—#iee na
“Soros” has been added. At the same time, Phillipson’s claim called attémtivhat this
chapter has not yet explored—the individuals behind the institutions—a move which helps us not
only see Soros and his network of foundations alongside his philanthropic predeceaksars. It
helps make a transition to the ways in which OSI/SFN degartfrom the paradigm of
American foundation work investigated herein.

Departures: Founder, Philosophy, Mission

Plainly, OSI/SFN and its motives and missions may be seen—at leastapar
embodying problematic assumptions of American foundation work overseas: kssdepends
upon the spread and rise of English; the goal or end-product may be not only democadsxy but
its accompaniments—the continued rise and spread of Western power, Westgmgolieies,

Western capitalism, Western culture. There are, however, ways ih ®8tSFN departs
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distinctly from the paradigm of American foundation work described thus far, degsavthich
make this particular foundation and its ELT work an intriguing point of focus faainasit
examination, especially in light of Pennycook and Phillipson’s stark view of idameand
Western foundations, ELT, and the rise of English worldwide.

Founder

For one thing, the founder of OSI/SFN, George Soros, brings to the foundation and its
mission a worldview which was shaped a good geographic, political, and histcstealcei from
the center countries and their interests. The complexity of his backgroundsrtfas study in
potentially significant ways.

Soros was born in Hungary in 1930. He survived the Nazi occupation of Budapest, in part
because his Jewish family posed as Christians. As was not uncommon during the 1930s, when
already Nazi policies were beginning to oppress German Jews, the faamiyed their name to
Soros from Schwartz—a name which, as Kaufman (2002) noted, could paradoxically signif
either German or Jewish identity. Soros’ father, Tivadar, chose the unusual raos & he
“liked the idea that it was a palindrome, and he liked the idea that it was a nacmutdde
pronounced the same way in every language” (quoted in Kaufman, p. 24) (an erroneous
assumption, incidentally, as in Hungarian “s” is pronounced as the English “srgjlariSoros
further liked its double meanings: in Magyar, “the one who is next in line”; inr&sioe with
which Tivadar Soros was ardently involved, “soros” is the future tense of the vedafto s
(Kaufman, 2002, p. 24).

Tivadar Soros’ involvement with Esperanto may be more than a curious footnote in the
context of this study. As Kaufman (2002) recorded, George Soros’ father—with @aorge

remained close throughout his life—learned Esperanto in a Russian prison camphauring t

31



Russian Revolution; he had been taken prisoner while fighting on the side of whiaewas t
Austro-Hungary. According to Kaufman, Tivadar Soros liked how
Esperanto embodied and reflected the internationalism, anti-sectargamism
cosmopolitanism” that he valued so highly; it combined vocabulary from Romance,

Slavic, and Germanic roots (but not Finno-Ugric, the language family of Hanyand
became, its followers thought, the language of “universal man.” (pp. 12-13)

Significantly, Tivadar Soros remained a follower of Esperanto throughoutehisié established
Esperanto clubs and attended Esperanto conferences; he published an Esperaime imagaz
Hungary and a war memoir in Esperanto, which was later translated into EMyiske¢ado:
Dancing Around Death in Nazi Hungaryvhen he died in New York in 1968, he was eulogized
by several Esperantists, one of whom said that “instead of egotism, natioretid chauvinism,
he had thought of universal man” (quoted in Kaufman, 2002, pp. 13-17).

This involvement with Esperanto as a “universal’ language—passed down, in,a sense
from father to son—may well foreshadow George Soros’ own attitudes towagisalge in his
philanthropic work years later. Kaufman (2002) described George Soros’ larepluaggion
only briefly: He had English and French tutors while a child in Hungary, asasetbme fluency
in German and “smatterings of Latin and Esperanto” (p. 29). When he left comungsry
for England in 1947, he took courses in English with which he struggled (failing hislEngli
entrance exam at the London School of Economics twice). At the same time, hatiddhe
Speakers Corner in Hyde Park, where he spoke at the Esperanto stand, as Kaufman put it
“testifying for the utility of an international language in EsperantoEmglisi’ (p. 57; italics
added). Kaufman’s biography made no further mention of the role of English in Soros’ work,
beyond observing that Tivadar Soros’ “internationalist” outlook would become manifest
George Soros’ “passion for ‘open societies,’ though without his father’s enthusiabngfiistic

reform” (pp. 12-13)Explicit linguistic reform notwithstanding, these facts about Soros’ life may
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be a provocative start to understanding just how OSI/SFN came to predicassitaman
English language teaching; they further, by underlimmernationalism begin to indicate how
OSI/SFN may depart from the paradigm of American philanthropy critiqued above.

The “international outlook” Soros inherited from his father deepened considdralyiy
his years at the London School of Economics (LSE). Kaufman (2002) recorded thatSoros
wasn’t exactly happy being in England, which he felt was “unfeeling andraiishe was
exposed to a world of intellectuals who made an enormous impression on him, “renaissance m
who shuttled quite comfortably between disciplines, languages, cultures, and ofteresb(mt
63). Figures like Ludwig Wittgenstein, Bertrand Russell, and John MaynameKeénspired
Soros to seek to make a similarly noticeable mark in the world, particulgtgysame from so
many different countries, hence accentuating the international, intell@timate in the postwar
Britain Soros was living in (Kaufman, 2002, pp. 63-64). The many “renaissanceariscivblose
work he came to know there may have further contributed to the later reputatiom@oefor
himself as the “stateless statesman” and “the only private citizen wihaidiawn foreign
policy” (Kaufman, 2002, p. xiii), constructs which may well prefigure issuasectto
supranational identity and supranational language management. Such identiyeljbeyond
identities acting in the interests of U.S. foreign policy alone, or any natiomafomiatter, which
indicates a distinct departure from the paradigm of American philanthropyp&dml (1992) and
Pennycook (1993) took so passionately to task.

In addition to its worldly intellectual climate, the London School of Economass w
further renowned for its “expansive, internationalist, and activist scholarstgch set LSE
apart from Oxford and Cambridge, a distinction articulated in its basic valuekedivé E’s,”

which Kaufman (2002) enumerated: “education, economics, efficiency, equality, aie’gip.
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63). This last, “empire,” Kaufman explained, “referred to the task of training @éaph

colonies to struggle for and assume the responsibilities of self-government”, (p.rédjyarkable
comment given Soros’ later philanthropic work as well as the discussions ahgesist

imperialism this chapter has explored (Pennycook, 1994; Canagarajah, 1999). Here, thEn, ma
the forerunner of Soros’ method in both economics and philanthropy, a method which is
manifest in some of his earliest philanthropic endeavors, and which may set his founddtion w
apart again from the paradigm of American philanthropy Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook
(1994) decried.

To illustrate (through a quick jump forward in time), in 1979, Soros visited the Unyersit
of Cape Town, South Africa, which had just enrolled a small number of black students.
Reflecting on his meeting with the vice chancellor, Soros wrote:

| thought that here was an institution that believes in multiracial education, an ope

society. | thought that to support this institution to bring in more black students would be

a very efficient way to go about things. Actually, the state was paying most obsts

of the students. My thinking was that | would pay their lodgings, their suppldmenta

costs. In this way | would be using the mechanism of a generally oppressive state t

subvert it, to widen and expand a small area, interracial activity. At the same ti

would be helping to build a black elite, and I still think that the creation of eliteagm

persecuted people is the most effective way to overcome prejudice. (quotaedrnmalka
2002, p. 171)

Soros’ words here leave little doubt as to the methods behind his mission, enacted today throu
the work of the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network. Soros’ decisios, that i

“use the mechanism of a generally oppressive state to subvert it” costakty with earlier
critigues of American philanthropy, such as Arnove’s (1980) claim that such foumslati

impeded the formation of critical scholarship and, as a consequence, examindierakic
mechanisms and thought systems of repression” (p. 19). Soros’ methods wéyentleanced

by the educational values he encountered at the London School of Economics. They may also

explain how he made his fortune, and why, in turn, he has given so much of it to his mission.
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In 1956, at the age of 26, Soros moved to New York, where he took a position as a
foreign securities trader. Soon thereafter he became involved in hedge fundspeidbsi the
A.W. Jones Group. While | do not lay claim to any sophisticated understanding of ecanomic
the basic definition of how hedge funds operate may illuminate further Soros’ eppocand
methods of philanthropy—and his mission of building open societies—hence justifying a
seeming digression here. Kaufman (2002) provided a fairly clear introdtcti@dge funds:

The approach [to hedge funds] . . . was to assume offsetting long and short positions on

shares of companies within a given industry. The basic rationale was tainlyshort

as well as long, his A.W. Jones Group would be able to hedge against industry-wide

macroeconomic factors while benefiting from the specific performandesigidual
companies that were thought to be bucking the tide. (p.120)

At great risk of over-simplification, | nevertheless find the approach leesvorthy in the
context of this study: that is, by hedging against macro-structuraisfgot political, economic,
social, and cultural domination, such as, for instance, apartheid in South Africa) ianveégiyng
in micro-structural forces (in groups who are “bucking the tide,” such as thersibywaf Cape
Town'’s first black students), profitable gains could be made, a model as m@asklywable in the
Soros mission of building open societies as it is in how Soros built his personal fortudge He
fund ventures are risky, but pay off well, the most stunning example of which came on
September 16, 1992, Black Wednesday, when Soros’ Quantum Fund speculated on the British
pound and proceeded to make a billion dollars in one day (Kaufman, 2002, p. 238). To “stateless
statesman” a new sobriquet was added, “The Man Who Broke the Bank of England.”

Soros’ background, then, is unequivocally complex—Iinguistically, politically,
historically, economically—and may well begin to problematize the view ofrisare

philanthropic foundations as set forth by Pennycook (1994), Phillipson (1992), and even Lahaye
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(2002)™ Soros originates from a periphery country which changed regimes at leadtirties
in his years there, before his emigration to the center, that is, England, andrtbeoaiAwhere
he made his fortune, and from which—since 1993—he has been channeling a substantial amount
of his money back into the periphery. This concept—of a figure from the peripheryngiorki
from the center to help the periphery in its struggles against oppressivesagidhpolicies,
including those which emanate from the center—may be enough in and of itselféaicioser
look at Soros’ OSI/SFN. But there are additional departures as well whidérr®SI/SFN a rich
case for in-depth examination.
Philosophy
In addition to Wittgenstein, Russell, and Keynes, while in England, Soros was exposed

to the life and work of philosopher Karl Popper. According to the biography of Soros on the
OSI/SFN website, Popper “had a profound influence on his [Soros’] thinking and latar on hi
professional and philanthropic activities” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005). This influetoce |
argue, may set OSI/SFN apart from the paradigm of foundation work Pennycook lipgdphi
challenged.

Popper’s landmark work;he Open Society and Its Enem(i£845/1962)—describing
itself as a critical introduction to the philosophy of history and politics—tooksd haew of
“some of the greatest among the intellectual leaders of mankind,” narnsdly, Régel, and
Marx, positing that “if our civilization is to survive, we must break with the habit fefrelece to
great men. Great men make mistakes” (p. vii). Notably, Popper determinedet® veriOpen

Society and Its Enemies the very day Austria was invaded by troops of the Third Reich, in

13 Lahaye (2002), too, failed to consider Soros’ arigi his analysis of ideological and financial sogprovided
by Western-based NGOs in post-communist Yugosl&xian more provocatively, in a clearly ad hominetack,
Lahaye draws a sardonic analogy between “Uncle Sard™Uncle George” (p. 136), a move which detréaim
the argument at best, at worst reveals not onlyekearcher’s inevitable bias but also his blindrieghat bias. The
study—if nothing else—exemplifies the controverayrsunding the figure of Soros.
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March 1938, an historical context which inevitably must inform our contemporary undengtandi
of both Soros’ philanthropic work in former Soviet satellite countries as well as our
understanding of Popper’s “open society”: Hitler—and fascism—were on the moualias-S

and communism—soon would be.

From this context was born Popper’s (1945/1962) understanding of “open society,” one
which “rejects the absolute authority of the merely established and they tnadgional while
trying to preserve, to develop, and to establish traditions, old or new, that measure up to the
standards of freedom, of humaneness, and of rational criticism” (p. ix). Tehsoidety which,
Popper contended, made its first appearance with the Greeks and Plato andagkeiah the
midst of “severe strain” “due to the social revolution which had begun with the rise of
democracy and individualism” (p. 171). In Popper’s historicism, Plato becomes ddtizal
party-politician,” one who believed he could “heal the sick social body” through fitbst @f
change and the return to tribalism”—that is, to what Popper calls “the closetysame which
is “magical or tribal orcollectivist (pp. 169-173; italics added). “Collectivist” here could be
applied to the former Soviet Union and its satellite countries, by all mearefyyhmaaking a
subtle but substantive leap from Plato to Stalin, with Hegel in the middle.

Hegel, Popper argued, was little more than a pawn of the Prussian governroamadoll
the Napoleonic wars, “the missing link,” as it were, between Plato and the modaraffor
totalitarianism,” for Hegel's doctrine was, in short, that “the state is/trg, and the
individual nothing; for it owes everything to the state, its physical as we# apiritual
existence” (Popper, 1946/1950, pp. 226-227). Popper’s critique of Marx was only slightly less
devastating: Marx’s doctrine contained elements of both social activisnhewirsg how social

systems, like capitalism, can be unjust—and Hegel’s historicism, which ledrkcsMacision
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that, “at least under capitalism, we must submit to ‘inexorable laws’ and tacti&at all we
can do is ‘to shorten and lessen the birth-pangs’ of the ‘natural phases of iteavdBopper,
1946/1950, pp. 387-397). Marx’s helplessness in the face of historical determinism, Popper
argued, and his inability to believe that reason and rational thinking could help bring about a
more just world, were his ultimate downfalls: In the end, Hegel's histori@sisted” Marx’s
activism, leaving only a vague hope that Marxism’s “feeling of social regpltysand its love
for freedom must survive” (Popper, 1946/1950, pp. 396-397).
Given the history of the twentieth century and the history of his own lifethierefore
no surprise that Soros would find Popper’s work greatly influential. Soros (1998) wrote:
Open Society and Its Enemieade sense of the Nazi and communist regimes that | had
experienced firsthand as an adolescent in Hungary. Those regimes had a coatanen fe
They laid claim to the ultimate truth and they imposed their views on the world by the
use of force. Popper proposed a different form of social organization, one thaizedog
that nobody has access to the ultimate truth. Our understanding of the world in which we
live is inherently imperfect and a perfect society is unattainable. We mushtont
ourselves with the second best: an imperfect society that is, however, capabietef

improvement. He [Popper] called it open society, and totalitarian regimesta/er
enemies. (p. ix)

Though this dichotomy—between open and closed societies—and these definitions are
themselves problematic (Soros, too, challenged them: p998), for the moment it is my

purpose to simply shed light on the philosophical base of Soros’ philanthropic endeavors so as t
make vivid how his foundation may differ from those critiqued by Phillipson (1992) and
Pennycook (1994), and, in turn, make clear the rationale for the focus of this study. This
philosophical base was clarified more in a recent exploration of Popper’s wotrts aelévance

fifty years after publication, by Jarvie and Pralong (1999), who highlightedihd®opper’s

view, Plato, Hegel, and Marx “misformulate” the struggle for freedom and danyas

“insoluble paradoxes”; as these authors explained, Popper viewed this sanggland in a

way which provides shape to the central mission of OSI/SFN:
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Demands for equality need to be rooted in the universal human capacity for,critical
rational inquiry. Demands for freedom and openness are not about the particutar syste
of government, but about ensuring that in all systems the government be changeable
without violence. (Jarvie & Pralong, 1999, p. 5)

If we leap, therefore, from the context of Popper’s writing and Soros’ youth—thatabdé-an
the verge of, and then in the midst of, World War Two—to 1993, the period just after the
collapse of the Soviet Union, we can better understand how and why OSI/SFNalay#ocl
Popper’s work as the philosophical blueprint of its primary mission:
An open society is a society based on the recognition that nobody has a monopoly on the
truth, that different people have different views and interests, and that themeasl for
institutions to protect the rights of all people to allow them to live togetheeace.
Broadly speaking, an open society is characterized by a reliance on tbélawe the

existence of a democratically elected government, a diverse and vigiibasaety,
and respect for minorities and minority opinions. (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005)

It is upon this concept of “open society’—broadly speaking, broadly conceived—tloat Sor
created the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network. While the lamgtragehis
definition is ostensibly as paradoxical as Popper’s view of traditional notidreseoiom and
democracy—it foregrounds difference, and it foregrounds institutional protectioomejse
rights and the rule of law, that is, perhaps, both agency and structure—at the sam&yisn
the groundwork for just how Soros might put these ideas into practice: “by encouratoad
thinking in education, and by contributing to the development of an active, lively, cigtygoc
(Jarvie & Pralong, 1999, p. 8). The underlying philosophy of OSI/SFN seems, thenefooaly
to reify the concerns of Pennycook (1994) and Phillipson (1992)—concerns over “ideological
coercion” through development, aid, and ELT; concerns over the “structural funeieed by
English nationally and internationally” (Phillipson, p. 12)—it simultaneously and gukcitly
seeks to foster a space for “minority opinions,” indicating, in turn, that herernttzgrée a

“center” foundation prepared to be receptive of meaning-making practites iperiphery.”
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Again, this foundation departs dramatically from pictures of philanthropy weadier or, one
might argue, that we have seen since.
Mission

There is another possible departure which | contend sets OSI/SFN apatiidro
paradigm of American foundation work heretofore discussed. OSI/SFN’s missiemant is
explicit in its wish to help new democracies “diminish and prevent the negativegcemees of
globalization” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005), and though the OSI/SFN website does noilateic
what those consequences might be, Soros himself didarCrisis of Global CapitalisrflL.998).
In this work, Soros reformulated what the enemies to open society may be: not only
totalitarianism, but also, in his words, totalitarianism’s opposite: “the lask@él cohesion and
the absence of government,” that is to say, “The Capitalist Threat” (p. xhpneseworld
economy which, though global, nevertheless lacks the presence and regulatiociehsuff
international financial authorities.

To illustrate: In an overview of the Asian financial crisis and the Russ@oenic
meltdown of the 1990s, presented to Congress on September 15th, 1998, Soros (1998) faulted
the international banking system and the international monetary authorities $Méhaxd the
World Bank for their inabilities “to hold it together” (p. xv) in the periphery. Tidal
capitalist system, he stated, was disintegrating, and as a result} ‘the ¢anter] are bereft of
the capacity to preserve peace and to counteract the excesses of thal fimarkats” (p. xix).
For Soros, this failure to develop “a global society” (and an open one, glaefiiégts the
dialectic of globalization, where, in spite of a fast-growing world econ@lgast at that time),
“The basic unit for political and social life remains the nation-staterrational law and

international institutions, insofar as they exist, are not strong enough to prewemttive large-
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scale abuse of human rights in individual countries” (p. xx). This tension—between
internationalism and nationalism; between global interests and those of the “natein-$$ a

dialectic oft-noted in the globalization literature, and one worth expanding upory beedl, not

only to make clear how OSI/SFN departs from the paradigm of foundation wolikgmil

(1992) and Pennycook (1994) critiqued so vigorously, but also to make more salient the purpose
and significance of this dissertation: to attentddiththe official written discourse of OSI/SFN

and its local foundatiorss well ago the discourses of project participants, and, in the process,

to discover how these different discourses conceptualize the relationshipmé&mglish, ELT,

and the building of open societies. | will expand further on this tension between natroaat
internationalism in Chapter Two. But first, more words on globalization.

In the arena of political science, globalization has been described asdhesived as a
dialectical process stimulating: integration and fragmentation; alilfifferentiation and
uniformity; [a] borderless world and evolution of state” (Goldman, 2002). From the field of
sociology, Bilton (1996) described it as “the process whereby political, secalomic and
cultural relations increasingly take on a global scale, and which has profoundummses for
individuals’ local experiences and everyday lives” (p. 660). For my résparposes, however,
| drew predominantly upon Kellner (2002), who articulated a complex, qualified, anctidizle
theory of globalization which is particularly significant in the context obgl education and—
in the narrower context alfis study—English Language Teaching.

Kellner (2002) presented globalization “as a strange amalgam of both homiogeni
forces of sameness and uniformity, and heterogeneity, difference, landityy as well as a
contradictory mixture of democratizing and anti-democratizing tend&€nieneorizing

Globalization”). He then went on to distinguish between two types. The firstghadoalization
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from above,” that is, globalization as superimposed by corporations, big govesnarehthe
capitalist staté? Kellner's second type, however, was “globalization from below,” which
referred to “how marginalized individuals and social movements resist iglato@h and/or use
its institutions and instruments to further democratization and social jussieeell as “circulate
local struggles and oppositional ideas” (“Theorizing Globalization,” 2002)s nityi contention
that this conceptualization of globalization aligns Kellner with Pennycook (198é%xen
objective, again, was to surpass the “totalizing” tendency of English lingugierialism (we
might say the same about globalization) and arrive instead at a more compl@ft EieT and
English language learners, one which “allows for struggle, resistancdiftanent
appropriations of language, opening up a space for many different meaningypedgtices in
English” (p. 69). Pennycook, recall, explored how English in Malaysia and Singapore wa
appropriated and used in ways which, he argued, both reflected and reified ‘(poatanid
anticolonial struggle” (p. 257). In so doing, he seemed to be attending exactyrierisgl002)
“globalization from below,” or how local learners may deploy English to séeie own
interests, whether those interests be democratization or “local strugigtgpositional ideas.” It
is a framework which not only guided the design of this study, but furtheiggsdgain why
OSI/SFN is an important foundation to examine, for it too—at least in the discoutse of i
mission—aims to attend to “globalization from below.”

Consider. Reflecting on the consequences of the dialectic of globalizatie context

of the world post-1989 and the collapse of the Soviet system, Soros asserted thhat “globa

14 The most commonly cited example of such “globaiarafrom above” has to be the spread of Americah fa
food (“McDonaldsization”) internationally. Selfeq29) provided another example in her discussiahefGlobal
Information Infrastructure,” which she described'@ssigned to increase the worldwide markets forefinan
technologies and expertise by encouraging a rahdeveloping countries to establish and become=asingly
dependent on network computing environments” (). Bbis dependency is reminiscent of Phillipsorognp and
that of much contemporary development theory—thakvdone in periphery countries by center foundegiserve
the interests of the center, ultimately, througbpaigation and perpetuation of center norms, idatds)ogies, and
products.
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capitalism emerged triumphant” over “open society, with its emphasis on freddorocracy,
and the rule of law”: As a result, he said, “capitalism, with its exclushanoe on market

forces, poses a different kind of danger to open society . . . a greater threat tocogtgritsan

any totalitarian ideology” (1998, p. xxii). This statement is really quite reabée, given Soros’
fortune and his reputation as the world’s leading financier, a fortune and reputatiemmma
America by betting on the British pound. | find it more striking, however, whensesade
assertions made by Pennycook and examined earlier in this chapter, that tamprand

projects of American philanthropic foundations are so bound up in the interests of American
capitalism (and—by default—the promotion of English) that they inevitably repraahete
support “the social and political status quo” (1994, p. 154).

Soros’ discourse, on the other hand, strongly indicated otherwise: It suggesiasl he
very aware of how “the pain at the periphery has become so intense that indigithtakes
have begun to opt out of the global capitalist system, or simply fall by thede&ys998, p.
Xiv); it suggests he was very aware of the negative consequences of gtuvehats by-
products of local, national, and international conflict; isolationism in the midstegjration;
competing and simultaneous tendencies the world over towatdsemocratization and anti-
democratization. Clearly, too, and perhaps as a result of this heightened ag;c8enes’
discourse seemed to push past or against the interests of a Ametligancapitalism, what
Pennycook described as the expansiorAmhéricanideology, capitalism, and US power” (p.
153; italics added) to a broader vision of a global, open, and civil society, a vision wiosit, |
demonstrates the most radical departure yet in this foundation, for Soros’ visiog, sjra

doubt, from his obvioudisillusionmenwith the center, with the West, particularly with the
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United States. In response to how the United States responded to the collapse oktthe Sovi
Union, he wrote:
[T]he attitude of the West disappointed and disconcerted me. At first | thought that
people in the open societies of the West were just slow to recognize a historic
opportunity; eventually | had to come to the conclusion that they genuinely did not care
enough about open society as a universal idea to make much of an effort to help the

formerly communist countries. All the talk about freedom and democracy had bieen jus
that: propaganda. (1998, p. 86)

More recently, and more cuttingly, he turned his ire onto the Bush administratidicafigc

and its response to the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001, the most obvious of wehich we
the wars in Irag and Afghanistan. The Bubble of American Supremd&2904), Soros wrote: “I
consider the Bush doctrine of preemptive military action pernicious. . . . The govewfrttent
most powerful country on earth has fallen into the hands of extremists. . . . The sugremacis
doctrine is in contradiction with the principles of an open society because it gagssssion of
an ultimate truth” (p. vii):> In other words, like Pennycook and Phillipson—though much more
directly—Soros believed that America had become “a threat to the world,” ook was led by

a president who “has a simplistic view of what is right and what is wrong” andnubméegated
the very “principles of open society, which recognize that we may be wrong” (20@% p.

vii).

In short, in Soros’ view, what is crucial for open society is not the propagation of
Americanideals, ideas, and ideologies. On the contrary, he urged “open societylirageasal
idea,” one driven forward by the Enlightenment and Kant’s illusory moral agent “vguadisd
by the dictates of reason to the exclusion of self-interest and desire” (1998, tali@added).

Perhaps, too, Soros’ ideas lined up with anti-Enlightenment and post-colonial theories of

5 1n turn—and contributing to the controversy aro@utos—he spent more than $15 million in an etimdefeat
the Bush administration in the 2004 elections. éfierts in that instance did not pay off, the rAgcaitions of which
are still felt today, in 2009.
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resistance (Canagarajah, 1999), for into this framework Soros incorporatedeabsityef
“Fallibility,” an understanding that the “Western intellectual traditionhaugpt to be imposed
indiscriminately on the rest of the world in the name of universal values. TheriViesta of
representative democracy may not be the only form of government compattbknvapen
society” (1998, pp. 95-96).

In this language, as elsewhere, Soros seemed to repudiate criticisrad thv@lighout
this chapter. He suggested a different paradigm of foundation work than that of €arneqgi
Rockefeller, Fulbright, or Ford. Moreover, Soros himself acknowledged the sharg=oaiithe
paradigm of foundation work such as explored by Phillipson and Pennycook. He wrote (1998),
for example:

My foundation in Hungary, established in 1984 [OSI/SFN'’s predecessor, the Open

Society Fund] as a joint venture with the Hungarian Academy of Science, adtexr a

sponsor of civil society. Not only did it support civil society, but civil society supgorte

it; as a result it was exempt from many of the unintended adverse consequences
foundations usually suffer from. (p. 69)

While Soros did not discuss these “adverse consequences” and shortconangmliyassume
that in the context of his critique of global capitalism, he intended us to makentiection for
ourselves: that foundations which do not attend to local interests, local knowledge, and local
meaning-making practices will fall prey to “indiscriminate impasitiof its interests and
ideologies, a model which is not only expansionist, but also likely to fail. And whilétadiy,
Soros’ discourse as encountered thus far may raise as many questiongjlasseak to answer,
and while my overview of Soros and OSI/SFN may be in the peculiar position afjresti
somewhere between “gunning for” and “gaga over,” my primary purpose in tluduotion is,
once again, to bring to light just why this foundation invites the sort of sustained inquiry and

examination | undertake in this dissertation.
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The founder, the philosophy, and the mission of OSI/SFN all seem to break with the
model of American philanthropic foundations overviewed in this chapter. Yet accordimgy to t
“Strategy” document (1999), the necessity of English underpins the central purpose of
foundation, its very reason for being. We must ask then: What implications will this
contradiction bring to bear on the actors involved in OSI/SFN-funded English lgegua
Programs—from project planners and administrators, to teacher educatorschedstda the
students themselves? How do these actors discursively conceptualizatibaskip between
English, ELT and the building of open societies? What are other interests—texpdic
implicit—present in the discourses and served by the work of OSI/SFN? By #&stproj
beneficiaries? And if we attend to the discourse on the ground and as it happens, wiat will
hear?

Concluding Remarks

This chapter has sought to explain the rationale for this study: just why impartant
to conduct a study of OSI/SFN and its English Language Programs. Firgbutihastion seems
to promote English linguistic imperialism or, more cautiously or instraatigna form of
supranational language management through its promotion of English as the dafamibne
sense language of international communication. The discourse of OSI/SFN $udgests a
natural, default, and common sense link between English, democracy, and capialsse
regards, OSI/SFN may exemplify a paradigm of American philanthropic faandaork which
has been criticized fiercely in the ELT and development literature forilootitig to the global
expansion of center—that is to s&ynericanand/or Western—interests and power—often at the
expense of periphery countries ahdir interests. But the chapter further argued that OSI/SFN

may simultaneously problematize this paradigm: through an introduction to the cosiiove
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founder of OSI/SFEN, an introduction to the philosophical base of the foundation, and an
overview of its mission. In these ways, OSI/SFN seendepartfrom the paradigm of
American philanthropic foundation work conducted overseas. Close study of such a complex
picture, | contend, can only enhance the work of actors involved in English langdipgejects
around the world, but perhaps especially in transition and developing countries.

Overview of Subsequent Chapters

In subsequent chapters, | undertake the following:

In Chapter Two, | dive down deeper into the literature to develop and share my
conceptual and interpretive framework, a framework which illumined for me the
interrelationships between nation building, the building of open societies, and EET. Thi
framework both enhanced my understanding of OSI/SFN’s primary missionfetge§ of
open societies”—as well as helped delimit and position the discussion in partalen to the
European Union, which presents itself as an ideal laboratory in which to explore thegooil
open societies and the role of English in this project. Membership in the European Union is
moreover, both benchmark of and backdrop to the goals for open societies as constructed in
multiple countries across Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and th&osister
Union. An important part of what is at stake in this process are issues of iderkitye—-e
national, and supranational—and how identities are being forged and changedtiortransi
countries.

In Chapter Three, | explain my research process, methodology, and desigte For s
selection, | drew upon Jentleson’s (1999) explanation of and justification for comeamnaiii-
case studies in order to explain the need to look at OSI/SFN English languagesdis@s they

are instantiated in multiple countries by both text and people. For my discourgeanal
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framework, | drew upon commonalities between an eclectic mix of thrematdtscourse
approaches: Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis (1989, 1992b, 1995; Choudliaraki
Fairclough, 1999; Fairclough, 2006); Wodak’s discourse-historical approach (Resigtak,
2001; Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999; Wodak, 2004; see also Fairclough & Wodak,
1997); and Hansen’s (2006) post-structuralist discourse analytical faakéw investigating
identity construction in foreign policy discourse. While the work of Fairclough and Wodak
helped me begin to categorize, analyze, and understand the OSI/SFN ELP disdmalrgaini
the text dimension, Hansen’s framework subsequently provided the three main categorie
understanding my findings at the social dimension—space, time, and respynsiaijias she
put it, “the big concepts” through which political communities (such as open socaetes
discursively constituted (2006, p. 46).The chapter further describes datéd@olpgocedures
and how | viewed my role as a researcher in this study.

In Chapter Four, | present findings from critical discourse analysigeaffticial written,
New York-based, OSI/SFN ELP discourse. This is the official discairgee specific English
Language Programs initiative, which ran from 1994-2005. This initiative walslistied in
order to support and fostether programsvith an English language component, since, a
“Strategy” (1999) document informs us, English is neededrgiOSI/SN project or program
with an international component. From this analysis we will see, for instanceha@s1/SFN
policy of systemic impact leads to a form of supranational language managesittefinglish
and the need for English discursively infused into all potential discursive wctistis of space,
time, and people. We shall further see, among other findings, how English disguesigks

into thelanguage of open society. | also identify discourse chains originating in th&FDSI/
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ELP discourse—in other words, particular “knowledge” and “meanings” whictpnbdeced,
eventually stabilize and become legitimized and authoritative.

In Chapter Five, | map these discourse chains as they are reprodesx@gytes,
transformed, and/or resisted in the local English language prograntshwdiscourses. From
this map, we will see, for instance, how English is continuously reprodutkdlasguage of
open society and international communication. At the same time, we will segvidtzah
discourses resisting English-only: They promote, rather, linguistic divatengside English
and the need to attend to Less Widely Used Less Taught (LWULT) Langldage®vide one
more example of findings we will see, the local discourses resist the QIFHISF discourse
chain ofexclusior—most likely due to an emphasis on the creation of elites—and offers instead
a discourse chain of much greatasiusion

In Chapter Six, | share the voices and views of participants | interviewed hiordie
countries of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Uniorhduring t
summers of 2005 and 2006. Each was involved in an OSI/SFN ELP program or an OSI/SFN
program with an English language component. These voices, too, reproduce and resistedisc
chains begun in the New York-based OSI/SFN ELP discourse. For instance, veawill
participants talk not only about how their work has been helped by English, but alsoeirow
work has been undercut or undermined completely because of English.

Finally, in Chapter Seven, | will articulate the policy and teachirgpleslearned from
this research with the goal of improving practices and policies in other Etgliguage aid

projects in developing and transition countries.
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CHAPTER TWO: THE INTERPRETIVE FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY
Rationale for the Framework

In this chapter, | share the conceptual and interpretive framework whsdhel
illuminate for me the interrelationship between nation building, the building of opegtissci
and English language teaching. Several reasons underlie the theopgiroalkch | take in this
chapter.

First, | needed to address a neglect in the ELT literature which Phillip888)(
highlighted, namely, that the preparation of ELT professionals “pays littlet@n to
international relations, development studies, theories of culture or intertuatintact, or the
politics or sociology of language or education” (p. 348). He reiterated this condengunstic
Imperialism(1992), when he asked the questions that prompted this study:

How can we, in a theoretically informed way, relate the global role digbp@nd the

way in which language pedagogy supports the spread and promotion of the language, to

the political, economic, military, and cultural pressures that propel it forwH@#® can
analysis probe beyond individual experiences and reflection to the processes and

structures which are in operation at the international, national, group, and personal
levels? (p. 2)

Inspired by Phillipson, then, and in order to better understand the multiple pressupespéit
English and ELT pedagogy forward, | took an interdisciplinary approach inhsyxter: | drew
upon and synthesized literature from the realms of political science, nationddigelopment,
and international relations in order to create a framework for understandingnghgh
language teaching undergirds the building of open societies in Central, Easiefoudh
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.

| was further guided in this process by Maxwell (1996), who described theptoalce

context of research as “a formulation of what you thinoisig onwith the phenomena you are
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studying—a tentativéheoryof what is happening and why” (p. 28)In this chapter, | thus used
theories and readings from other disciplines as “spotlights” (Maxwell, 1996, ph83) w
illuminated and helped me understand the phenomena under study here: the relationskip bet
building open societies, English, and English Language Teaching as it isictatsin the
discourses of OSI/SFN English language programs and participants; conesrgedc
divergences between the interests in New York-based OSI/SFN’sibf#ficiten ELP discourse
and the interests in local and participants’ ELP discourses; discursivteuctioss of the actors
involved in these programs; and implications behind the local discourses which eéfnenge

the study.

The conceptual and interpretive framework created herein thus spotlightecey”
(Maxwell, 1996) or “contents” (Wodak, 2004), indicated in headings above releveatuiite
which | anticipated would be represented in—or challenged by—the three ledeaks of
collected: (a) through analysis of the official written discourse@&FN English Language
Programs; (b) through analysis of ELP written discourses on localteebsad web documents;
and (c) through analysis of transcripts from interviews | conducted witts©&I$ English
language program participants from throughout the countries of Central ri-ast&iSouth
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union (see also Chapter Three).hEmese or contents
| viewed as akin to hypotheses or propositions, which Maxwell (1996) made a cogdnt case
allowing in qualitative as well as quantitative research, as long as ‘theyainded in the data

and are developed and tested in interaction with it” (p. 53). He further warneathessdo

18| hence avoided titling this chapter as “the litara review,” a term Maxwell (1996) describes aarfgerously
misleading” (p. 26), and which may more aptly désethe function of Chapter One, which revieweddkbate
over ELT in periphery countries in order to estsiblhe purpose for and significance of this study.
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remain open to other ways of making sense of data, so as not to be blinded by propositions or
preconceptions. So warned, | proceeded.
Overview of the Framework

The framework herein was constructed as follows. 1 first exploredasshgd on
“nation” and “nation building,” an exploration which shed light on possible reasons why
OSI/SFN predicated its mission of building open societies upon English andriBHaghlsiage
teaching. From this exploration | assert that the idea of open society & pgrost World War
Two international (but especialBuropean movementgainstnationalism andowardsa
supranational vision of the world— a movement the success of which, importantlyFSI/S
conjoined to English and ELT.

For post-communist, periphery nations such as those of Central, Eastern, and South
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, this movement entailed the forgordynot new
nations and governments but also new identities: What is at stake is whethedeh@ses
would be premised upon a primordial reification of nation shaped by boundaries of ethnicity,
geography, anthnguage(Smith, Law, Wilson, Bohr, & Allworth, 1998, p. 1; my italics), or
whether these identities would be supranational, “shared,” and “cross-cuttiogfjer words,
part of a larger political community (such as open society) which seeks toeindrend thus
“reduce the exclusionary commitment to nation-states” (Herrmann, Rig&ewer, 2004, p.1).
From this reading, | anticipated that OSI/SFN would discursively nmtdEnglish and ELT as a
powerful means to offset national identity and dramatically influence &agion of
supranational identity.

| next sought to delimit and position the research in particular relation to tbpezur

Union, for as Herrmann, Risse, and Brewer (2004) stated, “Nowhere has théodbiaitl pan-

52



nation-state identities been more active than in Europe” (p. vii). This part of thieicteok the
view that the European Union was an ideal laboratory in which to explore the inienstgi
between English and building open societies: Both the EU and open society efreergéte
normative desire to put an end to war” (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, p. 1; seerdis@Ja
Pralong, p. 5); both the EU and open society “seek to promote tolerance and foster better
relationships among national subgroups nested within a common superordinate group”
(Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, pp. 8-9; see also “About Us: FAQs,” 2005); both makairtie
the establishment of participatory decision-making based on “freedom, demaarddize rule
of law” (Soros, 1998, p. xxii; see also Citrin & Sides, 2004, p. 183). Furthermore, behind both
the creation of the EU and recent revisions of open society there lies theaégdiséinguish
Europe from the less-democratic states on its fringe$ramdthe United Statesvhich is less
committed to multilateralism and to welfarist notions of social justicéti(C& Sides, 2004, p.
183, italics added; see also Soros, 2004). From these parallels, | predicte8Iit8&NOMay
actually construct the use of English in the periphery as a means to resist-hamore t
reproduce—the interests of center countries, especially the United Stateseriom that—if
borne out—would enlarge the debate over ELT in periphery nations considerably. At the same
time, | predicted that OSI/SFN would link the necessity of English withsacmeto the
European Union, where, in spite of multiple languages, English seems have becoefaute d
most practical, lingua franca.

| identified additional parallels in this section. The EU is also central in mflng how
current and candidate member states define themselves; as HerrmaepaRisBrewer noted,
“It defines them as either member states, states that wish to join, or muteattemay wish to

join or wish that some other institutional alternative were viable” (p. 2). OSJ/@®®B, in its

7 See, e.g., Phillipson, R. (2008nglish only Europe? Challenging language policgndon: Routledge.
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overview of project work in countries throughout CESEE-fSU, set up membership in the
European Union as backdrop to and benchmark of successful open society (“Overvieal;"Centr
2008; “Overview: South,” 2008). | thus postulated thath institutions may well be working to
createsupranational identities in the transition countries of CESEE-fSU, a contention that
reinforced my decision to focus on OSI/SFN English language programs anghaatsiédrom

these countries.

The chapter lastly examines the constructs of civil society, deiledgmocracy, and
global civil citizenship, possible configurations, that is, of supranational idematyvhat it
might mean to be a citizen of open society. These configurations provided aonadlti¢éuristic
for substantiating identity change in the discourses of OSI/SFN Engiighdge programs and
participants. The chapter concludes with summary remarks.

English and Issues of Nationalism
English Constructed as Extending Imagined Communities

Anderson’s (1983)magined CommunitieRReflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism—a widely discussed and standard text in the academic arenas of poliénaksc
international relations, nationalism, and history—began with an opinion echoed throtighout
literature on nationalism and the nation: that “nation, nationality, nationalisnslippery terms,
“notoriously difficult to define, let alone to analyse” (p. 12). In Anderson’s view, dnatity”
and its other “significations, nation-ness as well as nationalism, areatuattifacts of a
particular kind” (p. 13); accordingly, their meanings should not be seen as fixed hieut aat
cultural constructs which are transformed over time in ways which cre@t®tind emotional
legitimacy,” our “deep attachments” (p. 14). This transformation, Anderatedstbegan with

the decline of great religions, followed by—in the eighteenth century—thangerficapitalism
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with print technology, the fusion of which “created the possibility of a new form agimed
community,” in three ways: (a) print-languages unified (and divided) readerthose who

could read and understand a language and those who could not; (b) print-languages “fixed”
languages so that they were no longer “subject to the individualizing and ‘uncohscious
modernizing’ habits of monastic scribes,” in the process fostering a nesvaeimae and,
particularly, antiquity; and (c) print-languages resulted in “langsradggower,” privileging
certain dialects over others (pp. 46-49).

From this convergence, in Anderson’s hypothesis, an imagined world of “citiz¢ine-i
making” began to form, citizens united as readers of a conlenguage located at a fixed
moment of time and space, and part of a world of other—if “anonymous”—"equals’p@tem
1991, p. 4). The modern nation state thus began to take shape, but in our imaginations only, and
in one shared language.

Anderson defined “nation” as follows:

It is imaginedbecause the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of

their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds ofvesctné

image of their communion. . . . The nation is imaginelihaited because even the largest
of them, encompassing perhaps a billion living human beings, has finite, it elasti
boundaries, beyond which lie other nations. No nation imagines itself coterminous with
mankind. . . . It is imagined a@®vereigrbecause the concept was born in an age in which

Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of the divimdgired,

hierarchical dynastic realm. . . . Finally, it is imagined asramunity because,

regardless of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in Baamgtton is

always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimately it is teisitathat

makes it possible, over the past two centuries, for so many millions of people, not so
much to Kill, as willingly to die for such limited imaginings. (1983, pp. 15-16; italics in
original)

Anderson’s conceptualization of nation was clearly social construciiwets also testimony to

the power of imagination, memory, symbol, and perhaps most tdrajljage in that its “deep

horizontal comradeship” helped account for the profound commitments to and resultant
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sacrifices for nation that citizens have—for hundreds of years—so readily(aratlstill so
readily make). It helped account, that is, for the passions which lead peopleao“degibn.”

Anderson’s (1983) work also began to generate for me questions as to the rolksbf Eng
in the creation of imagined communities, of kinship, questions which proliferated throtigisout
chapter and which became subsumed by my larger research questions. For, imslightef
Anderson’s (1983) theory of nation, the question arose as to whether the discours&BNOSI/
conceptualizes English and ELT as a way to extend the sense of imagined cgrbeyonid
the borders of nations, as a way to “unite readers” and create “deep horinami@dieship” and
“profound attachments” globally. Was this part of the project or part of thegzrofereating
open society, and part of the reason why that project, according to OSI/SFNitatkess
English Language Teaching in transition countries?

English Constructed as a Universal Idiom

Gellner’'s (1983 Nations and Nationalisrapproached nationalism differently, and in so
doing, suggested another way OSI/SFN may construct the role of Englisidindpopen
societies. For Gellner, the quest for nation is driven by political and cultiiesl fer whom
nationalism is a tool for economic gain and cohesion. In Gellner’s thesis, econonge ¢ha
focused on the historical shift from agrarian to industrialist society)—Wiits sudden
innovations, particularly in relation to the demands of the labor market—demanadetad ki
cultural homogeneity, a “context-free,” “universal idiom,” so that all membettseatonstantly
changing society could remain intelligible to one another and thereby funt@omore
economically effective way (pp. 33-35).

This “universal idiom” required that education become the function of the state. Student

needed to learn it from teachers, who learned it at university: In tgisasane Gellner
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reviewer put it, “States become the protectors of High Cultures, of ‘idiontgdnadéism is the
demand that each state succor and contain one and only one nation, one idiom” (Shalizi, 1998)
For Gellner (1983), this process led to “social genetics,” a means fodueprg social
individuals, and one which, in the context of ELT, has already been taken to task by Phillipson
(1992), Pennycook (1994), Holliday (1994), and Canagarajah (1999). Gellner wrote:
The centralized method of reproduction is one in which the local method is significantly
complemented (or in extreme cases, wholly replaced) by an educationatiagtra
agency which is distinct from the local community, and which takes over the preparati
of the young humans in question, and eventually hands them back to the wider society to
gu(;l;ill their roles in it, when the process of training is completed. (Gellner, 1983, pp. 29-
As is clear from this description, Gellner’s is a thesis which obviously lwagstr
implications for language planning, language policy, and language rightsitiqgue can easily
be anticipated as well as its particular relevandhisstudy: namely, what implications might
Gellner’s view of nation bring to bear on the spread of English throughout the lindlyistica
culturally, and ethnically diverse transition countries of post-communist Eunclthe former
Soviet Union? Does OSI/SFN conceptualize English as the “universal idiom” ofamatipnal
community?® What pressures does Gellner’s thesis put on linguistic diversity when, as
Phillipson (1992) stated, English “has been marketed [worldwidiedanguage of
development, modernity, and scientific and technological advance” (p. 11; ithiied)&
Perhaps more troublingly, as | envision the findings of this study and recallstngxpeeriences,
what would or does it mean to teach English to an ethnic minority vilnsisnguage was

officially suppressed for almost 50 years—as in the case of ethnic Humgar Transylvania,

Romania—or to people for whom over several decRissiarclasses were mandatory, distant

187 striking point in this regard is that in 1993,r8s convinced Gellner to leave Cambridge Univerisitgrder to
establish the Center for the Study of Nationalisitmiw Central European University, a Soros-fundedglish-
medium, “American-style” university in Budapest, ijary. For more on Soros’ attitudes towards thHédarian
aspects of English, see Chapter One.
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though Russian was from their first language and Russia from their cottaw@ould they
talk about learning English? How would they view its role in their changingtszs?
English Constructed as a Means to Offset National Identity

The third theory of nationalism | overview springs from a student of GellnanthoAy
Smith, whosé\ational Identity(1991) explored “ethno-symbolism.” In Smith’s view,
nationalism was born not out of a sense of kinship or the need for economic or political
autonomy, but out of a group’s sense of shared history—or rather, historiography—and common
identity: Group members need not necessarily be alike, but theyenlalike, or at least feel a
strong attachment to their nation and its members.

From Smith’s (1991) theory, one particularly striking claim emerged: th&mith’s
words, “nationaldentityis perhaps the most fundamental and inclusive of all collective identities
in the modern era” (p. 143, emphasis added). Citrin and Sides (2004) then took note of the
implications of this statement: it is a “claim that poses a significanténtodbuilding a
European [or any supranational] identity that can supersede national idgntit$2). One’s
national identity may be called upon in the process of nation building, but it may also come to
impede the process of identity formation above and beyond the nation, to impede, that is, the
extension of a sense of imagined community beyond the borders of nation.

Smith’s (1991) theory introduced a new point of analysis in this study, then, a new theme,
by bringing identity explicitly into the discussion. | wondered then, whel&fSFN may
conceptualize English and ELT as a means to offset and/or re-shape natiatitédsda
transition countries, evidence for which may be found in the discourses of itshHaglisiage
programs and participants. A further point | drew from Smith refers to whatlad Galcultural

Pan-nationalist movement [in Europe] to create large-scale continentalie®®nti was Smith’s

58



worry that such a movement may actually revive nationalist tendencies strspagific ethnic
groups (p. 176), which led me to ask, how would English language program participants
characterize the role of English in their communities? Would their discaenses a similar
backlash to English or a revival of nationalist tendencies?

English and Issues of Nation Building

Just as “nation” is a difficult term to define and conceptualize, so also isrfnat
building.” It has multiple meanings, which | explain below. From these concizati@hs of
nation building—as with nation and nationalism—I continue to spotlight themes which helped
illuminate the interrelationship between the central elements of this &ndiish, ELT, and the
building of open societies.

English Constructed as Assisting and Stabilizing Nations

One particularly helpful introduction to the concept of nation building | found was the
Intractable Conflict Knowledge Base Projeah initiative sponsored by the Conflict Research
Consortium at the University of Colorado. This initiative suggested other@@ySFN and its
English language program participants might construct the role of Englisk process of
building open societies.

On the project’s website, Stephenson (2003) explained how nation building was at that
time conceived as programs in which “dysfunctional or unstable or ‘failad’ssta economies
are given assistance in the development of governmental infrastructirep@ety, dispute
resolution mechanisms, as well as economic assistance, in order to intab#ise s
Stephenson then further clarified that the term “state”—though often interchanlged w

“nation”—“more properly refers to the governmental apparatus by which a natisrtsdk.”
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In the context of this study, Stephenson’s (2003) description of unstable or tfaits] s
expanded on the usefulness of Smith’s (1991) exploration of national identity. Stephenson led
me to a broader consideration of the ways that nation building in Central, Eastern, and South
Eastern Europe has attended to (or failed to attend to) issues of national+dentitore
specifically, how OSI/SFN English language programs and discourses havelttesnastended
to issues of national identity in transition countries. Have programs been avialable
ethnicities within a country? Would the discourse of OSI/SFN constructdBragia stabilizing
influence, or might it be seen as a destabilizing influence in countries stifl tinedevay of
more oppressive regimes? In the same vein, | asked: how has Soros-fundesived Tt quash
or communicate issues of national and ethnic identity, and for what purposes?

Another crucial point from Stephenson (2003) helped clarify further the concegtiar
building and its relevance to this study. In all cases, Stephenson observed, nation isuilding
premised upon intention or motive on the part of someone or something, somewhere. To various
ends, the term “nation building” has been equated and used interchangeably witmsHistegte
building, democratization, modernization, political development, post-conflict regotisn,
and peacebuilding,” a diverse list which attests to the complexity of thewcrestd the many
multiple motives which may lie behind its use. Of particular note from thjsStisphenson
shared how the equation of nation building with democratization builds from Kant’'s déimocra
peace hypothesis: namely, the hypothesis that “democracies don’'t makgawmat aach other,
or democracies don't initiate war at all” (Stephenson, 2003; Kant, 1983). Hence thploftede
rationale and justification for outside (and primarily U.S.) militaryriveation in the process of

nation building; hence, too, as Stephenson elaborated, the ostensibly darker sida of nati
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building, whereby the term comes to mean “the external intervention and thaaxtEns

empires.” She explains as follows:
If it can be said that failed states are the cause of national, regional |dsecurity
problems, or that human rights abuses are so extensive that the need to overcome them in
turn overcomes the traditional sovereignty rights of states under internasianéhén
intervention in the name of nation-building can be seen to be justified. Sometimes nation
building may simply be used as a justification for the expansion of imperial cordgrol. S

nation-building matters, but what is meant by nation-building matters even more
(Stephenson, 2003)

From this conceptualization of nation building | was led in a new direction, or,rkgtie
back to the starting point of this inquiry, the debate over English linguistic ietiper as
discussed by Phillipson (1992), Pennycook (1994), Holliday (1994), and Canagarajah (1999):
Whoseénterests, that is, are served in, by, and through English and ELT in periphenyesiuint
decided, therefore, to examine more deeply the implications of nation building as aalistper
venture—though in this study not necessarily a militaristic one—as doing so would help me
revisit the debate over English linguistic imperialism—and the role of &nglicreating open
societies—anew. For this purpose, | turned to one current and very forcegilgatien of
nation building in the world today.

OSI/SFN ELP: Subversive? Temporary? Humanitarian? Imperialist?

In Empire Lite: Nation Building in Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistgnatieff (2003)
took a strong view of “nation-building” that is shared by many, particularly &&ptember 11th
and the subsequent wars in Irag and Afghanistan. Ignatieff’'s views, moreayeeniarge the
view of English linguistic imperialism heretofore discussed.

For Ignatieff (2003), Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan represented locatiores ia&he
distinctive new form of imperial tutelage called nation-building is taking sh@®). Ignatieff
then went on to enumerate the “imperial” motives behind the exercise: it dilews$. to

strengthen its global dominance, to maintain its position as the world’s last superaond/to
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create stability in regions vital to the security of both the United Statkgsaallies (pp. 2-3).
For Ignatieff, nation building was about reordering “political maps” but onéAoan terms,”
with its European (and Canadian) counterparts “reluctant junior partners” in tlesgrbaving
become demilitarized after World War Il and hence “post-military,”tiresalso calls “post-
national” in that the military is no longer an essential aspect of Europeanaiatientities (pp.
3-15). America thus depends on its partners, but in Ignatieff’s view, internatoogration
was something of a front, for “the empire needs legitimacy, and multilatgopbrt is a useful
cover” (p. 16).

In the context of this study, questions quickly arose as to how the motives of BSI/SF
might line up with Ignatieff's (2003) claims. Soros, as discussed in Chapé&h@s been
consistently critical of U.S. foreign policy. For instance, he wrote in thagrabThe Bubble of
American Supremad004):

The gap in perceptions between America and the rest of the world has neverdmaren wi

Abroad, America is seen as abusing the dominant position it occupies; public opinion at

home has been led to believe that Saddam Hussein posed a clear and present danger to

our national security. Only in the aftermath of the Iraqi invasion are peopmentver
aware that they have been misled. (p. vii)

Soros’ attitudes here and elsewhere may problematize Ignatieff's (2083 cin that, as
discussed in Chapter One, OSI/SFN may be working within the periphery in order to push
against—to even subvert—U.S. interests and global dominance, and tdquusbros’ vision of
global, open society. When trying to understand why, then, the Soros mission is cdnipuaye
English | turned to another bold claim of Ignatieff's, one which may broaden previous
discussions of English linguistic imperialism: “Nobody likes empires, but Hrereome
problems for which there are only imperial solutions” (p. 11).

This statement is strong, but also carries with it a kind of dialectic ptesgmwhich may

be evidenced in the discourses of OSI/SFN English language programsgraseft (2003)
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recast imperialist nation building into the notably paradoxical vision of “a huaneamtempire,”
and in language evocative of the mission of the Open Society Institute/Soros kmesdat
Network: “a humanitarian empire held together by common elements of datoriself-belief;
the idea, if not the practice, of democracy; the idea, if not the practice, of huimanthe idea,
if not the practice, of equality before the law” (p. 17). According to Ignatetion buildings
imperialism in an era of human rights, when “great powers believe simultiyeotie right of
small nations to govern themselves and in their own right to rule the world” (p. 106). As
Ignatieff made clear, it is a paradigm packed with tension and contradictidh.3heself

having been born from the overthrow of empire and now creating and leading “huraanitari
empire” by dealing with théormerempires of the world, who are trying to distance themselves
from their own imperial pasts. Ignatieff further stated that theteeguhix is one in which
“American military power, European money and humanitarian motive have combinexditgr
a new form of imperial rule for a post-imperial age” (p. 21). Phrased thus, we coee to s
“humanitarian” and “empire” as a dialectic: Phrased thus, we come tmiaézrthe
assumptions behind both terms.

This challenge to the constructs of “humanitarian” and “empire” beconerecla light
of the fact that the paradigm Ignatieff (2003) describes above distincthefactaims explored
in Chapter One regarding English linguistic imperialism. According to ttlages, the
discourses of OSI/SFN English language programs may well be interpeteinforcing U.S.
economic, social, and political hegemony. Pennycook (1994) drew attention to post-World War
Two tendencies in the U.S. and Britain to move from “military dominance or @icectomic
exploitation through colonialism” towards “the ideological coercion” of developifvehat

Ignatieff deemed the “theology of development,” p. 125), aid, and—also ess€tdrajjuage
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and language learning” (p. 134). In Pennycook’s view, as with Ignatieff’' shéoisolonial
approach was and is expansionist, a means for the United States to stremgjtimaméain its
economic, social, and political hegemony globally. Ignatieff also reiafoBrown’s (1980)
challenge to the humanitarianism presumed to underlie the work of philanthropic fonadati
(and by extension, aid agencies), that, as quoted previously, the humanitarianism foecis sus
bolstered by the foundations’ inescapable “ethnocentrism, their class syitaresthe
imperialist objectives of their own empires” (Brown, p. 139).
On the other hand, where Ignatieff (20@8partedfrom the more totalizing picture of
U.S. imperialism as depicted by Phillipson (1992), Pennycook (1994), and Brown (1980), and
where he possibly provided a way to see the debate over English linguisti@alismerand the
role of OSI/SFN and its English language prograragsew was in his more pragmatic approach
to the exercise. For Ignatieff, imperialist nation-building may be neggssa“uncomfortable
fact about the modern world” (p. 11), but in today’s “empire lite,” it may also not be such a bad
thing.
Two quotes help clarify this pragmatism. The first underlines the conditionality of
“empire.” As Ignatieff pointed out:
Humanitarian action is not unmasked if it is shown to be the instrument of imperial
power. Motives are not discredited just because they are shown to be mixed. lItis
entirely unsurprising that America and Europe invest in these zones of dangetives
that include just as much callow self-interest as high humanitarian resolvés tNer

exercise of imperial power discreditable in itself, provided that it does evemuze!f-
rule for nations and peoples. (p. 22)

The condition of eventual self-rule, then, in Ignatieff's view, could provide moral agunatic
justification for a temporary imperialism, as long as power is handed ti¢ tocals. And while
it is fair to question whether power is something to be “handed off” (implying lbealks none

in the first place), Ignatieff’'s model may also create a space for theessarof possibility for
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good work and local agency in OSI/SFN English language programs as Pennyeubk’s
Canagarajah’s explorations of ELT in periphery countries. The differencehgpgethat along
with striving to establish “some way of teaching English that is not autothaacaimperialist
project” (Pennycook, 1994, p. 69), Ignatieff helps us imagine ELT in periphery coagroedy
temporarily “imperialist,” with “self-rule” a possible outcome as lquaject participants adapt
and adopt methodologies and materials in ways which are appropriate to their camdextsls
(see also Holliday, 1994).

For the purposes of this study, Ignatieff thus led me to ask: Does OSI/SFE& crea
discursive space for eventual “self-rule” in its English language pragranfior that matter, in
its other programs which are executed in English? In what ways does asrdesavite local
program participants to appropriate and transform ELT so that it is approprilaggr toountries
and contexts?

Further implications for such a re-visioning of ELT in periphery nations—pantigula
how it intersects with nation building and the creation of open society—arose fromefiggat
(2003) elaboration on self-rule:

Bringing order is the paradigmatic imperial task, but it is essential, botedsons of

economy and for reasons of principle, to do so without denying local people their rights

to some degree of self-determination. . . . In the new imperialism, this pronsisi-of

rule cannot be kept so distant [as under old imperialism], for local elites areatlbns

of modern nationalism, and modern nationalism’s primary ethical content is the

imperative of self-determination. Local elites, accordingly, must be ‘eragsuivto take

over as soon as the American imperial forces have restored order and the European
humanitarians have rebuilt the roads, schools, and houses. Nation-building seeks to

reconcile imperial power and local self-determination through the medium oftan ex
strategy. (p. 22)

From this elaboration more key terms come to the fore. Ignatieff drentiatt to the necessity
of an exit strategy, which, in the context of this study, prompted a search f@8B&FN

discursively conceptualizes the length of stay for its programs: Did itdraeit strategy for its
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English language programs? What criteria determined how long OSI/SFN $twodland foster
ELT?
How OSI/SFEN Constructs Elites, Experts, and Moral Imperatives

Ignatieff further reminded us of the role of “local elites”: In a ptab allusion to
Gellner's modernist theory of nationalism, these are the “political anaralilelites who—in
Gellner’s hypothesis—deploy nationalism as a tool for the creation of econamjcgltural
cohesion, and political autonomy—their own state. “Elites” here should also regad! S
discussion of his methods in South Africa, whereby he stated: “I still think thateidton of
elites among persecuted people is the most effective way to overcome prémuaated in
Kaufman, 2002, p. 171).

In this study, the construct was useful, then, as it drew attention to the pawairss at
work in OSI/SFN English Language Programs and the actors caught up intthosges. In my
analysis, | further asked: What are the relationships between expaindtéscal program
participants? How are these relationships discursively constructed? Whaigart,” who a
“novice”? More broadly, how does OSI/SFN construct the role of English in ayesiias in
these new democracies? Perhaps most compellingly, would these relatiosishiyphat
Ignatieff described as “the central tension in all nation-building exeaitstt “the conflict
between local nationalism and international imperialism; between the dekioaloélites to run
their own show and the international concern to keep them in leading strings” (2003, pp. 73-74)?
In other words, would the relationships between OSI/SFN project participanssigaateff
described, “inherently colonial” (p. 95)? As possible measure of such, we can look to how
Ignatieff backed up this assertion:

The UN nation-builders all repeat the mantra that they are here to ‘bealldcipacity’
and to ‘empower local people’. This is the authentic vocabulary of the new imperialism
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only itisn’t as new as it sounds. The British called it ‘indirect rule’. Lagents ran the
day-to-day administration; local potentates exercised some power, adlilgecisions
were made back in imperial capitals. (p. 98)

Ultimately, then, in the context of OSI/SFN’s English language programatiéff helped draw
my attention taeal decision-making, and to the following questions: In what ways does
OSI/SFN hold on to the “leading strings,” and/or in what ways are local projicigents
invited to take hold of those strings for themselves?

One more striking link between Ignatieff and Pennycook emerged, a link wiypsh he
continue to make plain the interrelationship between the theoretical constrinitsabiapter.
Just as Pennycook urged us as “teachers and applied linguists to discard Wwisnksnof &bout
ELT as if it were some neutral enterprise and, instead, to start explueingérests served by
our work” (p. 24), so also did Ignatieff warn us that it is imperative we exaiml@anguage
used to justify “the moral imperative sustaining foreign policy” (2003, p. 113). Thisvga
may easily be extended to examining how OSI/SFN discursively justiaseied for ELT in the
countries where OSI/SFN English language programs operate. For Ignatefiitiperial
design [of nation building] needs to be stressed, because the usual ways ofrdeBosbia,
Kosovo and Afghanistan, as wards of the ‘international community,” obscures th@impe
interests that brought them under the administration of the United Nations irsthpdafoe” (p.
110). This statement would likewise prove telling in this study, especiallgxasmined
OSI/SFN discursively constructed tigacesn which its English language programs operate,
and the reasons and motives which brought those programs to those spaces in the first place

English and Issues of Identity in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europefant¢he
Soviet Union
For countries in the wake of Soviet occupation, identity, too—along with education,

governance, market structure, and social policy—is undergoing dramaticaoran$ithat’'s at
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stake is whether these new identities will be premised upon a primordialtieifiohnation
shaped by boundaries of ethnicity, geography, and language (Smith, Law, Witon&B
Allworth, 1998, p. 1), or whether these identities will be supranational, “shared,” as$-‘cr
cutting,” in other words, part of a larger political community—Ilike open societliieh seeks to
transcend and thus “reduce the exclusionary commitment to nation-statestidHe, Risse, &
Brewer, 2004, p.1). Exclusionary commitments to nation-states have led to appadliinct
and civil war throughout the twentieth (and now the twenty-first) century.

This part of the chapter will maintain that this tension—between nationahsm
internationalism—helps shed light on the Soros mission of building open society, in thaathe ide
of open society may be viewed as part of a post World War Two international featadly
European movementgainstnationalism andowardsa supranational vision of the world. From
the readings which follow, | anticipated that my research would show OSHBEWsively
constructs English to be a pivotal means of offsetting national identity and skapnagational
identities in transition countries.

Identity Politics and the Discourses of OSI/SFN

A valuable starting point for this discussion was provided by Smith, LawpkyiBohr,
and Allworth’s (1998Nation-building in the Post-Soviet Borderlands: The Politics of National
Identities In language remindful of Soros’ depiction of open society, these authors described a
new, post-national era, in which “national and ethnic identities have been superseded by
understandings of cultural difference based on a broader and more inclusive visionaaf polit
community” (p. 1). At the same time, the authors quite carefully interrdgia¢etransition
processes that were taking place in the region, particularly what happleeecttlnic identities

found themselves swept up in this “larger political struggle,” a process thesadltiaoacterized
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as the “ethnification or even racialization of identity” in the politics and @stof the post-
Soviet borderlands. Their chief claim and main worry was that identity in tbgems was
“being shaped as much by the ethnic politics of exclusion and division as insliision and
co-existence” (p. 1).

Smith et al. (1998) argued that nation building had become—in echo of Gellner’s theory
of nationalism—dangerously intertwined with a kind of “identity politics which isgtesl to
produce and reproduce nationally defined contours of community and to reflect nationally
defined interests and values predicated on fulfilling a normative conceptedfagidtin which
nation and state should be spatially congruent” (p. 2). In short, nation buildingcethfor
national identity and often at the expense of national minorities. With nation bualdéghg
identity politics so conceived, it is easy to understand the motive underlying the S&sius rof
creating open society, a mission predicated upon those societies’ ahilsty English, and
which, as articulated in Chapter One, is “characterized by a reliance onetloé law, the
existence of a democratically elected government, a diverse and vigonbgsakety, and
respect for minorities and minority opinidn8About US: FAQs,” 2005; italics added).

What was less clear—and what Smith et al. (1998) brought me back to agaih, as di
Anthony Smith (1991)—were the ways the discourses of OSI/SFN ELP (New Noikeal)
might work to address issues of national and ethnic identity. For instance, migBFNS
conceive ELT as providing a way to flow over the spatial congruence of nation anthstiaite
to influence identity formation above and beyorationalidentity, towards a “superordinate
shared” identity (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004, p. 2), European or otherwiselty Equa
important, how would local participants in Soros-funded English language progranmsisiely

construct the influence of English on their identities, national, European, or otheriiviphg
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perhaps, in what ways would OSI/SFN-funded English language prograrmsrgdo ethnic
minorities as well as ethnic majorities in these countries? Would diesmirses themselves get
caught up in a form of identity politics as described by the authors, a politicotisaiously or
not creates in-groups and out-groups, that excludes and divides as much as it includsstesd cr
discursive space for co-existence in the new society?
Competing Discourses of ldentity

Just as Pennycook (1994) urged investigation of the discourses around English as an
International Language, just as Ignatieff (2003) spotlighted how tigedae of human rights
and democracy building help justify the extension of empire, so also did Smithl1&od) (
make note of the fact that the key terms of this studgiaoeirsiveconstructs. Situating these
countries as “post-colonial” is correct, in that “they are constructed anddadesuch by their
nation-builders” (p. 9). Said differently, the authors’ attentions taligmursivenature of these
constructs underlines Candlin’s (1997) claim—and the methodology of this dissertsion: t
discourse is “a means of talking and writing aboutactthg uponworlds,” one which “is
constrained or encouraged by more macro movements in the overarching soci@fdrma
(quoted in Jaworski & Coupland, p. 3; italics added; see also Chapter Three) nistdhees
Smith et al. discussed, it thus grows clear how constructs such as natgrgrsleempire
become filled and interpreted “with deep identific and historical meaningerbynunities, and
which in turn helps us to make sense of how such experiences have got inside post-colonial
identities” (p. 9).

Considering the discursive nature of these constructions is not a digressiolt iat
only helps logically warrant the methodology of this dissertation, it furthersshifight on

competing discourses of identity. | realized, therefore, that if | seaifcin patterns which
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emerged from discourse analysis of written discourses and intervidw®®{/SFN program
participants, | might discover whether and how identities are changingsi ¢bantries, and
how participants view the role of English in this process.

Smith et al. (1998) described three such discourses of identity: (a) “libecalidse,”
which strives to break utterly with both Soviet and tsarist history; (b)tarfréo empire”
discourse which paints the present in crisis terms that contrast sharpanvaénlier “Golden
Age”; and (c) a “statist” discourse, which in Bakhtinian fashion hybridizedirst two
discourses, in that it accepts the new Russia, though uneasily, remainingatstaig political
(Soviet) and historical (tsarist) homeland (pp. 9-12). My own experiences iralC&atstern,
and South Eastern Europe rendered all three discourses familiar to iy eamdents who,
along with their parents, were first time voters, seemed to utteglgt rtje socialist Hungary of
their childhood and embrace the new democratic government; many colleagues wied suffe
from the initial shock therapy of the market transition spoke warmly of the moneraccally
secure days of communism; frequently | heard strains of both excitement angiatighting
it out on the territory of the utterance”(Bakhtin, quoted in Smith et al., 1998, p. 11).

Usefully, then—in addition to drawing attention to issues of identity politice, aad
ethnicity in discussions of national identity—Smith et al. (1998) further providedmtegite
categories to explore in my own exploration of the discourses of OSI/SFislElagiguage
programs.

Identity Markers: OSI/SFN as Essentializing, Historicizing, Totalizing

Another key point emerged from these authors and enriched my understanding of
conceptualizations of identity in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe. tSahi{lh¥98)

identified a pivotal feature of nationalizing regimes, namely, how theyteamkate a sense of
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collectiveidentity by means of boundaries and demarcations, since identity is commonly define
through difference—between “us” and “them”—between first person and third persah plur
The authors indexed three categories of discursive boundary markers, whldhdtwverview
generally and then revisit in light of my own research.

The first is the tendency to essentialize, to codify a national or ethnic gyaupdns of
one trait. Differences between groups—identities, that is—are thus cdedtasc*fully
constituted, separate and distinct” (Smith et al., 1998, p. 15). The second boundaryhmearker t
authors described is the tendency to historicize, which may involve a natiorcls &gaand
discovery of “an ethnic past or selective history, especially of a ‘GoldentAgetan act as an
inspiration for contemporary problems and needs” (Smith et al., 1998, p. 15). This search may
also include the resurrection or invention of national heroes. The third boundary marker
presented is the tendency to totalize, to make seemingly relative distirlmtioresan groups into
“absolute” distinctions. In the process, the authors elaborated, “individuals ammHegtivised
and squeezed into particular categories: one is either a Tajik or Russiaannotle both”
(Smith et al., 1998, p. 16). The authors then proceeded to argue that all three types of boundary
markers may be deployed by nationalizing regimes in order to legitimatérangtsen “current
boundaries of homeland in the face of counter-narratives by ‘others’ who questiegitingelcy
of such myths of national destiny and who are themselves engaged in puttingl faltemarative
interpretations of their place within the borderland” (p. 20).

While the “others” Smith et al. (1998) were talking about were ethnic meriti
struggling to assert a position for themselves in the new post-Soviet nationg] Itfaseful to
extend their use of “other” to even outside groups like OSI/SFN, who may be se#¢hkinggh

English and ELT—to put forward “counter-narratives” and “alternative interpoes” of
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ethnicities, histories, and borders as a means to combat nationalism, as aomeahghinking
about identity beyond nation to the supranational realm of open society. Additionaliyh as
competing discourses of identity, these boundary markers provided a foothold intoantiegst
how identity may indeed be changing, or not, as evidenced by how OSI/SFN ELP dscourse
deploy these markers, or not. These categories further provided insight into inovioe
based OSI/SFN ELP itself constructed local project participants, anchegwanstructed
OSI/SFN ELP.
English Constructed as Equalizing, English Constructed as Homogenizing

Finally, Smith et al. (1998) spurred me to consider one more important point. In their
discussion of how boundaries were demarcated by nationalizing regimes, they notedshow—a
discussed previously by Gellner (1983) and Stephenson (2003)—part of the tendency towards
cultural standardization—that is, the eliminatiorddference—derived from Gellner’s
conceptualization of nationalism, discussed previously and reiterated in the folldaimg

Historically, successful nation-state building (and here western Eurgpensas the

model) was bound up with making the nation and state spatially condrirgntistic,

cultural and educational standardization is therefore held up as commenstirabe w

running of a more efficient national space-economy, ‘a scientific statalmeey,” and

with the producing of a more harmonious and loyal citizenry. (Gellner quoted th &mi
al., 1998, pp. 16-17; italics added)

Given the homogenizing forces within this assertion—patrticularly in refetetioguistic
standardization—I was obliged to ask once again: What role would OSI/SFN &hdPits
participants hence conceive English to play in the process of successfulstat&obuilding?
Might ELT help push against “linguistic, cultural and educational standardizatiadhé t

political detriment of nationalizing regimes, many of which have fought siegenational
language (and national religion) as a means to reify the differencesbeattimic majorities and

minorities, as a means, that is, to secure and fortify their own hegemonionmositihin the
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culture and politics of the new post-Soviet nation? Is English, in other words, agdbtenti
equalizing force within nation-states of mixed ethnicity? Or might Ehgtself become (or has
it become already) a standardizing force, as so depicted in the debate digdr [Emiistic
imperialism, but—as OSI/SFN constructs it—a force which eschews natiomadaries in favor
“of a new internationalist order” (Anderson, 1983, p. 13), in favor of open society?

The tension between nationalism and internationalism reverberated again) and as
explored and explored and explored, the concept of open society became something ef a shape
shifter, a changeling construct that oscillated back and forth between helpepyoduce—and
helping to resist—center interests. It remains enigmatic still, thoyganger taxonomy of
themes was no doubt made richer by Smith et al.’s (1998) insights. They introduced into the
discussion heightened awareness of how identity politics may seek to exuiudieide as
much as include and create a space for co-existence; the discursive mgimeofahe
constructs | tangled with; contestations between differing discourseertity; and a new
sensibility of discursive boundary markers and demarcations.

An equally enriching source in this discussion of identity was Herrmann, Risse
Brewer’s (2004)Transnational Identities: Becoming European in the Ebis volume strove to
comprehend how international institutions act upon people’s identities, how, that retotesl
institutions “shape people’s beliefs about who they are and to which communities|trey’ be
(Risse, 2004, p. 247). From the investigations in these essays, numerous themes dtedpotlig
themes which continued to shape and enrich my own inquiry into the links between Emgjlish a

open society. | discuss now only those themes which became explicitgureie my study.
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Configurations of lIdentity: Separate, Nested, Cross-Cutting

The most noteworthy contribution Herrmann, Risse, and Brewer (2004) made to this
discussion involved how identities might be configured. They discussed three modelsstThe f
configuration is identity as “separate”: to be the only one in a group, the ornheteacstaff
who is a mother, the only Peace Corps volunteer who grew up on a farm, and so on. The second
configuration is identity as “nested,” in the way that Russian Matkgodblls are nested one
inside the other. So configurddnight for instance feel | belong to Wisconsin, the Midwest, the
United Statesandthe World. As the authors observed, the question becomes pertinent when
considering “whether a person identifies more, or more often, or more intenghlyegional,
national, or international communities” (pp. 8-12).

A third possible configuration is that of “cross-cutting” identity, when “somenouall,
members of one identity group are also members of another identity group”I(pa&cenario
like this, we all might be English teachers, but not all of us are mothers, or Ph.D.s, or
heterosexual, and so on. This configuration, Herrmann, Risse, and Brewer (2004l cisim
central to identity theory, in that psychologists and political scisrdaigte contend that cross-
cutting identities curtail bias towards in-groups and stereotyping of out-gemupsuch so that
both question whether “democracy is even possible when the distribution of identities produce
multiple nested groups rather than broadly cross-cutting groups” (pp. 8-9).

This statement has remarkable implications for the creation of open soadigw ELT
could be a factor in identity formation. Would OSI/SFN view English as asneacross-cut
identities, as learners from different ethnicities and groups coméé&pgetinder the auspices of
OSI/SFN-funded English language programs—and form English speaking cames®iVould

OSI/SFN English language program participants talk about themselwes/s that indicated
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cross-cut or nested identities? In addition, Herrmann, Risse, and Breweded me that group
identification is necessarily a subjective and fluid experience (p. 9). befagm Wisconsin but
notfeell am from Wisconsin, or | might not fe@mericanuntil | am outside of the U.S. This
reminder helped me mediate claims and hypotheses as they emerged freseangtr.
English and Issues of Supranational Identity in the EU: Civil Society, Datitbe Democracy,
and Global Civil Citizenship

As stated in Chapter One, since its founding, OSI/SFN has spent more tharifime bil
dollars on democracy building initiatives in more than 50 countries, with its missian, taga
“help former communist countries in their transition to democracy,” to “promote opetis®C
by shaping government policy and education,” and to “diminish and prevent the negative
consequences of globalization” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005). In addition to working to these e
in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, OSI&SENeiin
Africa, South America, the Caribbean, the Middle East, the United States. \Whth saicge and
reach, another question ensues: Why did | choose to focus on Central, Eastern, ands$euth E
Europe and the former Soviet Union in my exploration of the interrelationship lmeBideand
the building of open societies?

In this part of the chapter, | take the view that the European Union may belan idea
laboratory in which to explore the forging of open societies and the role of leimgtisis
process. Both the EU and open society emerged from “the normative desire to put an ehd to wa
(Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, p. 1, 2004; see also Jarvie & Pralong, p. 5); both #melBpen
society “seek to promote tolerance and foster better relationships ammmghstibgroups
nested within a common superordinate group” (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004, pp. 8-9; see

also “About Us: FAQs,” 2005); both make their aim the establishment of particijbgoision-
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making based on “freedom, democracy, and the rule of law” (Soros, 1998, p. xxii;cs€&raths

& Sides, 2004, p. 183). What is more, behind both the creation of the EU and recent revisions of
open society there lies the desire to “distinguish Europe from the less-daemstertats on its

fringes androm the United Statesvhich is less committed to multilateralism and to welfarist
notions of social justice” (Citrin & Sides, 2004, p. 183, italics added; see alsq 30043. From

this parallel, | anticipated that OSI/SFN may construe English and EIQE iperiphery as a tool

to resist, more than reproduce, the interests of center countries.

Of central importance in my decision to focus on OSI/SFN English languagems in
Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe, the EU is now a decisive factomindege’how
states define who and what they are”; as Herrmann, Risse, and B2@@4y foted, “It defines
them as either member states, states that wish to join, or outsiders thaisiéyjain or wish
that some other institutional alternative were viable” (p. 2). OSI/SFN, tog, avétrview of
project work in countries throughout Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe, sets up
membership in the European Union as backdrop to and benchmark of successful open society
(see, e.g., “Overview: Central,” 2008; “Overview: South,” 2008). Both institutionswvelyhus
be working to dramatically influence the formatiorsapranational identities in the transition
countries of the new Europe. | wondered then: What roles might OSI/SFN conceiiah Engl
ELT to play in this process?

English Constructed as the Language of Civil Society

Citrin and Sides (2004) helped me begin to imagine the role OSI/SFN mightveoncei

English to play in this process. They stated that the construction of a supran(@titmesir

researchiEuropean identity by necessity bucked any question of common ethnicity or shared
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history; rather, such identity would have to be “civic.” The authors then elaboratduhbthig
construct entailed:
Europe’s ‘civic religion’ would encompass a demonstrated commitment to demaograc
tolerance for minorities, and a spirit of transnational cooperation. In addition, the
European ethos would include support for a welfare state that tempers neolibkedl ma
policies. These political ideas are believed to distinguish Europe from thdelessratic

states on its fringes and from the United States, which is less committed to
multilateralism and to welfarist notions of social justice. (p. 183)

The attributes of civil society as specified here were meant, theredaand opposed to
“ethnic” or “cultural” terms, with culture incorporating “history, ethnigityvilization, heritage,
and other social similarities,” and “civic” addressing how citizens idewtith certain political
structures (Risse, 2004, p. 255), be they the EU, the national government, the local sattyol-bo
or, potentially, open society. Civil society was further set in sharp cotdrdet social climate
of the United States, whose unilateral foreign policy and questionable coemhiio social
justice aligns it, according to Citrin and Sides (2004), with the “less-detiostates” on the
edges of Europe. Therefore, Citrin and Sides argued, institutions throughout Europe—»but
especially the EU—were working quite intentionally to construct “a postnatiomnaiaentity in
the Habermasian sense [explained shortly] emphasizing democracy, humarangatket
economy, the welfare state, and cultural diversity” (Risse, p. 256).

If this list sounds familiar, we need only to look again at one sentence from & Sor
definition of open society: “Broadly speaking, an open society is charadiéryzz reliance on
the rule of law, the existence of a democratically elected governandiverse and vigorous
civil society and respect for minorities and minority opinions” (“About OSI: FAQs,” 2005;
italics added). Plainly, civil society is at the core of building open sogjetteit is at the core of

the expanding European Union. Plainly, too, as discussed elsewhere, GeorgeaSdiesaly
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critical of the United States, whose unilateral foreign policy he believeditadsering with
open society globally (as well as within U.S. borders).

Less plain, however, is the relationship between English and civil societyvEiQwas
the OSI/SFN mission of building open societies (and, in turn, civil society) iptediupon
English and ELT, it was plausible for me to conjecture that the discourses/8FRShight
likewise construct English as the language of civil socityythey might do so was indicated
by Risse (2004), who, in research conducted on the EU, observed that citizensniglsreasi
identified with the construct of “Europe” in ways “consistent with a civic itdghith the
following ramifications: “The more people identify with Europe, the les®ghobic and the
more positive toward Eastern enlargement they are. Hostility towards iemtsgim contrast,
correlates strongly with exclusively national identifications” (p. 256&s&rconstructed civic
identity, therefore, as a forceful means to cross-cut national identitiesdhd,process, create
stronger attachments to supranational communities. | thus, in my research,rednsiaether
OSI/SFN might construct English and ELT as an equally forceful meansreeatigivic
identities by cross-cutting national identities, thereby dramatigd#llyencing the formation of
supranational identities—in both the current EU as well as in candidate cauntries

English as the Language of Deliberative Democracy: Democratic? Imperialist?

But how would civil citizenship be configured? Habermas (1994) envisioned aistive
citizenship as participation in what he called “deliberative democradyeteby “the
sovereignty of the people has constrained itself to become a procedure of maeiscigsive
opinion and will formation” (p. 32; italics added). This configuration emphasizéd civi
citizenship as an active process which—in the form of discourses—can flow overessithe

borders of nations and the divisions between national and supranational decisionbuodiesg
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To use Habermas’ words, in essence, this model depends upon “a network of different
communication flows,” “the informal circuit of public communication” which inteeswith
“institutionalized processes of opinion and will formation.” In this interplay etwinformal
communication flow and the processes and procedures of governing bodies, Habermas
submitted, individuals can becoraetive though anonymously; through networks of informal
communication flow, citizens can help “bind the public administration to more or tessata
premises and in this way . . . enforce social and ecological discipline on the ecoygiant s
without impinging on its intrinsic logic” (p. 32). Deliberative democracy, then,dngér hinges
on the assumption of macro-subjects like the ‘people’ of ‘the’ community but on anodymous
interlinked discourses or flows of communication” (p. 32).
Habermas’ (1994) model of deliberative democracy not only suggested how bifizens
and identity might be understood and operative above and beyond the province of the nation. It
further raised an issue profoundly relevant to this study. While Habermas did aotysiaing in
regard to théanguageof the discourses flowing informally in the communication networks
described above, it is not a far stretch to imagine that for such discourses to ktooddénrey
would have to occur in one or a few common languages.
This is a position stated outright in Breidbach (2002):
If one accepts that coming to terms with diversity is the pivotal point of European
integration, then the questions arise as to how to establish a common basis; a common
communicative space for Europeans to negotiate their perspectives on the futurd shape o
the EU — both culturally and politically — and how this space should be structured. To put
it in a nutshell: diversity begs the question of democratic legitimaay.obetic
legitimacy, since it is founded on information and opinion, requires communication. This

implies and presupposes cultural and political literacy — and the linguidtty &bi
participate in these discourses. (p. 277)

For Breidbach (2002), English language instruction was the most sensd#ie toe

achieve the linguistic unity necessary to Europe-wide democracy, a positicmmight easily
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be extended to the global sphere as well. As he stated, English was well ay d@iseady to
becoming the European lingua franca: No other foreign language is ag taiggit; more than
90% of all European secondary students study it; most strikingly, he claimedistheivirtual
absence of debate within the general public about this language choice” (p. 276). teadrei
insisted we see this emphasis on English as only half of the European ddledggration.
The other half was an unequivocal commitment to linguistic diversity, as mamesha the
European Commission’s (1995) White Paper on Education and Training: “Multilingualism is
part and parcel of both European identity/citizenship and the learning society’d quote
Breidbach, p. 273).

Breidbach’s (2002) solution to this paradox was the promotion of a curriculum which
simultaneously provides competence in English as well as “complex, pluriliogumgetence”
in two or more other languages; coupled together, he contended, they establish thsttcase
for further European integration and the development of a European identity” (p. 273).
Breidbach’s model here was one which might well be extended beyond conceptuneliaht
Europeanidentity and citizenship, perhaps even to the realm of global citizenship, whbat Sor
promotes in his vision of open society. It may be, as Breidbach put it, that both tendencies—
toward linguistic unity and linguistic diversity—“can be acknowledged in a aaiste way”
(p- 274). Moreover, | realized, it might be that close examination of the discofilG&/SFN’s
English language programs could reveal a view of the role of English ineidugoa of open
society in just this way.

Or, I realized, another kind of view could emerge from the research, oneaetichi/
Macedo, Dendrinos, and Gounari (2003). In blunt assent with arguments over Englishidinguist

imperialism shared in Chapter One, these authors reminded us agéihdlmesent attempt to
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champion English in world affairs cannot be reduced simply to issues of languagdson r@s
full comprehension of the ideological elements that generate and sustainitngulstral, and
racial discrimination” (p. 13). Breidbach (2002), in their view, would most definielseen as
not just pragmatic, but also a champion in the cause of English and hence a promoter of a most
dangerous position, one that glides too easily over questions of power relations and dheories
cultural reproduction, those “collective experiences that function in the intértbe dominant
class, rather than in the interest of the oppressed groups that are the objects of ghmincresit
(Macedo, Dendrinos, & Gounari, p. 14). Breidbach might, in their view, be obscuring how
Like the colonial policies of the past, the neoliberal ideology, with globalizasias a
hallmark, continues to promote language policies which package ‘Englishé#zen

language’ that is not only harmless, but should be acquired by all societieptreatas
competitiveness in the globalized world economic order. (pp. 15-16)

More apropos still, given the focus of this study, Macedo, Dendrinos, and Gounari further
averred that the means ditate formation . . creates conditions for the constitution of a unified
linguistic market,” which they argued is “dominated by an official markieis dominant
language, used on official occasions and in official places, becomes the normabeinstl|
linguistics practices are theoretically measured” (p. 48; italics adihettheir view, Breidbach’s
advocacy of English isuprastate formation would unquestionably signal a most sinister means
to erase cultural difference as a part of a project they term “lingsara(90). The positions of
these authors, along with Breidbach’s, put me on the alert as | preparethtarmysis of the
OSI/SFN ELP discourses, both New York-based and local.
English and Global Civil Citizenship

So far this section of the chapter has considered two more ways OSI/SHi¢ istaywn

to construct English: as the language of civil society (in that it is thed@eg in essence, of

open society); and/or possibly as the language of deliberative democracizethdy Habermas
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(1994) in the context of the European Union, wherahgcursiveopinion and will formation” is

able to flow over national borders and across administrative levels of Europesiordecaking

bodies, national and supranational, leading, in essence, to supranational democracy (p. 32). The
last study discussed herein reached beyond the realm of Europe by providingte heuris
understanding possible configurationgtbal civil citizenship, configurations which may be
instantiated in the discourses of OSI/SFN English language programs acipguats, and

which may help explain why English language teaching undergirds the building of open
societies.

Before | overview Falk’s (1994) typology of global civil citizenship, sometext is in
order. Falk warned that it was dire we tune in to what he called the “cyite@nditions” for
global citizenship and for any normative sense of global civil identity. Wizatlgx-alk
believed we should attend to echoed again arguments in the debate over English linguistic
imperialism:

We need to consider the degree to which the United States as a global actor and as

principal generator of popular culture on a global level (McDonalds, Mickey Maouke a

Madonna as prime intrusive symbols) is closing off space for other societesetd a

their autonomy with respect to the reshaping of political democracy obalglontext.

Also, what are the effects for Europe of an assertive geopolitical positideriog

around the claim to establish after the Cold War what President Bush bolddyaalle

‘new world order.” To what extent is this new world order a reality rather tistogan,

nothing more than mobilizing rhetoric that seemed useful during the specidaboazias

the Gulf Crisis? Is this American cultural ascendancy challenginigdependence and
autonomy of other civil societies by its global reach? (Falk, 1994, pp. 130-131)

In the context othis study, Falk’'s comments—particularly his last question—resonated. He
reminded me of Phillipson’s (1992) and Pennycook’s (1994) claims that—along with
development projects and international aid funded and sponsored by governmental and non-

governmental organizations alike—the spread of English and ELT have helpedlestabli

83



America’s position of cultural ascendan@ELT may thus be seen to have aided and abetted
America’s challenge to the independence and autonomy of other civil societiesT fafal part
and parcel of the process.

Falk (1994) therefore helped me question again OSI/SFN'’s role in workingdtgadoal
civil society. OSI/SFN both converges with and diverges from the paradigm ofcamer
philanthropic foundations explored in Chapter One; it assumes English to be theldetaidge
necessary to open society, though simultaneously its founder, philosophy, and mission depart
radically from the paradigm. In so doing, OSI/SFN suggests a different paratlig
philanthropy, one which lays challenge to the very hegemonic position and culoeradlascy
of the United States that Falk outlines above.

Fruitfully, Falk (1994) described how global citizenship—and global citizens-htrbig
conceived and configured. In each of these forms, many of which overlap and/ovespihto
each other, there are clear echoes of the rhetoric of OSI/SFN; hence weleastand again
how its mission—predicated upon English—may be to push not only against the United States
but against the insular and globally dangerous interestsyofation, nationalism, and national
identity, and towards a supranational vision of the world, one underpinned by the construct of
global citizenship and with world interests at its heart. These typologteeried informed this
study by bringing to light forms and varieties of global citizenship and coafigns of global
(supranational) identity, one of which, | discovered through analysis, was ingdieszhted in

the discourses of New York-based OSI/SFN ELP.

19 For a fascinating counterdiscourse which evidemdeat has changed since | started this dissertaimFareed
Zakaria'sThe Post-American WorldHe argues that other countries are rising to dlabeendancy, China and India
among them, and that the global attitudes of mayuies toward the U.S. have moved from hatred to
indifference.
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Global Reformer
A global citizen, Falk (1994) wrote, might first be a kind of “global reformenfisone
who “intellectually perceives a better way of organizing the political lifthefplanet and
favours a utopian scheme that is presented as a practical mechanism” (p. 13®s Pavitably
here Soros comes to mind, who—I think it is safe to say—at the very least peligige as
such. InThe Crisis of Global Capitalisrf1998), for example, Soros seemed clearly bent on re-
“organizing the political life of the planet”: He instantiated this conaadty reformulating the
enemies to open society (a utopian scheme presented as a practical meclzesnmamenger
totalitarianism, but its very opposite—in his words, “the lack of social cohesttha absence
of government,” that is to say, “The Capitalist Threat” now present in lal woonomy which,
though global, nevertheless lacks the presence and regulation of sufficierdtiotel financial
authorities (p. x). This connection to Soros becomes even clearer as Falk expameetymet t
Typically such a global citizen has been an advocate of world government or otla worl
state, or a stronger United Nations, accepting as necessary some kind adfimage
political centralization as indispensable to overcome the chaotic dangkesdefgree of

political fragmentation and economic disparity that currently exists iwdinkel today.
(p- 132)

Soros, too, persistently worried over the fragmentation of nation-states andrbener
disparity between center and periphery countries, as when he observed than"tietpai
periphery has become so intense that individual countries have begun to opt out of the global
capitalist system, or simply fall by the wayside” (1998, p. xiv). And while dendi explicitly
advocate for a world governmegper se some of the language he deployed comes close (2000):
| am advocating that the democracies of the world ought to form an alliarcthevidual
purpose of, first, promoting the development of open societies within individual countries

and, second, strengthening international law and the institutions needed for apésbal
society. (p. X)
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Also noteworthy, Falk characterized the global reformer as “almogpletety deterritorialized,”
a phrase evocative of expressions oft-deployed to describe Soros, “a stitdésssan” and
“the only private citizen who had his own foreign policy” (Kaufman, 2002, p. xiii), gobts
which derive from the events of Soros’ life. As discussed in Chapter One, Soreedund
Nazi occupation of Hungary, then fled communist Hungary to England, where he wagedduc
at the London School of Economics; later he moved to and settled in the United Stadesiya ¢
which he now quite harshly and frequently critiques, as in the following instance:
While the United States views itself as the upholder of lofty principles, atienedy see
the arrogance of power. It may be shocking to say, but | believe that the current

unilateralist posture of the United States constitutes a serious threaptateeand
prosperity of the world. (2000, p. xvi)

On the whole, the connection between Falk’s global reformer and Soros’ life amghrmsss
arresting. Accordingly, | attended to the possibility of that configoumadf supranational identity
OSI/SEN might imagine for global citizens, that of global reformetwondered if Soros might
be seeking to make citizens of open society ostensibly in his own image—and if sokehost |
at the level of elites.
Denationalized Global Elite and the Manager of the Global Order

Besides the picture of global reformer, Falk (1994) overviewed other innagé&sbal
citizens which may help us understand how supranational identity might be configured, and how
OSI/SFN might configure supranational identity—including descriptions of whHEEIS may
be workingnotto build. For instance, Falk discusses a type of “denationalized global elite that at
the same time lacks any civic sense of responsibility” (p. 135). To illeskatk described an
encounter on an airplane with a Danish businessman who traveled frequently, diept in c
hotels worldwide, spoke English everywhere, and talked about himself as “more lcipda’

than Danish. This culture, Falk noted, is homogenized yet no less a “social forng thevi
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political systems of the world” (p. 134), most obviously interested in the world economy, and not
much else. It is a kind of global identity that Soros might depict as leading to ‘afhlist
Threat” mentioned above. Another, more favorable, type is a sort of manager afthleogtier,
but one who takes to heart the environmental as well as economic issues, and often iby. necess
Citizens of this type, Falk claimed, believe that “only by a massive tetlmanagerial effort,
coordinated at a global level through the concerted action of states and iotexinastitutions,
can diplomacy succeed in meeting the overall environmental challenge” (pp. 13541i36)
type, too—or some variation thereof, | thought—might be evidenced in the discolirses
OSI/SFN English language programs and actors.
Regional Grassroots Activist

The fourth type Falk (1994) connected to “the rise of regional political conscigusnes
and it is of great historical relevance at the present time, especiallyopdZ (p. 136). Falk
attributed this “great historical relevance” to the advent of the European Union, which he
described as “the first significant political innovation since the emergdrthe modern
territorial state in the seventeenth century,” “a new kind of political commufatyolitical
reality that is intermediate between a territorial state and a blabafied political order” (pp.
136-137). Precisely because an entity like the EU is utterly new—has nestedebefore in the
history of the world—Falk is cautious in his speculations and depictions about this type.
Europe’s future is uncertain at best, he wrote, chiefly due to the end of the “EasdiVitie”
and the subsequent push to include the transition countries in the new union. Accordikgly, Fal
speculated that global citizens of this type might best be created thrargmtmity-building
forces . . . operating closer to the grassroots”; it is these forces we should &sothe source of

another kind of global citizen, Falk contended, for they
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will determine whether this European experiment will develop into something disginc
and benevolent, making this new European reality a positive contribution to the
restructuring of the global system. Can Europe, in other words, forge an idabkogil
normative identity that becomes more than a strategy to gain a bigger pieeewoirid
economic pie? Can Europe become the bearer of values that are directiitcelate
creating a more peaceful and just world? (p. 137)

Thisimage of global citizen may perchance parallel Habermas’ portratta citizen of
deliberative democracy, one whose role is equivalently unsure and just as hopedldo\t&mn
doubtless see how OSI/SFN might be contributing to forging identities like tiking as it is
locally, “at the grassroots,” in order to make “a positive contribution to #teucturing of the
global system” (Falk, p. 137).
Transnational Activist

Of all the types of global citizens Falk (1994) outlines, | anticipatedhbkdtfth and last
would suggest most strongly how OSI/SFN might configure supranational identdgen
society. Falk describes a global citizen involved in a kind of “transnatiomalsact which acts
“to promote a certain kind of political consciousness transnationally that coulteradliaence
in a variety of directions, including bouncing back to the point of origin” (p. 138). As example
of such identities, Falk cited Amnesty International and Greenpeace, orgarspatiattached
to a specific country or region (deterritorialized, like the dust-jackettieps of Soros as
“stateless statesman”), with “a shared conviction that upholding human rights andgouildi
political democracy provide the common underpinning, although adapted to diverse
circumstances, for the types of transnational developments that are dgsiE2B)( It isthis
configuration of identity and community, Falk declared, which best descritdsmtgivil
society,” with its institutions working in various countries to build identities warenot bound
to state, nation, country—identities, that is, which are temporal rather than.spatidalk puts

it:
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Global citizenship operates temporally, reaching out to a future-to-btedreand

making of such a person ‘a citizen pilgrim’, that is, someone on a journey to ‘a country’
to be established in the future in accordance with more idealistic and norgnathel
conceptions of political community. (p. 139)

Framed thus, open society might readily be seen as such a “country,” morevduestiFalk
delineated just how such a “country” might come about:

The extension of citizenship at this time, especially given the globalizatilife and
capital, depends on building and promoting a much stronger transnational agenda and
sense of community, as well as stimulating more widespread partcitine
grassroots, contributing to a process that could be called globalization from below
also depends on the emergence of a stronger sense of time, of acting in tiatemtee
unborn generations. The overall project of global citizenship, then, needs to be
understood also as a series of projects. These distinct projects are each respaheing
overriding challenges to create political community that doesn’t yst, gxemised upon
global or species solidarity, co-evolution and co-responsibility, a matteradiypag a
common destiny, yet simultaneously a celebration of diverse and pluralpeirity
expressive of specific history, traditions, values, dreams. (p. 139)

In case the parallels between global society as described here and opgraseaiot yet clear, |
guote from Soros (2000), in order to substantiate the connections even more profoundly. Just
as—according to Falk—the project of global civil citizenship must be seetaasedes of
projects,” each with its own challenges and purposes, so also does Soros desaiiik diie
OSI/SFN in the many countries in which it operates:

Each national foundation has its own board and staff who decide their own priorities and
take responsibility for the activities of the foundation within their own countrlesy T
support civil society; they also try to work with the central and local goventsme

because a democratic and effective government is an essential part sbopén . . . In
addition, we have network programs in those program areas where the network is most
actively engaged: higher education and general education; youth; the rule thida

judiciary and law enforcement, including prisons; arts and cultural institutibresjes,
publishing, and the Internet; the media; vulnerable populations such as the mentally
disabled; minorities, with special emphasis on Roma peoples (Gypsies); paithg he
alcohol and drug abused; and so on. (p. x)

Falk (1994) thus powerfully reinforced the hypothesis that OSI/SFN may benganki
transition countries to forge a normative form of supranational identity, igémtibpen society.
Falk further equipped me with a lucid typology which helped me imagine how Q&#&dFits
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English language program participants might conceive of supranationalydemen society.
Valuably, too, Falk refers to the grassroots efforts of global citizenshg@satization from
below,” Kellner's phrase from Chapter One which, | argued, paralledadyeook’s (1994) and
Canagarajah’s (1999) more complex pictures of ELT and English languagedearne

This mention again of globalization from below reminds us of one way ELT may be
working to build open societies—and in a manner which nwpe imperialistic, which does
not close off space for civil societies other than the United States to have a hamang sha
political democracy globally (Falk, 1994, p. 130)—if, that is, ELT “allows for steyggl
resistance, and different appropriations of language, opening up a spaceyadiffieaent
meaning-making practices in English” (Pennycook,1994, p. 69). The interrelationshgebetw
nation building, ELT, and open society—and the purpose of this study—grows clearer still

Falk steered me towards a number of important questions, then. Would OSI/SEN and i
various actors at various levels imagine the citizens of open societyr{arthgmselves) to be
global reformers, business elites, environmentally-minded technocrat<ivbese loyalties
may first lie with their regions (such as Europe), or de-territorialimathational activists who
work primarily at the grassroots in order to raise a form of political consecess that transcends
the interests and commitments of nations, of national identities? Would con@igardiffer
according to country, ethnicity, the level of involvement with OSI/SFN? Wairfigurations
be composites of these types (probably), and if so, of which types? If my ceputidsis
obtained here—that OSI/SFN would discursively construct and deploy Englisheana to
reshape national identities in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe andeh&dmet
Union, to reconfigure them into supranational identities such as we see (if orhouretie)

above—then would its discourses likewise displace space (and national bordetsheyitvith
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the temporal motive of preparing a world for generations as yet unborn, or, in the obtites
study, for the young people as the first generations to be born and/or raisadtines
transitioning to democracy?

With respect to this point, as Falk observed, open society, like global civityseeoild
consequently become “an essentially religious and normative undertakingn féae unseen,
salvation in a world to come, guided by convictions, beliefs, values” (p. 140). All worklveul
“engagement in such future possibilities” with no delusion that such citizenship iisipasshe
world as it currently exists. Much like Soros’ carefully propounded notion of “fiihibi-an
understanding that we can attain only “a form of social organization thattfafisa$ perfection
but holds itself open to improvement” (2000, p. 27)—so also does Falk propound global
citizenship as the “art of the impossible.” Falk wrote:

Global citizenship of a positive variety implies a utopian confidence in the human

capacity to exceed realistic horizons, but it is also rooted in the highly pragmat

conviction that what is currently taken to be realistic is not sustainable. gtkia the
foundations for a global civil society to which all men and women belong is to be

dedicated to the achievement of a functional utopia, a polity that is meant to achieve both
what is necessary and what now seems ‘impossible.” (p. 140)

Further, Falk argued, global citizenship so conceived would have to be multieditutaled,
diversity affirmed and actualized has to be at the heart of such a citizen&apeggiard against
any reliance on one more totalizing concept deriving from the West” (p. 140).Hoseéul
picture, surely, and | hoped that the work of OSI/SFN as explored in my avatydsreveal
that it is spearheading efforts to make it happen.
Concluding Remarks

This chapter has sought to create an interpretive and conceptual framewonhieh to

understand the interrelationship between the central elements of this studsh Engjuage

teaching, nation building, and building open societies. The chapter asserted thaktbé w
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OSI/SFN is part of a more general movement globally (though espeaiddlyrope since World
War Two) away from nationalism and towards the creation of supranationatglolit
communities—a mission, importantly, which OSI/SFN makes contingent upon thd sprea
English and ELT.

For post-communist, post-colonial periphery nations such as those of Central, Eastern,
and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, as the chapter discussed, thesitmovem
entails the forging of new identities: What is at stake is whether ttiesgties will be premised
upon a primordial reification of nation shaped by boundaries of ethnicity, geography, and
language (Smith, Law, Wilson, Bohr, & Allworth, 1998, p. 1), or whether these identitidsewi
supranational, “shared, and “cross-cutting,” in other words, part of a largecg@dmmunity
like the EU which seeks to transcend and thus “reduce the exclusionary commutmestindm-
states” (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004, p.1). OSI/SFN, the chapter aetiGipeaty construct
English and ELT as a potent means to attenuate national identity and fasteofor
supranational identity in the transition countries of the new Europe.

The chapter next asserted that the European Union is an ideal laboratory itowhich
explore the forging of supranational identities for open society and the role leftEnghis
process. The parallels between the EU and OSI/SFN further suggeste8ifls&NDmay use
English in periphery Europe moreresistthan reproduce the interests of center countries, a
contention that—if borne out—would significantly enlarge the debate over Englisitstiog
imperialism and ELT in periphery nations.

Lastly, the chapter conceptualized civil citizenship by way of Haberrh@94{ model of
deliberative democracy f&uropeancitizenship; and further, by way of Falk’s (1994)

typologies ofglobal civil citizenship. These conceptualizations provided me a foothold into
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understanding how OSI/SFN may configure supranational identity for open socidgnae for
which may be instantiated in the discourses of OSI/SFN English languagenpscgrd
participants.

With my interpretive framework now in place, | move next to methodology: just how,
that is, | went about exploring how OSI/SFEN and its New York-based ancHbPadliscourses
conceptualize the role of English in the process of creating open socieganethodology

chapter revisits themes identified from the interpretive framework rcanstl here.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

As | explained in Chapter One of this study, the Open Society Institute/Soros
Foundations Network is currently working to build open societies in more than 60 countries.
further established that the current debate over English linguistic imgperiatid the cultural
politics of English Language Teaching has thus far failed to take on board inlmtgrgive way
the role of English in the Second World, the post-communist transition countriestadlCe
Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Given the centraliysbf En
and ELT to the work of building open societies (“Strategy,” 1999), this, then, becaraskhe t
set myself in this dissertation: to explore the relationship betweersBnBLT, and building
open societies in these countries. But how to approach such a task?

Following Pennycook (1994), | decided to focus on the discourses of these programs,
since, as he wrote: “To the extent that this discourse of EIL [English aseandtional
Language] has permeated much thinking on English language teaching, thereggenanesd to
investigate the construction of this discourse” ( 1994, p. 24). |, too, was intriguled by t
discourse and how it flows and changes from one main source (in this case, New Ydrk-base
ELP) out to as far as Mongolia and Tajikistan where local Soros Englishtgrajetschools
were set up. So | formulated the following research questions and worked owralrelssign

to answer them:

1. How does the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network discursively
construct the relationship between building open societies, English, and English
Language Teaching? How do OSI/SFN local written ELP discourses and the

discourses of participants construct this relationship?
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2. What are the interests in the official written discourse of OSI/SFNtauithglish
Language Programs, and how do they converge with and diverge from interests in
local ELP written and participants’ discourses?

3. How does the official written discourse of OSI/SFN English Language&hsg
construct the actors in these programs: (both expatriate and national) project
personnel, administrators, teacher trainers, teachers, and students? How do local
written discourses and project participants construct various actors?

4. What new local discourses emerge around these programs, and how do they
compare with the OSI/SFN discourse? What other discourse chains begun in the
official OSI/SFN ELP discourse are reproduced, re-scripted, resistedy and/o

transformed?

This chapter explains the research design and methodology of my study, as fbHews:
first section explains the guidelines for corpus, case, and interviewijpant selection, and
explains the purpose of conducting a comparative, multi-case study ofgaartscand
discourses in multiple countries. The second section describes data collectemupgecThe
third section presents the rationale and methods for data analysis, whiehdivided into two
parts. First, | used critical discourse analysis (CDA) accordingrieezgences between three
approaches, thereby following the suggestions of Rogers, Malancharuvil-Bddsdsy, Hui,
and O-Garro (2005), namely, that CDA “studies should pull from a hybrid set of appsodat
can help to bring fresh insights to educational questions” (p. 365; see also van Dijk, 2@01). Th
framework further embraced, quite intentionally, Weiss and Wodak’s (2003) view of
methodological eclecticism in critical discourse analysis as aymofirce, since it brings a

variety of theories and disciplinary perspectives in dialogue with another nd shared goal:
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to theorize the mediation between the social and linguistic, between texts gntianst and
between discourse and society. The second part of my framework includedigealgatent
analysis as guided by Rubin and Rubin (1995). Their work helped me listen “more attfully
the research participants | interviewed and helped me strive to hear alodutdb@and worlds
with deepened empathy and understanding. With this richness and diversity othpproa
discourses, and voices, | ended up finally with a long, long dissertation, the end gbadhof
was to provide a repertoire of lessons, insights, and fodder for thinking foopessehnd
instructors in English language aid projects.
Research Design
A Multi-Case Study
As | began to imagine the study | wanted to pursue, | turned first tostEm{{£999),
who explained and justified the value of interviewing participants andzanglgliscourses in
multiple countries through his description of a comparative multi-case &tudysearch design:
The essence of a comparative case study is to identify patterns rathessttsangle-case
phenomena. The uniqueness of every case is to be respected, but the emphasis is on
developing more general conceptual formulations, middle-range theodgsolicy
lessons. This amounts to more of an analytic than descriptive approach to thgp ariti
case studies, with less need to “tell the whole story” of each case than torsteunct
focus treatment of the case on a set of analytic questions. The cases as Rssheads
in themselves than means to the ends of developing “conditional generalizations,” a
series of propositions with some general validity within and according to sgef@fitors
and parameters. (p. 15)
Given that this study rests on the borders between multiple disciplines, indiocéign policy
(the field from which Jentleson writes), and given that | started this stuarch of lessons for
and ways to improve the policies and practices of English language aid pmjgeansition and
developing countries, Jentleson’s approach seemed a fitting approach for me.

Additionally, | knew that the organizational structure of OSI/SFN accomnubtiaite

approach. | could begin, that is, by first analyzing the official New Yased written ELP
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discourse as it appeared on OSI/SFN ELP web pages from 1994-2005. This isethiessanrse
which was available as a resource and guide for English languagarmsoig multiple local

Soros foundations, programs, projects, and schools across Central, Eastern, and South Easter
Europe and the former Soviet Union. This first level of analysis would begin to providéime
Jentleson’s (1999) “conditional generalizations,” which are closely akin tboiHner

researchers have called “spotlights” or “themes” (Maxwell, 1996), ahyfollowing Bakhtin

(1981) and (Blackledge, 2005) could be constructed as “discourse chainds¢sEaigclough,

1995, on textual chains).

Armed with findings and discourse chains identified in the first level of asalysould
then proceed to the second level of analysis, analyzing the ELP discourszd QfSI/SFN
foundations, programs, projects, and schools in the countries of CESEE-fSU. Tysssahal
believed, would show how discourse chains from the New York-based ELP disceueseemg
reproduced, re-scripted, transformed, and/or resisted in various contexts. €figrairnierest, |
could find out what meanings become stabilized, altered, legitimized, dest@bdr rejected
outright.

Finally, interviewing actual actors on the ground in multiple countries whioeoksed
in these programs and projects would provide a third level of analysis tddmkdgainst
findings from previous levels and from my preconceptions as | began this study. These
preconceptions and possible misconceptions were shaped dramatically, | know, frewietive
of literature discussed in Chapters One and Two, so | felt it important to do ntyg pesket my
knowledge of those readings when talking to participants, in order that | could hegushas

they were telling their stories, and not (yet) hear them through the lenSedeston (1983),
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Pennycook (1994), or any other. This, hort, would be my research design, a vis

representation of which follows in Figure

Figure 1.A visual depiction of the research design of thssertatior

Using this research design, | knew | coidentify patterns in how thewarious
discourses conceptualizéte role of Englis and ELTin building open societi, patterns of
interests, and patterns wieaning reproduction, change, @esistance as discourse che
traveled from thefficial written ELP discourse in New York to loc@ISI/SFN foundations
projects, programs, schools, and actors througBeatral, Eastern, and South Eastern Eu
and the former Soviet UnioAnd | knew that what we learned from mapping thadiseourse
chains from level to level would provide valuaknsights into the processesd#veloping ant

teaching in English language aid projects in dgvelp and transitic countries.
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Guidelines and Sources for Corpus, Case, and Participant Selection

Level One: Official Written Discourse of OSI/SFN English Language Programs

In order to establish the corpus for the first level of analysis, the officitién New
York-based OSI/SFN English Language Programs discourse, | fagdeddo find out what was
available globally and how I could get my hands on it. An exploration of the offieiasite of
OSI/SFN in 2004 and 2005 quickly led me to a wealth of on-line documents which met my
criteria for corpus selection. First, they were relevant to the résgaestions: They provided
linguistic instantiations of how OSI/SFN discursively constructs the fdiglish and ELT in
building open societies; and how OSI/SFN discursively constructs the actors thivobzeglish
language programs. The corpus further provided some history of OSI/SFNHHagljuage
programs and was varied enough so as to ensure a broad range of empirical data it whic
study other interests which may be served by the discourse (e.g., | found &allesttobok Do’s
and Don’ts,” and | found descriptions of “modern ELT methodology”). Furthermoregthet
website contained links to the websites of national and local foundations throughouk, Centra
Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, thus providing a clas trail
my second level of analysis. First, however, let me show what the web doclmo&rike, to
make this study and my approach clearer.

The homepage of OSI/SFN changes almost daily. Figure 2 shows what itikeokew,

in October of 2009.
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Figure 2 Screen shot of current home page of the Open Society Institute and Soros Foundations
Network.

In 2004 through 2007, one of the initiatives that could be selected from the “Initiatives”
link at the top of the page was English Language Programs, and this is wiaetedl sy search.
There | found multiple ELP discourse samples for my corpus, including misatemsints,
initiative overviews, statements of education principles, program histooals, gfatements,
program guidelines, needs statements, strategy reports, exit strateds, sustainability
statements, teacher training action plans, descriptions of English/foreigia¢gngchools,
documents related to teachers’ associations, statements explicatpiaiion between
English Language programs and other OSI/SFN programs and initiativesiestet®f local
capacity building in conjunction with partner organizations, outcomes statemetiieptex

project materials, and program evaluation instruments. | found these web dacbynent
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following the various links on the ELP Initiative page, a print screen of which isd@aimn
Figure 3.These documents are still available now on the Internet’s “\AdyBachine,” as

English Language Programs closed in 2005.
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Figure 3 Former home page of OSI/SFN’s English Language Programs.
Level Two: Sources of Corpus for Local ELP Discourses
The corpus for the second level of analysis thus began with the same home page we saw
in Figure 2. On that page, under “About US,” there was and is a link which leads toidls va
regional, national, and local Soros foundations. | began by searching these &itegiufage and

documents related to English language programs, English, and ELT. Figure 4 dteoes w
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started my search for what | call, for the sake of brevity, the losabdises (which include

those of national and local foundations, schools, programs, and projects).
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Figure 4.Screen shot of links to Soros Foundations around the world.
Though | began my search for local ELP discourses from these links, | fustiteroted
an intensive and exhaustive internet search for other documents which refdtagtish
language programs from these various countries. In total, | found 64 ELP docummen2séfr
different countries. Given the fact that the OSI/SFN English LanguaggaPns ended officially
in 2005, I included in the corpus web pages from ELP projects and programs which viede star
and/or at one time supported with OSI/SFN funding, but have since found other partners, ended,
or become financially viable without OSI/SFN funding (such as multiple langcg®ls
throughout the OSI/SFN network which were launched with ELP money but have sinceebecom

self-supporting). Each of these documents explicitly acknowledges O8d/8¥e in its early
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history. Document types include portable document format (pdf) files of annualksteport
textbooks, teacher training materials, job announcements and descriptions;andrarchived
web pages of regional, national or local Soros foundations and projects; missorestat
project descriptions; student and teacher feedback; descriptions of currandum
methodologies; course outlines, descriptions, and evaluations; donor maps; reflatitige w
strategy documents; grant applications; brochures; biographies; websaiotl program and
project histories. What all have in common are the following: They originated frmgngons
and projects which were at one time start-ups and beneficiaries of OSUB&Ng (between
1989-2005); they have an explicit English language component; and they were staded and/
executed in one or more of the transition countries of Central, Eastern, and Soeith Easipe
and the former Soviet Union. These documents served as the corpus for my second level of
analysis.
Level Three: Transcripts of Interviews with Program Participants

In addition to analyzing the official written discourse of OSI/SFN Ehdanguage
programs and the written discourses of local ELP programs and projects foss the
countries of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet funiber |
felt that it was vital to hear the voices of actors involved in these programefdreethe corpus
for the third level of analysis in this study was comprised of transcriptsihterviews |
conducted in the summers of 2005 and 2006, during which times | traveled across the region. In
total, | interviewed 18 people from 11 different countries, either face-&-fgcemail, or some
combination thereof (including follow-up questions). | interviewed as many ipariis from as

many different countries as | could within the limits of funding and time. letthese
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participants as in every case, English was the language of instruction andioAngall, of
course, were involved in some OSI/SFN-supported school, foundation, program, or project.

Backing up just a bit, to learn about interview participant selection, | turned tolmenum
of sources for guidance. Jentleson encouraged designing a framework whidhensuire
cross-case analytic comparability, while avoiding a rigid fraor&what would preclude
adaptations to fit the unique aspects of each case” (1999, p. 16). | should strive, he ‘gaid, for
flexible yet focused structure” (p. 16). Kuzel (1999) outlined how case andijpeanti selection
should be driven first by issues of “appropriateness” (will the case d#ta fiesearch purpose
and phenomenon of inquiry?) and “adequacy” (how many cases will be enough to bagig for
“conditional generalizations™?) (p. 37). Kuzel then drew upon Patton (1990) and Guba and
Lincoln (1989) in order to suggest that, from a broad typology of purposeful sampéiteg)Ets
in qualitative inquiry, “maximum variation sampling” may work best for caseesuwthiven by a
critical/ecological worldview (p. 39), which | believed my research waguliby.

Patton’s (1990) description of maximum variation sampling is oft quoted and clear: Th
researcher deploying this strategy “documents unique or diverse variati@ass] that have
emerged in adapting to different conditions,” and further (similar to Jentlesoetifies
important patterns that cut across variations” (p. 182). In this, way the re=eseeks a broad
range of perspectives on the phenomenon under inquiry, a range which will help thehezsea
confront her own (albeit, evolving) preconceptions, conceptions (and possibly misaom)ept
of the researched phenomenon (Kuzel, 1999, p. 39). Moreover, as Patton explained, maximum
variation sampling of even a few distinct voices (such as 18 OSI/SFN Eragigphelge project

participants in 11 different countries) can turn a potential design weakresssinength, for
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“any common patterns that emerge from great variation are of partinteérest and value in
capturing the core experiences and central, shared aspects or impgotsgrém” (p. 172).

Thus guided, | interviewed participants involved with OSI/SFN from counuingsh fall
into these regions: “Western European,” “Central or Eastern Europé&ouyth’ Eastern
European,” and “Central Asian.” | also interviewed one participant who was‘Korth
America.” To put it another way, my participants were citizens of cogntrieegions which sit
on radically different points of a socially, politically, and discursivalgstructed time-line, with
the fall of communism and/or “closed societies” at one end, and EU integration andvéor othe
forms of “open societies” on the other. In spite of their great diversity, thetsapzants
generated substantial and compelling data with which | could explore howegireduced
and/or transformed meanings about English, ELT, and the building of open soGieties
answers evidenced both “diverse variations” and many “common patterngh(P&90). My
participants also varied in the number of languages each spoke (from one tptbeueayes
(from 22-49), and their specific involvements and roles in OSI/SFN schools, prognaims, a
projects with an English language component (see Table 1). Again, Engishewrdanguage
of instruction, or work, or both. Participants lived in both urban and rural settings and varied
too, in ethnicity, religion, nationality, and gender, though | was disappointed not to land
interviews with more men for whom English was an L2.

In the following table, I introduce my participants, who chose or were provided
pseudonyms. | have intentionally taken a number of steps to protect pattsitigantities,

particularly given how many people in the OSI/SFN community know one another.
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Table 1

Participants Interviewed for this Study

Participants’ Redion Relationships to English as
Pseudonyms 9 OSI/SFN Ll or L2
Thomas Western Europe Teacher/Project LI
Consultant
Philip Western Europe Teacher/Director LI
Andrew Western Europe Teacher LI
Jeremy Western Europe Teacher LI
Lauren North America Student/OS| LI
Employee
Teacher/Head of
Irena South Eastern Europe OSI/SFN Teachers’ L2
Association
Ana South Eastern Europe Teacher L2
Klara Central/Eastern Student/Teacher L2
Europe
Karolina Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Bianca Central/Eastern Teacher/Scholarship L2
Europe Abroad Recipient
Eva Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Central/Eastern Teacher/Scholarship
Magda Europe Abroad Recipient L2
Victoriya Central Asia OSI/SFN Employee/ L2
Student
Ecaterina Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Galina Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Mihail Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Dora Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Elsa Western Europe Student/OS| L2
employee
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Interview Data Collection Procedures

To recruit subjects to interview, | drew upon a vast network of contacts | burgduri
nine years of work in Central and Eastern Europe. | used email, letters, landuplphone
calls to invite subjects to take part in the study: Each national and local foundatiamebsite
and directory of contacts which | also utilized. Seven people responded initiallyy Imatatnof
respondents expanded to include project participants identified through snowl@ihgg Guba
& Lincoln, 1985), a technique whereby initial respondents referred me to othectsomte
were formerly or currently participants in various OSI/SFN-fundedi&m¢dnguage programs,
projects, schools, or work with an English language component. | contacted thesalpotenti
subjects mostly through email, which led to 18 interviews in all.

Once | had a list of willing participants for my research, | set up inter@ppointments
through a brief cover letter sent by email describing the project, why thenpeas invited to be
a part of the study, the possible benefits of his/her participation, and how anowgmiitiybe
protected (see Appendix A). | invited participants to suggest a time ariofa the
interview, which in the end were varied: We met in their homes (where dlwagsserved a
meal), at coffee-houses, in outdoor cafés, in bars (during the World Cup finals—tteat was
mistake), on the banks of the Danube, in ice cream parlors, and at sunny outdoor parled | dress
appropriately for the interviews, which in most cases were casual, with ogjetierc a meeting
with a participant working in the Office of the High Representative, an inienahinstitution
responsible for overseeing the post-war civilian implementation of a peawre.ate my deep
disappointment, that participant, unfortunately, had to cancel the day of the interviemedue t

crisis in a neighboring republic.
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Interviews were conducted this way: At the start, in addition to discussisgytiex
consent forms, | verbally reassured participants how their material Wweulded and | always
asked permission before tape-recording. | had a digital voice re@rda back-up mini-
cassette recorder, extra batteries, cassette tapes and nséisi@yand a notebook. I introduced
myself if | hadn’t met participants before and said some words about my own doaoigr
enough to demonstrate | could both understand what they wished to share (havirginvtirke
region) and at the same time | wanted to learn from them (Rubin & Rubin, 1995, pp. 101-103). |
initially asked general, informal warm-up questions about the participget tstarted, and then
moved to topic-oriented questions (see Appendix B). | also used encouraging verbal and non-
verbal feedback throughout the interview, in order to keep the conversation going and
productive. This felt quite natural in every case. At the end of the interviewKatahe
participant, provided information for further communication, and presented the paittiwifaa
thank-you gift (either a CD of American music, a phone card, or a book froazémcom, if
Amazon shipped to that region, which was not always the case).

| have promised all participants the final abstract of the study andémall in pdf
format Chapter Six, where their voices are heard.

Data Analysis: Rationale and Procedures
Qualitative Content Analysis

For my interview data only, following descriptions and guidelines set fgriubin and
Rubin (1995) and Wodak (2004; see also Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999), | first
took a qualitative, interpretive approach to the data | collected by conducting “Camtent

“topic” analysis of the transcripts from interviews | conducted.
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Content or topic analysis is recommended as the first of three dimensions of the
discourse-historical approach to research, and is the only dimension which igigegWtodak,
de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999, p. 30). “Contents” refers to the identificatidheshes
drawn from a critical survey of the theoretical literature (Chapter diwbis study) as well as
themes which emerged throughout analysis of the data. Themes should also be closetgcconne
to the research questions. In the context of this study, | was therefdeel gaisearch first for
key terms from my research questions in the discourses of English languagenprog
participants. These topics included (a) discursive constructions of Englishscb)sive
constructions of the role of English in building open societies; and (c) discuosistuctions of
the actors involved in these programs.

In line with Wodak (2004) again, | identified additional themes from a criticabguof
the theoretical literature in Chapter TRRand summarized as follows:

English extending the sense of imagined community beyond the borders of nation;

English constructed as a “Universal Idiom”;

English constructed as a means of off-setting national identity;

English constructed as assisting, stabilizing, or destabilizing conflict;

English as subversive, temporary, humanitarian, and/or imperialist;

Constructions of elites, experts, and moral imperatives;

Competing discourses of identity;

Essentializing, historicizing, and totalizing discourses;

English constructed as equalizing or homogenizing issues of ethnic identities;

22Themes or contents may be viewed as akin to hypether propositions, which Maxwell (1996) made getr
case for allowing in qualitative as well as quatiite research, as long as “they are groundeceid#ta and are
developed and tested in interaction with it” (p).58le further warned researchers to remain opethier ways of
making sense of data, so as not to be blinded dyygsitions. So warned, | proceeded.
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Configurations of identity with special attention to cross-cutting idestitie

English as the language of civil society;

English as the language of deliberative democracy;

Configurations of global civil citizenship.
| looked, too, at the transcript data for discourse chains identified in ChaptersBdtive,
which | will discuss at more length shortly. And | listened for “local disees,” entirely new
ideas about English, ELT, OSI/SFN, open societies, and so forth. This last popartagarly
relevant given the purpose of qualitative interviews, which Rubin and Rubin (1995) dessribed a
a means to understand “how people understand their worlds and how they create and share
meanings about their lives” (p. 34).

In this model, the researcher herself is not neutral, nor was I: | caredulsidered my
own beliefs, preconceptions, interests, and needs as | asked questions anddattempt
understand answers. It was my goal, therefore, to ask questions which weoplostnieénted
yet open-ended enough to allow unanticipated themes and patterns to emerge from the
interviews. The questions | used as starting points can be found in Appendix B ard ayeesl
according to each participant.

Finally, as stated previously, | provided all participants the opportunity tovewid
share their feedback on Chapter Six before final submission. Member chectirggway will
help lend internal validity to the analyses of data (Creswell, 1994, p. 158).

Detailed Linguistic Analysis

Qualitative content analysis combined with detailed linguistic analygs ket

researcher accomplish two goals: “(1) to see whether patterns determihedirst phase of

analysis are supported when considered from another perspective, and/or (2) to nexwover
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patterns” (Wodak, 2004, p. 104). As a means, therefore, of triangulating and exferdings,
| further approached the research corpus for levels one and two throughcéio bidad of
critical discourse approaches.
Fairclough and Critical Discourse Analysis

Fairclough (1992a) first guided my decision to supplement qualitative rese#nch w
critical discourse analysis by articulating what might by now, sincedtoy be deemed a
commonplace: that “discourse is shaped by relations of power, and invested with efologi
(Fairclough, p. 8; see also Foucault, 1977). Certainly, over the past two decades, a gtbundswe
of important research into discursive practices—within the larger paranoétenitical social
science—has borne out this claim across disciplines and continents: Disc@lysedas been
deployed, for instance, to explore such diverse topics as how the discourse of deveieximent
have constructed the “Third World” as an “unruly terrain requiring [firsidyantervention and
management” (Crush, 1995); how the mass media has shaped the construction of postmodern
war, and, in turn, the American collective memory of war (Fisher, 2004); and haam\fr
American churches historically emerged in part as a means of fostiéeimatve discourses of
freedom and empowerment for slaves (Byrd, 2003). Closer to home in the disciplimseyise
the field of TESOL, Kumaravadivelu (1999) draws upon poststructuralist and postcstoniali
conceptualizations of discourse in order to look at teaching practices in the #rdaasand
hence bring to the fore how “classroom discourse, like all other discoursesiait/s
constructed, politically motivated, and historically determined; that is,Ispoigical, and
historical conditions develop and distribute the cultural capital that shapes laaplezthe lives

of teachers and learners” (p. 472). From Chapters One and Two of this sttiagy, fur
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investigations into discourses have been urged by Herrmann, Risse, and Breweir{aa@éjf
(2003); Pennycook (1994); and Smith, Law, Wilson, Bohr and Allworth (1998).

Generally speaking, these analyses of discourse across multipleigsch@ve helped
make increasingly clear how ideology and power operate through languater Riney have
helped inform both policy and practice in these disciplines. | drew from thessdpres, then, to
amplify the significance of and rationale for my approach to the methodology efubig for a
study of thediscourseof OSI/SFN-supported English language programs is, in effectds of
the influence of an external (Western) philanthropic non-governmental orgamzatith its
interests—on the newly-democratic, post-communist contexts of Centralriasie South
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union—and the ways in which this influence is
transmitted—and/or resisted—through English Language Teaching.

To explain further the general rationale for deploying critical discamagysis, | turn
again to Fairclough (1989), who conceptualized “discourse as a place where relgponwsr
are actually exercised and enacted” (p. 43). In Fairclough’s view, “Howlgcourse is to do
with powerful participants [such as the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundasitwsrk]
controlling and constraining the contributions of non-powerful participants” [oast flee less
powerful, such as OSI/SFN beneficiaries]. Control and constraint aregXeateclough argues,
over and on (a) discourse content (leading to s&o@vledge); (b) social relations (between
conversants); and (c) social identities (the subject positions conversamscopy) (1989, p.
46). These three areas begin to illuminate just how power and ideology operagé throu
language, and how we might explore their actualization in language.

Fairclough’s (1995) explanation of the aims of critical discourse sisaljuminated this

process further and also clarified its particular usefulness in this $tualg. words, CDA “aims
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to systematically explore often opaque relationships of causality and detgamibetween (a)
discursive practices, events and texts, and (b) wider social and culturalresucelations and
processes”; it seeks “to investigate how such practices, events anditextaaof and are
ideologically shaped by relations of power and struggles over power”; andesxhom the
opacity of these relationships between discourse and society is itsetfrastsauring power and
hegemony” (pp. 132-133). As is clear from this definition, Fairclough’s approackeinalized
the social construction of knowledge, relations, and identities as dynamic psp@essatinuous
back and forth between the imposition and reproduction of power structures, and registance
and recontextualization of the same. In short, fundamental to Fairclough’s @ppydaDA is
his belief that discourse not only reproduces, buttatstsforns, societies. He writes:
Discursive practice is constitutive in both conventional and creative ways: fibocies
to reproducing society (social identities, social relationships, systekmowiedge and
belief) as it is, yet also contributes to transforming society. Fonpbea the identities of
teachers and pupils and the relationships between them which are at the heastarvha sy
of education depend upon a consistency and durability of patterns of speech within and
around those relationships for their reproduction. Yet they are open to transformations

which may partly originate in discourse: in the speech of the classroom, theoplaygr
the staffroom, educational debate, and so forth. (1992b, p. 65)

Importantly, this attention to the creative, generative, and transformatmsatipbdf
discourse sets Fairclough’s approach apart from the approaches of otb@rlorguists such as
van Dijk (1993), who has been criticized for giving too much weight to the reprodugheetsas
of discourse, and not enough weight to the agency of individual actors within soscietiek(
instance, Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999, p. 24). Moreover, Faircloughisiattéo
the transformative aspects of discourse also helps make plain the valuapgdroisch taohis
study, which seeks to discover how the discourses of OSI/SFN English languageprogra

reproduceandresist the explicit and implicit interests of its various actors.
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Accordingly, to analyze my data and to triangulate tentative findingstierqualitative
content analysis described above, | first built upon Fairclough’s (1989, 1992b, 1995¢tielee-I
framework for CDA: (a) description (of a text’s formal propertiels);iiterpretation (involving
the text and interactions with it, including strategies in and of production and ététiqum); and
(c) explanation (how these interactions relate to the larger social cantigxt which the text is
being produced, interpreted, resisted, modified, recontextualized, and so on) (forradedxpa
version of this framework, see also Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999). These thetereay also
be described as the text dimension (description through micro-linguisticsnaiiyhe text), the
discourse practice dimension (analysis of how the text is produced and interpnadeithe
social practice dimension (explanation of the ways the text constitutes, rem,octhalenges
and restructures knowledge and beliefs). These dimensions, Fairclough (199&#1) potn
overlap when put into practice; the process thus becomes a dialectical moskearaating
between interpretation and description and back to interpretation again, and, [éadilyg to
explanation. For each dimension, Fairclough provided what he calls “pointers”:anagsof
guestions intended to help the researcher focus on particularities of the disemopse which
are relevant to the researcher’s specific interests. Faircloughrages analysts to focus on only
a small number, and only on those which are relevant and useful to the researgesr’s lar

guestions (1992b, pp. 231-238).

Led thus, for my study | drew upon the following categories or “pointerstibaigh

delineated:

Text DimensionFeatures of vocabulary, including experiential, relational, and expressive
values of words, and the use of metaphors; features of grammar, including eigerient
relational, and expressive values of grammatical features, and how sentericé®d
together; features of textual structure, including larger-scale wtegobf the text. (1989,

pp. 110-138)
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Discourse Practice Dimensiomtertextual chains, including how discourse samples are
transformed or replicated (for instance, mission statements on OS|/SENuUagters
website versus mission statements on the websites of national foundations)t and te
coherence. (Fairclough, 1992b, pp. 232-233)

Social Practice DimensiomAsking whether the text is conventional and normative, or
creative and innovative; whether the text seeks to reproduce or transforuaretand
relations, including systems of knowledge and beliefs, social relations, and social
identities; investigating what participants do in response to texts; shasahges of texts
with participants in text production and consumption. (Fairclough, 1992b, pp. 237-238)
These “pointers” provided me starting points for the beginning phase oflatiscaurse
analysis; they helped me identify, for instance, ways in which insenest discursively
reproduced antesistedin creative ways. Therefore, Fairclough’s approach, to use the words of
Pennycook (1994), allowed me to explore how the OSI/SFN ELP discourses—as well a
participants and text producers in OSI/SFN English language programstmlCEastern, and
South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union—might use English in ways wachoal
“struggle, resistance, and different appropriations of language, opening uged®paany
different meaning-making practices in English” (p. 69). Encouraginglyctmgention was

supported by the founders of the Critical Discourse Studies Network (CDSNhwélCand

Eastern Europe (CEE), who wrote:

Changes in economies, political systems and processes, social prondssdatians and

so forth can in many cases be seen as heralded and initiated by changesinsalig his

raises questions about how for instance ‘neo-liberal discourse’ has beerdenact

inculcated, materialized in CEE societies, and about complex processes of
recontextualization within which the ‘flow’ of such discourses from west tbi®asver

a simple matter of replication and homogenization, but a process whose outcomes depend
upon the histories of the countries of CEE, the strategies being pursued bydiffere

groups, and so forth. (Graham, Fairclough, Wodak, Galasinski, & Krzyzanowski, 2003)

Generally, the scholars of the CDSN aimed to use critical research in@ftiefp make a
difference to the direction and effects of change” in Central and E&stevpe; as part of their

project, they explored “possibilities for more critical perspectiveslicational curricula” (see
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also Fairclough, 1989, pp. 233-245). These goals, too, lined up with the hoped-for contributions
of this study, a point which underlined again the centrality of CDA to the reseawoducted.

The above quote mentions a second noteworthy figure among proponents of critical
discourse analysis, Wodak, whose discourse-historical approach provided a second valuabl
framework | drew upon in the linguistic analysis phase of my study. | havepsivexplained
the qualitative component of the discourse-historical approach. | now elaborateingulsti¢
component.
Wodak and the Discourse-Historical Approach

Wodak aligns her approach to CDA with Fairclough’s in a number of essential ways
(Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001; Wodak, 2004; see also
Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). She, too, views discourse as a type of social pratdticdied in a
dialectical partnership between discursive acts and institutional and stoatlires: Discourse
both shapes and is shaped by, constitutes and is constituted by, social practiceikddence, |
Fairclough, she believes it is discourse which produces and/or transformste@ses
relativises, legitimates, dismantles, even destroys—social conditions astdttieequo. Wodak
further echoes and supports the goals of critical discourse analysis whabugh has outlined
and which | likewise support: the advocacy and application of critical languageastadmeans
of contributing to social equity in multiple realms, including but not limited to edugate
workplace, government, and so forth (Fairclough, 1989, 1992b, 1995; see also Reisigl & Wodak,
2001). I am thinking especially about the particular implications for Engljutege aid
projects in developing and transition countries (e.g. Afghanistan, where | workedsarhmer

of 2008 as the interim Director of a World Bank-funded English language aidtprojec
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Yet Wodak’s discourse-historical approach to CDA goes beyond Fairclough’s in a
number of important ways which anchored the methodology of this study. First, skee ereat
more thoroughly elaborated means to investigate the social practice dimensiatysisaby
creating a detailed framework which helps the analyst pinpoint (a) rmategies of discursive
formations; and (b) their means and forms of linguistic realization (WoddaEillde Reisigl, &
Liebhart, 1999, p. 8; see also Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, pp. 44-85). As will be seen shortly, these
strategies can be organized and adapted according to different research pnaojepiestions.

A second salient difference between Fairclough’s and Wodak’s approach to Gidlle—a
second reason for my decision to incorporate her framework as well into my dppisac
Wodak'’s attention to triangulation: Her work, along with others in the Vienna SchoaticalC
Discourse Analysis, takes care to integrate perspectives from a bngadofadisciplines,
including history, social and political science, and linguistics, a move giymédlected in the
theoretical framework ahis study. She further adopts a pluralistic approach to data collection
(such as focus groups, text analysis, and one to one interviews) as welheshd@edifferent
kinds of empirical data (such as political speeches, newspaper articlésjrespanterview
transcripts, and so forth), thereby decreasing the danger of “critisaidpiaand “simply
politicizing” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, p. 35; see also Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liepha
1999, p. 9). As another means to triangulate findings, elaborated upon in the previous section,
Wodak encourages the use of qualitative analysis in conjunction with detailedtimgoaysis
(2004). All told, I find the partnering of Wodak’s approach to CDA with Fairclough'gleal
means to answer the central questions of this study. Therefore, | drew uponitidomsty
articulated methodological framework of the discourse-historical appreaiépéoyed by

Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, and Liebhart (1999) to explore discursive constructionsarfahat
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identity; by Reisigl and Wodak (2001) to investigate discursive constructionsepinaionality,
and ethnicity; and by Wodak (2004) to investigate the discursive construction of natidnal a
transnational, European and other, identities.
Hansen’s Post-Structuralist Discourse Analytical Framework

A third influence which strongly informed this study is Hansen’s (2006) pasttstalist
approach to linguistic analysis, which | discovered through her analysisforéingn policy
discourses around the war in Bosnia. Her work has proved useful in a number of ways. For on
thing, given the particular context of this study—transition countries in Cenastera, and
South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union—central to my analysis waneessbf
what Fairclough (1992) identified as textual “ambiguities and ambivalencesawiing,”
features which are, in his view, characteristic of “creative texts,” deisdollows:“Creative
texts necessarily use meaning potentials as resources, but they contri@steutcturing and
restructuring them, including the shifting of boundaries and relations betwesmge’
(Fairclough, 1992b, p. 187). Hansen (2006), drawing from Laclau and Mouffe (1985), gimilarl
noted the importance of discursive “slips and instabilities,” places, thatésevambiguities in
language challenge or complicate how a discourse attempts to fix m@amiray-22). Moments
of discursive instability and the shifting of boundaries and relations between meaninggext
dimension—meaning in flux, unstable, contested, and undergoing transformation—proved
particularly helpful as | sought to understand the larger, social dimenskrgb$h and ELT in
transition countries, whose own political, cultural, historical, and linguistic bogsdzave been
shifting dramatically throughout the twentieth (and now the twenty-fiestjucy.

Hansen’s (2006) work further helped me better understand multiple issues ity ialedt

the implications of identity construction, which she explored through particudatiatt to
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foreign policy discourses. Hansen (2006) explained that “identity is relatiaroalstituted and
always involves the construction of boundaries and thereby the delineation of space” (p. 47)
Discursive constructions of space became, therefore, an essential legh thihach to discover
key interests in the OSI/SFN ELP discourses. However, as Hansen (20063eatis¢sgatiality”
is but one dimension of identity which, along with “temporality and “ethicaliy;, fhore
simply, time and responsibility) are combined such that they “draw upon anarceiefach
other” with “equal theoretical and ontological status” (pp. 46-47). Hansen everml dngiie‘At
the grandest philosophical scale, space, time, and responsibility are the bjgxtmoeigh
which political communities—their boundaries, internal constitution, and relationsghiphe
outside world—are thought and argued” (p. 46). Since open society, too, may be understood as a
political community under construction, the complexity of identity that Hansemibled
provided an ideal supplement for my analysis. | drew upon all three framework$otaeto
take on the questions this study raises. And all three helped tremendously.

| conducted my analysis this way. | first spent two years meticulopplyiag
Fairclough and Wodak's ideas to the official written OSI/SFN ELP discourséort, |
analyzed everything related to the OSI/SFN ELP initiative, noting thenae&anditional
generalizations” as | went, which | eventually organized into topic documettsasdiscursive
constructions of spaa@ndthe en-ageing of actorgrequently | turned back to my theoretical
and interpretive framework to understand in more depth the possible implications of and
meanings of these repeated themes, and when necessary, | researtioedlestulirces to help
me understand topics the relevance of which was not yet clear (e.gcatioplks of discursive
constructions of space). | eventually identified discourse chains relevagtresearch

guestions.
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Once | had the discourse topics and chains outlined and Chapter Four drafted, | next
turned to the local ELP discourses. This was for the most part a much easiairgady had a
long list of potential discourse chains to look for in the various web documents | had found, such
asEnglish as the language of open sociéfpund this discourse chareproduced throughout
the local written ELP discourses. | also found a new discourse chain emerge—itigatistic
diversity | was on my way.

For my interview data, | transcribed it over a three-year period, excepiofe
interviews conducted by email and follow-up questions by email. This data, too, lzedjani
slowly into topic documents which reflected the “conditional generalizationdé3ent(1999)
recommended and which also fit in with, adapted, or negated previously identiiedrdes
chains. By this point in the process, | knew the discourses so well that it wag#&siylyo make
links between the three levels of analysis and the multiple discourse chairlsasstov@otice
idiosyncratic but no less important statements (e.g. only one Westernpaartidieremy,
expressed a form of “native speaker guilt,” related, perhaps, to the colaitti#lennycook,

1994, discussed). That chapter, while the longest, was by far the easiest texgept that |

had a very hard time not including everything my participants had said—I wadtdehed to

and enthralled by the data. | did, however, get through it, and with findings beyond wthat | ha
expected and hoped for.

These and other findings | share in the next chapter, beginning with analysdiofit
level of this study: analysis of the official written New York-based Ehdlanguage Programs

discourse.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
OF THE OSI/SFN NEW YORK-BASED ELP DISCOURSE
Introduction
This chapter presents findings from the first level of analysis for thesareh: a critical
discourse analysis of the English Language Programs (ELP) discounsebén Society
Institute & Soros Foundations Network (OSI/SFN). The corpus under analysis ¢héalpier
includes the official written New York-based ELP discourse about open socigtistEmand
English language teaching (ELT) as found on the central website of OSI/SFtd &ndjlish
Language Programs web pages (see also Chapter Three). This corpubenadeyia for
textual selection set out by Hansen (2006): The discourse clearly aescigdantity and policy;
it is widely available; and it has “formal authority to define a politicaltmog” even as an NGO
discourse (p. 85). For the analysis in this chapter, statements about the refatdisnglish to
the building of open societies, the actors involved in English Language Programs$)eand ot
interests related to open society, English, and ELT were identified, casjoria discourse
topic documents, and then analyzed according to a framework which draws upon convergences
between three approaches: Fairclough’s critical discourse andl98@, (1992b, 1995;
Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999; Fairclough, 2006); Wodak’s discourse-historical approac
(Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl, & Liebhart, 1999; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001; Wodak, 2004; see also
Fairclough & Wodak, 1997); and Hansen’s (2006) post-structuralist discourseaalalyti
framework for investigating identity construction in foreign policy discoudale the work of
Fairclough and Wodak helped me begin to categorize, analyze, and understand tR&l OSI/S
ELP discourse initially at the text dimension, Hansen’s framework subsequentigqat the

three main categories for understanding my findings at the social dimerspace, time, and
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responsibility—or, as she puts it, “the big concepts” through which political comesi(stich
as open societies) are discursively constituted (2006, p. 46).

To situate this chapter into the whole of the study again, the second and thsafevel
analysis in subsequent chapters will map discursive meanings identifeedshigrey flow from
the New York-based ELP office to local ELP discourses from OSI/SFN pregsaimools, and
projects throughout the countries of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe anakethe for
Soviet Union—and to participants involved in those projects. Following Wodak (2004) and
Hansen (2006), in my analysis | assume that similarities betweemstdgeon central and local
websites and documents and similarities between the views of participant®diwothese
programs are potential indicators of discursive and ideological reproduction. S&lgyer
differences between statements may be indicators of discursive and idalalegi
contextualization, transformation and/or resistance.

In this chapter, | therefore use critical discourse analysis to ideméiffrst strong links
of discourse chains as they construct the relationships between buildingoties, English,
English language teaching, and actors involved in these programs. Given thédgvartiotext
of this study—transition countries in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe anchéne f
Soviet Union—I further make central to my analysis instances and patteshsiiFairclough
(1992b) identifies as textual “ambiguities and ambivalences of meaningfdsavhich are, in
his view, characteristic of “creative texts,” which he defines as fatl6@reative texts
necessarily use meaning potentials as resources, but they contributieuctuiesg and
restructuring them, including the shifting of boundaries and relations betweamge’ (p.
187). Hansen (2006), drawing from Laclau and Mouffe (1985), similarly notes the ingeodf

discursive “slips and instabilities,” places, that is, where ambigunties\guage challenge or
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complicate how a discourse attempts to fix meaning (pp. 21-22). Moments of discursive
instability and “the shifting of boundaries and relations between meanirgstIfftigh, 1992b,
p. 187) at the text dimension are especially helpful to analyze when seeking tdanttidgrs
larger, social dimension of English and ELT in transition countries, whose own political,
cultural, historical, and linguistic boundaries and meanings have been shiftindica#yna
throughout the twentieth (and now the twenty-first) century.

The research questions this chapter answers are as follows:

1. How does the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations Network discursively
construct the relationship between building open societies and English Language
Teaching?

2. What are other interests in the written discourse of OSI/SFN and its English
Language Programs initiative?

3. How does the written discourse of OSI/SFN English Language Progoasisuct
the actors in these programs—(both expatriate and national) project personnel,

teacher trainers, teachers, and students?

Findings are as follows.
Discursive Constructions of Space and the Language of Open Society:
Systemic Impact and Supranational Language Management
The first findings in this chapter emerge from analysis informed by aekey studies:
Lefebvre’s (1991) theorization of space as a discursive construction, understandimghof w
may be unveiled through investigation into how space is produced, and for what reasons;

Swyngedouw’s (1992) claim that “transformative sociospatial practioeg(®r class struggle)

123



producenewspaces” (such as space for open society) ( p. 319; italics added); and Bhisclou
(2006) focus on the discursive “re-scaling” of space—particularly the spdice nétion-state—
as a strategy for social change in transition countries. Also contributivgnateeff's (2003)
exploration of nation-building and Neumann’s (1999) work on region-building as imagining the
formation of a particular political identity. Finally, Spolsky (2009) shegmimant light on the
intersections and implications of space and language in his research into lgngiagand
management, research which helps us reconsider and re-contextualize deb&iaglmrer
linguistic imperialism. | quote again his definition of language manageme
In studying language policy, we are usually trying to understand just whaangualge
variables co-vary with the language variables. There are also catiescoefforts to

manipulate the language situation. When a person or group directs such intervention, |
call this language management. (Spolsky, 2009, p. 8)

These studies help us understand how OSI/SFN constructs the space in which indiatks a
goal of “systemic impact,” constructions which lead, | argue, to a discoese of
supranational language management. In other words, “systemic impaatélaseis to English
Language Programs reflects explicit efforts “to manipulate” andctlitee “language situation”
(Spolsky, 2009, p. 8) in Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union,
and it does so by infusing English and ELT into multiple discursive constructionscef spa

To show this, I will first analyze how OSI/SENdiscursively constructs the various
spaces in which it works. In particular, | will analyze its ambiguous and hmestable
representations and uses of the terms “local,” “national,” “regional ,Worétwide” and

“international,” from which the following implications and findings emerge:H@)@SI/SFN

2L As the various text producers at OSI/SFN are mastknown, | will be “personifying” OSI/SFN, ELPnd the
discourse of each to some extent. This decisiontisntended to metonymically replace the actooglpcing these
texts, but rather to facilitate the writing proceSsrther, given the breadth of this research gelyetracking down
and talking with text producers goes far beyondsthape of this study, though doing so would celyaénrich our
understandings.
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and ELP discourse create a discourse chain of supranational language mandgeognits
policy of “systemic impact,” that is, through OSI/SFN’s discursive amdjigghic reach into
multiple constructions of space, and the infusion of English and ELT into these constrottions
space; ( b) this discourse chain of supranational language management is sieengyitbe
closing of discursive space for local responsibility; and (c) the OSI/S$edulise re-scales
space (Fairclough, 2006) such that the organization semantically distsetiesam the United
States specifically and the nation-state generally. Rather,db@utlse “carves out” (Robertson,
1992, p. 52) or opens space for supranational open society, into which English and ELT are
discursively infused through OSI/SFN English Language Programs.

Systemic Impact and Discursive Instability and Reach in the OSI/SFN Discourse

The mission statement of OSI/SFN—found on its central website—provides a logical
starting point for showing how OSI/SFN constructs the space in which it works, tiglibsof
those constructions, and the implications for this study:

The Open Society Institute (OSI), a private operating and grantmaking fmmadams

to shape public policy to promote democratic governance, human rights, and economic,

legal, and social reform. On a local level, OSI implements a range ofiweitiab

support the rule of law, education, public health, and independent media. At the same

time, OSI works to build alliances across borders and continents on issues such as
combating corruption and rights abuses. (“About OSI,” 2008)

To accomplish this mission, the statement tells us, OSI/SFN undertakeayaofactivities
under the umbrella of specific initiatives, which it claims to implement “oncited level”
(“About OSI,” 2008). These initiatives range from Children and Youth Programs, to
Documentary Photography Projects, to Scholarship, Media, and Justice Prdgmdiasves,”
2007). Importantly, “English Language Programs” was one such initiahighwan from 1994-

2005 (“Initiatives,” 2005).
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Worded as is, the central mission statement describes OSI initiativesgs b
implemented “on a local level” (“About OSI: Mission,” 2008). The “Initiatives’bpage,
however—a separate link from that of the mission statement, but also on the cebsitd-w-
describes OSl initiatives as addressing “specific issue areagegioaal or network-widebasis.
Many of them are implemented in cooperation with Soros foundations in various countries”
(“Initiatives,” 2005; italics added). Below this general introduction to imvest there are links
to each of the individual initiatives, including English Language Programsubgeg
introducingthat initiative states: “English Language Programs work anttenallevel,
focusing on teaching English for effective international communication” i@dties,” 2005;
italics added). In neither of the descriptions on the “Initiatives” webpabers reference to
local context.

This discursive slippage from “local” to “national” to “regional” to “netwarvide” first
creates, | argue, discursive space for the influence and reach of O$uSEFMNltiple
geographic and discursive terrains—OSI/SFN becomes, in the discourse, ubiduigous:
constructed as present locally, nationally, regionally and network-wiadlthelf, as we shall see,
OSI/SFEN constructs the space in which it works both vertically and horizqntiligh
Fairclough (2006) argues is a discursive strategy “to push ... changes in padicedtions” (p.
66): from top to bottom, bottom to top, and/or across space. These strategies of infusioreevidenc
at the text dimension OSI/SFN’s mission to forge open societies through ag @iolsystemic
impact,” which one OSI/SFN document defines as “influence on state (or regiary) goli
practice,” a way to initiate changes in systems, and a “significantsetecapacity to design,

initiate and implement positive change” (lliff, n.d.). English LanguagerBnog} as one of
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OSI/SFN’s initiatives, is assumed to be a part of this “positive changaojtiravels with
OSI/SFN and thus becomes discursively infused into these representatioreeof spa

A closer look at how OSI/SFN uses the terms “local,” “regional,” and “netwdake-w
further evidences and clarifies how the strategy of “systemic imgaogerationalized in
discourse. In general, analysis of OSI/SFN discourse shows that “eeaiis to be used to
describe the space in which it works vertically, that is, at a level belovofwati For instance,
OSI's “Local Government and Public Service Reform Initiative” (2007), theedftwhich points
to “local” work, describes the policy issues it addresses as follows: “Bratzation and
Decentralization: monitoring and reporting on good governansgbatational levels” (“Local
Government,” 2007; italics added). The discourse here explains in a fairlyhstaigard
manner what OSI/SFN means by the use of the word “local”: In this imgjatimeans “sub” or
below “national” levels.

Another initiative, the “Human Rights and Governance Grants Program,” osas$ |
this way: “The Human Rights and Governance Grants Program supports national and
international advocacy organizations promoting political and civil rights at lea@gonal and
regional levels” (*Human Rights,” 2007). In this initiative, “local” is nowatissively and
clearly demarcated from both “national” and “regional” levels, and spagaiis eonstructed
vertically.

Similarly, “network-wide” seems to have a fairly clear definition, thoogw space is
constructed horizontally rather than vertically, thus pushing change and infamoseas well
as down. On an “Overview” page entitled “About OSI and the Soros Foundations Netwerk,” w
find the following explanation of OSI's network:

OSIl was created in 1993 by investor and philanthropist George Soros to support his
foundations in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Those
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foundations were established, starting in 1984, to help countries make the transition from
communism. OSI has expanded the activities of the Soros foundations network to other
areas of the world where the transition to democracy is of particular cofi¢er Soros

foundations network encompasses more than 60 countries, including the United States.
(“About US: Overview,” 2005)

“Network” hence refers to the 60 plus countries across the globe in which theressSuated
activity of some sort, and “network-wide” assumes that all, most, or mahes# countries take
part in a particular OSI/SFN initiative.
“Regional,” on the other hand, is less clear. On the OSI/SFN homepage, on a drop-down

menu headed “Where We Work,” we are asked to “Select a Region.” This wordiragsajpe

context in the following screen shot:
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Figure 5.Current regions where OSI/SFN works.

From this list of “regions” we can extrapolate OSI/SFN’s use of “regisnihe@uding

whole continents (“Africa,” “Asia”); areas of Europe with some shared histtyvhich are
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constructed as different from “Western Europe” (“Central & Eastern Eyrtpeuth Eastern
Europe”); one part of the super-continent of Europe and Asia (“Central EQyéise&ahame of
which itself has significant political implications, discursively blendasgt does what may be
quite disparate associations between Europe, Russia, and CentfglaAgio-cultural region
consisting of 18 Spanish-speaking countries plus Brazil and Haiti (histprecddinized by
Spain and/or Portugadlong witha group of islands in the Caribbean Sea historically colonized
by the British, the Dutch, the Danes, the French, the Portuguese and the SpatistAffierica
& the Caribbean”); three countries which were part of the former Soviet Unioaahich
diverge linguistically and culturally (“Russia, Ukraine & Belarust);ountry which is both
European and Asian (“Turkey8long withan area including Northern Africa and Asia (“the
Middle East”); and lastly, a single country made up of fifty states (“Tieed States”).
Elsewhere on the OSI/SFN website, “region” is used to designate regtbimscountries, such
as the Serbian region of Kosovo (“About OSI: Soros Foundations,” 2007).

In short, discursively, the definition of “region,” based on this menu, comes to encompass
super-continents, continents, parts of continents, separate countries, and area®withies.
The definition is broad and seemingly ad-hoc, both indefinite (“South Eastern Europe”) and
definite ("United States”), and ultimately ambiguous in that it encompakeasating
geographical, political, cultural, linguistic, and historical understandingsoé @ind space, and
to a remarkable end: OSI/SFN and its work of building open societies, one contributoctof w
is English Language Programs, become discursively infused and entrencheldietseal

geographic and discursive levels and terrains.

22 See, for instance, the discussion from the Coremith Central Eurasian Studies at the Universi@totago
(“Committee,” 2006).
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In addition to “systemic impact,” such an end may point to another interest in the
OSI/SFN discourse which relates to the infusion of English into these spad&F DS use of
“region” instantiates Neumann’s (1999) analogy between nation building aod taglding in
that it illustrates how political actors (such as OSI/SFN) “imagioerain spatial and
chronological identity for a region” as a part of some political projecirfgiance, building
open societies) (p. 115). Here the discourse constructs regions such that OSHBENsively
infused into all geopolitical and territorial understandings of the term; in tuSE$ can—
from the inside out, outside in, top down, or bottom up—work to forge the political entity of
open society. This entity, however, is discursively conjoined with English and Ebdgthits
English Language Programs initiative, as the following quote from an Ehfegpy (1999)
document shows:

English Language Programs (ELP) became a foundation program (in 1994) out of

necessity, and, to this very day it has been run out of necessity. Very early on, the

foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs directly relateddmg open
societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a cagifi

international component—were accessible only to people who had a good command of

English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degree on thyeohleitiuicated

local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediate
state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

From this quote, we can begin to see consequences of systemic impact whiakiareocthis
study: English, too, becomes discursively infused into all these possible andergs of place
and space, and a link in the discourse chain of supranational language management becomes
discursively, if subtly, instantiated.
English and Discursive Reach in the OSI/SFN ELP Discourse
As stated above, English Language Programs (ELP), as one initiative/8FSI
becomes discursively infused into multiple constructions of space and in multipé spat

directions, hence instantiating a discourse chain of supranational languagemeant In
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addition to the quote above describing the program’s history, in the ELP discouiad othér
explicit examples of how English becomes discursively infused into potentisdiyeales and
directions, and how the discourse chain of supranational language management iscevidence
again.
In text explaining the “Education Principles” of OSI/SFN English Langlaggrams,
we find the following:
From Moldova to Tajikistan, from Haiti to Mongolia, the OSI English Language
Programs have been there for EFL teachers and students striving to leangulagda all

often struggling with the lack of resources and often mired in an inflexible wumc
(“Strategy,” 1999)

The discursive construction of space in this discourse tells us that EnglpalgenPrograms
have “been there”: on the ground, spatially thfrem Moldova to Tajikistan, from Haiti to
Mongolia,” with its resources, its materials, its training, its teaghisrtechnology (“Strategy,”
1999). Geographically, the specific countries mentioned here represent broaavpaes
highlights again the discursive and geographic reach of OSI/SFN and now ithEaglgiage
Programs.

Grammatically, it is also important that the “theme” or initial part offitis¢ sentence
guoted above, “the OSI English Language Programs,” is doubly marked by two fio@pbsi
phrases (“from Moldova to Tajikistan, from Haiti to Mongolia”), a discursivaegyy which, in
Fairclough’s framework, foregrounds even more visibly—in its double markedness—t
ubiquitousness and reach of that theme: OSI/SFN English Language Pr¢b@a@sp. 184).
Systemic impact is operationalized and strengthened again in the discouss®) affect of the
same: supranational language management. Discursively, in the processNIJIFSIS
constructed as almost a savior or provider—or, at the very least, a good friendt-#is thaen

there” (discursively, everywhere) for those teachers battling aghanforces of the past (such
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as communism). And because itherg ELP is able to provide key resources to help prepare
local teachers for the “new millennium,” two of which, the discourse assumdsglieh and
English teachers.

There are other clear instances, too, where the OSI/SFN English bengragrams
discourse is infused (again, by various, mostly unknown, text producers) into multiple
constructions of space, each of which bolsters if not adds a link to the discourse chain of
supranational language management. If we return to a key passage fromNZSHISF
discourse, we find spatial terms used this way:

Very early on, the foundations realized that it was hard to foster prograsuydielated

to building open societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a

significant international component—were accessible only to people who had a good

command of English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degreabilitthe

of educated local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most
immediate state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

In this discourse, English is infused into “international” space by the very obviowssyif
guestionable—assumption that, in order to be involved in work with a “significant interalati
component,” one has to have “a good command of English” (“Strategy,” 1999). The discourse
also presupposes that English is the language “local” people need to “commsoaassfully
with the world beyond their most immediate state and/or regional boundariesitétitr

1999), a second assumption which reminds us of an assertion made by Dendrinos, Macedo, and
Gounari (2003): that “the present attempt to champion English in world affairs camedulbed
simply to issues of language but rests on a full comprehension of the ideologjicahtd that
generate and sustain linguistic, cultural, and racial discrimination” (p. 13)a3$usnption, in

other words, completely disregards multiple other languages in which peoplencarugicate
successfully and far beyond the borders of their state or region: Spanish, Sedonan,

French, Chinese, to name but a few. Here, too, the discourse chain of supranatioagklangu
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management grows discursively even stronger, if not exponentiallyasngtrously, as
“English” becomes constructed as the language needadyavork with a “significant
international component,” whatever such work might be and wherever it might take pla

Space as constructed above by the OSI/SFN ELP discourse extends thealdtaiars
of English both horizontally (“beyond”) and vertically, with “internationaléiseng to be the top
of the discursive space pyramid. Elsewhere in the ELP discourse, by looking at ¢csk En
perpetuatedavithin countries, we see a micro-version of how the discourse chain of supranational
language management is operationalized. For example, OSI/SFN idsigurfuses ELP into
“local organizations” which may eventually take over OSI/SFN ELP pj&etch
organizations include “pedagogical universities, or the ministry teachainreg facility, or
local teachers’ associations”; “We have also developed projects over latatipeople may
claim ownership (foreign language schools)” (“Strategy,” 1999). In other weodse of ELP’s
projects may, in time, go to the state (pedagogical universities andrtegichming facilities),
some to local organizations (“local teachers’ associations”), some to pridatieluals (foreign
language schools) (“Strategy,” 1999). The claimed spatial dispersion e€{zrbere, a part of
the discourse of “capacity building,” presents additional textual evidersyst&mic impact,
supranational language management, and the resultant influence and reacBBNERIP and,
in turn, English: from national to local, public to private domains.

To conclude this section on how OSI/SFN ELP infuses English into multiple @ades
spaces, and to furnish additional evidence for a discourse chain of supranatiareydéang
management, | quote from a passage describing the work of the Soros &nafdssglish
Language Teaching program (SPELT), one component of ELP:

Soros Professional English Language Teaching (SPELT) provides theie®imthe
foundation network with Masters Degree EFL specialists who are native speéker
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English. They teach English at local schools at all levels and, perhaps mor&antipor
bring modern teaching methodology not only to the capitals and major cities, but also to
small far-off places. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Here spatiality and temporality converge as important lenses for undingtaapranational
language management, since it becomes apparent in the discourse thaté&feRenstare (or
have access to the) “modern” (in this case, methodology), which they can firihg {the
commodity of it) “not only to the capitals and major cities, but also to small falaafes”
(“Strategy,” 1999). The discourse again underscores the all-pervasiwvéidd?, now through
identified carriers, native-speaking (American) “EFL specialigathing English and training
English teachers. Also critical, SPELT, English and ELT are now infusedhet‘small far-off
places” in addition to “the capitals and major cities,” and they are furthuseid into all levels
of education,” an abstract but no less spatial (and vertical) construct. Inystemi impact and
a discourse chain of supranational language management are forcefully pedoatua
operationalized once more.
Discursive Ambiguity, ELP, and the Closure of Space for Local Responsibility

What we have encountered thus far throughout the OSI/SFN and ELP discourse are
differences in—and, in turn, ambiguity and instability around—constructionb@feOSI/SFN
initiatives operate—in other words, ambiguity and instability in how OSI repteshe space
within which it works. As a result of this discursive slippage and instability, Sb8l/and ELP
become discursively infused into almost any construction of space we can inTdgisa
discourse chain of supranational language management is created.

Next | argue that this ambiguity and the resultant discourse chain of stigmaha
language management have formidable implications for local decisiomgrekd

responsibility. In the case of OSI/SFN, the discourse first seems to attibreditaportance of
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local context (and, in turn, local responsibility for ELP projects and programs), taliiities
within the discourse eventually close discursive space for local respiysibil

If we return to the discursive slippage between the constructs “localidfiagt
“regional,” and “network-wide,” we find that “local” is the construct stadedctly in the
mission statement, suggesting, perhaps, the importance OSI/SFN placest-disteasively—
on a more bottom-up approach to the implementation of initiatives, or at leastapp#daance
of attention to local context. This importance would align OSI/SFN with Holkdd®94)
criticism of the top-down imposition of ELT methodologies by BANA ( Britishis&kalian,
North American) or center countries and his recommendations for methodolograsani
appropriate to local contexts. It would align OSI/SFN with Canagarajah’s (19¢®asm on
local context as a central factor in the learning process in peripheryl(@s wenter) countries.
It may also align OSI/SFN with Kellner's (2002) picture of “globaima from below”
(elaborated on in Chapter Two), in which “marginalized individuals and social movemgsts r
globalization and/or use its institutions and instruments to further democaatiaat social
justice” as well as “circulate local struggles and oppositional idéak&0rizing
Globalization”). ELT and the use of English might then be more likely to become what
Pennycook (1994) envisions: a means of learning which “allows for struggitanes, and
different appropriations of language, opening up a space for many diffieeaning-making
practices in English” (p. 69).

At the same time, the verb “implements” (“On a local level, OSI implenserdage of
initiatives”) is not the same as the verb “creates” (for instance); efwite here obscures
exactly what role local actors may take in the process, which underlines hoagidabl

difference—and power, agency, and responsibility—are coded and obscured in vocabulary
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(Fairclough, 1989, pp. 112-113). Additionally, when the “Initiatives” webpage shetes t
initiatives address issues on a “national,” “regional,” or “network-widsidyahe discourse
seems to contradict the idea of “local” entirely, deepening ambiguityndrwhere and how
OSI/SFN operates. Discursively at least, in spite of an initial appead attention to local
context, the subsequent shift from “local” to “national,” “regional,” or “netwwoitte” closes
space for local participation in decision-making processes. In the cB&® pthe discourse
chain of supranational language management becomes, in turn, strengthened.
The discourse of OSI/SFN thus raises questions about where its initiative® opera
(locally, nationally, regionally, network-wide), what is meant byeveh) who is responsible for
its initiatives, and to what extent. This discursive ambiguity around whev&EMNsbperates and
who is responsible—and more implications thereof—are further evidenced whelelD8ates
the geographic location of its offices. In an overview of its work on a webpagecetibout
Us,” the central website states the following:
OSl is based in New York City and cooperates with the Hungary-based OSI-Budapes
OSlis exempt from United States income tax under section 501(c)(3) . . . @STrdtlke
operates initiatives, which address specific issues on a regional or netiderkasis
internationally, and other independent programs. OSI-New York is also the home of a

series of programs that focus principally on the United States. (“About USziéwgr
2005)

Notably here, in OSI's description of its offices, initiatives are oncenatiscussed, only now it
is “OSI-New YorK which “operates initiatives, which address specific issues on a regional or
network-wide basis internationally” (“About US: Overview,” 2005; taladded).

Paraphrased and restated, the above discourse can be understood as follows: OSI-New
York “operates initiatives, which address specific issues” regionatiyn(fnternal province to
super-continents) or network-wide (more than 60 countries). The use of the conowantpll

“Iinitiatives” indicates that the subsequent relative clause is non-definimgnerestrictive OSI-
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New Yorkoperates initiatives—how, or rather where, they are addressed (regiomadtyvork-
wide, but inall casesinternationally, according to the discourse) is subordinate or extra
information, secondary to the fronted statement that “OSI-New York operdtasves.” The
fact that “OSI-New York” is discursively foregrounded as the theme ofaihiteisce, per
Fairclough, further provides “insight into common-sense assumptions aboutitiesder, and
rhetorical strategies” (1992b, p. 183)—in this case, into the “common-sense assurhgation”
OSI-New York is, at least discursively, in charge of such operations.

If we next re-visit discourse from OSI/SFN ELP’s “Education Principleg, find
additional instances of discourse which suggests there is local responsibdity discursively,
there is not:

From Moldova to Tajikistan, from Haiti to Mongolia, the OSI English Language

Programs have been there for EFL teachers and students striving to leangulagda all

often struggling with the lack of resources and often mired in an inflexible wumc

Young professionals and students have benefited from efforts to increasedbss tac

materials and courses which focus on their language learning and prudéssio

development needs. Teachers help prepare themselves for the challenges of the new

millennium through training and practice that encourage integration of technoldggy in t

curriculum; distance education; self-development (professional and p@r$osiaring
free expression; and a student-centered curriculum. (“About This Initia2i@@7)

If we look closely at this passage, which seémascribe responsibility to “young
professionals” and “teachers,” we find some interesting discursive sl@fjhand. English
Language Programs have “been there” for those who are “striving” to laghsitand
“struggling” with the lack of resources, while at the same time “minedfie residual effects of
the (communist) past. Here the two words “striving” and “struggling’eapecially striking,
since they frequently collocate in religious discourses, especially in dissaetated to
Christianity and Islam: Even the literal translation of “Jihad” meatns/itsg” and/or
“struggling” (“ProCon,” 2008.). Thus, combined, “striving” and “struggling” work an a

ideological—if implicit—level to legitimate and reinforce the moral “eth@-airclough, 1992b),

137



“ethicality” and thus “responsibility” (Hansen, 2006) of OSI/SFN ELP, whichjiin,thelps
install in its leaders “the power to make authoritative fanadanging decisions” (Hansen, 2006,
p. 50; italics added). This responsibility includes decisions and policies made ivd¥kewand
then dispersed throughout the network (for this study, the countries of CESEEASA))
significant, in the discourse quoted above, “all” EFL teachers and studentsuigghirsg, “all”
EFL teachers and students are “mired”: Hence “all” are construttethiizing fashion as
possible beneficiaries of OSI/SFN English Language Programs, Bharéapotentially subject
to the authority and decision-making of OSI/SFN ELP, the head office of whiotated in
New York. Because ELP is “there,” that is, we might say that local resplagsgnot.

Equally striking in this language is how the subjects of sentences—"young mpoédss
and students” and “EFL teachers,” “from Moldova to Tajikistan, from Haiti to Moage!
appear to be just that: subjects or “agents in action processes” (Fairclough, d.9828). Thus,
we should assume from the grammar that they are in cleantgeswith the responsibility to act
upon something (the object of the sentence). The ELP discourse, in other words, seems to
construct local teachers and students as having agency and hence respooséilitior ELP
through using a “directed action process type” (Halliday, 2005) of sentenceisruec this
case, clear subject (teachers), clear verb (have found), clear objectrégymnent). However,
as Fairclough (1992b), drawing on the work of Halliday (1985), notes: “The grarahfatim of
a clause is not always a straightforward guide to its process typeatbefer example, cases
where one process type takes on the typical grammatical realizatiorntloédr{p. 181).
“Grammatical metaphor,” in other words, may suggest clear-cut locaty@ad responsibility

when, in fact, local agency and responsibility are much less certain.
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To clarify this point, | return to a sentence from OSI/SFN ELP “About Thistivie”:
“Teachers committed to their profession have found encouragement for their vidisupgort
for their efforts to become part of the international professional communitygo{fAThis
Initiative,” 2007). In this example, “Teachers” is indeed the subject, thougtetmation thereof
is carefully restricted to “teachers committed to their professiongtiogea juxtaposed and
“inferior” Other: teachersot committed to their profession (Hansen, 2006). And what these EFL
teachers “have found” (the verb) is a nominalization of the verb “encourageb(i@yement”).
According to Fairclough (1992), the nominalization (verb made into noun) erasessal of
timing along with actors involved in the process: the agents and patients, sabgeotgects,
and the duration of the event. And the agent of this action erased through nominalization is
clearly actors involved in English Language Programs. In other words, Eldht@sraged
“teachers committed to their profession,” and teachers, though seemingpfbet and agent
of the sentence, are actually the objects and patients of the process of bedgdged,” the
meaning of which is likewise contestable. Through grammatical metaphoficgi@in, and
discursive constructions of where ELP occurs, the agency and responsibditalgbarticipants
are de-stabilized and undercut, again, and discursive space for local respockisgity

More so still if we look at other features in this construction of local ELFPcpatits.
Not only are “teachers” not the subjects and agents of the sentence, but thethare fu
constructed again in a totalizing manner, one which suggests thaalitepiihmitted” teachers
in ELP across the network) share one “vision” (singular). This totalizingrootisn levels, in
turn, individual identity and variations in vision: according to the discourse, “all” arathhave
worked to join “the international professional community” (“About This Initiati\2907). In the

same way, the OSI/SFN ELP discourse constructs the goal and vision of dot&rteas joining
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“the international professional community,” a representation which, like fiteenational
community,” “remains relatively undefined” but most certainly “partlyated through

language” (Fenton-Smith, 2007, p. 698). Who belongs to this community is not always clear
though it is clearly constructed vertically, something high up above “the mire” addhan
“inflexible curriculum” and therefore worth “struggling” and “striving” fdfurther, belonging to
“the international professional community”—as if there were only one widd fstandards,
regular meetings and regular meeting places—is something which lodar®aan achieve
(given its “significant international component”) with the help and managementi(SK)6

ELP.

Discursive space for local responsibility is hence closed, reinforcirgcaudse chain of
supranational language management. At the very least, this closure and thssdistain raise
critical questions. If initiatives such as ELP are implemented localatonally, as the
OSI/SFN mission statement (“About OSI: Mission,” 2008) suggests, then we hasle tre
they implemented—or imposed—top-down by OSI/SFN, or built from the bottom up, at the
request of and sensitive to local actors and contexts? Also ambiguous: Whitkesiaae
“implemented in cooperation with Soros foundations in various countries” (“Initiati266y7),
what is the nature of that cooperation, and why is language referencing f@andations in
various countries” not included in the mission statement? Are initiatives ‘fingoieed” by
means of some combination of top-down and bottom-up programming, what Robertson (1992,
pp. 173-174) interprets as “glocalization” or what Kellner (2002) theorizes as lighitzm
from below”? In any case, how much decision-making is available to locat2@&&ernately, if
the initiatives are “addressed” nationally, regionally, and/or netwadle;vas the “Initiatives”

page states, are they thus less accessible or open to local participationsiod-deaking, and
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more likely to be “implemented” according to a broader framework createakneccutter
fashion for multiple contexts across a region whose history is stunningly diVienszagy,
linguistically, historically and culturally?

As the debate over English linguistic imperialism and now, too, language padicy a
management, makes salient (Phillipson, 1992; Holliday, 1994; Pennycook, 1994; Cahagaraj
1999; Seidlhofer & Jenkins, 2003; Spolsky, 2009), these questions and their answers are
important. Ignatieff’'s (2003) exploration of nation-building, humanitarianism, elfidde
further underline the importance for and parallels to this study (see lzgteC Two):

The UN nation-builders all repeat the mantra that they are here to “bedlddapacity”

and to “empower local people.” This is the authentic vocabulary of the new impeyialis

only itisn’t as new as it sounds. The British called it “indirect rule.” Logahts ran

the day-to-day administration; local potentates exercised some power yedlil
decisions were made back in imperial capitals. (p. 98)

While OSI/SFN is a philanthropic NGO and not the United Nations, neverthelesdraigthe
start, investigation into discursive constructions of space reveals questionsrabmsights
into who at OSI/SFN makes decisions, at what level, and?ivhy.
Discursive Re-Scaling: National and Supranational Space

At this point, | wish to posit one more explanation for the ambiguities and inséabilit
around discursive constructions of space in the OSI/SFN and ELP discourse. Not ongedo the
instabilities lead to the infusion and entrenchment of OSI/SFN, ELP, andlergficough the
policy of “systemic impact”™—into multiple constructions of space, resultirgdiscourse chain
of supranational language management. Not only do the instabilities and ambigjoge
discursive space for local responsibility. Further, | contend, discursivewciams of space in
the OSI/SFN and ELP discourse, especially the terms “national” and “ititerald’ are used to

“re-scale” space (Fairclough, 2006), which may intend to clear the way fat sacisformation

2| will return to the construct of “responsibilitg’s its own discourse topic later in this chapter.
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generally, and, in the context of this study, to clear the way discursivelyef@onstruction of
open societies, an obvious interest in this discourse.

As an example, a sentence from the OSI/SFN webpage “About Us” is worthimgyisi
for we see that the term “New York” is also what renders the work of OSI/faEnational’:
“OSI-New York operates initiatives, which address specific issues onamabgr network-wide
basis internationally” (“About US: Overview,” 2005). Notably in this examplewNerk”
discursively comes to mean “international” by a subtle process of rewofehngl¢ough, 1992b,
p. 113), whereby the meaning of one term (“OSI-New York”) becomes altered bg@anoth
(“internationally”). This slippage in meaning provides a glimpse into how th£&SBEI
discourse may seek to re-scale space, and to what ends, for an office in aityl¢B&1an New
York) operates initiatives which OSI claims to implemiectlly in various countries
worldwide. In turn, these initiatives (operated out of New York and implementdty)oca
address issues @ithera regional (definitions of which range from internal province to super-
continents) or network-wide basis (across more than 60 countries). Thesweasitssart with,
from, and in OSI/SFN-New York. Thus, local, regional, and network-wide all become possibl
understandings of “international” by dint of the fact that initiatives are tgzeoaut of OSI-New
York. The discourse here re-scales space dramatically, in the process, “Offemimganing of
“international” in a way which has very little to do withtion

Hence, word choice—and especially the reliance on city versus country name as
identification strategies—may provide tantalizing textual evidence ofSBSIdiscursively
beginning to downplapationalspace, in the process, producing or opesingranationakpace.
At the very least, the use of city (versus country) name instance®bgh's discussion of the

discursive strategy of re-scaling space, which describesibaxscales are being developed and
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institutionalized, including the “scale of cross-border economic regionagtivrk of global
cities, and . . . the EU or European scale” (Fairclough, n.d.). Strategy is drivestibg, raf
course, and in the case of OSI/SFN, new scales of space may well be undgyrdertln order
to discursively (first) “carve out” (Robertson’s term, 1992, p. 52) or “open” supranasipace
for open society.

To illustrate further how this strategy is apparent in the discourse of g1 its
webpage, OSI first identifies itself as based in New York with additionaesfin the cities of
Baltimore, Budapest, London, Paris, Brussels, and Washington, D.C.—a network of globa
cities, that is, and not Hungary, the United Kingdom, France, or Belgium (“O8e§ff2008).
Clearly, OSI does not refer to its United States offices by country nmag(t it has locations
in three U.S. cities), nor does it mention country in the names of its other offiegs.i$ thus
discursive reluctance not only to associate itself with the United Statde,dmgociate itself
with countryor nationgenerally. Rather, global cities come to designate its various logations
with OSI-New York described as the “main headquarters” and OSI-Budagést asain hub
for initiatives outside of the United States” (“OSI Offices,” 2008), with onewoithy
exception: English Language Programs. Discursive constructions of offateltchere
continue to attenuate emphasis on national space in OSI/SFN'’s discourse, in the gearass
the way discursively for social transformation—in this case, for theéi@neaf open society.

As discussed in Chapter One, a discursive reluctance to associate OSiflsRatianal
space may not be surprising, given Soros’ pronounced disillusionment with thendest a
particularly with the United States. But there may be additional reasotie faeluctance which
bring light to this discussion and will later help us better discern the role b$lEngthese

processes. We should also recall here Soros’ (1998) worries over globalizatiefy,that in
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spite of the swift and dramatic rise of a world economy (at least in the 19%@shd%ic unit for
political and social life remains the nation-state” (p. xx). Moreover, Soros péycsturbed

that “international law and international institutions, insofar as thest,etie not strong enough
to prevent war or the large-scale abuse of human rights in individual countries” (p.enge H
his vision for a different kind of society, a vision which—in the spirit of Popper and Kant—must
have supranational and even universal aspirations, must rise above the brutalityeardseat
nation-states, especially those which are anti-democratic (it is imptotkeép in mind Soros’
fierce criticism of U.S. foreign policy under President George W. BusmcdHhe mission
statement’s declaration that “OSI works to build alliances across bordereraments on

issues such as combating corruption and rights abuses” (“About OSI: Mission,” 200&)rsksc
which further evinces the discursive strategy of re-scaling spagel@igh, 2006) through its
deft discursive leap from “borders” to “continents” with again, no mention of nation. Hence,
Soros’ vision for open society as a “universal ideal,” one “guided by the dictatessoi to the
exclusion of self-interest and desire” (Soros, 1998, p. 90), “the self-interestsargj’dhat is,

of the nation-state. Hence the need, | argue, for OSI/SFN to find ways to Wslguigminish
national—and discursively open supranational—space.

This process of discursively re-scaling space is textually evidenced 31/SFN ELP
discourse as well. For instance, in describing the two components of ELP, the ELPsdiscou
distinguishes between the identities of SPELT (Soros ProfessionallEbghiguage Teaching)
and SELP (Soros English Language Programs) participants in spatisl te a strategy
document, we find that “from a financial point of view, this [ELP] consisted of a
network/regional component, SPELT, and a national component, SELP” (“Sttdt8§9). In

other words, American SPELT teachers are constructed such that they and thenossdut
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national borders and boundaries; they work within the supranational bounds of region and
network in addition to traveling to cities as well as remote, rural regions.

This spatiality is clarified when ELP presents more “Guidelines oPtbgram”: “That
the national SELP and network/regional SPELT work very closely togetheoamament
each other, i.e., that the network SPELT be integrated in the national SELPSroteraviding
the necessary international component to the national program’s endeavoege(f\atr1999).
Here we find “SPELT"” as providing “the necessargrnationalcomponent to the national
program’s endeavors” (italics added), international in that SPELT partisipeanhative
speakers of English and they come from the United States. And lest there be doutiiteabout
significance of an observation such as this, imagine if the discoursetheatetessary
American component to the national program’s endeavors.” The discourse agaiisrew
“American” to mean “international” in a discursive move which not only re-ssgace but
which obscures theational origins of its EFL “specialists.” Further, through SPELT,
“international” and “network” (60 plus countries) become “integrated” into thedimal” SELP:
through this integration, the “national” becomes “international” (or Amefifand “network,”
just as the “international” (American) is discursively integrated intonlédnal.”

In an even more fascinating example, we find the following statement: “1ahM&94,
ELP was established and given the status of a New York-based network/regigmairpr
(“Strategy,” 1999). According tthis understanding, English Language Programs is now a “New
York-based network [60 plus countries]/regional program” (remember the broacuctios of
“region” explored earlier), in contrast to—or alongside—its previous statasfaandation
program,” which the discourse described it as earlier. The discourse, that ispflydevels

spatial and ontologicalifferencedetween the two programs which constitute ELP: SELP
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(discursively described as “national”); and SPELT (discursively describ&teawvork/regional”
and “international”) (“Strategy,” 1999). In turn, the discourse re-scales our tanuthrg) of
space such that “NY,” “network,” “regional,” “national,” and “local” all beaumne—
presumably, the space of open society, which, as its very name suggests, “opens” our
understandings of place and space in ways which ( a) discursively diministoatterttie
nation-state; (b) create semantic distance from the United States) amd¢ale and collapse
semantic boundaries, if not (yet) geopolitical borders. At the same timeeaindlly, given the
focus of this study, a discourse chain of supranational language managemanesdntinfuse
English and ELT into all these possible understandings and constructions of space.
Discursive Constructions of Time and Language in the OSI/SFN ELP Discours

As established above, the OSI/SFN discourse creates a discourse chaiartdtsanal
language management by (a) infusing English and ELT into multiple disewanstructions
and understandings of space; (b) closing discursive space for local respgnaril (c)
discursively re-scaling space, in the process, opening space for sowfinraation and
supranational open society.

The discourse further infuses English and ELT into multiple discursive constrsict
time, the second (along with space and responsibility) of Hansen’s “bej ttakegories for the
construction of political communities (such as open society) (2006). In this seleion| begin
by showing how the infusion of English into multiple discursive constructions of pase,
present, future) levels temporal boundaries such that ELP and its spin-off projddtga@ on
and onuntil all citizens of open societies speak Englighen show how the discourse
constructs temporal identities in order to create Falk’s (1994) “citizenmpgdgof global civil

society, an identity which is all about the future and working “in accordance withigealistic
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and normatively rich conceptions of political community” (p. 139). Open societyuéarg
parallels just such a “rich conception” of “political community.” At the same,thowever,
discursive constructions of “citizen pilgrims” creates an out-group, anded;ainvisible and
“inferior Other” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001; Hansen, 2006) who is discursively, pligily,
excluded from the work of building open societies. Thus a discourse clatriugion begins, if
never stated directly in the discourse. Finally, | will close this secti@nblyzing discourse in
reference to the future post-ELP. From this analysis | contend that Enghgladge Programs,
like the European Union, constitutes the transition countries it operates in dgaemaporal
Other: a fear of [their] own violent past” (Hansen, 2006, p. 49; Waever, 1996). As athesult
discourse implicitly embeds within English the ideological constructs ofisg@afety, and
survival.
Supranational Language Management:
The Endless Need for English and the Leveling of Temporal Boundaries

| start analysis of this discourse topic by quoting again the first paraiycepla
document linked to the OSI/SFN English Language Programs (ELP) Initved¢ivgpage. The
document, dated 1999, is entitled “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond,” a title wisicis tell
it is a document about the future of ELP (“Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyormijever,
it starts, curiously, with history:

English Language Programs (ELP) became a foundation program (in 1994) out of

necessity, and, to this very day it has been run out of necessity. Very early on, the

foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs directly relateddmg open

societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a saguific

international component—were accessible only to people who had a good command of

English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degree on thyeohleitiucated

local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediate
state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)
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Looking first at explicit discursive constructions of time in this staténpvee find time—
as in the length of ELP—initially bounded by parentheses (“1994"), with ayckeest
beginning and genesis. It is discursively without, however, a definite end irosigkplicitly
stated, as suggested by the phrase “to this very day,” and as suggestedley ‘thiediYear
2000and Beyont(italics added).

The lack of an “end” here is peculiar, especially given that, in 2007, on the first page of
the English Language Programs Initiative web page, thas®ne sentence at the top which
announced the end of these programs:“The Open Society Institute’s Eraglighdge Programs
have closed” (“English Language,” 2007). There was no further explanation pbwéayactly
when, the programs closed. It is even more curious that the link to the ELRvmitvas found
under the headingCurrentInitiatives” as well as undeiPastlInitiatives” (“Initiatives,” 2007;
italics added). Moreover, the text of these programs remained the samendsstalnied this
study in 2004, except that all verbs on the homepage (only) had been changed to past or present
perfect tense. Verb tenses on subsequent pages related to the English LangagesPro
initiative and linked documents remain in the present tense, just as they were wiam | be
analysis.

How to explain these first ambiguities and instabilities around discursive wcirss
and use of time? A simple explanation might be that the webpage had not been updated, but
someone had clearly made a point to change the verb tenses for the ELRdsitiathepage. It
is probably safe to assume, then, that there was opportunity to move the ELP webpage out of
“Current Initiatives”; it was moved to the link called “Past InitiatiVedter all. Therefore, its
listing as a current as well as a past initiative may indicate oversighelagtance—on the part

of the web manager to construct ELP as “past,” “closed,” or “spun off.” Alidgnave might
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interpret the ambiguity this way: Only SELP (Soros English Languaggdm) and SPELT
(Soros Professional English Language Teaching Program)eirdat manifestations of the
OSI/SFN ELP initiative—had closed, whiledirect or formerly Soros-funded ELP programs
(spin-offs, etc.) persist to this day (Chapter Five will discuss thesegth)de

Or, the ambiguity around initiative end-date may be understood another wayhtt mig
also suggest that the discourse on the ELP website, right from the start, prometedléss
“necessity” of English and ELT, without temporal boundary. The repetition of $ségéthree
times in the “Strategy” document, after all, suggests quite a strong “pretioouwpdh some
aspect of reality—which may indicate that it is a focus of ideologicaygletl (Fairclough,
1989, p. 115). In this case, the text producer is clearly preoccupied with establishing and
maintaining the need for English and English language teaching: from the predegiining,
to the present, and in the future, too. Just as the discourse earlier infused OSI aridats w
forging open societies into all possible discursive and geographic (spatiéd)dadderrains, so
also here does this first passage about ELP—along with the site’s double p@ségGarrent”
and “Past Initiative” pages, and the document’s title “Strategy for the 206y and Beyond'—
infuse the necessity of English into multiple points of time: past, present, future.

To buttress this notion—shortly thereafter in the “Strategy” passage, “19%hbsc
reworded as “very early on™:

Very early on, the foundations realized that it was hard to foster prograsuydielated

to building open societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a

significant international component—were accessible only to people who had a good
command of English. (“Strategy,” 1999)

The time phrases here and earlier help sequence a narrative—in kitogyfdehion—of ELP’s
history, but it is a narrative which, in the next sentence, leaps suddenly to preserifarmsng

open societies relies to a considerable degree on the ability of educatexapta to
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communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediateasidfar regional
boundaries” (“Strategy,” 1999). This leap not only erodes the time sequence ofrgteaar
introducing ambiguity and instability around constructs of time as well space, sugdagain)
discourse and society undergoing transition and change. It further—and quite suddesdg—era
all sense of time—and levels semantic boundaries related to time, justastbartiiscourse
leveled semantic boundaries related to space—by converting a process\tydtactorge

open societies) into a state or object (“forging open societies”) throughatesprof
nominalization.

Fairclough (1992b) details the multiple implications of nominalizations owualise:
nominalizations “entify” what should be a “local and temporary condition” into “anemher
state or property, which can then itself become the focus of cultural attention aipadlatam”;
Fairclough continues, “Accordingly, one finds nominalizations themselves takittte roles of
goals and even agents of processes” (p. 183). In this case, it is not surprisifgIit§&NO
should construct “forging open societies” as the “focus of cultural attention andutzion”
and as a goal. But, as Fairclough observes, the use of nominalizatisas all indication of the
timing of a process addition to indications of who the actors in the process are—agents and
patients alike are erased (1989, p. 129). Nominalization thus becomes one granchnzitieal
made by the text producer which codes (or in this case fails to code) the temparattances
and social relations of a process; “forging open societies” becomes cat@acn inherent
statewithouta clear beginning and end. Further, and importantly, this timeless stats toedie
considerable degree on the ability of educated local people to communicatefaillgaeitls the
world beyond their most immediate state and/or regional boundaries” (“Stfat8§9)—to

communicate, that is, in English. In turn, if “forging open societies” depends upon
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communication in English, the need for English and ELT likewise becomes tijrestessded
indefinitely into a future without temporal boundary.

The temporal ambiguity explored above, the discursive ambiguity of a “real” enéfbda
ELP (despite later discussion of “exit strategy criteria,” analyatst in this chapter), and the
seemingly “end’-less need for English may well matter for anotheomeasdich Ignatieff
(2003) makes clear. As he states, exit strategies and “eventuallsetre essential if nation
building—or open society building, or development and aid projects generally—are to avoid
becoming “discreditable” exercises in “imperial [evehuimanitariar} power” (p. 22; italics
added; see also Chapter Two). What | wish to suggest next is this: Satiphath temporal
ambiguities in the OSI/SFN and ELP discourse may highlight the problems antepeesisf
power, and perhaps even neo-imperialism or neo-coloni&fisnoblems evident even when
framed within Spolky’s (2009) construction of language management. Here, in disabatese r
to time, end-dates, and exit strategies of ELP, if such endpoints areuaizglldmbiguous,
unclear, then does the program, as Ignatieff suggests, risk becoming adithbteeexercise” in
imperial power? Do Phillipson’s (1992) supposition&imguistic Imperialismobtain after all,
only now through a framework which may align with claims of linguistic impena
supranational language management? That last question is a leap, | admitéueay least it
should invite us to continue to look carefully at the role of English in development, even in
organizations the origins of which may be a far remove from the very Americantbndpy
and ideology of Ford or Carnegie. | contirthes investigation by turning next to discursive

constructions of temporal identities.

24 Williams and Chrisman (1994) deconstruct both tetimsy argue, in particular, whether “post” (in $ense of
“subsequent”) is possible when “we have not fulnscended the colonial. Perhaps this amounts/iogsthat we
are not yet post-imperialist” (p. 4).
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Time and the Construction of Temporal Identities:
“Citizen Pilgrims,” English for All, and the En-Aged, Inferior, Invisible Other

Before | begin this section which explores constructions of temporal idehttyl be
helpful to quickly review Falk’s (1994) theoretical conceptualization of globdlsmeiety and
the makers of that society: “citizen pilgrims” (see also Chapter TvedR.describes a vision of
global civil society as comprised first of organizations whichhatattached to a specific
country or region, but which ade-territorialized(like the dust-jacket depictions of Soros as
“stateless statesman”; Kaufmann, 2002) and which share a “conviction that upholding human
rights and building political democracy provide the common underpinning” (p. 138)hil$ is
configuration of community and identity, Falk declares, which best descrildsl'givil
society,” with its institutions working to build identities which am bound to state, nation,
country (space)—nbut rather, identities which are temporal rather than spgetighlk puts it,

Global citizenship operates temporally, reaching out to a future-to-btedreand

making of such a person “a citizen pilgrim,” that is, someone on a journey to “a country

to be established in the future in accordance with more idealistic and norgnatkel
conceptions of political community. (p. 139)

OSI/SFN, | argue, seems to be just such an institution working to build idewntitiels are
“reaching out to a future-to-be-created,” a future with “human rights” palitital democracy”
at its core.
Certainly, there is little to argue with in such a description of global ¢tizkaship.
Still, Falk’s (1994) voice here unavoidably evokes Anderson’s (1983) seminal vision of nations
as “imagined communities” built of “citizens-in-the-making,” a constrAaderson averred,
made possible on the condition that such citizens read a common language. But Falk thega
borders around the meaning of the word and construct of “citizenship” in order to postulate a

global version and vision, one which negates—or at least raises the possibility afgiegaie

152



of Anderson’s central claims: “The nation is imaginetiraged because even the largest of
them, encompassing perhaps a billion living human beings, has finite, if elastic besindar
beyond which lie other nations. No nation imagines itself coterminous with manginti’g).
No nation, no. But if common language is the key, then globalapehsociety might readily
be constructed as such a “country,” coterminous with humankind and borderless, provided, that
is, that all citizens speak a common languagere we find one possible explanation of why
English and ELT are constructed as “necessary” to the work of building opetiesocie
Hansen’s (2006) research extends our understanding of temporal identities in other
respects. She explains how such identities may be coded through “themesitainepe
progress, transformation, backwardness, or development” (p. 7), each of which is aigabpolit
construction which signals some degree of Otherness in subjects (forénstaonds developed,
who is developing, and who is not). In the case of the Bosnian war, Hansen argues, such
constructions helped legitimate foreign policy decisions, as when Westegnfpaicy
discourses constructed the need for NATO action against “the violent, barbaricbahBalkan
Other” (p. 49; see also Pennycook, 1998). This example makes salient why some teamstruc
are deployed, others not, and the importance of attending to such constructions ihgleeérs
Additional constructions code temporal identities through narrations of “mythalagigins”
and “potential” (Hansen, 2006, p. 24). Constructions of “potential” and its synonyms (dgpabili
promise, aptitude, capacity, and so on) are thus further implicit markerspdredndentity,
along with other terms connoting past, present, and future.
Informed by these sources, we can better understand how and why the OSI/SFN ELP
discourse works to construct temporal identities, which, | posit, align first &iksK1994)

“citizen pilgrims,” whose identities are not bound to space, but time: They alengaacit for “a
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future-to-be-created” in a “country” with “more idealistic and norm#ivieh conceptions of
political community” based on “upholding human rights and building political democrgoyy. ”
138-139). The parallels here between this kind of “political community” and Soras a6
“open society” are arresting, and evidence for the discursive construct@ikef “citizen
pilgrims” in the ELP discourse is rich.

OSI/SFN ELP and the Discursive Constructions of “Citizen Pilgrims”

In particular, in the ELP program document entitled “Strategy for the @20 and
Beyond,” explicit constructions of temporal identities related to age and aépgouthabound.
In stating its goals, the text producer states: “To upgrade English tpaning and teaching
so thatnew generations of young professionalsd educated people in general, will not need
additional foreign language training once they complete their educationsThis long-term
goal” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). In this example, the discourse no doabéseaut to
and constructs as its targets, first and foremost, present and future generatiavi work for
the “long-term,” much in line with Falk’s (1994) picture of the “citizen pilgrohglobal civil
citizenship. Further, by using both “new” and “young” in one short phrase (“new gensraf
young professionals”), the discourse instances Fairclough’s (1989) discussi@mwbrding
and synonymy, whereby the use of synonyms or near synonyms in a sentence ongicedss
yet again the text producer’s preoccupation with some “aspect of reality‘gamag ideological
conflict (p. 115). In this case, the text producer seems preoccupied with reachingrotheo (
long term)—and in the process, constructing as its ELP targets—“new geng[dtyoung
professionals,” a group of Others whose position in the sentence (preceding thesadided “
educated people in general”) suggests their privileging. The intendetiaffaich reaching

out—so that “additional foreign language training” will not be needed—is, moretasiing:
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the discursive implication is that “new generations of young professiondlsiot need training
in anyother foreign language, since OSI/SFN ELP will “upgrade English langaagarng and
teaching.”

Constructions of such “citizen pilgrims” (Falk, 1994) persist throughout the document
“Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond” (1999). Under text describing the netwaskosf S
English/Foreign Language Schools, another component of English LanguageriRragedind
the following constructions:

In addition to the general English courses, these schools offer an array of ES#2 tour

young professionals, tailor-made courses for the emerging local cerpadd, and

foreign language courses for young learners (pre-school and elementaryleegipol

Several of these schools also offer courses of local language(s). By andHartarget

student population of these schools consists of secondary school and university students,
and young professionals. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Once more, the discourse “targets” “young professionals” (mentioned twibe passage—as
the targets of ESP specifically and foreign language schools gendtallgh expands its roster

of targets to include “young learners (pre-school and elementary school lanel},$econdary
school and university students” (“Strategy,” 1999). These additions underscorergettrongly
how OSI/SFN ELP seeks to construct “citizen pilgrims” by making Englisiiadble at all levels

of education. Even “tailor-made courses for the emerging local corpeodt# connotes the
newness and youth of that world, which is “emerging” (spatially, too, this isiadsg
construction: a new “local” “world” with two terms fused together by the wordomate”).
Somewhat surprisingly, therginserted into the middle of this paragraph the sentence “several
of these schools also offer courses of local language(s)” (“Strate@99), but only “several”

schools do so, and the local language(s) and the reasons why they are on offer gheafSpeci

% | will say more on other languages besides Engtighe last part of this chapter and in ChapteeFi

155



Examples of “youth,” the “young,” and the construction of the “citizen pilgrimstk(Fa
1994) of open society are prevalent throughout the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. Ead@vwow
ELP has “been there” for “young professionals and students” who “have benefitedfforts
to increase their access to materials and courses which focus on theaglamhearning and
professional development needs” (“Strategy,” 1999). These actors are “ytpnoggssional,”
and able to be shaped by learning English. They further face the taeslef thanew
millennium” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added), a phrase which evokes “agfitube-created”
(Falk, 1994, p. 139) (and which obviously hadn’t been created yet in 1999) for which “young
professionals” and teachers must be prepared.

In still another instance, under text discussing the need for English languay@at, we
find one justification for the English Language Programs initiativedtas follows: “Lack of
qualified ESP (English for specific purposes) teachers, which is the reasoy gmfessionals
need extensive additional EFL training if they need English in their job” ¢&gtyd 1999).
Here again we find the target audience of ELP constructed as “young pro&ssiwhich
foregrounds their temporal identities, and with similar ramifications asebéffbe discourse
(and the program) reaches out to (in the process, discursively constrsctangeds) the young
and the future, through both the word choices of “young” (an explicit temporal yderatrker)
and “professional” (an implicit temporal identity marker). It is to thega#icit temporal identity
markers | next turn, and to the social and political repercussions for tempotéledeve danot
see in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse.

Implicit Identity Markers: Constructions of “Potential” and English for All?
As discussed previously, Hansen (2006) alerts us to how implicit markers of temporal

identity can be constructed in discourse through terms such as “potential, €§sdgr
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“capability,” and “promise” (pp. 48-50). One consequence of these impliatitgenarkers in

the OSI/SFN ELP discourse emerges from analysis of the goals of ELP:
To provide English language support to actual oteéntialparticipants in other
foundation programs including, but not limited to, education and academic programs,
scholarships, medical, media, and civil society; or, George Soros has put it, to provide

support to “something else people want to do and need English for.” (“Strategy,” 1999;
italics added)

Here, not only “actual” but also “potential” participants are constructedreitiaries of
OSI/SFN English language support. The discourse, in other words, to borrow lafrguage
Hansen (2006, p. 24), “articulates a relation of identity” between all citizermigh an

emphasis on their ‘potential”—in this case, as potential (future) participafdsimdation
programs working to build open societies, and as potential future speakers of Ertgl&h. A
same time, in this example, temporal identities of “potential” becomeesittaithin a
construction of spatial and temporal difference” (Hansen, 2006, p. 24), since the discourse
suggests that (a) not all citizens of countries where OSI/SFN runs progeaassaryet
sufficiently working towards or for the mission of open society; and/or {lzgos of “closed”

(or opening) societies do not yet have a sufficient enough command of English to wot# to bui
open societies.

Also crucial in this example, the discourse infuses the necessity of Emgbstil i
(potentially) citizens of open society, and it does so by constructing berief@d OSI/SFN
ELP in three incredibly broad ways: (a) by describing beneficiarieacasal and potential
participants,” with “potential” left terrifically undefined; (b) by debmg beneficiaries as
“actual and potential participants” in “other foundation programs, incluBingyot limited to
(followed by the names of several programs; italics added), thereby distyisiveling

potential limits on which programs may need English support; and (c) by adding on—jas in ¢

some possible participant has been left out of the previous possibilities—GeorgebBmads’
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description of English language support for “something else people want to do and néstd Engl
for” (Soros as quoted in “Strategy,” 1999). This discursive infusion of the need fasHcimgb
all citizens of open society (potentially) and for all purposes related tatlaénly of open
societies (potentially) reinforces again the discourse chain of supransdiogahage
management, which infuses the need for English into all constructions of time aedNpac
the discourse infuses English and/or the need for English into poteatiglgople, or at least all
citizens of open societies.

If we double back to the theoretical framework of this study, however, we discotver tha
this may not be the case.
Implicit Identity Markers and the En-Aged, Inferior, Invisible Other

Critically, there are very specific temporal identitned seen in the OSI/SFN ELP
discourse. Why not is answered first by Reisigl and Wodak (2001), who urge us touzedbgt
discursive constructions of identity—in this case, temporal identities, tballsd-“citizen
pilgrims” Falk (1994) describes—are produced by referential or naminggiga which rely on
synecdoche or pars pro to to, part for the whole. In other words, when social actors are
represented by “a specific feature, trait, or characteristic” whkiplished to the fore of their
representation (such as, in this analysis, age and time), as a result, aufihigicreated
(youth, the young, new generations) as well as an “out-group” (the middle-adjgolevious
generations), a discursive strategy which Reisigl and Wodak refer to-agéeg” actors (p.
44). The creation of temporal identities thus becomes not only a way to reach out tarthe fut
and future generations and “potentially” all “citizen pilgrims” (Falk, 1994)kingy for open

society. It also becomes a way to “other” Others—in other words, a way te drst@nce from
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and potentially discriminate against, exclude, or erase those who are idanttBems of the
out-group (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001): in this case, those identified witpaise

Hansen (2006) illuminates this Othering process. As she explains, in development
discourse especially, there is often the construction of dramatic tempaoaakdiftetween the
“developing” and the “developed,” and “bridging” that distance is frequeatigtcucted as best
accomplished by “the developing Other’s adoption of Western policies and agvid&; cee
also Doty, 1996). In development discourse, that is, the Other striving for “progress and
prosperity” should strive to mirror a Western and “temporally superior” *8gHnsen, 2006,
pp. 48-49). Hansen goes on to contend that, in Central Europe, these discourses frequently
construct temporal identities in ways which seek “a return to Europe or ‘thig"\ifess
constructingransition countries as “identical with y&&mporarilyseparated from Europe” (p.
40; italics added). The European Union, in turn, “is constituted not against an external,
geographical other, but against a temporal Other: the fear of a return ohitsad@nt past”
(Hansen, 2006, p. 40, paraphrasing Waever, 1996). Hansen describes this process of identity
construction as a two-way process of “linking and differentiation: that mgamd identity are
constructed through a series of signs that are linked to each other to consétiaes eff
sameness as well as througtlifferentiationto another series of juxtaposed signs” (Hansen,
2006, p. 42). Specific examples and an illustration of this “linking and differentiation”gsroce
will follow shortly.

First, though, | must mention one last source from the theoretical framework that
reinforces the work of Reisigl and Wodak (2001) and Hansen (2006) in important ways: Smith,
Law, Wilson, Bohr, and Allworth’s (1998) explorations of identity politics in the post-Sovie

borderlands (see also Chapter Two), and especially the authors’ egplichtine discourse of
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identity which is, in essence, temporal, though they do not explicitly call it shiloéral
discourse,” which strives to break utterly with Soviet, tsarist, and comninististy (p. 9). A
break with history demands, perforce, the construction of either a radicallyrasent or a
somehow attainable future, both of which are a part of transition discourses lyearetal
OSI/SFN in particular (see Fairclough, 2006). Smith et al. further deepentandéerg of
temporal identities by elaborating on how nationalizing regimes createsa of collective
identity by means of discursive boundaries and demarcations which esserttisiarcize,
and/or totalize groups, any strategy of which ultimately constructs an &fam: that is, he or
she who is different from the discursive construction of collective identity (pp. 15-20).
Returning then to the ELP discourse analyzed above and its constructions of “citizen
pilgrims” (Falk, 1994) through its emphasis on the young, the youth, “new geneaitigosng
professionals” (“Strategy,” 1999), we can now see how this discourse first sadieag Smith et
al.’s (1998) description of “liberal discourse” in the post-Soviet borderlands, a disashich
strives to break utterly with its communist and tsarist past and history—in sleistbeough the
creation of temporal identities: the “new generations” of the “young profeasi”
“Professional,” too, becomes a marker of temporal identity, since its use lfevitbsultant
connotations of business, capital, and market economies, the language of nediibeuase)
creates a further divide across boundaries of time between the communidt ‘tlaggreat
mass of the proletariat” (Marx, 2002, p. 234) and the current state of new capitaligist iof m
the transition countries of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and th&toneter
Union. In the ELP discourse, English thus becomes the presupposed language neealaagoy “y
professionals,” a presupposition which not only “professionalizes” Englisht{eguia

dangerously and not necessarily correctly, with prosperity and economicssisaealso
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Macedo, Dendrinos, & Gounari, 2003) but which also renders English a means to crkate furt
temporal distance—if not a temporal divide—between past, present, and future gesgrati
between socialism and capitalism; between communism and democracy;hEtvgdish
speakers and non-English speakers.

So, too, discourse which states that the “lack of qualified ESP (English faicspec
purposes) teachers . . . is the reason young professionals need extensive aB#itidoraahing
if they need English in their job” (“Strategy,” 1999). Here again we find tigetaudience of
ELP constructed as “young professionals,” which foregrounds the temporaliédeottithe
target audience. In turn, following Hansen (2006), if “meaning and identity areuciad
through a series of signs that are linked to each other to constitute relatiomeonéss’—such
as in this discourse “new,” “young,” “professional”—then there must also befdiftiation to
another series of juxtaposed [if unstated] signs” (p. 42), presumably, in this cded]’toe
“middle-aged” who may not be seen as “professional” according to OSI/Sk, thieir
education and training would have occurred under communism, before the presence and
interventions of charitable foundations, Western development organizations, NGOs,FAnd “E
specialists.” Thus, an out-group is created—those invisible identities jugthpmsnew,”
“young,” and “professional”™—and the subject of the Other, in turn, becomes split between
“superior” and “inferior” constructions: in this case, the superior “young,” “reavd
“professional” Other (the target of ELT), and the juxtaposed, inferior, invisilblerOthe
middle-aged and old,” “the unprofessional,” those generations raised and educated under
communism. The discourse here may even doubly split the Other, for in addition to
juxtapositions to “young professionals,” there must also exist juxtapositionsatified ESP

(English for specific purposes) teachers”: presumaligualifiedteachers. Figure 6 illustrates
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these juxtapositions of “difference” by creating a “shadow identityhef‘inferior” en-aged

Other in contrast to the “citizen pilgrims” (Falk, 1994) of open society and ELP.

Young, Youth, New Generations
Educated under Transition to Democracy

Targets of ELP Visible in Discourse

“Superior”
Other

Professional Qualified
Unprofessional Unqualified
Non-Targets of ELP Invisible in Discourse

Middle-Aged, Old, the Elderly
Educated under Communism

Figure 6. Juxtapositions of temporal identities and the “split” Offier.

Concomitantly, the challenges of “the new millennium” as the ELP discouliseatel
them erect further explicit and implicit barriers between gerraitias the ELP discourse

describes its offerings: “training and practice that encourage intagadttechnology into the

% This figure is adapted from Hansen, 2006, p. 42.
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curriculum, distance education, self-development (professional and persostating free
expression and a student-centered curriculum” (“English Language Proge9g)” These
challenges of “the new millennium” become discursively and ideologisalhgumed into the

work of ELP, and like “professional,” these words too implicitly mark time andepaential
divisions between the “young and new’—echoed hopefully throughout the discourse—and the
middle-aged and old.

To further this argument, | quote one justification for English language suppbe
ELP discourse: “Absence of gery old and ineffectivEnglish department university curricula”
(“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). This justification for ELP, what yourapfgedid havéefore
ELP, contrasts sharply with what the discourse says “young professionals” need nakfiettju
ESP teachers” and “extensive additional EFL training” (“Strategy,” 1994@asing here clearly
instances Fairclough’s (1992b) explanation of the relational values of words ariddyolelp
“create social relationships between participants” (p. 116) as well asia(&@06) exposition
on how discursive instability may complicate meaning and split subjects (p. 45):gYoun
professionals” inevitably stand starkly and now explicitly juxtaposed to theioated “very
old and ineffective,” and while this text is discussing curricula and notsadt@s certainly
implicit that the text producers presuppose the same about the developers of thadactvary
old and ineffective.”

Temporality becomes infused into curriculum and—presumably—its (invisible)
developers and other actors in more subtle ways, too. The curriculum is alsa referse
“inflexible” and something EFL students and teachers are “mired in” (“Eimglanguage
Programs,” 2007). The trope of “mire” likewise underlines the temporality ofiigeas EFL

teachers and learners (“citizen pilgrims”) struggle to climb out of thee*r{with its primitive
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connotations) of the “inflexible” past (education under communism) and towards the “ne
millennium” (a high-tech, student-centered, and distinctly modern constraa)trdpe, Reisigl
and Wodak (2001) argue, further divides social actors through polarization and dichotemies (s
also Pennycook, 1998): “Mire,” that is, connotes the primitive (communist/Soviesf) gast
out of which English (the modern, the modernizing) can help lift teachers and students.
Unequivocally, then, throughout the ELP web pages, OSI/SFN clearly seeks taaonst

“citizen pilgrims,” and it further creates discursive space fofpl&ential” for English to be
used by almost anyone for almost anything. At the same time, however, addxpeally, the
ELP discourse disregards—if not erases entirely—the needs and everstaeoexof
generations brought up under communism, the parents and grandparents of those “new
generations of young professionals” (“Strategy,” 1999). This move ingeniraa compelling
and poignant way Hansen'’s (2006) discussion of “discursive disappearance”: wintiiégle
articulated at one time might cease to be important” (p. 44). In other words, Rhdigtlourse
works toward and for the future by targeting Falk’s (1994) “citizen pilgrims,” $atr@sult, the
en-aged, inferior, and noinvisible Others—those juxtaposed to the “new generations,” “the
young professionals,” the superior and very visible Others—are discursivilyled from the
work of building open societies. Accordingly, the discourse chain which weader close
space for local responsibility (therebycludinglocals from decision-making opportunities) is
operationalized again here, if subtly: The construction of temporal identgiztealds to a
discourse chain of implicegxclusion.

Constructing the World without ELP: English and the Implicit Discourse of Security

To finish this analysis of time, the need for English, and temporal identitiest | n

consider how the ELP discourse constructs the future post-ELP. Such a future, llaogue, a
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applies to constructions of past and even present, in that the ELP discourse yepostsents
English, if not ELP itself, as ideological safeguards against the violewlcstigfe which have so
often and brutally haunted countries transitioning to independence and even democracy.
Segments of language from the ELP “Exit Strategy Criteria” (foun&frategy,” 1999) helps
lead me to this conclusion:

Foundations may safely disengage when we manage to empower local EFL (eg@ahers

internationally recognized teacher training programs, to become teeahers, and take
over pre- and in-service in-country EFL teacher training. (e.g. Romania)

Secure the future for the foundation-established schools for English/faaeigurelges by
helping them become self-supporting within three years of their existeaa#.the end

of 1999, schools that may not survive without the foundation financial assistance will be
either sold/privatized or closed down upon review of their financial status.

Spin off viable ELP projects. For example, with the foundation’s assistance Flcal E
teachers’ associations may develop income-generating projects (tcemalad
interpreting services, and/or foreign EFL book sales) which will help them not only
survive without further foundation assistance but also take over the foundation ELP
projects such as ESP (English for specific purposes) and teacher trainirege(ys”
1999)

Noticeably, this discourse animates the discursively inanimate: progreojests, foundations,
foreign language schools, local teachers’ associations. However, bpeaptamake up each of
these, the combined force of the terms used in the discourse creates a leggeokggins
which point, again, to a temporal construction of the Other (directly, participants/@FDSI
ELP programs throughout the transition countries of the network). This Other, mpiseveav
constitutedagainstthe past, present and future without OSI/SFN ELP, without English, without
ELT (see also Hansen, 2006, p. 49; Waever, 1996), since the “Exit Strategy” discourse
ideologically embeds into and implicitly constructs ELP and English agusafis against
instability, cross-border violence, civil war, ethnic cleansing—whatametbroughout the
twentieth (and now, twenty-first) century right up through the 1990s and the warBalkans.
Here is how.
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The following phrases from the “Exit Strategy Criteria” suggestitisability without
ELP: “We have endeavored to build local capacity so thapgrams may live on long after
the foundations are goii€’ secure the futuref these projects when the foundatiacease to
exist; “Foundations mayafely disengagehen”; “Secure the futuréor the foundation-
established schools”Sthools that may not surviyéwhich will help them [local teachers’
associations’hot only survivé (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). The discourse here, in other
words, constructs acute if implicit links between survival, safety, existandesecurity, what
OSI/SFN and ELP have provided, and, | argue, not only to ensure the future of Earglishge
programs and projects after OSI/SFN ELP and the Soros Foundations are gonep@dgopthe
discourse seeks to ensure that there is not insecurity of another kind, whennotsefé to
disengage,” when even survival, perhaps, was in question. To substantiate this poarsés H
(2006; paraphrasing Waever, 1996) has claimed, the European Union is “constituted nbt agains
an external, geographical other, but against a temporal Other: the featushaoféts own
violent past” (p. 40). This claim echoes Herrmann, Risse, and Brewer (2004), whd tesmi
that, in the main, the European Union (and open society, | should add) emerged from “the
normative desire to put an end to war” (p. 1; see also Jarvie & Pralong, 1999, p. 5).

Following Hansen (2006) and Herrmann, Risse, and Brewer (2004), | believe it is the
repeated and associated list of signs here, which, joined together, accomptistsices
stability” around—and hence reinforce the positive features of—securityyalimxistence. At
the same time, implicitly juxtaposed to these explicit signs stand whaateelfferent from:
insecurity, danger, destruction—what transition counttigisoutELP and English have faced,
face, and could face again. These invisible but no less critical signs obtain througle hioty

is discursively constructed: not only through a system of “sameness” butralsgh a system
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of “difference” (Hansen, 2006, p. 45). The discursive construction of the identity ofliee Ot
here is one made safer, if not safe, by ELP and English.
Discursive Constructions of Responsibility, Actors, and Language in the OSI/SFN E
Discourse

Thus far we have seen a discourse chain of supranational language managgarignt
established through the infusion of English and ELT into multiple discursive corstisiofi
space and time. We have seen the discourse level temporal boundaries such thatd=g® c
on and on untiall citizens of open society speak EnglMre have also seen the discursive
constructions of temporal identities which create “citizen pilgrims’k;FE94), the need for
English forpotentiallyall people, and, simultaneously, split identities: “superior” and “inferior”
Others as constructed by markers of time and strategies of en-dga@iagoxically, one result is
a newdiscourse chain of exclusierthe exclusion of the discursively invisible who are not
included in the work of building open societies. We have seen, too, how English becomes
discursively and ideologically embedded into the constructs of securityandas through
analysis of the discourse of the future post-ELP. English and ELP, that is, araatedst
implicitly as safeguardagainstthe threats of past, present, and future in countries in transition,
many of which are, for various reasons, at greater risk of large\@cénce.

Next, | would like to return to what we began to see earlier in this chapter: how
discursive space for local responsibility is closed through discursive sliprageuity, and
instability. Some actors, in other words, are discursively excluded from building opetesoc
while others are excluded from taking responsibility for the same. Concedingdraattay be
some overlap in this section with earlier findings, | turn to Hansen (2006), who expktins

responsibility is but one dimension of identity which, along with the dimensions ofdigpat
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and “temporality,” are combined such that they “draw upon and reinforce eachwithe
“equal theoretical and ontological status” (pp. 46-47). In other words, separ@mddr this
study has been primarily a heuristic and organizational strategy. Revaithgxpanding on the
discourse topic of responsibility is vital, therefore, for as Hansen (2006) observe
“Representations and policy are mutually constitutive and discursively linked,” (pn@8)
“foreign policy discourses,” including those of NGOs (and, | contend, the polioyulsss of
supranational language managers) “always involve a construction of reslagh$mi50). The
guestion thus becomes how “differences” in responsibility are constructed and lzoresat,
political leaders (or language managers) become “invested” with authaditegtimized as
makers of decisions and policies.
Explicit, Strategic, and Qualified Constructions of Responsibility
In the OSI/SFN ELP discourse (“Strategy,” 1999), under the heading “Guidiintbe
Program (SELP and SPELT),” responsibility is constructed and claimedi#ypthough one
has to read far into the “Strategy” document to find it. Responsibility isladsgue, constructed
strategically, in a way which obscures who doethave the power to make decisions. A part of
that text reads as follows:
That the NY management of ELP should provide professional guidance and oversight of
the program development, monitor its cost-effectiveness, set the standahds for t
program’s ongoing evaluation (evaluation was defined as a tool for program
improvement), develop the program’s exit strategy targeting impactrthtrejust the
intrinsic value of projects) and sustainability of ELP projects, make suréntghptdgram
continuously supports the general mission of OSI/Soros Foundations (primarily in that

the program stay socially inclusive, i.e., accessible to all segments diyso@ae many
regions of the country as possible.) (“Strategy,” 1999)

Here, although these are stated as “guidelines” rather than rules, ithbrtivdanagement of
ELP” (that is, theAmericanmanagement team, or at least the management team in America)

who is clearly in charge and visibly foregrounded in the subject or agent positien in t
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sentences. An even closer look at the discourse suggests, however, that the powetheehind “
NY Management of ELP” is strategically obscurechbyvit is constructed.

Through the grammatical strategy of nominalization (Fairclough, 1992b), fanaest
“the NY Management of ELP” are discursively in chairggefinitely, without temporal
boundary, since again, important processes (“to guide,” “oversee,” and “devedag’been
converted into nouns (and hence “entities”) which “the NY Management of jioRide
“professional guidance and oversight of program development” (as opposed to “guidegpve
and develop”). Grammar here also contributes to the construction of the moral étinos; “
(Fairclough, 1992b), and responsibility (Hansen, 2006) of the “NY Management of ELP” by
rendering them “providers” and “professionals” (“should provide professionalrgredand
oversight”) rather than, for instance, “overseers,” watchful managers, ovisopg, roles
obscured through nominalization. Their work becomes, rather, ideologicallyeérmtnstructs
on offer as opposed to actions taken or carried out which involve people being acted upon (the
patients or objects of the sentence and actions, erased through nominalization).

Additionally, “the NY Management” carries with it the ideology of profesdisma(they
“provide professional guidance”), which they inject into “program development” as apfmse
thepeopleinvolved locally in ELP, on the ground in various countries throughout the network.
In other words, actors here are not only erased through nominalization, they are also
metonymically replaced by the compound nominalization “program developmesitdg the
decision-makers in New York are metonymically replaced by “the NY bmant of ELP,” a
discursive strategy which semantically backgrounds or conjures away atiing and who is
being acted upon (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001). One by-product? Opportunities for decisiorgmakin

and responsibility on the part of local actors are also discursively conjuesd aw
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The above passage further explains how it is the responsibility of the New York
Management of ELP to “develop the program’s exit strategy targetingir(ragher than just
the intrinsic value of projects) and sustainability of ELP projects” (“&gsgt 1999). While the
presence of an “exit strategy” is imperative (see Ignatieff, 2003), therexit strategy criteria
paint a qualified portrait of that process: “Foundations may safely disengage ehsmmage to
empower local EFL teachers” (italics added), that is, when “we” (the Naw Management of
ELP) are (finally) able to “empower” (as opposed to simply “empower”allét-L teachers,” a
structure which injects the suggestion of difficulty or struggle into the procesgofrarment.
“Empower,” too, is a problematic word choice, since it semantically constosetisEFL
teachers as lacking or limited in power in the first place, a presuppositioh mialy easily be
challenged. The means of “empowerment™—*via internationally recegdrtizacher training
programs”—may also be problematic, since later discussion of these progfarasidam as “a
teacher trainers’ program either in the US or in the UK” (“Strategy,” 1208)scursive move
which again renders “international” (“internationally recognized’ggher American or now,
too, British, through the process of rewording (see Fairclough, 1992b, p. 113). In &sther c
“Iinternationally recognized” can be translated as “recognized in the Wgsarticipants
attended teacher training programs in Poland, Romania, Hungary or Turkey, would those
programs similarly be deemed “internationally recognized”? Or do only Bf\ish,
Australian, North American) countries (see Holliday, 1994; 2005) “qualify” as such?

One-Way Knowledge Transfer, Program Ownership, and Qualified Responsibility

The language of “capacity-building” sheds additional light on discursiviegtea for

constructing responsibility and actors in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. flitedlbtates Agency
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for International Development’s “Commodities Reference Guide” provadedefinition of
“local capacity building” which is a helpful starting point:
Local Capacity BuildingThe process of one organization passing on a skills and
knowledge base to another organization. Very often this involves a mutual exchange or
sharing of skills and knowledge, or a process of working in partnership to achieve a set of
objectives. Building local capacity can take place between two or more otgarszar
it can be accomplished among different levels of the same organization. (“Coneshoditi
Reference Guide,” 2006)
While the language in this definition, “a mutual exchange or sharing of skills andddgmy’
furnishes a view of “capacity building” which may be quite positive (and which may ke quit
new, reflecting substantive change in the discourse of development: see also Sikapaethe
same time, as Hansen (2006) cautions, when discourse—and development discourse in
particular—refers to “capacity,” it often refers to a capacity &hrahge in the inferior identity”
(p- 49). Hansen further warns that “capacity building” is often constructed as a group’s [f
example, the Balkans] “capacity to transform in the image of Western/walicansization” (p.
104).
In the discourse of OSI/SFN ELP, “capacity” or “capacity-building” iemeficed mainly
when OSI/SFN ELP discusses its “Exit Strategy Criteria,” whigtdrn to now:
Moreover, as a crucial matter of our ELP exit strategy, we have endeawvdmeaitt local
capacity so that our programs may live on long after the foundations are goredoiiehe
we have identified our program’s stakeholders and developed both SELP and SPELT in a
way that allows our projects to be taken over by local organizations (pedagogical
universities, or the ministry teacher retraining facility, or locathesas’ associations)
without much difficulty. We have also developed projects over which local people may
claim ownership (foreign language schools) and, thus, become motivated to lsecure t
future of these projects when the foundations cease to exist. (“Strategy,” 1999)
Analysis of this discourse brings several points to light. First, in this discussmdinhg local
capacity as a “crucial matter” of ELP’s exit strategy, there is pbaxmention of “amutual
exchange osharingof skills and knowledge” (“Commodities,” 2006; italics added). On the

contrary, the ELP discourse is clearly that of an organization “passingkdhaad knowledge
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base to another,” which is evident from these constructiovshave endeavored’we have
identified”; “we have also developed projects” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). Further, the
“we” have “developed” these programs in a way whiahotws’ (lets, or givegpermission for

the projects to be “taken over” (as opposed to adapted or transformed according ti). ddrdex
agency and responsibility of the subject “we” is never in question, although who thes“we” i
exactly is not explicit here; presumably the “we” is speaking on behalf ofaiheYdrk

Management team and the foundations across the network, a discursive move which gesuppos
a staggering amount of “insider knowledge,” authority and responsibility (&k gpebehalf of

all the foundations across the 60 plus countries of the network). Accordingly, itvegheho

acts, who is in charge, and who makes decisions. And if the “we” is the New York Management
team, then the discourse here suggests strongly that local particygantd the decision-

makers, a likelihood underlined by the clear distinctions the discourse makesrbéte/éwe”

and Others: “local organizations”; “local people.” Analysis of the lango&gapacity building
affirms a contention from analysis of discursive constructions of spaceiydhat

responsibility lies with the ELP Managers in New York. Further, as Ha2€86) contends, the
“Others” here (local people) can only “take over” and thus gain responsilyilttafisforming
themselves “in the image of Western/universal civilization” (p. 104), that iseiimtage of the
Western (New York-based) “we.”

The discourse, moreover, indicates that the New York managers of ELP remain in
discursive possession of—and hence responsible for—its programs, through the use of the
pronoun “our” four times in the passage: “our ELP exit strategy”; “sootlngbrograms may live
on long after the foundations are gonajuf program’s stakeholders”ptir projects to be taken

over” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). The We/Our language reinfor&etf@ther division, a
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distinction from “them”—in this case, the “local world”: Projects will bek&a over by local
organizations (pedagogical universities, or the ministry retrainintityacr local teachers’
associations)”; then there are other projects “over which local people nrayoelaership
(foreign language schools).” “Local capacity building” thus discursivetyscagain, for
OSI/SFEN ELP, by means of what seems to be a one-way transfer systeowtddge and skill:
from the New York office to the local project site, with the end result a continuesianfof
instability into questions of local ownership and responsibility. And even when ownership is
discussed explicitly (“We have also developed projects over which local peaplelam
ownership”), that ownership is qualified by means of the text producer’s choicernbtied
verb “may”: Local people may claim ownership, or they may not.
Responsibility and Specific Actors Involved in ELP:
Discursive Constructions of SPELT and SELP Participants
At this stage, it may be helpful to revisit and differentiate again between yngrdeps
of actors under analysis here, both of which are affiliated with related buateperygrams
under the larger auspices of the OSI/SFN English Language Prograats/aniffThe ELP
discourse makes clear that SELP participants were local actors whosermneot in English
was funded by national foundations in countries across the network. SPELT participams, on t
other hand, were primarily American “EFL specialists” sent to work irrtecpbkar country or
region in which the ELP initiative was being implemented. Of greatest neleva this section
of the chapter is how the ELP discursively constructs these actors and, in tarn, the
responsibilities. As analysis will show, the ELP discourse continues a disahais of New
York or “American” responsibility for ELP and hence a discourse chain of isafaal

language management.
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Dichotomies: Genericization versus Specification

Primary evidence for the continued discourse chain of supranational language
management are the dichotomies employed in the discursive construction® dvihgsoups.
As Reisigl and Wodak (2001) argue, discourses about “races,’ ‘nations’ and fiishic. . are
almost always connected with specific dychotomic, oppositional predicatiortsat hetp the
speakers to polarize and to divide the world of social actors into ‘black and white'carabegd
bad™ (p. 58; see also Pennycook, 1998). In the discourse of OSI/SFN ELP, these diehotom
likewise persist, with the following implications.

The first dichotomy to emerge is a split between generic and specifriptiess of the
work of SELP and SPELT. Reisigl and Wodak (2001) and van Leeuwen (1996) have noted the
importance of these forms of constructions in tisgtificationor genericisatiorare two
alternative aspects of representing social actors” (Reisigl & Wodak, g082; italics in
original). Specification is realized through concratdjvidualizingreference to actors;
genericization, conversely, totalizes, impersonalizes, and may evenieéethrough
grammatical choices which make broader, more generic referencesalcastais (Reisigl &
Wodak, 2001, p. 53). In short, specific references construct or preserve differeneayenleitic
references are more apt to level difference. In the ELP discoursencefete SELP (local
actors) are generic and leveled, while references to SPELT (the Améspmecialists”) are
much more specific. These differences, in turn, demonstrate significant mtésrin
responsibility.

Here is how the ELP discourse describes the two programs:

The Open Society Institute's English Language Programs princariyprise two

separate initiatives that work closely together and complement eachTdteesoros

English Language Program (SELP), financed by the Soros foundations in individual
countries, provides English language support for the specific needs of the country. The
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Soros Professional English Language Teaching (SPELT) program spBngtish as a
foreign language (EFL) specialists and provides teacher training at sgcanddertiary
levels. (“About This Initiative,” 2007)

The next paragraph of this overview then elaborates on the two programs:
Among other things, SELP supports various foundation programs, establishes and
provides short-term support for English/foreign language schools in the areas of both
language learning and teacher training, and promotes teachers' assocsRIBOT
focuses on EFL teacher development, encourages curriculum reform andrfesters

trends in large-scale foreign language teacher development (e.g. ngn{@About
This Initiative,” 2007)

Strikingly, the language describing SELP at first mggetnquite specific: These are fairly
lengthy sentences, and the discourse explicitly deploys seeminglydunalizing constructions

in its references to “individual countries” and “the specific needs of th&irgguHowever, in

the first sentence, the type of “English language support” SELP “provides’ugspecified, and
the later elaborations are likewise broad and generic: “among other tfuvigsh may be the
broadest possible construction of work possible); “various foundation programs” (with no
examples); “provides short-term support for English/foreign language scéhdbésareas of

both language learning and teacher training.” Even in this last elaboration thersksefuses

to yield specifics regarding the work—and more importantly—the responsibil8bP: We

do not discover, for instance, that SELP participants actually teach (whictidhdyut rather,

that they are involved in “establishing” and “providing” “support” tive areas of both language
learning and teacher trainirig(italics added). Description of SELP further genericizes through a
move from (paradoxically) “individual countries” (plural) to the totalizingpl®f “the specific
needs of the country,” the singular with definite article: This is an exangaa, af metonymy,
since it is the needs of the “country” (as opposed to the people in that country) whicmgre bei

addressed. Metonymy and genericization combine here to level individuatddéeand obscure
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the actual work—and hence responsibility (along with, incidentally, the natderdlties)—of
local actors.

Compare now with descriptions of the work of SPELT. First, SPELT “sponsorskngli
as a foreign language (EFL) specialists and provides teacher traisecpadary and tertiary
levels,” a structure which makes the type of “support” much clearer: Titense begins with a
clear subject and follows with a clear verb and object. Like SELP, SPEIoh&ructed as a
“provider,” though what it provides is much more specific (if nominalized, and hereirggy
infinite): “teacher training,” and not just “teacher training,” but teer training at secondary
and tertiary levels.” The levels, too, are specified. Further, the subseqragrapa describes
the work of SPELT participants in even more specific terms. As opposed to “among other
things” or “the areas of both language learning and teacher training"—langsedj¢o describe
the work of SELP—we now find that SPELT “focuses on EFL teacher development, gy@soura
curriculum reform and fosters new trends in large-scale foreign langesdeet development
(e.g. mentoring).” Examples are hence carefully provided, includinggaraf examples (“e.g.
mentoring”). Examples further specify the multiple “areas of both langeageihg and teacher
training” SPELT participants have the opportunity and responsibility to engagednetea
development; curriculum reform; mentoring. Unsurprisingly, given the previtalgses,

SPELT participants further fostenéwtrends” on afarge-scalé as compared to SELP’s
“short-term suppott(italics added). The responsibility of SPELT is distinctly more visibént
that of SELP.

And there is another difference of note here related, simply, to word count. Irothe tw
sentences explaining SELP and SPELT in the second paragraph, we find the break-down of

SELP work (which remains broad, generic, and nominalized) expressed in 31 (broad) words
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whereas the breakdown of SPELT work occurs in 21 words—in one-third the amount of actual
text. The “overwording” of SELP work (though less specific) further includeserous

synonyms and redundancies (“supports”; “provides . . . support”; “in the areas of languag
learning and teacher training”), a discursive strategy which Fagll@e89, p. 115) assesses as
evidencing “preoccupation with some aspect of reality” potentially undergoingldgieal
struggle”—in this case, | suggest, struggle over how much and what exact kiedpaisibility

can be made available to local actors.

Other Dichotomies in Constructions of SPELT and SELP Identity and Responsibility

Professional highly qualified native English speaking teachers versus un- or under-
gualified non-native speaking English teachdiise most obvious difference in responsibility
between SELP and SPELT is indicated by the names of the programs: the Sasys Engl|
Language Program (SELP) and the SdtasfessionaEnglish Languag&eachingprogram
(SPELT; my italics). The additions of the words “professional” and “teachantiied SPELT
name immediately mark a key difference in the responsibility of thesadtbe American “EFL
specialists” discursively “professionalize” the larger work of Einglianguage Programs (which
includes the work of SELP); moreover, the profession of “teaching” is inscribedsnterit
name, combining the forces of “professional” and “teaching.”

Other key signs collaborate to form a series of links around—and in turn stabiliz& and fi
the meaning of—what it means to be a participant of SPELT and why more resggnsibil
discursively ascribed to SPELT. According to the ELP discourse, SPELGipeants were
sought out by national foundations for the following reasons:

However, because of the growing interest among the foundations to establish

English/foreign language schools, and, indeed, in getting highly qualifiedeaiebers

who are native speakers of English, in March 1994, ELP was established and given the
status of a New York-based network/regional program. From a financial poirvaf vi
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this consisted of a network/regional component, SPELT, and a national component,
SELP. (“Strategy,” 1999)

To “specialist” has now been added the descriptors “highly qualified” (and tttas juepared
to take more responsibility) and—significantly—“native speakers of Englisterestingly here,
the defining or restrictive relative clause in the construction “highly fip@liEFL teachers who
are native speakers of English” asserts that “native speaker” is—Igsitgeea defining factor
of “highly qualified,” an assertion fiercely problematized by the ELdrditure (see especially
Holliday, 2005; Medgyes, 1994, on the myth of the native speaker; also Phillipson, 1992). At the
very least, the document claims that foundations waméd‘highly qualified” and “native
speaker.” OSI/SFN ELP discursively ascribes greater respongsithiérefore, according to
higher qualifications (which here go unspecified) and to being a “natia&epéFurther, the
use of the intensifier “indeed” (“to establish English/foreign language ghavalindeed,in
getting highly qualified EFL teachers who are native speakers of Bhgtaics added) places
even more emphasis on the “getting” of native speakers to teach EFL thangtquidbe
foundations’ interest in establishing “English/foreign language schools.” Treieparallelism
in the ELP discourse (“to establish” and “in getting”) may indicate an stronger discursive
imbalance between the desire for schools and the desire for native spedkeis scale of
desire being tipped in the favor of “highly qualified native speakers” who, as SPELT
participants, automatically have more responsibility.

SELP actors, on the other hand, according to a “by-country needs analysis,” are
constructed by what they laék:

General lack of good command of English although English is taught from esgnent

school to secondary school to higher education (usually for 12-14 years, with modest

results); Un- or underqualified EFL teachers; (Good EFL teachers |leapeafession
for better paid jobs.) (“Strategy,” 1999)

27 See Benesch, 2001, for a critical overview of sesthlyses in English for Academic Purposes.
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First, though indirectly by passive voice, the discourse here immediateigateglteachers in
the multiple lacks creating the need for English: In contrast to the rsgiakers of SPELT,
there is generally a lack of “a good command of Enghslugh English is taught . . . for 12-14
years (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). Second, what contributions teadoarmke are
gualified (‘with modest results”) and overtly generalized (“General ladkie end result is the
discursive construction of what Matsuda (1999) describes as a “deficit madatbér
development,” a view of teachers which risks (especially across 60 plus esuh#ing
“supported only by myths and unexamined assumptions.” Also in sharp contrast to SPELT,
SELP teachers are explicitly constructed as “un- or underqualifienhistruction which
explicitly and dichotomously juxtaposes them to the “highly qualified” “natpeaker”
“American” teachers SPELT provides.

The all-pervasiveness of SPELT versus the vulnerability of SELP to personal and
professional interventiorBesides the constructions of SPELT teachers as “highly qualified” and
“native speakers of English,” we find SPELT participants and their work 8esdcass follows:
“that SPELT fellows need to engage in regular professional extra-curraaiiaities, i.e., week-
end and summer teacher training workshops and seminars, so that a large numbeEBt local
teachers may benefit from SPELT” (“Strategy,” 1999). Hence, above and begridr
teaching or training assignments, SPELT participants are expected gz emgad be
responsible for “extra-curricular” (though no less professional) 8e8viSPELT participants are
further constructed as available not only for all levels of education, as dd@asser, but also,
at almost all times: after school, week-ends and summers. These coms$rpetipetuate a
discourse chain of supranational language management operationalizeddagie thr

constructions of SPELT responsibility.
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Further perpetuating that discourse chain, in an overview of its “GeneradytieELP
describes its financial assistance as a tool to “further encouragmgt®PELT teaching fellows
beyondteaching English, in ways that not only broaden students’ views, but also enhance local
teachers’ professional performance” (“Strategy,” 1999). Here, possilaeings of the work of
SPELT are vast: Students’ views could be broadened in an infinite number of ways, and the
same holds true for “local teachers’ professional performance.” The ert? rfése discourse
here extends an overt and generic invitation to SPELT participants to intéegpeeially with
students) irpersonalways which, as Fairclough (1992b) has described, “have hitherto been seen
as private and outside the legitimate range of intervention and employersjuameat we can
likewise make for development NGOS; the discourse, in other words, is acagsfiningthe
possible range of professional intervention to incorporate the personal (Faitcdd99gb, p.

193). In turn, so also is the construct of responsibility and authority redefined, opening
discursive space for SPELT teachers to take responsibility for selasithnge of personal as
well as professional interventions.

In remarkable correspondence, the ELP discourse constructs SELP padiegpa
vulnerable to interventions “beyond the legitimate range” (Fairclough, 1992b, p.t1€3jes,
for instance, that SELP teachers “help prepare themselves . . . through trathprgetice that
encourage . . . [among other things|f-developmer{professional and personal)” (“About This
Initiative,” 2007; italics added). The need of SELP participants to depeligonallyis made
explicit here, though tucked away into a parenthetical and after anothedeletopment goal
of ELP: “professional.” Both the “person” of “personal” and the “self’ olf‘sevelopment” are
subject to intervention, though in subtle ways, from SPELT participants and th¥ kW LP

managers. This construction of local actors again undermines opportunitiespfomgibility.
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Bringers of “modern methodology” and other resources versus lacking “modern”
methodology and resourceSPELT participants are also constructed, with almost missionary
zeal, as bearing the responsibility of bringing the “good news” of modern meslgdwlhich
this description demonstrates: “They [SPELT teachers] teach Englstehsthools at all levels
and, perhaps more importantly, bring modern teaching methodology not only to the cagditals a
major cities, but also to small far-off places” (“Strategy,” 1999). Hergadipyg temporality, and
responsibility converge as SPELT participants are constructed as liepéorsoringing
“modern methodology” “not only to the capitals and major cities, but also to smaff far-
places.” Systemic impact and supranational language management are opiesdionthe
discourse again. But of particular relevance here, SPELT participantsrestructed as able to
“modernize” even the “small far-off places” in need (a need presupposed) ofrEanylis
“modern” ELT methodology. The tone of the discourse here mixes sudden poetic language
(“small far-off”) into what has been, until now, predominantly the more technicaD'Npeak”
of development discourse; in turn, the identities of SPELT participants take on alawsél,
vaguely super-hero, missionary properties as they travel the networkeigood news of
English and ELT methodology. SPELT participants are responsible providers, andlimey
go above and beyond. They go everywhere.

Conversely, SELP participants are again constructed as lacking, in #hisacksng as
“qualified teachers whose command of English is very poor or whose English is not poor but
they lack communicative classroom teaching skills/methodology” (“Strét&699).
Furthermore, while SPELT there(everywhere, as discussed earlier), SELP teacheraweho
qualified and even “good” “leave the profession for better paid jobs”: henceartegt there

(“Strategy,” 1999). The discourse goes on to specify that local teachibey flack “adequate
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EFL course books and other teaching materials and resources” alongndbrhcurriculum
for in-service teacher training/development” (“Strategy,” 1999; italicked), a clear
juxtaposition to SPELT as bringers of “modern methodology.”

In sum, each lack ascribed to SELP participants creates a distinct dichvatbachy
ontologically divides actors and perpetuates the differences in identity gocsdslity
between them. Moreover, differences are constructed such that SPELpaatsiclearly work
toward developing SELP participants in the image of “the Western Self” (Hansen, 2006, p. 48)
illustrated by Table 2.

Table 2:Dichotomous Constructions of SPELT and SELP Participants’ Ideffities

SPELT Teachers SELP Teachers
(Western/American) Needing to Mirror
“Self” the “Western Self”
Clear responsibilities Ambiguous or no responsibilities
Native speakers of English Poor command of English
Highly qualified Un- or under-qualified
Bringers of “modern” methodology Lacking modern methodology
Can intervene personally Vulnerable to personal and
and professionally professional intervention
Work constructed specifically Work constructed generically
Always available everywhere “Good” teachers leave profession

Quialified Constructions of Access to ELP
In spite of the multiple ontological differences ascribed to the constructiGREILT

and SELP participants, responsibilities, and identities, both programs do have one regponsibil

2 |dea adapted from Hansen (2006).
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in common. In an introduction to ELP, the discourse ends on the following short paragraph:
“Both programs also work to promote social inclusion. To this end, SELP and SPELT endeavor
to provide access to their diverse projects to all segments of society throdghootimtries of

the Soros foundation network” (“About This Initiative,” 2007). The discourse here thes ata
clear goal: “social inclusion.” At the same time, however, the discoursermimgsrthe force of

its goal through qualification or hedging: The programerk to promote (italics addedps

opposed to simply “promote”; they “endeavor to provide access” as opposed to simplyngrovidi
it.

On their own, these two instances of qualification may be seen as simplyoodiegy
butwhereverthere is discussion of access in the OSI/SFN ELP web pages, the discourse hedges.
“Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond” describes, for instance, how “young foé&ésand
students have benefited from efforts to increase their access to maedi@isurses which focus
on their language learning and professional development needs” (“Stret8g9). Again, ELP
offers “effortsto increase their access” as opposed to, simpbgssSimilarly, under
“Guidelines of the Program,” we find one clear goal: “to make sure that theaprog
continuously supports the general mission of OSI/Soros foundations (primarily in that the
program stay socially inclusive, i.e., accessible to all segments of siocastynany regions of
the country as possible” (“Strategy,” 1999). Again there is qualification artweencbhstruct of
“access”: it is not promised simply to “all segments of society” but “to.alln as many regions
of the countryas possible(“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). Presumably, then, there are regions
where access is not possible.

Another guideline from “Strategy” complicates and clarifies whay be meant by

responsibility for “access,” this in reference to the Network of Soros $fiigbreign Language
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Schools: “That the schools may charge tuition fees in order to become self-sypbottmay
not become socially exclusive, i.e., their fees need to be affordable to aneaweage family”
(“Strategy,” 1999). Here accessibility becomes more defined in thes fieed to be affordable
to an average income family,” but the discourse does exclude b&lweaverage income
families will not be able to afford tuition fees. And while later discourse reiterates that “in no
way should these schools become socially exclusive,” elaboration on this point comtinues t
suggest the inevitability of some exclusion: “Tuition fees need to be kept atadfferates and
partial scholarships are awarded to outstanding students” (“Soros EngligFaz2805).
Income and “outstanding” ability, that is, can combine to ensure the greatdolddebf access,
but, worded as is, responsibility for the goal of “social inclusion” cannot berfidty An earlier
discourse chain, one of exclusion, is perpetuated subtly here again in the consjatifited
constructions of access.
Discursive Constructions of the Relationship between Building Open Societies
and English Language Teaching

So far in this chapter we have identified multiple discourse chains which bimgdig
central question of this study: How does the Open Society Institute/Soros Fonadstwork
ELP discourse discursively construct the relationship between building opeiesoainet
English Language Teaching? As analysis reveals, the discourse of DSMEFELP create a
discourse chain of supranational language management which infuses Hriglsbtentially all
constructions of space, time, and citizens of open society. This discourse chaifoisadiby
the consistent discursive location of responsibility with the New York ManageshEhf and
its representatives on the ground in countries across the network, American ®Bé&hers. It is

further strengthened by how the discourse splits the identity of actors involitdPi We have
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superior and inferior temporal Others (young versus old; democratic versus Siwzet
pilgrims” versus en-aged, inferior, invisible Others), and we have “highlyfigdahative
speakers” working to develop local teachers in the image of the “Westér(Ha@msen, 2006).
We have seen a discourse chain which excludes access to the work of building opies gocie
spite of the “potential” of English for all and a goal of social inclusion. We havetlsee
discourse work to re-scale space in order to clear the way for social traasfor and the
creation of open societies, but in ways which are discursively joined to English. Qri@eos
reason? The discourse embeds the ideology of security within English, thus makuagrier
against past, present, and future violence in transition countries.

With these findings in mind, findings which emerged through analysis of space, time, and
responsibility, Hansen’s (2006) “big three” categories which constitutegablcommunities
(nations, regions, open societies), | turn now and lastly to what the discourse thisut the
relationship between building open societies, English and ELT.

The Role of English in Building Open Societies:
A Discursive Move from Qualified to Categorical

To start this final piece of the analysis, | will compare different dssesiiinstantiations
of how OSI/SFEN ELP states the role of English in the building of open societies. This
comparison will reveal a discursive move from a qualified role of English in bgitgpen
societies to a hands-down categorical assertion of the same, thus construdisigdstite
language of open societies.

The first such instance is found as an explanation of the end of the ELP initiative, and it
reads this way: “The English Language Programs were designed to éy@dpepmdividuals and

groups for a world in which English has increasingly become a necessary largjuage f
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international communication in professional and academic fields” (“Past andDHEpi 2007).
This text is almost identical to how “About This Initiative” introduces the roleraflish in the
world, with the significant exception of the past tense verb (“were” froni)‘arel the specific
mention of ELP’s component parts: “Both programs [SELP and SPELT] are disignelp
prepare individuals and groups for a world in which English has increasingly bec@oessary
language for international communication in professional and academic figMisut This
Initiative,” 2008).

Several features stand out in these descriptions of the role of Englishthéisassive
voice (“were designed” and “are designed”) obscures who the designers afdeePagency is
obfuscated even as the discourse seeks to explain and justify the creation aisth@stabdf
ELP. As was previously discussed, later text does indicate that the New Yioagenaent team
of ELP was charged—or charged itself—with this responsibility (“Sisatel 999), but one has
to read far into the documents to uncover that information.

Equally compelling in this construction, English has “increasingly be@nezessary
language” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added), a construction which remisitisat the “necessity”
of English is new but growing, though the indefinite article “a” further nelsius that it is one
of multiple languages which are probably necessary for “international aoroation,”
especially given the importance of languages in the European Union and the impoirtaece
European Union as a “prototype” for open society (Soros, 2006). The discourse, moreover,
constrains the role of English in the world by erecting semantic borders arbahéxactly
English is necessary for: “international communication in professional addraafields.”

Compare this statement on the role of English with the next instantiation, whidrappe

as the first paragraph on the “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond™:
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English Language Prograr{SLP) became a foundation program (in 1994) out of
necessity, and to this very day it has been run out of necessity. Very early on, the
foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs directly relateddmg open
societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a saguific

international component—were accessible only to people who had a good command of
English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degree on thyeohleitiuicated

local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediate
state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

What we find out here, though through very convoluted syntax, is the following: “foogiemy
societies relies to a considerable degree on the ability of educateddopé to communicate
successfully with the world beyond their most immediate state and/or regional besthda
(“Strategy,” 1999). Re-structured, that sentence and its many presuppositibhben
understood this way: (a) “to communicate successfully with the world” ej&inglish; English
is reworded, that is, to mean successful communication; (b) “the world [and its people
metonymically erased by “world”] beyond [one’s] most immediate state aretjmmal
boundaries” speaks English; (c) “educated local people” need English “tawticate
successfully with that world [those people], a construction which raises quesaunstn’-
educated local people; (d) the work of “forging open societies” depends upon &ztlloczt
people” and their ability to speak English; and finally, (e) “forging open sesiaetepends upon
English.

The presuppositions here are startling and worth reiterating: Englisneseeworded
as “successful communication”; English is assumed to be what’'s spoken in “the wanhdi be
state and/or regional boundaries”; English is constructed as the languaga sboipg¢y, even
though this text does nekplicitly declare it as such. Rather, semantic distancing (Reisigl &
Wodak, 2001) and obfuscation come into play, which tones down the illocutionary force of the

claim despite the fact that the assertion is no less present.
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Further, we find that while the first discursive instantiation of the role ofi#ngl the
world limited that role to “international communication in professional and adadiefds,” in
the second instance, we find those constraints leveled completely. Instead) Eagllizecome
the “necessary” work of “forging open societies” since “many” of tlig@ms working to build
open societies “necessarily included a significant international compdfgtiitegy,” 1999).
In other words, English is now constructed, though implicitifhasanguage (not “a” as in the
first quote) for “international” communication (with the constraints of “psitesal and
academic fields” now also leveled). It is certainly significant, tod,ttt@English-speaking
world is constructed as “the world beyond their most immediate state and/or fegiona
boundaries” (“Strategy,” 1999): English, that is, is constructed as cuttiogsatational and
regional boundaries, just as earlier discourse infused English into all possibldamdiegs of
place and space, particularly through OSI/SFN’s broad constructionsaf:riggm internal
province to whole super-continents.

This ability to cut across borders and boundaries does depend, however, on whether the
“educated local” person has “a good command of English,” a familiar metaphoegso |
striking in this context: English becomes, through this trope, a sort of “armyiibtary unit”
over which the (“educated local”) speaker has power and authority—presutoabijpe
“uneducated” do not speak English. In this way, “educated” comes to mean Englisimgpea
And though indirectly again, English is also constructed in this discourse as a toalhigh
“educated local people” can “forge” and “build” open societies, if one in a basket &f Thel
guestion arises, however: Are other languages also tools in this process?

In the construction above, English is also constructed as a tool which pragadssnto

programs intended to foster the building of open societies, but access, again,ds limite
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Presumably those who do not speak English do not have access to such work, and explicitly,
those who are uneducated are not participants in the work of forging open societieis. Wha
more, earlier exploration of access to ELP (affordable to average incontiesaocutstanding
abilities) becomes even more complicated: English Language Rregntended to be “socially
inclusive” but there were still limits on who could participate, yet Engéisteeded “to a
considerable degree” to participate in building open societies. The end resufsidiely? Non-
English speakers below average income or those who lack “outstandingéslaité doubly
excluded from the work of participating in building open societies.

And another point must be made here. The discourse rewords English to mean
“successful communication.” In the same way, the discourse indirectly refunteisiational
communication” to mean English-speaking, just as previously “New York” besomerded as
“international” and “American” becomes “international.” As discusselieeathe OSI/SFN
discourse may work to restructure the world, space, and language of open socidtgtsaich t
center (neo-colonial, neo-imperialist) perspective ultimately obtamasthas in spite of the
periphery origins of the founder.

Then there is a third place in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse where the rolelishEmghe
world is discussed, now in the mission statement of ELP:

The mission of OSI/Soros English Language Programs is to promote Englishg@angua

learning and teaching in the countries of the foundation network, because a good

command of English is necessary for international communication which isldatic
building open societies. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Significantly, prior examples of qualification and hedging are now entatedgnt: “A good
command of Englisis necessary for international communication whectritical to building
open societies” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). No modal verbs or discuosiggaints work

to limit the necessity of English here; the assertion has evolved from aeglalifd limited
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argument about the role of English in the world and building open societies to a hands-down
categorical assertion of the same—uwith no room for alternatives. Absent aresgik@sto a
considerable degree” and “many of which [programsJs,iit is, and itis even more so with that
final defining/restrictive relative clause “which is criticatSfrategy,” 1999). The trope of
“command” is reinforced again, too, if unsurprisingly; and radivprograms, it seems, require
“international communication,” which, the discourse states, necessitajesdacommand of
English.” | would even posit that the choice of the word “critical” carrigh wiboth the
indispensability of English along with the risk of crisis (“critical,” nad threat: Without
“international communication,” without English, the work of forging open socigtagwell be
in crisis, and, too, the security and safety of those societies. English becomeastathghen, if
implicitly, as a force working against the risk of “closed,” tribal, prinatiinsurgent societies, a
proposition made more probable, perhaps, by the nominalizations of “English language
learning,” “English language teaching,” “international communication,” &dding open
societies.” These verbs made noun become concretized entities without temporaliesundar
whose actors (agents and patients; subjects and objects) are radicalygsegppRather,
“English” is entified, along with the subsequent actions explicitly and intglmdded within it:
“international communication” and “building open societies”; successful comntiamica
security.
English is Foreign, English As Foreign

Another provocative ambiguity arising from the OSI/SFN ELP discoers#ves
around the construction of English. Specifically, discursive constructions of Englise
OSI/SFN ELP discourse raise questions about whether English is “foogigot, questions

with rich implications in the context of this study.
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A common construction in this discourse is as follows:
However, because of the growing interest among the foundations to establish
English/foreign language schools, and, indeed, in getting highly qualifiedeaiebers

who are native speakers of English, in March 1994, ELP was established and given the
status of a New York-based network/regional program. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Uncertain here is the role of the virgule (or slash mark) between “Engligh“foreign.” Is it
intended to mean “Engligtind foreign language schools”? “English foreign language
schools”? Or “Englislasa Foreign Language schools™? The subsequent use of “EFL” (English
as a Foreign Language) teachers suggests that the latter shoulahbentthed understanding,
but it is not fully clear.

Relatedly, on a linked web page titled “Soros English/Foreign Language Schomls,”
find the following text:

Soros English/Foreign Language schools seek to provide alternative higl-uaign

language instruction that complements rather than substitutes for ftargrage

programs provided by existing state education. In addition to general Englisbs;ours

these schools offer an array of English for Specific Purposes (ESP) clouysesg

professionals, tailor-made courses for the emerging local corporate amaithreign-

language courses for young learners (pre-school and elementary schipoSkeveral of
the schools also offer courses of local language(s). (“Soros Englisighsd2005)

Ambiguous in this elaboration is whether, for instance, “foreign-languageesadoirsyoung
learners” are English courses or coursemniotherforeign language; the text does go on to
specify, after all, that “several of the schools also offer courses of sopldge(s)” (“Soros
English/Foreign,” 2005). Here, the text seems to read as if English rectifstim “foreign
languages”; at the same time, “local language(s)” somehow fall undeattgory “foreign.” In
both cases, there seems to be a discursive shifting of boundaries between meaahitings,
meanings of both “foreign” and “local” become destabilized, contributing furtheaitoléugh’s

(2006) ideas on the “discursive re-scaling of space.”
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The meaning of “foreign” is complicated further in a phrase from thieé Seategy
criteria,” one of which is “secure the future for the foundation-established sdoool
English/foreignanguages (plural) (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). The plurality of this use
suggests that other languages besides English are taught at these $d@isolsuggests that
English is different from “foreign languages™—it is physically seped from them by the
virgule, again.

But this meaning shifts once more in the “Strategy” document, under discussion of
“Collaboration With Other Donors.” That text reads:

Across the network, ELP has been collaborating with almost all internasindabcal

organizations that are involved in the development of English/foreign languagenpsogra

Our most successful collaborative efforts to date include, but are not limited tatproje

with British Council (teacher training, teaching material development eauthér

resource centers in all countries that have BC), Peace Corps (upgradirgpElférs’

English), USIA (very few workshops with USIS fellows), French, Germahaitt and

Spanish embassies and cultural centers (introduction of foreign languagdasahe

English). (“Strategy,” 1999)

In this passage, it now seems clearer that English is discursively coedtasc “foreign”
language along with other languages: “French, German, Italian and Sp#sistoreignness”
has finally begun to discursively stabilize, though English is simultaneowssiyadifrom—and
fronted before—other foreign languages.

EFL Teacher Training Transferable to Other Languages and Subjects

At the same time, we discover here an even deeper entrenchment of theitsyeseht
and the supranational language managemedanglishLanguage Programs: The influence and
reach of OSI/SFN ELP now impacts “international” and “local” “Englistgign language
programs”; it impacts multiple English language organizations (includingfBCouncil, Peace

Corps, and USIS); and, most strikingly, it impacts even the embassies andl cealtters of

other countries whose first languages are not English. The resultant “reda81/8FN ELP
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suggests, in turn, that what is disseminated through ELP goes beyond the langifagadts
there are multiple ways to imagine such impact: The discourse suggeststdoce, that
OSI/SFN ELP has provided the embassies and cultural centers of otheresoamodel for
how to introduce and establish foreign language education, and the discourse suggests that
OSI/SFEN ELP has provided influence beyond the teaching of English. The follquatg from
“Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond” suggests how ELP’s influence isuaiadtas
extending beyond English language education:

Given the ELP stakeholders, we have every reason to believe that our effoet$i@tdis

of teacher training (pedagogical universities, secondary schools,mneigsaining

facilities, private sector), as well as foreign language curriculsigd€universities) will

have systemic impact. Soros English/foreign language schools have alsovwbeed

(as consultants) in different government organized discussions on the modernization of

foreign language curricula, teaching materials and methodology withirestiatation.
(“Strategy,” 1999)

Here it is evident that the discourse constructs OSI/SFN ELP as impthetitrgining of
teachers, the design of curriculum, the creation of materials and the metlyoofodagh of
theseregardless of which “foreign” language is being taugliurther, according to the
discourse, OSI/SFN ELP can infuse “modernization” into each of these elements

OSI/SFN ELP becomes, then, discursively, a model for far more than seaphing

English; it constructs itself as able to transform foreign languagaoi@nd even education in
other disciplines:

Moreover, if we create a local structure of top notch EFL specialistaghdetraining,
our foundations’ efforts in the field of education transformation may benefit fram the
expertise as well. EFL teacher training skills are transferablepptidable to other

content subjects (as is proven in Moldova by the results of the above mentioned teacher
training). (“Strategy,” 1999).

With this last sentence, we arrive at a particularly sweepingtiassethat “EFL teacher
training skills” (provided to “local” teachers across the “network” of 60 plus ciesry

OSI/SFEN through “international” trainingyill transfer—and impact—other content subjects.
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And though those subjects go unnamed, the presupposition behind the assertion can be
articulated: The dissemination of method, it is suggested, may be as impsittaat a
dissemination of content (including English). In turn, the OSI/SFN ELP discous®{as not
only the perpetuation of English e language of open society, it further promotes a form of
“methodological imperialism” (see also Newby, 2000)—at the expense of methiodblog
diversity—which privileges an “American” at least (though it goes usdfaBANA at best
(British, Australian, North American; Holliday, 2004), approach to language edncatid all
of this despite, | repeat, the periphery origins of the founder of the Open Sasigtyté/Soros
Foundations Network.
Conclusion

This chapter has provided a critical discourse analysis of the officisémwdtscourse of
OSI/SFN and its English Language Programs. Findings from asalyggssummed up by Table 3
and narrated here. Analysis revealed a discourse chain of supranational langnagement
through the infusion of English into multiple discursive constructions of space, time, anel. peopl
This chain was bolstered through an emphasis on the one-way transfer of knowledd®€&iom
to East), qualified access to programs, and consistently qualified construdtiooal
responsibility and ownership, leaving decision-making in the hands of supranianesge
managers. A second finding reveals a clear interest in the discourse: theiksterscaling”
of space by de-emphasizing national space, creating discursive distandbd U.S., and by
rewording “American” as “international.” Relatedly, we saw a faaniiet of dichotomies in
constructions of the responsibility of “international” versus “locatbesc(or native vs. non-
native teachers) (see also Holliday, 2005). Finally, we saw Englistirsiigely evolve in one

document intdhelanguageof open society.
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In the next chapter, | will map these discourse chains as they are rephaguseripted,
resisted, and/or transformed in the ELP discourses of local Soros Foundationsngrogra
schools, and projects in the transition countries of Central, Eastern and South Easipe and
the former Soviet Union.

Table 3:Discourse Chains Identified in the New York-Based OSI/SFN Discourse

Supranational Discursive Constructions of Constructions of  Constructions of
Language “Re-Scaling” Local Actors “International” English and ELT
Management of Space Actors
New York Discursive ELP Target: Falk’s American SPELT English Necessary
Management Distance from (1994) “Citizen Teachers’ Work for Work of
Discursively in National Space  Pilgrims,” i.e. Youth  Described Specifically ~ Building Open
Charge of ELP Societies
Discursive Discursive Missing: The En- American SPELT Discursive
Constructions of Distance from Aged, Invisible, Teachers Described as Ambiguity over
One-Way Transfer of  United States Inferior Other Professional, Highly  whether English is
Knowledge Qualified, Native “Foreign”
Speakers
Consistently “American” Re- Local SELP Teachers’ American SPELT English for
Qualified Worded as Work Described Teachers All- “Potentially” All
Constructions of “International” Generically Pervasive: Present  Citizens of Open
Local Responsibility Everywhere and Society
Almost Always
Consistently Local SELP Teachers  American SPELT English Necessary
Quialified “Un-Professional,” Teachers Ableto  for Communication
Constructions of “Un- or Under- Intervene Personally with World
“Access” Leads to Qualified,” Lacking and Professionally
Discourse Chain of Good Command of
Exclusion English
Discursive Infusion Local SELP Teachers  American SPELT
of English into all Vulnerable to Personal Teachers Described as
Space, Time, and and Professional Bringers of Modern
Potentially All Intervention Methodology
People

Local SELP Teachers The Ideal of the
Lacking “Modern” International and the
Methodology West
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CHAPTER FIVE:
ANALYSIS OF THE LOCAL WRITTEN DISCOURSES OF OSI/SFN-SUPRTED

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

Chapter Four critically analyzed the English Language Programs (Esédurse of the
Open Society Institute/Soros Foundation Network (OSI/SFN). Multiple findimgsged from
that analysis. First, we learned that OSI/SFN’s strategy of “sysierpact” becomes
discursively operationalized as a form of supranational language managemenetby
English—and the need for English and ELT—are discursively infused into poteatigllgces,
all times, and all people. This is one way the OSI/SFN discourse construashtastie
language needed for the work of building open societies, if not the language of opgn socie
itself. Second, we learned that the ELP discourse consistently qualifess aogrograms and
the responsibility, project-ownership possibilities, and decision-making dfdots: Mainly, it
is the New York ELP management who call the shots. Third, we learned that the EdlRsgisc
reaches out to and targets temporal identities, particularly “youth” and toiee‘fygnerations,” a
discursive move which aligns the work of OSI/SFN ELP with Falk’s (1994) pictutresof t
“citizen pilgrim” of future global civil citizenship. At the same time Reisigl and Wodak
(2001) and Hansen (2006) help us understand, an out-group is created, one which, combined
with qualified access to programs, reinforces a discourse chain of exclusiomé&emrk of
building open societies—those juxtaposed to “new,” “young,” and “professional.” Tris “e
ageing” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001) of actors ultimately creates an Othersvit between
“superior” and “inferior” constructions (Hansen, 2006): young versus old, modern versus

traditional, visible versus invisible, those raised under transition to democracas thse

raised under communism.
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This chapter maps these and related findings from Chapter Four as theyyradeiced,
re-scripted, re-contextualized, transformed, and/or resisted in the ELP desobicurrent and
former regional, national, and local Soros foundations, programs and projects throughout
Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union (CESEE-fSU
Specifically, this chapter will explore how particular discourse chaingseaning identified in
Chapter Four flow into the ELP discourses of these foundations and projects in order to form
stronger, more stabilized meanings, authority, and “knowledge.” In the tontims study,
understanding how the OSI/SFN ELP discourse from the New York office flowssnto, i
reproduced, and/or changes in the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations, progtams, a
projects throughout the transition countries of CESEE-fSU will help us better tamdketise
larger impact of English and English language aid projects on countries itidrgrier such an
understanding sheds light on how the language of policy and practice becorodaaegy
adapted, resisted and/or transformed, and for what purposes. It further helps usnehadrat
ideological constructs become discursively embedded in English and the achofgdanglish.

The corpus for this chapter includes ELP documents and texts which reference, are on, o
are linked to web pages of regional, national, and 1&alros foundations or Soros-supported
programs and projects of the transition countries of CESEE-fSU. In tobalnd 64 ELP
documents from 26 different countries. Given that the OSI/SFN English Languagarfs
ended officially in 2005, the corpus also includes web pages from ELP projects arahj@og
which were started and/or at one time supported with OSI/SFN funding, but haveosimde f
other partners, ended, or become financially viable without OSI/SFN fundirtggsunultiple

language schools throughout the OSI/SFN network which were launched with ELR lbobne

2 As explained earlier, | will refer to all of theas “local” discourses as a means of facilitatimgwriting process.
“Regional, national, and local” became too cumbeesdo repeat throughout. | will note distinctiossreeded.
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have since become self-supporting). Each of these documents explicitly ackoyesvle
OSI/SFN’s role in its early history. Document types include portable docuorematf (pdf) files
of annual reports, textbooks, teacher training materials, job announcements andatescript
current and archived web pages of regional, national or local Soros foundations and;project
mission statements; project descriptions; student and teacher feedbacktidasanf
curriculum and methodologies; course outlines, descriptions, and evaluations; donor maps;
reflective writing; strategy documents; grant applications; brochuregrdmhies; web articles;
and program and project histories. What all have in common are the followingofitente
from programs and projects which were at one time start-ups and benefiofai&I/SFN
funding (between 1989-2005); they have an explicit English language component;yandrine
started and/or executed in one or more of the transition countries of Centrat) EasdeSouth
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.

| should add here: Given the breadth of my study and the limited funding and time with
which to conduct it, | chose to gather my corpus for this chapter through exhaunstive
intensive web searching. These same limits prohibit extensive analylsesratiltiple contexts
from which these documents originate and analysis of the various genrestgrddecers
which contribute to this study. The corpus, however, as with the corpus for Chapter Four,
continues to meet the criteria for textual selection for discourse ansdy<sit by Hansen
(2006): These discourses clearly articulate identity and policy; tieewidely available; and
many have “formal authority to define a political position,” even as “mardiG®D
discourse[s]” (pp. 64-85; see also Chapter Two). Accordingly, as with ChapterrFoy, |
analysis | continue to assume that similarities between statementabBl&cweb documents

are potential indicators of discursive and ideological reproduction througlathkzstion of
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discourse chains. Conversely, differences between statements may awrisdi€ discursive
and ideological re-contextualization, transformation, and/or resistance, whiseburse chains
weaken or break, utterly, whereby, thainiganingis accepted, negotiated, or rejected.

The following research questions guided the analysis in this chapter:

1. How is the relationship between English language teaching and the building of open
societies discursively constructed in current and former ELP discoursesib$oros
foundations, programs, and projects throughout CESEE-fSU?

2. What other interests emerge in local ELP discourses, and how do these compare with
interests identified in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse?

3. How do local ELP discourses construct the responsibilities of actors in these
programs? How do these constructions compare with OSI/SFN ELP constructions of
actors?

4. Whatnewlocal discourses emerge around these programs, and how do they impact

the OSI/SFN ELP discourse?

Reproduction and Transformation of OSI/SFN’s Systemic Impact:
Discursive Responses to Supranational Language Management
In Chapter Four, | identified and then analyzed one clear interest of QISESF,
“systemic impact,” which OSI/SFN defines as follows: “impact at eonat level, and on a
national scale” (“Education Sub-Board,” 1999); also, “influence on state (onjgmplicy or
practice,” a way to launch changes in systems which re-channel “statecesstoward the
intended goal [the building of open societies],” and “a significant increapgadioa. . . to

design, initiate and implement positive change” (lliff, n.d.). From this analyesiguke that
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OSI/SFN’s policy of “systemic impact,” when applied to OSI/SFN ELPotes discursively
operationalized as a form of supranational language management. | quotecgebpdisky
(2009) for a simple but clear understanding of “language management”:
In studying language policy, we are usually trying to understand just whaangualge
variables co-vary with the language variables. There are alsoafatiesct efforts to

manipulate the language situation. When a person or group directs such intervention, |
call this language management. (Spolsky, 2009, p. 8)

Spolsky (2009) helps us understand just how the OSI/SFN ELP discourse mfttisfforts

by language managers to “manipulate,” “direct,” and control languagees—in this case,

choices over which language to use in the various programs and projects put to work in the

forging of open societies. Fairclough (2006), too, in the larger context of language and

globalization, notes that “various groups of people [for instance, the actors 8FBItevelop

strategies to try to regulate, direct and control elements of these rezdgest(p. 28), including

language, which we saw clearly in Chapter Four. Here, again, is howFDSUStifies its

English Language Programs, discourse which was analyzed at length ierGrapt
English Language Prograr(iSLP) became a foundation program (in 1994) out of
necessity, and, to this very day it has been run out of necessity. Very early on, the
foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs directly relateddmg open
societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a saguific
international component—were accessible only to people who had a good command of
English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degree on thyeohleitiucated

local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediate
state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Subsequent analysis in Chapter Four revealed how the OSI/SFN ELP discouesespaee for

the infusion of English and English Language Teaching into multiple discursiveustiosts of

space, time and, potentially, all people, thus clearly controlling choices ovdr lahguage

should be promoted, funded, and used during the work of building open societies. Many of the
ELP discourses found in local Soros Foundation programs and project documents reprsduce thi

potential for the infusion of English and ELT into all times, places, and people, he¢endieg
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and strengthening a discourse chain central to this study. This is tHmdinsg from this
chapter.
Reproduction of Discourses Related to Supranational Language Management

Usefully, one report from OSI-Samara, Russia (2000) provides a visual depiction of
various ELP activities and how they relate to other OSI programs andatiberal
organizations. This visual map concretizes systemic impact discursivebtiopalized as
supranational language management, thus reproducing an OSI/SFN discorsasdih@ work
and influence of ELP flows into and out of multiple discursive constructions of gotojscts,
and space. The figure is titled, appropriately, “English Language Prdgrtwities and its
links with OSI programs and International Organizations” (“OSI-Sarha000). | include it as
Figure 7 of this study.

Made visible in this figure are, first, the countless actors who are dinegibcted by
ELP: American SPELT teacher trainers; local university teachec®ndary school teachers,
their colleagues, and students; actors involved in Educational Advising Centers ideyldw
actors involved in English for Specific Purposes (teacher trainers, teastuglents; and,
indirectly, all involved in the disciplines, industries and fields those specific g @aisiress);
members of teachers’ associations; and English language and other students omnaernat
scholarships. We also see actors who are perhaps less directly impactd® bggtonal actors
taking TOEFL or TWE; librarians and all whom they serve; anyone involved in local
Departments of Education (local government officials, school administregachers, parents,
students); participants in distance education; developers of English languagalsand

curricula and users of the same; and future teacher trainers and transestra
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Figure 7. A visual map of “systemic impact” operationatizes supranational langua

management.

Figure 7 further shows some of tinternational organizations which ELP comes |

contact with in various forms and for various pwgs British Council, actors at work ir-
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Service Teacher Training Institutes, the American Council of Teach&sssian, the
International Research and Exchange Board, the former United Statesdtibn Service, and
OSl itself, along with other OSI non-ELP programs which nevertheless hduegiish
language component (Internet Centers, Megaproject Education, Networkybogram). It
also begins to show some of the spaces into which the work of ELP—constructed as part of the
mission of building open societies—becomes discursively infused: universities waar]dw
secondary schools, Educational Advising Centers, libraries, testing camttansgt centers,
and—eventually and potentially—other countries in which British Council and USISvarky
In short, the OSI-Samara (2000) discourse reproduces the infusion of EnglishTandhEhugh
the various strands of ELP—into potentialy people and places worldwide, through the
reproduction of a discourse chain of supranational language management.

English in Support of Other Soros Foundation Projects and Programs: English for All?

A more specific look at English in support of other local Soros foundation ELR{soje
and programs shows more precisely how the discourse chain of supranatioregéangu
management is reproduced in ELP discourses throughout the transition countrieE&HSES
Appendix C presents a table of the projects OSI/SFN ELP funded (and in sos)ecoasaues
to support to this day). To mention but a few, local OSI/SFN ELP addressed mutiigbs gnd
purposes: in Yugoslavia, English for Art Marketing/Management, English ford\&@ylish for
Journalists, and even programs as striking as “English for Albanian and SerbsariaPisyand
Nurses from Pristina,” an example which attests to the needs and horrorsasfwell as
perhaps, a way to bring Albanians and Séohetherfor the common purpose of healing. In
Macedonia, local OSI/SFN ELP created English for Public Attorneys, Briglisludges, and

English for Managers of Loss Making Enterprises, a unique program which gevide
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fascinating glimpse into assumptions around the role of English as vital to grdgrsmess,
and profits. The Open Society Fund-Lithuania created dual Lithuanian/Eregsirces which
dealt with such topics as Smoking, Drugs, and AIDS. Multiple local Soros foundatidesd sta
English programs for translators, librarians, doctors, and even veterinamnidhsngolia).
Related indicators of discursive reproduction of supranational language management
come from OSI-Croatia’s “Community Spirit in Action” report (1999), which repcedaxactly
a Soros quote analyzed in Chapter Four and found in italics below:
ELP consists of two, at first sight independent, but in practice strongly imedwi
programs: SPELT (Soros Professional English Language Teaching), lineétmork
program which provides the country with American Masters degree EFL spscdis
bring modern teaching methodology to local schools at all levels, run teachergtraini
workshops, courses for talented, badly-off students, and assist other foundation programs
which need EFL/ ESP support, including, but not limited to debate, education or media,

or, as Mr Soros has put it, ppovide support to “something else people want to do and
need English faf (“Community,” 1999; italics added)

Here, the exact reproduction of the Soros quote we read in Chapter Four, “somethpepple
want to do and need English for,” forcefully underlines and reproduces the largespbces
supranational language management at work, as Soros’ words are again useaosvelis
open up space for English and ELT to be deployed by anyone for almost any purpose.
English for All Levels of Education, All Places, and Almost All Times

The need for English and ELT becomes discursively infused into all thesetpael
programs, thereby reproducing a discourse chain of supranational langarsagement.
Further, as established in Chapter Four, the discourses of local foundationsdikduse
English and ELT into all levels of education, from pre-school to university and beyondardere
a few examples of discourses from various websites and project reports tatéltstv ELP is

infused into all levels of education:
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Table 4:Examples of English for All Levels of Education

Country and

Organization Levels of English

Tajikistan English for Primary School, Secondary School,
(UN-Tajikistan, University:
1998) “to improve English language teaching and learning in

schools and universities through training, seminars,
summer school;” to “create a new [English language]
textbook for Grade 5”

Soros Yugoslavia  English for Primary School, Secondary School, Rural

Foundation Schools:

(1994-1998) “Expanding the network of participating primary and
secondary-school teachers and focusing on outreach
incentives and projects (far away from capitals)”

OSI-Macedonia English for Children and Adolescents:

(1997) “English Courses for 39 Roma Children and
Adolescents’ from Kumanovo, Kriva Palanka and
Delcevo”

OSI-Croatia English for All Levels of Education+:

(1999) ELP consists of . . . American Masters degree EFL

specialists who bring modern teaching methodology to
local schoolst all levels run teacher training

workshops, courses for talented, badly-off students, and
assist other foundation programs which need EFL/ ESP
support, including, but not limited to debate, education
or media, or, as Mr Soros has put it, to provide support
to ‘something else people want to do and need English
for.” (“*Community,” 1999; italics added)

Discourse from OSI-Croatia explaining its education programs’ developinaiey
further infuses English both into and outside of “official institutions,” in the psyces
constructing what the same report later refers to as “guerrilla éshicat

These [education] activities are to take place: a) within the officialuhens of
educational system, wherever possible. In principle, those are low-prdiiéies, such

as I*EARN, scholarships, in-service teachers’ education through esediations

(SELP) etc. b) through co-operation with independent institutions which, through their
activities and with the help of their members, can make possible for certasriodeaer
schools in alternative ways (Croatian Debate Society, Youth Parliamepthys6tep -
Parents’ Association); c) through non-institutional education (independent ametlia
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NGOs, like Education for Democracy); d) through independent educational institutions
(independent schools, kindergartens), which can serve as pilot-institutions for deyelopin
and initializing changes in curricula, methods and organizational formation (School
Improvement/Model Schools). This is particularly important if schools paatieiin pre-
service and in-service teachers’ education; e) through individuals and iossitwhich
prepare the ground for a change on critically-theoretical and pildetrets, by analyzing

the existing and developing new curricula, models and methods (Alternative projects
These programs are generally implemented in schools / kindergartens gities/er
(“Community,” 1999)

Importantly, ELP is explicitly infused into multiple programs referendsae, including

I*EARN, scholarships, SELP, debate, NGOs, the Croatian Debate Society, anddéle
Schools project, to name just a few. In turn, ELP likewise becomes a part of @&BGr
“guerrilla education” strategy (1999).

Additional discourse from OSI-Croatia’s “Community Spirit in Action Repr999)
further reproduces the infusion of English into various times (here, present anddatlire)
differing discursive constructions of space: “The basic objective of ELRgmig introducing
creative, innovative and alternative language teaching, primarily thralugiatngpresent and
future teachersind providing methodical equipment and books” (italics added). This same report
pushes for the broader diffusion of English spatially as it states “thehamly any facilities
outside of the capital where FL/EL teachers can get acquainted wiht&sgehing
methodologies/materials.” The report later articulates a part oERsniission as “to carry on
with outreach projects — in-service training of FL teachers who teach lraraes and small
towns.” Here, OSI-Croatia subtly critiques the British Council and highlightsOSWSFN-
funded ELP differs: “the presence of international organizations, such agttkle 8ouncil,
does not help sufficiently, since it runs only occasional workshops, mostly for therseiactie
capital” (“Community,” 1999).

OSI-Croatia’s emphasis on “rural areas and small towns” is another disdoagment

which both reproduces a policy of supranational language management through the spatia
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diffusion of English and ELT and echoes similar discourse fragments throupbdtit P
discourses of CESEE-fSU, thus establishing key links in a discourse chain, one which subt
constructs the Other as needing to emulate the “Western Self’ (Hansen,RA68pugh (2006)
reminds us of the implications: In reference to the “World Bank’s Rural Educatgec? in
Romania, for instance, he notes how such projects provide resources, yes, but theskatso s
change behaviors. In the end, Fairclough surmises, these projects disstessaigally
Western ideas, practices, values, attitudes” (p.71). Hansen (2006) echoesrthishen she
describes the frequent expectation in development discourses that closing thevgap bet
“Western Self” and the “developing Other” is best accomplished by “theaj@rglOther’s
adoption of Western policies and advice” (p. 40). Accordingly, in these examples waes
particularly disturbing implication of a discourse chain of supranational lgegnanagement—
that of creating other English teachers throughout CESEE-fSU, including iro8teemote
areas, in “our” own images, assuming a Western, native-speaking “our.”

As explained in Chapter Four, OSI/SFN'’s “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyond”
(1999) provides the source discourse fragment for this emphasis on remote and rallsasis w
urban access to Soros-funded ELP:

Soros Professional English Language Teaching (SPELT) provides theie®imtthe

foundation network with Masters degree EFL specialists who are native spaefakers

English. They teach English at local schools at all levels and, perhaps mor&antipor

bring modern teaching methodologgt only to the capitals and major cities, but also to
small far-off places(“Strategy,” 1999; italics added)

The missionary-like construction of “small far-off places” in contragh Waapitals and major
cities” and the need to infuse these places, too, with English and ELT, is reproduced throughout
the ELP discourses of the countries of CESEE-fSU. A 1994 report from the Soros Viagosla

Foundation describes its ELP work as follows:
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The English Language Program was further strengthened and developed iméptioav
long-term strategic focus on upgrading the overall EFL/ESL teaching insfaiga.
Expanding the network of participating primary and secondary-school teachers and
focusing on outreach incentives and projects (far away from capétgésh proved to
substantially contribute to both the quality of the program and promoting the Fund’s
mission. (“Soros Yugoslavia,”1994; italics added)

Similarly, the Romanian Soros Educational Center (SEC) places specialstssnpha
English for service workers in rural areas, as this project description sHoaising of the
labor force for the improvement of the quality of the services from hotels andregdgtafrom
therural area of Harghita county” (“Soros Educational,” 2006). OSI-Samara, Russia (2000)
describes the target of its English for Specific Purposes programs Rd€&hers from
provincial universities that participate in the Megaproject ‘Education™ ( italics adadedi) it
later forecasts its future work as “providing informatiomemote parts of the region, making
outreaches to smaller citi€galics added).” Poland’s Stefan Batory Foundation cites foreign
language education among other projects as particularly key “in regjletas and provincial
Poland” (2001). The Soros Foundation-Mongolia (2001) funded several “Teacher Training
Seminars foRural English Language Teachers” (italics added). The Soros Foundation-
Kyrgyzstan (1998), too, reported its 1998 achievements this way: “Monthly regioriaivps
with SPELT teachers were conducted in the following areas: Narin, kKgyK-alas, Jalal-Abad,
Osh, Chui. These two-day workshops focused on bringing new, communicative methodology
and techniques to primary and secondary school English teachensate regions (“SF-
Kyrgyzstan,” 1998; italics added).

The frequent discursive emphasis placed on small, far-off, faraway, reoradeand
provincial regions by multiple local Soros foundations and projects throughoutEctS&E
demonstrates again how the need for English and ELT become infused into vesgurgide

constructions of space. Systemic impact, again, becomes discursively opkraticama form
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of supranational language management, and discourses operationalizing sudmmeanage
reproduced and disseminated throughout the region. These discourses underlirdl-@QBided
ELP’s clear attempt at “closing the gap” between the “Western &edf'the “developing Other”
(Hansen, 2006).

Just as the need for English and ELT are discursively infused into multipletpragec
actors, educational levels (kindergarten through university), academoaugeed fields (English
for Specific Purposes), and spatial constructions (inside and outside institigiooge rural
regions as well as cities), so also is supranational language mamagésuersively perpetuated
in discourses outliningghenEnglish Language Teaching is available. Chapter Four identified
how American SPELT teachers were discursively constructed astdwaitaalmost all times:
“that SPELT fellows need to engage in regular professional extra-curraaiiaities, i.e., week-
end and summer teacher training workshops and seminars, so that a large numbeEBt local
teachers may benefit from SPELT” (“Strategy,” 1999).

This need to make English and ELT available at almost all times (after sohool
weekends, in summer) so that many EFL teachers and students may belsefidiscarsively
reproduced throughout multiple ELP programs and projects in CESEE-fSU. To namewut a f
the Soros Foundation-Tajikistan offered English language summer school (1998);ahe Sor
Yugoslavia Foundation (1998) “started a project of a series of weekend sermiraFe fESL
teachers”; OSI-Samara, Russia (2000) reported that “a group of ESRsdagpeoximately 60)
from 21 provincial universities will be trained intensively at winter and sumessians,” and it
also offered summer “mentoring” workshops for EFL teachers. OSI-Croatia (@99®)asized
the need for multiple ELP-related “extra-curricular [after schodlyi&ies”; International House

(IH) Kyiv, Ukraine, is one of many institutions offering English languagareer camps for
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children, teens and adults. IH-Kyiv also offers a “Teacher TraininghBedaevelopment”
course which is two weeks long, because “secondary school holidays in autumn, winter and
spring are fourteen days” (2007). Soros International House-Vilnius, Lidgau@007) offered
both summer school for children as well as “summer schools for language andgeachi
methods.” The Open Society Foundation-Slovakia (2003) offered “Summer School ohEnglis
for Doctors”; the Soros Foundation-Moldova (1998) offered “two summer courses for 46hEng|
teachers”; the Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan (1998) offered “annual sumnieshHBagguage
camp[s] for secondary and university English teachers.” Further, and nasisglgr all Soros-
founded and initially funded language schools throughout CESEE-fSU offer evenikgnaee
and summer English classes (for instance, see Syllabus School, Bosniy|iHktaine; IH-
Kharkiv, Ukraine; IH-Vilnius, Lithuania; IH-Tallinn, Estonia; and Lingueh®ol, Kyrgyzstan).
Distance education and communication technologies are other areas whefeNQSI/S
policy of “systemic impact” becomes reproduced, perpetuating once mora affor
supranational language management as these technologies, too, infuse the nedidtaarithg
ELT throughout the transition countries of CESEE-fSU. As examined in Chapterrraur, i
description of its “Education Principles,” OSI/SFN encourages among other tdisgamte
education” and the “integration of technology into the curriculum” (“Englisiguage
Programs,” 2007). In turn, OSI-Samara, Russia (2000) states that “distanasgl®all be used
... to introduce modern technology,” and “a distance learning course in English knguag
teaching will be provided by P.R. Millrood.” IH-Kyiv (2007) offers a distanéd. DA (Diploma
in English Language Teaching to Adults). SIH-Vilnius (2007) set up severaldbirt
conferences” to promote discussion on English and global identity and “the Impact of the

Language Learning on Intercultural, Professional Levels of Adultnees, including the
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Socially Excluded” (more on these to follow). Similar workshops were set up incErais
Romania, where students from countries across the region “shared experanceal
communication” (“Soros International House-Vilnius,” 2007). The Soros Yugoslavia
Foundation (1998) likewise set up a “vocational virtual forum for exchanging EFL#ESE,
information, announcements, questions, advice, etc.” In other words, the discourses of local
Soros foundations and projects throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU infuse English and the
need for ELT into virtual space, too, just as they infuse English and ELT into all pbtenars,
projects, levels of education, constructions of space, and constructions of time.
Reproductions, Re-Scripts, and Discursive Re-appearance:
Access, Actors, and Responsibility
Chapter Four contended that OSI/SFN ELP promotes a form of supranationag&ngua
management through its policy of systemic impact. So far this chapter haBademultiple
ways that the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations, programs, and projectsaephis
policy throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU. Chapter Four also identified, howeltsp)en
moments of ambiguity and instability within the OSI/SFN discourse, momémth westabilize
the meaning of various discourse fragments and hence weaken or obviate paricalasdi
chains. One such ambiguity which relates directly to supranational langaagg@ment occurs
with discourse around questions of “accesgiichactors, that is, have access to ELP—and
hence access to the work of building open societies—throughout the Soros Foundations Network
of the countries of CESEE-fSU. Questions around “access” further lead taogaesthund who
ultimately has “responsibility” for local Soros foundation ELP programs andgispjwhich

Chapter Four eventually determined resided with the New York Management of ELP.
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As shown in Chapter Four, OSI/SFN EaRvaysconstructs “access” in discursively
qualified ways: “SELP and SPELdndeavoto provide access to their diverse projects” (“About
This Initiative,” 2007; italics added), as opposed to simply providing it; “young profegds
and students have benefited freffortsto increase their access to materials” (“Strategy,” 1999;
italics added) as opposed to benefiting simply from access; OSI/SFN ByRams have
attempted to be “accessible to all segments of soriety many regions of the country as
possiblé (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added), as opposed to simply being “accedsihll
segments of society.” While such qualification and hedging may indicate afaliscursive
pragmatism on the part of actors within OSI/SFN ELP headquarters, thiedisstarymention
of access is qualified consistently undermines the force of the promisaadfisdasiveness.

Further complicating questions of access in the OSI/SFN ELP discourbe generic
constructions deployed: “SELP and SPELT endeavor to provide access to all segfments
society” (“Strategy,” 1999), a construction which, through metonymy (ReisWylofiak, 2001),
discursively levels the actors and identities who actually make up “allesggiof society. In
the same way, OSI/SFN ELP present guidelines which aim to “make suret.thetpeogram
stay socially inclusive, i.e., accessible to all segments of society iarasmegions of the
country as possible” (“Strategy,” 1999). Further, and perhaps most obviously ekirlutde
access to multiple OSI/SFN ELP programs, are the invisible actorp@eead to the young
“citizen pilgrims” of Falk’s (1994) global civil citizenship, those who have dseeaty
“disappeared” (Hansen, 2006) in contrast to “the new generations of young ipredéss
(“Strategy,” 1999) made visible over and over in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse: thatgerse
raised under communism; the parents and grandparents of those “new genergbong) of

professionals.”
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Transforming Discourses of Access

In a very perceptible about-face, in the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations
programs, and projects, discourse fragments relating to access areangyifess qualified,
descriptions of actors for whom access is provided are more specific, and, inesas\ele
discourses themselves draw attention to complications with and questions around access
Furthermore, generations raised under communism discurse+alypearthroughout these ELP
discourses of access.

Romania’s EuroEd Foundation, started in 1992 with support from the Soros Foundation
for Open Society and the British Council (“EuroEd,” 2008), partners with and helps support one
project which spells out access as follows:

VIVACE is a Lingua 1 Socrates project that aims to make languagerigaccessible to

disadvantaged learners. VIVACE aims to increase confidence and sethestgrove

social and communication skills and spread the message that “language lesafiuning

for everyone” to as many social and community providers as possible. At the samne ti

it also investigates ways in which the barriers of finance and attitude taimgthese
opportunities can be overcome. (“EuroEd,” 2008)

In this description, EuroEd and VIVACE draw attention to and begin to counter one twarrier
access identified in Chapter Four: that tuition fees at Soros Englishifrtarguage schools
need to be “affordable to an average income family” (“Strategy,” 1999), lgaguaich
excludes below average income families. EuroEd (2008) and the VIVACE projeasttt |
explore ways to overcome “barriers of finance.”
To clarify further whom access is for, the VIVACE project description smakelicit
issues of access:
The VIVACE project brings opportunities for language learning to disadvantagepsg
Our understanding of disadvantage is broad and can vary from one culture to another. We

have learned that disadvantage may be interpreted in a variety of waysrendliffe
cultures and may often be hidden. (“EuroEd,” 2008)

213



The discourse producer here is astute and clear in acknowledging that “diagéVas context-
and culture-specific and frequently “hidden.” Thus the project draws on expeineoer to
identify just who might be disadvantaged:

The VIVACE Project has worked with many different groups. Some learnersevay

have had the opportunity to learn a language, or may have had to abandon it because
traditional classes do not cater for their needs. Others have starteddesrschool but

have not felt confident enough to continue. Some learners' circumstances have changed,
so they need a new approach which will cater for their current needs. ¢gyivad.)

This description begins to articulate more specifically who, in particuladsnecreased access
to language learning.

Along with its work with VIVACE, Romania’s EuroEd (2008) further promotes the
importance of access—in the process, re-scripting the OSI/SFN discoasze$—through
description of the goals of another project, its Centre for European Integratiegoal is,
unequivocally, access:

Throughlocal, regional, national and international projects the Centre works towards
public, social, educational and cultural European policies to create new opporfonities

a variety of target groups — education professionals, language learnersysokgk,

young people with disabilities, the elderly etc. The majority of the sftamhcentrate

around education and languages through Socrates and Leonardo da Vinci projects —
eLanceNet (www.elancenet.or@Euro Inclusion_(www.eeuroinclusion.rgbut the

team has also been focusing on the social inclusion of disadvantaged people (E$J Acces
projects). (“EuroEd,” 2008; bold in original)

Clearly at the forefront of creating access for disadvantaged groupsnRéntzuroEd (2008)
describes the goals of one more ELP project, “Steps to the World,” which works t@hegzt
“children from orphanages together with children from standard families téogetheir
cognitive, affective and social potential for a better integration of the famtlee community
through the study of English” (“EuroEd,” 2008). While English is still the “lagguaariable”
Spolsky (2009) describes as linking with the “non-language variable” of actte¢lks, same,

EuroEd (2008) is discursively unflinching in its discussions of access for disadwhgtages.
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The discourse of access is reproduced also in the Stefan Batory Foundation of Poland,

established by Soros in 1988 (“Stefan Batory,” 2001). Like the OSI/SFN Etfuds®, its

website first articulates access quite broadly:

For many years the Stefan Batory Foundation has remained the only non-governmental
patron of ethnic minority education and culture and the leading promoter of culture on the

local level: in neglected areas and provincial Poland, where it stimuldtadat life and
worked toward equal access to culture. (“Stefan Batory,” 2001)

A subsequent report from the Stefan Batory Foundation (2003) articulates mofie speci
beneficiaries of its “Equal Opportunities” program when describing its “Cag Centre-My
Place Project”: “art, theatre, music, and English language classes fadedishildren and their
peers.” In a 2005 “Annual Report,” the Stefan Batory Foundation spells out beneficad
access even more clearly, noting that it was “among the first to addressnigassues, child
abuse, palliative care, and the rights of ethnic minorities and the disablkeqiassof its grant-
making activity, partly through, the report makes clear, training “teadfdoreign language
instruction.”

We see, then, that discourses of access are reproduced, specified, arity explic
complicated throughout local Soros Foundation ELP programs and projects acrassithesc
of CESEE-fSU. As mentioned already, the Soros International House-Vilnin®eyanized a
conference entitled “Impact of the Language Learning on Intercultucdgd3ional Levels of
Adult Learners]ncluding the Socially Excludé@2007; italics added). OSI-Croatia (1999), too,
articulates the following goals of access:

Equality in the right to education and its realization. This includes systamasowvell as

individual help to all those who are deprived in a way that puts them in an unequal

position in realizing the right to education that is in accordance with their negds a

abilities. This aspect includes expert and financial support to institutions ovadgr
education for disabled persons and minorities, as well as individual scholarships to

talented individuals who have difficulties acquiring education due to the lack of money.

(“Community,” 1999)
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Here, OSI-Croatia may be reproducing one finding from analysis of ‘Sccethe OSI/SFN
ELP discourse—that of providing access especially for “talented indivitibalsin this
instance there is no discursive en-ageing of actors. Further, “disabled pardangorities” are
not only explicitly articulated as having the “right to education and iteeg@in,” but these
groups are even listed first, discursively fronted before “individual scinibsrso talented
individuals” (“Community,” 1999).
Discursive Re-appearance of Actors
One of the more compelling projects focusing on access is a project from the Open
Society Foundation-Slovakia (2005). While the project does not specifically ekplain
English is a part of its work, it is listed as an English Language Prqg@ect, and it is called
“Nobody is Missing.” This title contrasts sharply and even poignantly with orgti@ssfrom
Chapter Four: that OSI/SFN’s ELP discourse—in its construction of “citizgnms” who are
young, professional, and working for the future—in the process discursivesemnits, or
makes disappear generations brought up under communism. Hansen (2006) describes this
process as “discursive disappearance”: when “identities articulated anenight cease to be
important” (p. 44). In the work of OSF-Slovakia, on the other hand, “Nobody is Missingisbegi
to make visible again those invisible in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. As the pegedtstates,
“Nobody is Missing” was designed for NGOs and public and local administration
institutions cooperating with NGOs to improve access to education and int¢rease t
guality of education for marginalized groups. The program aimed to contrbute t

overcoming the unequal position of marginalized groups through educational estiviti
(OSF-Slovakia, 2005)

To illustrate, “Nobody is Missing” funded the following projects with an ELP component
“Roma Children Adopt Africa”; “Diverse World; Let's Sew Together — Foy E& You”;
“Tutoring Roma Children”; “We Live Here Together”; “Establishing RoRraschool Club”;

“Chance for the Roma”; “Young Offenders Pris&gcond Chance”; “Training School for Guide
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Dogs, Me and My Four-Legged Eyes”; and “Marginalized and DisadvantagedrSiand
Electronic Information Media” (OSF-Slovakia, 2005). In this list of prograhes(ipen Society
Fund-Slovakia specifies yet more groups for whom access to ELP is ungudlifesse groups
join others made visible throughout the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations, programs,
and projects: “the visibly impaired,” “young offenders,” “the elderly,” ‘foaps,” “the disabled,”
to name but a few.

However, this is not to say that “youth” as the “future” and “citizen pilgri(rsilk,

1994) of open societies are neglected by any means. Multiple ELP projectscarsidely
constructed for youth, including, for instance, OSI-Croatia’s program callesl Bright
Future,” “which was carried out through three workshops: tambour group, informatics and
English Language” (“Community,” 1999). OSI-Croatia (1999) also offeredigntiprough its
“Development of Creative Thinking” project, which sought to develop “children’siceca
thinking in early learning of English.” International House-Kyiv, Ukraine, offErgglish for
Young Learners,” which constructs English as “not just grammar and vacgablulls — it is
also a lot of fun!”; it further offers English language courses called “Widmds,” “Grammar
Booster,” and “Drama Booster,” the last of which is “designed for childreth &g, who
would like to become young actors and actresses and perform in English on thgelH I$1-
Kyiv, 2007).

Examples like these flourish throughout the ELP discourses of local Soros foundation
programs and projects just as they did in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. But adgitoogall
importantly, people who dootbelong to the “new generations,” to the “youth,” to “the bright
future,” to “the Wonderkids"—those in contraste-appearthroughout these discourses, hence

creating a new discourse chainimélusion which resists the en-ageing (and particularly, the “en-
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youthing”) of actors. For instance, the Soros International House-Vilreased the English
course “Let’s Learn Together: Children, Parents and Grandparents” (2007)itRlidnia also
began “Life Long Learning Programs” and “Bridges to Cooperative Adulniisgi’ each of
which sought to get “different generations learning together”; it hétseiuoffered workshops on
“Adult Language Education” and sponsored “Adult Education Week” programs (2007). Other
projects which have again made visible identities absent in the OSI/SFN EbBrdexcinclude
the Soros Yugoslavia Foundation’s 1994 grant for the English language book “Primary’Adults
an “English Language Course for Adult Refugees” offered by the Soros Ideaidiouse-
Tetovo, Macedonia (1996), a certificate in “English Language Teacbingdults” offered by
IH-Kyiv, Ukraine (2007), and programs in “Adult Education” and “Life Long Leaghwffered
through EuroEd’s (2008) “Regional Centre for Education and Communication” (“EuroEd,”
2008).

But perhaps the most striking example of a “recovery” or re-appearaaaaiefing
identity comes from an English language teacher’s book created by the Opdn [Bstiate
Assistance Foundation-Azerbaijan (Rasulova, Aliyeva & Aliyeva, 2003). Whidestudy has
been limited to discourse analysis of written and transcribed text, the fojjo@xtbook cover of
“English 7” (2003) powerfully illustrates how local ELP projects have rekibie particular

discourse chain of “en-ageing” (or “en-youthing” actors) (Reisigl & Wo@801):
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ENGLISH

(Rasulova, Aliyeva, & Aliyeva, 2003)

Figure 8.Textbook cover resisting the en-aging of actors.
Clearly the English teacher here comes from a generation raisedaamimunism, yet

she is portrayed as still productive, almost smiling, intent on the book, pencil in handaseshe t
notes or marks a paper. Further, as this course is for “English 7,” we can aksuma Biore
advanced teacher of English, just as she is somewhat advanced in years. Thoraefdy f
resurrects one face of those gone missing in what might be termed thal™IEdP discourse of
OSI/SFN flowing into the post-Soviet borderlands, which, in line with Smith, LangowW
Bohr, and Allworth (1998), may, through its en-ageing of actors (ReisWlo&flak, 2001), strive
to break utterly with both Soviet and Tsarist history. Rather, we encounter ¢euatar-
discourse to Smith et al.’s (1998) worry that identity in these regions is shapectady

“politics of exclusion and division as it is by inclusion and co-existence” (p. 1g¢aleswe find
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the converse: thieclusion of one kind of identity wholly absent in the discourse of OSI/SFN
ELP and hence excluded from the work of building open societies. The teacher’s bosk bring
this teacher—and her generation—discursively, beautifully, back to life.
Just as the discourses of local Soros Foundation ELP programs and projects are much
more inclusive when it comes to age, so also do they attend to and include ethnic ideéntties w
have historically been marginalized, most centrally, the Roma. The OSH«i&al¢2a03)
program “Nobody is Missing,” like multiple other local Soros foundations, programs, and
projects with an ELP component, have placed particular emphasis on access to Eldd¢and h
the work of building open societies) for the Roma of CESEE-fSU, as illustrateddnaprs
such as the “Roma Preschool Club” and “Chance for the Roma.” Central European tyniversi
(2007), an English-medium university founded in 1991 with support from the Open Society
Institute, has created a “Roma Access Course,” described as follows:
This project . . . allows CEU to provide training for 16 young Roma for three comnseculti
years. The course includes English language teaching with a special snaphas
academic writing and discipline-specific tutoring in the students' fietth@ice.
Managed by SPO [Special Projects Office], the program will provide the oppgrtoini
many more Roma than at present to attempt competitive admittance to CEU—ypr to an

other international post-graduate university—on equal terms with CEU's other
exceptional candidates. (“Roma Access,” 2007)

Granted, the discourse here is somewhat qualified: the program offers “roemjRoma than at
present t@attemptcompetitive admittance . . . on equal terms with CEU’s other exceptional
candidates” (italics added). However, CEU also offers full scholarshizs“preparatory
course for promising young Roma from Central and Eastern Europe” (“RoneasAt2007;
italics added), which cover housing, travel, tuition, and living expenses. Simil&h-Svakia
(2003) offers a “Summer School of English for Roma,” in order to “enable Roma &ctins
representatives of partner NGOs actively working on Roma issues and prograinesRoma,

to improve their proficiency in the English language.” Again, the loc# Hiscourses of this
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and other programs and projects across the Soros Foundations Network frequetyiyyeci
in particular, is allowed access to ELP, and ultimately the discoursestibaimancrease the
possible number of participants who can work to build open societies.
Reproducing, Re-Scripting, and Reclaiming Responsibility

Local ELP discourses of access ultimately expandtomcan participate in the work of
building open societies through discursive specification and discursive re-amged&8a, too, do
the ELP discourses re-script and often re-claim local responsibilityéoowanership of these
programs and projects. This finding re-writes one key finding from Chapter Fauthéha
OSI/SFN ELP discourse consistently constrains, qualifies or closesfepémeal actors to take
responsibility for ELP in their own countries. In the OSI/SFN ELP discoursesawithout
exception, local actors are constructed as “patients” rather than “agedtslilsject to a one-
way transfer of knowledge and skills from the New York office to the local fowordati
throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU. In this next section, | map the reproduction of
established discourse chains along with a new discourse chain of local respprsipidit
which, along with greater access to ELP and the discursive re-appearancitésdmissing in
the OSI/SFN ELP discourse—quietly but decisively confronts OSI/SFN Eiiplcit discourse
chain ofexclusion. Specifically, | analyze discursive constructions related to rabpibyas
identified in Chapter Four: the need for mutual or two-way exchange; projectshimectors
as experts or specialists; and the ideal of the native English speaker.

The first discursive re-scripting if not transformation of responsibilityefrom the
Soros Foundation-Kazakhstan’s “English Language Project Descriptidnh€k,” 1997). SF-
Kazakhstan’s ELP discourse discusses the relationship between the building sbopées,

English, and ELT in a way that, similar to OSI-Croatia, highlights how Sklkestan differs
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from the British Council (BC)—through the creation of “a platformdarsscultural
development through English language training” (italics added) (“Annex,” 199@. T
constructs of “cross”- and “inter’-cultural development speak, | argue, tarerlissue of
responsibility (Hansen, 2006) and agency.

In the Soros Foundation-Kazakhstan’s “English Language Project Desayiptross-
cultural” development is what sets SF-Kazakhstan apart from the BriishcT (BC)
(“Annex,” 1997):

BC wanted to deliver intensive, high-quality, focused English language cooirses t

priority groups and to improve the standards of English language and teachindp throug

British certified courses for 60 key individuals in teaching. SFK aimed &tecee

platform for cross-cultural development through English language training and to

promote the development of open society through English language training. (“Annex,”
1997)

The new term introduced here—and the feature which the Soros Foundation-Kazakhstan
constructs as distinguishing itself (curiously and importantly) from thesBi@ouncil—“a
platform ofcrosscultural development through English language training” (italics added)—
along with the reproduction of the discourse pattern promoting “the development of oy soci
through English language training,” exemplify how the local ELP discourse hpthdriees and
re-scripts the relationship between ELT and the building of open societies. tbarseschain
relating ELT to open society building is perpetuated and strengthened agd&@i-Kakzakhstan
adds the discourse fragment “cross-cultural development” into the mix, and galtveise: not
only in its ELP project overview, but also in the last of its stated ELP goalsicitease the
access and information flow with other countries and cultures for the citizenza@ifh&ian”
(“Annex,” 1997). This discourse fragment opens space for, | posit, mutual exchang¢haatheer
one way transfer of knowledge from, for instance, SPELT “expert” to local “ndWhe can

thus identify one link in a new discourse chain reproduced or constructed in similar form
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throughout the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations, schools and projects: a discourse
chain articulating the need for information flows into aod ofthe various countries.

Further evidencing this new discourse chain of mutual exchange, OSI-C1&8&93 (
describes its English language program as a program with “strong cragsdauhderpinnings,”
and it describes SPELT “as a cross-cultural program,” language whicly caafes out space
for two-way exchange. The Open Society Fund-Lithuania provides Englistamgtudents
scholarships in order to “acquire experience of contact with other cultureslless “to learn to
representheir country” (1997, italics added), again discursively encouraging aatakegiveof
culture through language. The Soros Foundation-Moldova offerekhi@ncultural High School
Exchange Program” for a number of years with the goal of improving “Enghgludae skills
and cultural awareness” as welleshangindideas with peers and adults, thus forming
friendships that cross national and cultural boundaries” (2000). Romania’s EuroEd Foundation
promotes “Travel and Cultural Exchange” through a program for elemasttiddyen called
“EAT (Eating Abroad Together),” which focuses on “the acquisition of langaadehe
exchange of cultural experience” (2008). Even Shanklin (2000), a SPELT teaahar trai
working with OSI-Samara, reports on discussions with teachers which “shouted| mxchange
and regard,” an example which demonstrates how programs as actualized on the ground by
specific actors may differ dramatically from programs as operaizeuain discourse.

What is most important here, however, is that in each of these cases, the discursive
emphasis otwo-wayexchange creates space for—and constructs—participants from these
various countries as having something equally important to offer in the relapisitshit during
ELP and the building of open societies. In so doing, this discursive pattern subtlytsogges

step toward countering how, as discussed in Chapter Four, OSI/SFN ELP—theepradriti
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which were established by the New York office—consistently closed digewssace for local
responsibility. The local foundations and programs mentioned above “talk back” subtigwn a
discourse chain of English as a pathwagrtuss andintercultural development, words never
mentioned in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse.

In other ways, too, the discourses of actors and text producers in foundations and
programs across the countries of the CESEE-fSU reproduce, re-contextualizgea openly
resist OSI/SFN ELP discourses which relate to larger issues of résfyn$iansen, 2006) and
agency, especially as responsibility relates to the constructs of¢posyaership,” “experts,”
and the ideal of “native speakers of English.” The ELP discourse of OSI/SfaN, re
discursively retains careful ownership of programs through repetitions of the pranotin “

(“our programs’ stakeholders”pur projects to be taken over”) (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added);
through the pronoun “we” and the use of modal vera® (fave developed projects over which
local peoplemayclaim ownership”) (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added), which reinforeces a
us/them division; and through the following very explicit claim to ownership:

That the NY management of ELP should provide professional guidance and oversight of

the program development, monitor its cost-effectiveness, set the standdhds for

program’s ongoing evaluation (evaluation was defined as a tool for program
improvement), develop the program’s exit strategy targeting impactrthtrejust the
intrinsic value of projects) and sustainability of ELP projects, make surénéhptdgram
continuously supports the general mission of OSI/Soros Foundations (primarily in that

the program stay socially inclusive, i.e., accessible to all segments diyso@ae many
regions of the country as possible.) (“Strategy,” 1999)

OSI/SFEN ELP further constructs its SPELT (SdPosfessionaEnglish Language Teaching;
italics added) teachers as “highly qualified,” “EFL specialists,bfgssional,” “bringers of
modern methodology,” and desirable as they were “native speakers of English,” thus
perpetuating the “myth” and discourse chain of the superiority of the nativeesaaglish

“expert” teacher (see Holliday, 2005; Medgyes, 1994; Phillipson, 1992). Comnityirtbe
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OSI/SFN ELP discourse consistently constructs local SELP teabheughout the CESEE-fSU
as “unqualified,” as “struggling with the lack of resources and often mired iimflaxible
curriculum,” as needing to “become motivated to secure the future of [ELP¢isiOj@s
dependent upon “foreign expertise” (“Strategy,” 1999) and thus needing to chahgemage
of the “Western Self” (Hansen, 2006).

Unmistakably, the discourse chain of the myth and desirability of the “regieaker of
English”is strongly reproduced throughout the local ELP discourses of the CESEE-f&U. OS
Croatia (“Community,” 1999) discursively regrets that “there are not amyertanglish
language advisors in state schools,” while a Romanian (2000) ELP report vketeptans to
note that “the Director of Studies .is.a native speaker” (italics added), and he “can attest to the
guality of these classes” (Doebel, 2000). International House-Lviv, Ukraine (2008sass
visitors to its website that its “Conversational Booster” course is tduyghative speakers, and
the Mongolian Foundation for Open Society (2001) discursively lauds one of its acbrieses
the fact that the “EL [English Language] program also placed professinghsiiznative
speakers [through SPELT] to work with teachers at key institutions on methodalbgy a
curricula.” These are just a few of multiple discourses reproducing atreng discourse chain:
the desirability of the native English speaker.

In other cases, too, the ELP discourses reproduce discursive constructions of SPEL
teachers as “experts” and “specialists,” such as in the Soros Yugostavidafion’s 1998
“Annual Report,” where “SPELT experts took part in numerous extra-curriattigities
engaged through the fund, the Montenegrin Ministry of Education or the Agency for
International Cooperation.” This same report discusses the work of Mark Trat&PELT

fellow” and “EFL specialist in teaching general English and ESP cotgsgsversity students”
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(“SYF-Annual Report,” 1998). OSI-Croatia (1999) constructs SPELT teachefgraitan
Masters Degree EFL specialists,” reproducing again a familiar catistn from the OSI-SFN
ELP discourse, though at the same time specifying “American” versus “ltierald’ a lexical
choice which reminds us that not all countries are willing to equate and intgectmnantwo
terms as easily as the OSI/SFN ELP discourse so clearly did.

In spite of some discursive reproductions, also present in the ELP discourses$ of loca
foundations are discourses which “talk back” or resist how the actors in thesanmsaye
constructed in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse. In the process, regional, national, dadttwsa
reclaim ownership, agency and expertise for themselves, in spite of theafaittey may not be
“native speakers of English” or an “American Masters degree EFL Sigetidience, they
reinforce a new discourse chain of local responsibility.

To illustrate, a Romania ELP report (Doebel, 2000) finds a need for improving “the
selection and training of collaborating foreign experts,” as the presér8PELT led to
“occasional incompatibilities which seem to have been more of a cultural thangderature.”
As recourse, the report requested “the inclusion of local people in the selectiortteeinm
(Doebel, 2000%° The Soros International House-Tetovo, Macedonia, in reference to SPELT,
reports the program as “having had all kinds of difficulties with teacher#{T&tovo,” 1996).
These difficulties, too, were ascribed to “all the cultural and other diffesghihiough
eventually, in most cases, the report states, these difficulties weredmesr¢'SIH-Tetovo,”
1996).

More positively, Shanklin (2000), in his SPELT mentoring report of an OSI-Samara

teacher development group, openly acknowledges how he learned in a one-to-onebgetting a

30 While working in Afghanistan, | was likewise askegdmy Afghan colleagues about why they had noisalye
hiring process of L1 English teachers.
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each Russian English teacher’s “experience and expertise.” Of evésr gnearest, IH-Minsk
states the following: “We are happy and proud to have a team of creative andjoiglifigd
teachers with a high-level of expertise and in-depth knowledge of teaching agstdaath the
native and non-native teachers of our school remain on the cutting edge of their profession
(2007). Here the discourse clearly resists a “native-speaker-opgyteapproach: Byelorussian
teachers are discursively constructed as no more or no less qualified thanaimobefU.S.,
Canada, Australia, or Great Britain.

OSI-Croatia (1999) further highlights the expertise of its Croatiamégacthis way: “The
second step [of its English Language Programs Evaluation] will includestebexperts from
HUPE [the Croatian Association of Teachers of English], the British Coundd,-EQSI
Croatia, Faculty of Philosophy and TTs or TFs [Teacher Trainers or Tedéehtngy]”
(“Community,” 1999). Plainly here, the Croatian teachers and teacher srameediscursively
constructed as “experts” easily on par with OSI-Croatia and thelB@tsincil. They are even
first on the list of “experts” needed to evaluate ELP’s progress in CrdagaOpen Society
Georgia Foundation also reclaims agency and responsibility in the follotaitegnent: that it
“supported Georgian English language specialists to work with Georgigoutenspecialists to
develop original computer assisted language learning programs” (1995). O&iS2a000)
describes its English for Specific Purposes programs as including ‘®kpent the leading
Moscow and St. Petersburg universities.” Similarly, two Slovak doctors who'asgyerts on
English medical terminology” helped lead an “English for Doctors” cour§&-{Slovakia,
2003). These discourses resist the ideology that only native English speakenglésh

specialists or experts “on the cutting edge of their profession” (IH-Minsk, 2007)
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Regarding “project ownership,” OSI-Croatia (1999) is discursively quitetdimats
statement that an “in-system” approach to ELP and other educational pragtaensure that
“institutions of educational system continue with their activities, taking tnecurricula of the
initiating programs [such as ELB$ their owr (italics added). OSI-Croatia is further adamant
in creating “ESP materials that best suit needs,” another discursive move highlighting project
ownership and context-appropriacy as OSI-Croatia appropriates the pronoun “oundtlatel
House-Kyiv, initially founded as a Soros foreign language school, now includes progdly t
pronoun “our” throughout its discourse, as in this example: “you may choose to haes tlass
your office or inour school” (2007). Indeed, the pronouns “our” and “we” proliferate throughout
the local ELP discourses of the countries of CESEE-fSU, hence again showingchb#lIP
participants discursively claim or re-claim ownership over projects, usughyfervor, and in
the process, reclaim responsibility and agency. In this way, a new dsobhais of local
responsibility and local expertise takes hold and is reproduced throughout the IBcal EL
discourses of Soros foundations, programs, and projects.

Re-Contextualization and Transformation of Supranational Language Management:
Linguistic Diversity

Thus far we have seen multiple discursive patterns and discourse fragments exproduc
throughout the ELP discourses of local Soros foundation programs and projects, alhof whic
have contributed to the strengthening of a discourse chain which, in turn, reproduces and
perpetuates a form of supranational language management. English and the ne&d for E
continue to be infused into multiple discursive constructions of actors, spaces, and times.
Further, the discourses of access are not only reproduced, but beneficiazies apecified—

spelled out in much more detail, hence individualizing and making visible again icewtiiich
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the discourse of OSI/SFN ELP leveled through genericization (Reidigbdak, 2001): “All
segments of society” now become the disabled, orphans, Roma children and mothers, the poor
the visually impaired, adults and the elderly, young offenders, minoritiesskragld the need

for English are discursively infused into these groups, too. Further, we seeiacblved in

local ELP programs reclaiming responsibility through discursively asctstg the need for two-

way exchange, claiming project ownership, and constructing themselvgseats exd

specialists alongside native speakers and SPELT teachers.

Another way the discourses of local Soros foundations, programs, and projects differ
from the OSI/SFN ELP discourse, and quite dramatically, is that they tnansystemic
impact—discursively operationalized as a form of supranational languaggenasa—to
includemultiple languages in addition to Englisin so doing, they create a new discourse chain
of linguistic diversity.

Chapter Four explored how the OSI/SFN ELP discourse made some allusions to
languages beyond English: there are multiple mentions of “English/foreigndge schools,”
for instance, but the slash or virgule raises the question of whether Eanglifdreign languages
are taught at such schools (English hence not being foreign, at least frext {h@ducer’s
points of view) or whether Englisisa foreign language school was the intended understanding.
The meaning is ambiguous and unstable. Additional text mentions “foreign—larguages for
young learners . . . and courses of local languages” (“Strategy,” 1999), but vejleaiftcation
of those languages. Elsewhere, OSI/SFN ELP mentions collaborations vatith-German,
Italian and Spanish embassies and cultural centers (introduction of foreigagaaguher than
English)” (“Strategy,” 1999), but significantly (Fairclough, 1992), here armuitirout the

OSI/SFEN ELP discourse, English is distinct from—and fronted before—other comtaaght
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foreign languages. Moreover, the OSI/SFN ELP discourse articulates howntlbesced not
only English language teaching, but also “the modernization of foreign languaipelle,
teaching materials and methodology within state education” (“Strategy,”. 102y, if
implicitly, English is consistently constructedthe language of open society, and the methods
and materials developed for teaching English are constructed as able torfizaddie teaching
of other foreign languages, regardless of context and goals.

Throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU, on the other hand, from schools, programs, and
projects initially launched and supported by OSI/SglishLanguage Programs, the teaching
of and projects related therlanguages have proliferated profoundly, hence both re-
contextualizing and transforming the discourse of English language teachirgedaht of
supranational language management OSI/SFN ELP discursively perpetuatededingsa new
discourse chain: that of linguistic diversity. Appendix D shows how languagectga@ind the
teaching of other languages have rapidly spread throughout the countries of ER§HkEkrge
part due to OSI/SFN ELP. In other words, the teaching of English through QiS#&Hed to
the teaching of multiple languages.

From the group of projects and languages discussed in Appendix D, several exemplar
projects promoting linguistic diversity deserve particular mention. Thaditee European
Language Portfolio, supported by Socrates Lingua 1, one of a number of EU indjvistsity
projects (“Socrates,” 2006). Romania’s EuroEd Foundation (2008), first launched in 1992 with
support from the Soros Foundation for Open Society and the British Council, states tloé goals
the European Language Portfolio as follows: “To contribute to the promotion of language

learning among adults from various social and professional groups through the useléf the E
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[European Language Portfolio]; to enhance opportunities for social integration arshjmodé
development through language learning” (“EuroEd,” 2008).

While this particular project addresses language learning broadly, otherdpadBer
projects focus specifically on linguistic diversity. EuroEd and IntesnatiHouse-Tallinn,
Estonia, along with other partners, collaborate to support the “eEurolnclusion” priégectain
goals address “Less Widely Used Less Taught” (LWULT) languagksi@ stated below:

To raise public awareness of the importance of learning the languages atriee pa

countries by facilitating free access to information and opportunities forlLlNWU

language teaching and learning; To bring the language resource centresdnrol

LWULT language teaching together in a pan-European virtual network fostering
communication and cooperation. (“EuroEd,” 2008)

The goal of a third project which EuroEd supports, “Funny, Easy and Effectiveirigga
About Countries, Cultures and Languages,” most concisely sums up the larger ganlisti¢
diversity: It seeks to “promote EU languages and cultures” through lantesiiyals and the
spread of its materials “in all languages of the project” (“EuroEd,” 200&imMar project
organized by EuroEd (2008) and targeting children throughout Europe is “chain stories,” whi
“wants to improve the motivation rates towards the knowledge of the LWULTTd@ag, inside
the same linguistic family, through . . . the form of a chain story.” The lgagrof this project,
EuroEd’s website states, is “children’s awareness of the multilingualudtodat wealth of the
European Union” (“EuroEd,” 2008). Of one note here, the discourse of EuroEd, as the name
suggests, emphasizEsropeananguages, which raises questions almaurtEuropean
languages. In this case of promoting linguistic diversity, we find an Othefiagguagegsather
than people.

One more project supporting linguistic diversity is offered through FocusEd, “an
association of educational institutions throughout Eastern Europe and Central'Rsaisgd,”

2006). Like EuroEd, FocusEd was also launched with a start-up grant from QSigF
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influenced profoundly by OSI/SFN ELP, which continues to support it to this day (‘Ed¢us
2006). It, too, is registered in Romania, though other members include schools instamgyz
Lithuania, Serbia and Montenegro, Ukraine, Belarus, and Mongolia, thus (unlike EuroEd)
discursively expanding the promotion of linguistic diversity far beyond the bord#rs of
European Union (“FocusEd,” 2006). At the same time, FocusEd operationalizes the promotion of
linguistic diversity through its “TALLER Certificate Project,” aggram in “Teaching and
Learning LWULT Languages iBurop€ which draws upon the “best practices and expertise
developed in the teaching and training of more commonly taught languageigEeHt2006).
One could question the role of, say, Mongolian in a European project, which may suggest the
role of language in discursively re-scaling space (Fairclough, 2006). Thabquestle, the
TALLER certificate draws upon practices developed by “more commounghtdanguage

plural, and not just English. English is not even mentioned.

One language in particular which Soros foundations, programs, and projects throughout
the countries of CESEE-fSU have worked to promote and protect is Romany, they&aaofjtre
Roma. The Soros Yugoslavia Foundation (Soros Yugoslavia, 1994; Soros Yugoslavia,1998)
underlines the importance this way:

Bearing in mind the particularly difficult situation of the Roma population and esgapi

from all forms of the segregation the Fund has widely continued in supporting various

initiatives coming from the Roma organizations as well as projects dediod®ena or
addressing problems concerning Roma through its programs. Following this philosophy

of addressing the Roma issues, the Fund’s Media Program supported both print and
electronic media, in the Romany language or intended for the Roma.

Later text from SYF (“Soros Yugoslavia,” 1994; “Soros Yugoslavia,” 1998) ogtlitieer
specific projects intended to preserve “Roma culture, tradition and languadeding
“collecting Roma oral literacy, publishing of traditional Roma poems, eskutj of the first

puppet theater for children in Roma language.” Equally important, the report ststé&rhany
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language became a language that the Roma children can learn in primary, $thiwaldeachers
and lecturers were trained” (“Soros Yugoslavia,” 1994; “Soros Yugoslavia,” 1%8@nania’s
EuroEd Foundation and Soros Educational Center, too, contribute to a project called
“EducaRom,” the goal of which is “promoting integration of EU Roma population, their
language and culture” through the identification of “learning materialRdona language and
culture” (“EuroEd,” 2008). In addition, OSI-Macedonia (1997) supported a “Media” project i
minority languages, part of which included a workshop “set up for young Romas involved i
news production in the Roma language” (“OSI-Macedonia Annual Report,” 1997).

While discursive promotion of linguistic diversity throughout the local discowfses
Soros-launched and supported Foundations, programs, and projects suggest a dramatic
transformation of or resistance to the discourse chain of “Englidivedanguage of open
society, one more subtle transformation should also be mentioned here, as it points to how a
simple re-scripting of discourse—the addition of one word—can potentially havetdraowal
consequences. OSI-Croatia’s ELP discourse almost exactly reproduCSItS§&N ELP
discourse, which states its goals thus: “To upgrade English language leawhiteguehing so
that new generations of young professionals, and educated people in general, wikinot nee
additional foreign language training once they complete their educatiandtggy,” 1999).
Compare this sentence with how the OSI-Croatia ELP discourseittajeals: “The final goal
and the exit strategy is to upgrade English learning and teaching so that neatigies ef
young professionals, and educated people in general, will noertatsiveadditional foreign
language training once they complete their education” (“Community,” 189@siadded). The
OSI-Croatia ELP discourse reproduces exactly the discourse fragmentgénerations of

young professionals” and “educated people in general,” perpetuating-#ueieig of actors
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(Reisigl & Wodak, 2001), the construction of “citizen pilgrims” (Falk, 1994) and the diseur
presupposition that “educated people in general” speak English. Where OSk Gepatits

from and re-scripts the OSI/SFN ELP discourse, however, and cruciallytssahdition of one
word, “extensive,” to the goal: “will not neextensiveadditional foreign language training once
they complete their education” (“Community,” 1999). In this way, the OSI-Guo&il P
discourse creates space for training and educatiadditionalforeign languages—not just
English—thus discursively perpetuating, if subtly, the discourse chain ofdirgdiversity.
Simultaneously, OSI-Croatia’s discourse broadens the picture efpasnight contribute to
building open societies.

In short, the English Language Programs of OSI/SFN have helped leatly dinelc
indirectly, dramatically and subtly, to a new discourse chain: the need for setref a
proliferation of languages being taught and promoted throughout CESEE-fSU. In the final
analysis, local Soros Foundations and ELP programs and projects have re-clirdexiea
scripted and transformed language teaching such that it contributes to theqmarhbhguistic
diversity throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU.

The Role of English and English Language Teaching in the Building of Openi&sciet
A Comparative Look at Interests, Ideologies, and Implications

In Chapter Four, | explored and analyzed how discursive constructions of the role of
English and ELT in the building of open societies evolve quite dramatically in thER)SELP
discourse. In this section, | will first reiterate key findings from #metlysis in order to highlight
subsequent reproductions, adaptations, and transformations if not resistance et\kztéh t
discourse of OSI/SFN and the ELP discourses of local Soros foundations, programsjeats! pr

throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU.
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The first mention of the role of English in the building of open societies in th&BI$1/
ELP discourse is found as an explanation of the ELP initiative, which reads thi¢Tay:
English Language Programs were designed to help prepare individuals and greup®sifid in
which English has increasingly become a necessary language foatieal communication in
professional and academic fields” (“Past and Spin-Off,” 2007). The need faslichgle,
though still broadly constructed, has some discursive constraints: Englishtrsiciausas “a
necessary language fimternational communication in professional and academic figltast
and Spin-Off,” 2007).

Compare this statement on the role of English in the world with the next instamtiati
which appears as the first paragraph in the document “Strategy for th200€aand Beyond”
(1999):

English Language Prograr(iSLP) became a foundation program (in 1994) out of

necessity, and to this very day it has been run out of necessity. Very early on, the

foundations realized that it was hard to foster programs directly retabedlding open
societies if these programs—many of which necessarily included a saguific

international component—were accessible only to people who had a good command of

English. Forging open societies relies to a considerable degree on thyeohleititicated

local people to communicate successfully with the world beyond their most immediate
state and/or regional boundaries. (“Strategy,” 1999)

What we find out here, though through very convoluted syntax, is the following: “Forging ope
societies relies to a considerable degree on the ability of educated logld fzecommunicate
successfully with the world beyond their most immediate state and/or regional besh(@SI
“Strategy,” 1999). Re-structured and re-stated, that sentence and itslisamgive
presuppositions can be understood this way:

1. “To communicate successfully with the world” requires English; English is

reworded, that is, to meanccessfutommunication;

235



2. “The world [and its people, metonymically erased by “world”] beyond [one’sf mos

immediate state and/or regional boundaries” speaks English;

3. “Educated local people” need English “to communicate successfully withkvtnkt

[those people], a construction which raises questions abouetucated local
people;

4. The work of “forging open societies” depends upon “educated local people” and

their ability to speak English; and

5. "Forging open societies” depends upon English.

The presuppositions here are startling. Further, we find that while the $icsirsive
instantiation of the role of English in the world limited that role to “internatioaaimunication
in professional and academic fields,” in the second instance in the same docuntigwt theese
constraints discursively leveled; instead, English has become the ‘agtegsrk of “forging
open societies” since “many” of the programs working to build open societiessSsdy
included a significant international component” (OSI “Strategy,” 1999). In otbedsyEnglish
is now constructed, though implicitly, tee language (not “a,” as in the first quote) for
“international” communication, with the constraints of “professional and adadiemals” now
discursively leveled. It is certainly significant, too, that the Englisdaking world is
constructed as “the world beyond their most immediate state and/or regional bEsindar
(“Strategy, 1999): English, that is, is constructed as cutting across governatental, and
regional boundaries, just as earlier discourse infused English into all possibldamdiegs of
place and space, particularly through OSI/SFN’s broad constructionsaf:rggm internal

province to whole super-continents.
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There is a third place in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse worth reiteratingy @isicusses
the role of English in the world, also in the “Strategy for the Year 2000 and Beyi@B)(
under the heading “Mission” and just a few paragraphs down from the previous quote:
The mission of OSI/Soros English Language Programs is to promote Englishgangua
learning and teaching in the countries of the foundation network, because a good

command of English is necessary for international communication which isldatic
building open societies. (“Strategy,” 1999)

Significantly, prior examples of qualification and hedging are now énailesent: “a good
command of Englisis necessary for international communication whectritical to building
open societies” (“Strategy,” 1999; italics added). No modal verbs or discuosisgaints limit
the necessity of English here; the assertion has evolved from a qualifiechied argument
about the role of English in the world and building open societies to a hands-down categorical
assertion of the same—uwith no room for alternatives. Absent are phrases lileoftsiderable
degree” and “many of which [programs]”;i& it is, and itis even more so with that final
defining/restrictive relative clause “which is critical” (“Stegly,” 1999). Nowall programs, it
seems, require “international communication,” which, the discourse statessih&es “a good
command of English.” I would even posit that the choice of the word “criticaliesanith it

both the indispensability of English along with the risk of international crisigi€al,” n.d.):
Without “international communication,” without English, the work of forging open sesiatiay
well be in crisis. So too would the security and safety of those societiesifledtarisis.
OSI/SFEN ELP constructs English then, if implicitly, as a force workig@inst the risk of closed,
tribal, primitive, insurgent societies. “English” becomes discursivetified, along with the
subsequent actions explicitly and implicitly coded within it: “internationahmunication” and

“building open societies”; “successful communication”; security.
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Discursive Constructions of the Role of English and ELT in the Building of Open Societies
in the ELP Discourses of Local Soros Foundations, Programs, and Projects
In order to begin to understand how local Soros Foundations, programs, and projects
discursively construct the relationship between English, ELT, and the buildingrosogpieties,
it will be helpful to review OSI/SFN’s definition of “open society”:
An open society is a society based on the recognition that nobody has a monopoly on the
truth, that different people have different views and interests, and that thereed for
institutions to protect the rights of all people to allow them to live togethemitepe
Broadly speaking, an open society is characterized by a reliance oretiog law, the

existence of a democratically elected government, a diverse and vigonbssaety,
and respect for minorities and minority opinions. (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005)

From the discourse of this definition we shall see multiple ways in which Sardsd ELP
projects throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU discursively reproduceasatrigpart—the
relationship between English, ELT and the building of open societies. We furtloemésicin
the various discourses discursive patterns which re-script slightly—amaesttiansform—the
role of English in building open societies.
English, Open Society, and Local, Regional, and National Interests

This section begins by exploring the discursive links between English, opetysaod
local interests as they are constructed in the ELP discourses throughouirbréees of CESEE-
fSU. The first of these foundations acknowledges the dual mission of ELP andjfopgin
societies quite openly. At the same time, the ELP discourse combines OSLBRNrierests
with interests of its own.

Romania’s Soros Educational Center states its mission as follows: “Themuo$she
Soros Educational Center [SEC] Foundation is to promote open society and develop the region
via education-related projects” (2006). Text following shortly thereaftehe website states:

Between 1996-1998 the Center worked as a satellite branch of the Soros Foundation for
an Open Society (Cluj) and its main activities were teaching English anth@Ger
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languages, IT and general management. In December 1998 the center beqmrea se
foundation and expanded its portfolio with other educational offers depending on the
local and regional needs of the community. (“Soros Educational,” 2006)

Here we see the work of SEC (including English) as “promoting” open society,“fonging”

it, and the “educated-related projects” at work in such promotion, the discourse neakes cl
historically began with “teaching English and German languages.” The dsochain linking
English and open society in a form of supranational language management iepgaiuced

and reinforced. At the same time, the mission statement discursively corgdine inain tasks
with the key word “and”: “to promote open societyddevelop the region,” discourse which
coordinates the two tasks as separate if equal (Fairclough, 1992b). Sinml#rlysubsequent
web text, once SEC became a separate foundation (in 1998), “the local and regional theeds o
community” began to play a primary discursive role in the foundation’s expansionissidm

Ostensibly, then, in analyzing both the mission statement and subsequent web discourse
of the Romanian Soros Educational Center, we can say open society is promoted, but, through
overwording and repetition (Fairclough, 1989, 199&imal and regionabdevelopment is
constructed as just as important as open society building, if not more so. This is ndahto say
two are mutually exclusive, by any means, but the “and” and end of the missiorestaf&m
promote open sociegnddevelop the region”) and the final prepositional phrase of the
subsequent web text (which ends on “the local and regional needs of the community”)
discursively mark local and regional needs as bagimportant as the building open society.

A second example which links “openness”™—if not open society—with English and ELT
comes from OSI-Samara, Russia, and its description of its English Largraggam (2000).
OSI-Samara (2000) justifies the needs for ELP in a way that highiigimserests:

Political and economic changes and increasing links between Russia and western

countries have caused a great demand for knowledge of foreign languageas]lgspe
English. English is now the language which is vital for economic success.tEnglis
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language proficiency is also a necessary requirement for entering fiteaha

educational projects and for developing and implementing up-to-date technatogjies i
spheres of our life. The increasing openness of modern Russian society andrreform i
education, the great demand for specialists proficient in foreign langudgesuéake

considerable changes in the content, structure, organization and technology of teaching

foreign languages.

Here, the discourse justifies the need for ELP mostly in terms of its own choatiagthan
mere reproduction of discourse fragments and patterns from OSI/SFN ELP, aneiimsse t
begin with “political” and “economic.” From the start, OSI-Samara can&rEnglish
(“especially,” though among other unspecified foreign languages) as imdetaa to “political
and economic changes and increasing links between Russigeatatncountries” (2000). It
comes as no surprise here that the emphasis on links with “western” countriggtighk new
“political and economic” climate since the fall of the Soviet Union and the end of tde/Gol
However, the discursive positioning of links westward rather than eastward (owacdytfor
that matter) diminishes if not erases the need for increasing links witbasi# or “south,” a
discursive move which paradoxically reinforces an east/west division whildtgneously
seeking to build a discursive bridge with the west.

The next sentence sheds further light on local, national, and regional interests in tha
according to OSI-Samara, “English is now the language which is vital for ecosanuess”
(2000). This discourse expresses most bluntly one “motive” for implementing ELIB, whi

ideologically embedding within English its necessity “for economic sscc@sher ELP

programs and projects have highlighted the importance of communications and even business t

the building of open societies, but the OSI definition of “open society” quite markedlyndbes
mention “economics.” Accordingly, the OSI-Samara discourse re-contedsidie ELP
discourse according fts priorities: “economic success” (and not just stability) and “western”

(rather than eastern or other directional) ties, in order for political and eazodoamge to
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happen. As we saw with “International” in Chapter Four, “West” also takes on ationstof
ideal.

This is not to say that OSI-Samara does not reproduce some aspects 6NIIFS
discourse. Much like OSI/SFN’s “Strategy for the Year 2000” (1999), OSkh&adoes
reproduce the “necessity” of English for participating in “internationata&tional projects”
(implicitly, here, a component of building open societies) and for “developing-datéo
technologies in all spheres of our life” (2000). At the same time, the OSI-SahfdidEourse
does nokveruse the exact term “open society,” an omission which may well be indicative of
some resistance to the construct of open society. At this stage, that-Ba@&ia seems willing
to go only part of the way on the journey to open society, taking what it needs along tiheitwa
without exactly committing to whaits version of open society will be.

English, Open Society, and Democracy

Like the Soros Educational Center (2006), the Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan (1998) and
its Soros-founded and funded Lingua School explicitly acknowledge the rolelkdéHeim
building open societies in its description of its English Language Progranesdairgy, it
reproduces multiple discourse fragments and chains started in the OSI/SFlsEdlRses.

Most particularly, it reproduces a discourse chain linking English not only ojitr’ society”
but also with democracy. The Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan (1998) introduces ELRythis w

The English Language Programs are a direct response to the factghsit Enfast

becoming the international language of business, communications, media, and

cyberspace, to name but a few areas. Kyrgyzstan is anxious to join the worldmitoymm
and access the information and opportunities that a good knowledge of English allows.

This is one of the crucial aspects to the building of an open and democratic society in

Kyrgyzstan. The goals of the programs are to disseminate the new methodhiafiteac

English and to promote English language learning in Kyrgyz secondary schdols a
universities by improving the quality of teaching English in those institutions
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Here a number of discursive presuppositions and discourse fragments identified|gneldaim
Chapter Four are reproduced. According to this ELP discourse, “a good knowledggisii’En
is “one of thecrucial aspects to the building of an open and democratic society in Kyrgyzstan”
(italics added), an assertion which extends, echoes, and strengthens the dikequrse c
perpetuating the necessity of English to the building of open societies. Mustamtly, this
assertion discursively extends the discourse chain that “a good knowledgeistiEsgieeded
for the “building of an open amtemocraticsociety in Kyrgyzstan” (italics added), a discourse
chain which now explicitly links English and democracy, and which, we will seepisduced
throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU. Before those are discussed, however, it tigntrtpor
note that the discourse also constructs English as “fast becoming the iotexinatiguage of
business, communications, media and cyberspace, to name but a few areas” (199@ptiaresc
which both reproduces and begins to specify OSI/SFN’s assertion that “a good command of
English is necessary for international communication which is critical tdibgibpen societies”
(OSI “Strategy,” 1999). By ending the sentence on “to name but a few areadisdberse
further creates space for the need for English (and subsequently, Eb€)asyuage needed

not only for “an open and democratic society in Kyrgyzstan,” but now, also, for pttentia
infinite reasons, text which reproduces a discourse chain of supranational Entarsggement.
Further, SF-Kyrgyzstan constructs English as a way to enter “the waonlchgnoity,” a
construction which reproduces OSI/SFN’s claim that “a good command osEhiglineeded

“to communicate successfully with the world beyond ... most immediate state eegltoral
boundaries” (“Strategy,” 1999) and which, in turn, reproduces the presupposition thaethe “t

world community” is an English-speaking community. According to the SF-kgtgn
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discourse, communication in English thus becomes almost a linguistic passport artd a w
without which they would be barred.

As mentioned above, the Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan discursively and overtly links
“English” and “democracy” (1998), reproducing a discourse chain identified @8WSFN
ELP discourse. Relatedly, in a Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan ELP stratagyelaic(1998), the
discourse forecasts the following: that “one of the crucial moments of ki ffFogram will be
the establishment of the Linguistic School . . . which will work according to theiplies of an
open society and ultimately, contribute to the development of a new democtati¢288).
Here the discourse makes a significant leap between the running of one schbakathes
English in accordance with “the principles of an open society” and the end resulbutaont to
“a new democratic state,” thus strengthening a key discourse chamatingiin the OSI/SFN
ELP discourse. The argument, however, is both highly optimistic and logically prolol@mati
its post hoc, ergo propter hawr “false cause” assumption. There is neither certainty nor
evidence warranting the claim that running one school according to “the pegoiphn open
society” will necessarily contribute to “a new democratic state.”

And yet, English and ELT are discursively conjoined with democracy here and
throughout the discourses of regional, national, and local Soros foundations, programs, and
projects in these transition countries. For instance, the Soros Foundation-Moldova’s
“Intercultural High School Exchange Program” equates “English langogg®vement” with
promoting “the development of a highly educated and democratic society” (“Skewol
Annual Report,” 1997), in the process, reinforcing the quality of “educated” with “Bnglis
speaking,” another discourse fragment from the OSI/SFEN ELP discourse. Afrepoa

“Regional Mentoring Training Program” in Romania and Serbia constructskagd ELT as
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one strategy “for promoting democracy in professional and classroom relatiér{§Rgxgonal
Mentoring,” 2001). An article on Romania’s EuroEd Foundation constructs English such that
“even in Communist times, it carried the promise of western democracyeanrasis of living”
(“Worldaware,” 2001). These are just a few of multiple examples of how the discthai
conjoining English and democracy is reproduced and reinforced throughout the EdlRsisc

of Soros foundations, programs, and projects in the transition countries of CESEE-fSU.

Not all Soros foundations, programs, and projects, however, so readily equate English
with the construct of “democracy” explored thus far. For the Soros Foundationsta)ikiUN,”
1998), an amalgamation of lexical items from the OSI/SFN definition of openysacge
discursively put into play, along with discourse which both reproduces and re-contestualiz
discursive constructions of open societies and the role of English and ELT in bthieing
Moreover, the SF-Tajikistan ELP discourse re-scripts—and perhaps resistssFN'SIuse of
“‘democracy” in a very distinct way.

Paradoxically, first, the Soros Foundation-Tajikistan ELP discourse both watlizess
and re-contextualizes the work of building open societies and the role of English irotdeisspr

The conventional term for designation of the design principle of SF-Tajikistatati

strategy of activity, which, being based on the concept of the "open societyéssal

for all countries, where Foundation network functions, taking into account local social-
historical differences(*UN,” 1998; italics added)

Striking in this passage is SF-Tajikistan’s discursive construction of “opetysaas being
“universal for all countries,” or more precisely and paradoxically, “usalérfor those countries
“where Foundation network functions” (“UN,” 1998). The discourse here may presuppose that
countries outside of the “Foundation network” are already “open” or else simpigeotite

realm of Tajikistan’s national, economic, and/or political interests. $ikitan is also quick to

discursively add “taking into account local social-historical differehCeiN,” 1998), a
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discursive qualification which creates spaces for the rejection ofstragegy of activity” which
doesnottake into account local context and “social-historical difference” (*UN,” 1998). N
other foundation’s discourse discussed thus far, nor the discourse of OSI/SFtddl Ras so
explicitly acknowledged the role and importance of “local social-htsdbdifferences”
specifically, or “context” more generally.

Continuing with the same passage from the Soros Foundation-Tajikistan, we fived furt
discursive re-scripting of open society which complicates, re-contextsiadind perhaps even
resists the discourse fragment of “democracy”:

In regards to this, Soros Foundation-Tajikistan strategy of activity is dedseositive

assistance and aid in the formation of social- democratic institutes arudritagion of

the open civic society in Tajikistan - the country of transitional democracyractidal

and organizational activity on implementation of strategy of Open Sociditytes

Tajikistan are realized in the spheres of education, art and culture, law, cieity,soc

media, business development and local governance, gender policy and ethnigesinorit

public health, harm reduction and HIVAIDS, drug demand reduction, tourism
developmentEnglish languagend etc. (“UN,” 1998; italics added)

Here, the SF-Tajikistan discourse combines and constructs, through hyphenatiat, “soci
democratic institutes,” a discourse fragment which, as with “local soistarical differences,”
is used in no other ELP discourse from any foundation or from OSI/SFN. The lexital te
“social-democratic” and, particularly, the fronting of “social” befodernhocratic,” inevitably
carry echoes of “social democracy,” which seeks to integrate “socig[isjikistan’s past under
Soviet rule as a Soviet Republic) and democracy (barely in name now only int@ajilssch
that the end result, potentially, is the construction of a democratic wekssersirking for
people to “control the economic structures which have so long dominated them” (dbeal@f
Principles,” 1989). In other words, the discourse of the SF-Tajikistan draws upon ino¢intsle
of past and future, socialism and democracy, and in so doing, constructs an alternative and

mediated construction of open society and democracy and a discursively diffeaktitan other
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foundations: “the formation of open civic society in Tajikistan, the country of tranailti
democracy” (“UN,” 1998).

Furthermore, in this instance, the discourse of SF-Tajikistan constructsciopen
society” (rather than open society) as its work, and, indeed, opening civic (osctigly may
be one of the first steps towards opening society more generally. More irghgaiough, the
discourse of the SF-Tajikistan does not construct Tajikistan as democrage; pet rather, it is
“the country oftransitionaldemocracy” (“UN,” 1998; italics added). In this grab bag of
constructs, the discourse seems to be in as much transition as the country itseti@rdce
itself, a claim made stronger by the earlier use of the term “sociadatatic.” At the same time,
the list of activities supporting SF-Tajikistan’s work is basically femmiparticularly the last
item specified: “English language and etc.” Still, the fact thagli&h language” is thiast
specific activity mentioned—followed immediately thereafter by theoat throwaway “and
etc.”—may discursively diminish its importance, another difference whiatks how SF-
Tajikistan may be operating under very different conditions, and with differenttimsothan a
number of other countries in CESEE-fSU.

English, Open Society, and “Modern” Methodology

This discourse chain—that if English is needed to build open societies, and opersocieti
are democratic, English is thus also needed to build democracies—and the nesdtipi@taons
behind it, carry problematic echoes of neo-colonialism and linguistic imgeni@fennycook,
1994; Phillipson, 1992; see also Chapter Two). Perhaps just as problematic, in anstgs pas
from the Lingua School, “new methods of teaching English” are constructetbtiger central
means by which “an open and democratic society” can be built in Kyrgyzstan’(1988), an

assumption which perpetuates and reifies the construct of “modern methodology’—if not
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“methodological imperialism” (Newby, 2000, p. 7)—for open and democratic societietheF;
according to the OSI/SFN ELP discourse analyzed in Chapter Four, (Ame&RRL) teachers
were constructed as “bringers of modern methodologies.” This is another @lbterdo-
colonialist and imperialist discourse chain reproduced in the ELP discourses &dous
foundations, programs, and projects. Newby (2000), in his overview of teaching andjlearnin
cultures for the European Council of Modern Languages, describes this as a form of
“methodological imperialism on the part of certain ‘western’ methodologmstpablishers of

FL textbooks” (p. 7). While Newby (2000) later goes on to argue that by the mid-1990sathe ide
of “methodological diversity” had begun to take root in Central and Eastern Europst §plén
the ELP discourses of Soros Foundation ELP programs and projects in Central amd Easter
Europe usually indicate otherwise, not to mention the ELP discourses of the Nevpgriddet
States of the former Soviet Union (like Kyrgyzstan).

In point of fact, the majority of documents analyzed which referenced SPELT
discursively constructed the identities of SPELT teachers as brifgensdern methodology.”
OSI-Samara (2000) notes how SPELT teachers brought “médeencanmethodology” to
Russia, a construction which both perpetuates the “modernity” of SPELT “methodalud)y”
reminds us pointedly that these teachers are “American” as opposed todtioteal” (see
Chapter Four) (OSI-Samara, 2000; italics added). Similarly, an ELP feporthe Soros
Foundation-Romania praised “the interactive modern teaching style and methomiicat
through SPELT (Doebel, 2000). The Soros-founded International House-Minsk, Belarus,
markets its “modern method of teaching” (“IH-Minsk,” 2007), while the Soros Yugasla

Foundation (1994) describes a SPELT teacher development course in Kosovo as including
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“some basics of the modern teaching techniques, the introduction to the communicateelappr
in teaching” (“SYF Annual Report,” 1994).

The discursively strongest advocate of the link between English, “modern” ELT
methodology, and the opening of societies may be the Soros Yugoslavia Foundation. In
reference to the work of SPELT in Montenegro, its “Annual Report” (1998) noted thidtisa
‘modern’ input, both on professional and social levels, will greatly contribute to raegenore
substantial changes in the system of formal EFL/ESL teaching in Montegwedjin the long run
will be a significant step toward its opening to the world” (“SYF Annual Repd®98). Here
again, there is quite a large leap logically as the discourse presupposes hayesdhahe
system of formal EFL/ESL teaching in Montenegro” will lead “toward its opeto the world”
(“SYF Annual Report,” 1998). At the same time, the emphasis on “modern teadattingjtees”
and their contribution to both changes in teaclindin helping Montenegro in its “opening to
the world” expands—even dramatically—on OSI/SFN'’s construction of SPELT tsaxhe
“bringers of modern methodology” (see Chapter Four). Now SPELT teachesrsteucted as
“bringers of modernity” more generally, if not levelers of borders. In turn, amlglbut
importantly, SYF constructs teaching and teachers in Montenegro prefF&REhrding to signs
juxtaposed to and other than “modern”: that is, “traditional” or “primitive” (Hang606, p. 42;
see also Chapter Four). This, too, is a discourse chain which the SYF (1998) dis@matse
arguably all OSI/SFN ELP discourses emphasizing “modern methodologyhgtens
through the reproduction of an, if unspoken, discourse chain.

Given the discursive construction of modern ELT methodology as a contributor to open
society throughout the ELP discourses of Soros Foundation programs and projects in the

CESEE-fSU, it is not surprising that makscussions dfraditional methodology in these
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discourses are constructed negatively, which the following example from the $araakon-
Kyrgyzstan's Lingua School (1998) may best illustrate. Lingua School, tecrildes its
methodology as “modern and communicative,” which it attributes to its SPEtHetesa(1998),
and which it defines by what it is not:
Traditional teaching methods in the Soviet Union concentrated heavily on translation,
memorization, grammar, and writing. Learners using these methods often fouenkinat
after years of study they were unable to use the language to communiectigedjf

outside the classroom. Language lessons often seemed dry, boring, and removed from the
real world. (1998)

Here, the Lingua School constructs its methods (and perhaps even itself) iniopposivhat it
was and now is not—subject to the ideologies of the Soviet Union—a discursive move which
clearly seeks to distance itself from its communist past, during which and irmkieeoly
according to OSI/SFN ELP, teachers were “all often struggling withatheof resources and
often mired in an inflexible curriculum” (“About This Initiative,” 2007). OSHISELP further
constructed teachers of the CEESEE-fSU as lacking “communicative clagsacrng
skills/methodology” (“Strategy,” 1999), until, that is, OSI/SFN ELP SPEL¢€Hees brought
“modern teaching methodologies” (“Soros Professional English,” 2005). The™afiSoviet-
style, traditional methodologies may in itself be another discourse chairepeaad by IH-
Kyiv, Ukraine.

International House-Kyiv explains the lack of qualified methodology teachersakis w
“The majority of ‘Methodology’ teachers at Pedagogical Universitiegwained in Soviet
times and now are either unable to introduce any innovation or have little acceshioge
resources” (2007). Like the Lingua School, the ELP discourse of IH-Kyitesland
perpetuates a form of “liberal” post-Soviet discourse (Smith et al., 1998) vihiasgo break
utterly with Soviet history. It does so here by constructing teacheeslag®gical [or State-run]

Universities as lacking both abilities to innovate and resources. In turn, breatirgoviet
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history, at least in these discourses, means embracing democracy, an@éAh&viodern,”
“Communicative,” “New,” “Up to Date,” and the “Latest” ELT methods are peigted in a
discourse chain which semantically stabilizes their role in contributing touiteeng of
democratic open societies. This, too, is a reproduction of a key discourse chaininggmtite
OSI/SFEN ELP discourse.

Importantly, however, discourse analysis also reveals occasional fldshssuosive
resistance and/or discursive re-contextualization of “modern methodolody ELP
discourses of Soros Foundation programs and projects, suggesting local resistancestdevhole
top-down imposition of methods. For instance, an English language textbook created by the
Open Society Assistance Foundation-Azerbaijan emphasizes quite paundg ibf “moderand
traditional methods” (Rasulova, Aliyeva & Aliyeva, 2003; italics added). Ronsdifiacess
Language Center,” also initially launched and funded by OSI/SFN ElcBre$ul to articulate its
emphasis on “effective teaching methods adapted to the students’ needs,” withmeindion of
“modern” in its discourse (2008). In like manner, OSI-Croatia emphasizes théondlee
“development and introduction appropriatenew teaching methods” (Puhovski, 1998), adding
the term “appropriate” which, like the earlier discussion of “extensive” atiogl to “language
training,” creates space for the rejection, re-contextualization ordramstion of methodologies
which Croatian educators believe nmatbe appropriaté*

In an even more compelling case, the Soros Educational Center (2006) in Romania
describes its approach to teaching this way: “The Soros Educational €etstés standards
with a new generation of teaching materials wiichbinethe best elements gfditional

approacheswith communicative methodology (“Soros Educational,” 2006; italics added; bold

%1 For more, see Chapter Two’s overview of Hollida§?994)Appropriate Methodology and Social Context
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in original). In particular, the emphasis through bold font here and the acknowleddbate
there are “best elements of traditional approaches” suggest a refkautivistinct awareness of
what methods work best in the particular context of this area of Romania and chtiol a
discursive move which may not only re-contextualize the OSI/SFN ELP discbutsven
discursively, if subtly, resist it.
English and ELT as a Path to Social and Political Consciousnesses

Another document reporting on OSI/SFN ELP in Croatia, “Common Goals — Varieties of
Approaches: Promotion of Peace, Human Rights and Democratic Citizenship Through
Education” (Puhovski,1998), does delineate in more detail how ELP—as a part of Otd:€roa
“Educational Programmes”—seeks to impact teachers, students, and the creapem of
societies—but now through “opening” individuals’ social and political consciousnesses.
According to Puhovski (1998), “The mission of the Educational Programmes is to provide
pupils, students and teachers with the opportunities and resources to help them pafeartici
fully in an open society.” The authors then expand on the mission of Educational Programmes

Mission of OSI Educational Programme focuses on establishing an educational
framework and conditions for development of young people as:

« critical persons-individuals open for new information, ideas and values through
understanding and critical evaluation.

« socially responsible persorsnembers who contribute to their community in
developing the sensitivity to others and general benefit, which is not motivated
solely by personal profit, but rather by social and moral responsibility.

« politically conscious persongealising the fact that political participation is not a
matter of somebody’s permission, but individual’s right, as well as learning about
possible ways and forms of political participation. (Puhovski, 1998; italics in
original)

Under the umbrella of these goals and the mission of OSI-Croatia’s Edut&tiogeammes,

ELP becomes implicitly constructed as one of multiple programs workindntevacthem.
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Constructed this way, English and ELP thus become discursively—if implicréy-heays for
individuals to “become open for new information, ideas and values”; ways for individuals t
become “socially responsible people”; and ways for individuals to become “albjittonscious
persons” (Puhovski, 1998).

In subsequent discussiontadw ELP and other educational programs work to achieve
these goals, OSI-Croatia articulates the following paths to the “Vanéds‘idea of open
education”: through curricular reform and extra-curricular actsjitierough the “development
and introduction of appropriate new teaching methods”; through reorganizing schools and th
education system generally to include, for instance, parents and studentsias-tegkers on
policy; and “to promote equality in the right to education and its realization” (Pkin@@€8).
English and ELT thus also become discursively embedded into these pathways to apaling s
and political consciousness: through curricular reform; new methods; educatiom; reholr
“equality in the right to education and its realization” (Puhovski, 1998).

In this document, OSI-Croatia also discursively echoes fundamental politicatr®ote
George Soros which may underscore the need for the opening of social and political
consciousness. Soros (1998), recall, has been consistently “disappointed” itittide af the
West,” which he believes (or believed in 1998, at least) “genuinely did not care enough about
open society as a universal idea to make much of an effort to help the formenhycsn
countries. All the talk about freedom and democracy had been just that: propaganos” (Sor
1998). In its explication of “social responsibility,” OSI-Croatia may lilsahere provide a
strong critique of the “West” and the United States, as OSI-Croatia points outéésotial
responsibility” the discourse intends is not “motivated solely by personal, graffitather by

social and moral responsibility” (Puhovski, 1998). At the same time, this document&talmm
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the mission of Education Programs in such a way that may also critique past afiodels
government, particularly communism:
In a long run, the results [of Education Programs, including ELP] might be of crucial
importance for the development of an open, democratic Croatian society. In that way
through education, OSI contributes to realisation of the idea of open society, whireas it

assumed that education could influence society in a way that is not indoctrination.
(Puhovski, 1998)

“Indoctrination” becomes, perhaps, the other side of the “personal profit” coin: Tdoeidie of
OSI-Croatia, that is, like George Soros himself (1998), takes care to ackgewthe risks that
lie at either side of the ideological political spectrum between communisnapitalism.
Further, perhaps because of the specters of “indoctrination,” communism, and the continued
violent fall-out from the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia (on-going still in 199&vthis
text and Soros’ book was published), the discourse above is cautious in its predictions: “The
resultsmight beof crucial importance” (italics added), but are decidedly less cehamir
previous assertions.

Such caution may also arise, provocatively, due to the specification of the previously
generic “impact on society,” which this document articulates moeglgi€the development of
an open, democratiCroatian society” (Puhovski, 1998). In the above text, Puhovski (1998)

articulates what is needed to achieve such a society: participants wicatezal™ thinkers,
“socially responsible” and “politically conscious.” If we next turn to how fopeciety” for
OSI-Croatia has been re-worded as “an open, democratic Croatian sogebgee a
construction which again adds the word “democratic” to the intended outcome (just asprevi
discourse added “extensive” and “appropriate”) and thus again perpetuatesussdishain

from OSI/SFN ELP linking English and ELT with “democratic” and “open.” Hogvev

simultaneously, OSI-Croatia discursively manlaionalidentity rather than supranational

identity in this construction: “an open, democr&imatian society,” which, arguably, may form
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part of the “political consciousness” Puhovski (1998) allude to earlier. If so, then theicbas
“open society” here becomes re-contextualized and specified, and English Bheéd&ime—as
a part of Education Programs—discursively constructed as contributors to #1e€'aampen,
democratic Croatian society.”

This construction may fittingly capture the paradoxes of globalization anctgblit
transition discussed in Chapter Two and highlighted by Fairclough (2006) in hisiaral
Romanian transition discourses. As he observes in the context of Romania, transition does not
“result in any simple process of harmonization and integration . . . at the Europeaiabr gl
scales, but complex, contradictory and unpredictable mixtures of old and new” diglr.cl
2006, p. 70). Applied to Croatia, we see the “old” “national identity” discursively coafemut
mixes with the new constructs of “open” and “democratic,” which Croatiaeeii was not
under Tito, under communism. In sum, English, ELT, and other educational programs from OS
Croatia may be discursively constructed as pathways to social and pobmsaiousness, but
the pathways are by no means always so clear.

English, Civil Society, and Freedom of Expression

Similar to OSI/SFN'’s “Strategy for the Year 2000” (1999), which emphasieed t
necessity of English and ELT to the building of open societies (forms of the necdssary”
are repeated three times in OSI/SFN justification of its English LgegBeograms), the Soros
Foundation-Moldova (1997) and its Open World House is another foundation and project which
reproduce the discourse fragment of “necessity” around the relationship betwgbsh EELT,
and the building of open societies, thus strengthening a discourse chaintoehisastudy. SF-
Moldova further reproduces other key terms from the OSI/SFN definition of “ope&tysoc

(“About Us: FAQs,” 2005), particularly, “civil society,” “the recogoiti that . . . different
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people have different views and interests,” and “respect for minorities and tyjwo@nions”
(“About Us: FAQs,” 2005). The reproduction of these constructs—all which contribute to
“freedom of expression"—further strengthens the discourse chain of the neoé&siglish and
ELT to the building of open societies by discursively and ideologically embe&digiish into
the construct of “freedom of expression.”
In its 1997 “Annual Report,” the Soros Foundation-Moldova describes Open World
House this way:
Established in 1994, the Open World House continues to work in fields of major
importance for the transformation of Moldovan society. The institution worked through
projects proven necessary for the transition to an open society: the Independent

Journalism Center, the TV Studio, the Educational Advising Center, the English
Language School, the Computer Class, Radio DOor. (SF-Moldova, 1997)

In this description, “the English Language School” of the Open World House is coedtasc
one of multiple projects “proven necessary for the transition to an open sociaty.Weléind
that OSI/SFN ELP’s presupposition—"a good command of English is necessariefoational
communication which is critical to building open societies (“Strategy,” 1999)-béas
reworded significantly, but is no less categorical. Curiously, too, the Opeid Wause
discourse now includes the word “proven,” an assertion which is questionable at best,
particularly given the date of the report (1997), which is but six yearshadielova’s
declaration of independence from the Soviet Union (in 1991), and particularly given the
discursive emphasis elsewhere on the need for “long-term support” (OSiaCi®@&9) and
ELT’s transformative importance “in the long run” (“Soros Yugoslavi®@94; “Soros
Yugoslavia,” 1998). “Proven” is also likely a discursive overstatement, giveant events in
Eastern Europe (and around the world) as a result of the current (as of 2009¢ ¢bwimathic

crisis.
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Nevertheless, the Soros Foundation-Moldova (1997) ELP discourse directty dsser
centrality of English to the building of open societies here. In addition, discourséuesthe
Soros Foundation-Moldova’'s Open World House underlines the necessity of English tokhe wor
of building open societies in other key terms taken directly from OSI/SFNistaef of “open
society,” particularly “civil society” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005). In a 198inual report, SF-
Moldova states the following:

Crucial for a civil society, independent media (independent not only politically|daut a

economically) is the major focus of the OWH [Open World House] activities. &aht

broadcast journalists participated in numerous projects, such as seminargnoesfef
the IJC, training at the TV studio and in the computer class, English language
scholarships, and visits and training at radio stations in Bucharest. All thesgsroje

carried out the institution’s principles of freedom of expression and access to
information.

First of note in this discourse is the mention of “civil society,” defined angzewin Chapter
Four and constructed by OSI/SFN as one key characteristic of “open Sd@ebdadly
speaking, an open society is characterized by a reliance on the rule didaxistence of a
democratically elected government, a diverse and vigorous civil society,spettréor
minorities and minority opinions” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005). The discourse of SF-Moldova
seizes upon and fronts the importance of “civil society” in particular asatlates its vision for
the role of the media. However, in the process of this articulation, the cgrifdtihglish and
ELT become discursively embedded as “crucial” languages amitiastfor “civil society”
generally and for “print and broadcast journalists” specifically. Addily, “English language
scholarships” along with other projects are constructed as vehiclesrigngaut “principles of
freedom of expression and access to information.” While there is no question thsih Eag|
provide enormous “access to information” globally, it may be a risky if not dangerous
assumption that “English language scholarships” naturally or autorhaf@althe discourse

presumes) lead to the execution of “principles of freedom of expression.” Perhapshapspe
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not, and it is part of the purpose and hope of this study to disinter and question the assumptions
and collocations that occur around and within discursive constructions of English andirts role
building open societies.

A patrticularly striking example of an ELP discourse which conjoins English, &hd
“freedom of expression” comes from OSI-Samara, and specifically fr@paxt on a SPELT
mentoring workshop by American SPELT teacher trainer Trevor Shanklin (2000prtémtly
here, we must remember that we are seeing the following classroom througtiia tgx¢
producer, Trevor Shanklin, and his American eyes and American worldview. Shanklin cgports
a classroom he observed this way:

The image that | leave Samara with is of "The English Classroom," an imageltha

stay with me for a long time, like Olga'’s sixth grade classroom: Defiffitailt

circumstances, Olga has managed to create a warm, supportive, colorful envinonment

the classroom. She enjoys an extremely good rapport with the pupils. A poster over the

door had two Garfield like cats pointing at each other with the caption “You are
responsible.” There are a variety of posters and decorations on the wall. Bsg larg

bulletin board that spans the width of the room, was created by students about the holiday

Valentine's Day. It was filled with postcards, pictures, etc. Itis a kindraftsary,

where the free expression of ideas is encouraged and the individual voiceeckspect
(Shanklin, 2000)

In this discourse, “The English Classroom” along with the obvious dedication of th@mRussi
English teacher, Olga, leads the SPELT mentor to note the warmth and supportiydateos
the room along with its very “western” images of “Garfield” and “ValergtiDay.” Importantly,
the mentor takes no credit for the construction of the classroom; rather, the enmirbambeen
created by Olga “despite difficult circumstances.” What the mentorsigggest, however, is
that “The English Classroom” is special because it “is a kind of sanctuarmg thieefree
expression of ideas is encouraged and the individual voice respected” (2000). In tara |eve
to assume that this “sanctuary” is very different from other classrooms saitte school: by

juxtaposition, the other classrooms become differentiated and themet@@nctuariesyot
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places “where the free expression of ideas is encouraged and the individeakgpiected” (see
Hansen, 2006, pp. 18-25). In other words, the discourse here sets the “English Classroom”
carefully apart from others we do not see, and in so doing, English again becorogsedasmith
and discursively embedded in “the free expression of ideas” along with a newrdeschain:
respect for “the individual voice” (Shanklin, 2000).

Civil society and “openness” as they relate to “freedom of expressiongd¢bgnition
that “different people have different views and interests,” and “respectiharities and
minority opinions” (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005) is thus another discourse chain reprddache
ELP discourses of Soros foundations, programs and projects in the countries of Bie-{SES
This discourse chain is additionally reproduced through the infusion of English an@taLT i
civic education for civil society, with particular emphasis on the role of debagdguéntly in
these discourses, but not always, the language in which debate should occur is co@structe
English.

The Soros Foundation-Kyrgyzstan’'s Lingua School, for instance, claims to prowiote
education through the start-up of the “Lingua Debating Society,” the goaisicii are to “give
participants the opportunity to practice and improve their spoken English, increaseemce
in debating and negotiating skills, advice and practice on preparing and makinggti@s&nt
(“Lingua,” 2001). Later in the discourse, the “Lingua Debating Societgtifps some of its
topics as “Freedom of Expression, Freedom of the Press, government respessigititj” all of
which seem in support of general “openness” and the OSI mission. Here the disgaurseaa
with the Soros Foundation-Moldova'’s description of its “Open World House” and Shanklin’s
description of “The English Classroom”—conjoins English with the topics of “Freedom

Expression, Freedom of the Press, government responsibilities, etc.” (“Lir2@d,). Again,
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English becomes ideologically and discursively embedded into these rights artceagtivi
perpetuating and strengthening a discourse chain which legitimizes andzasthioe unique
role of English in “freedom of expression” and “freedom of the press.”

Elsewhere throughout the CESEE-fSU, debate and debate in English have deaesn c
discursive role, and English again becomes ideologically embedded into acindimative of
OSI's definition of open society: below, for instance, “critical thinkinglskihd tolerance for
differing points of view” (1996). The Soros Foundation-Hungary (1996) articuladedesign of
its Karl Popper Debate Program this way:

The Karl Popper Debate Program, like other Open Society Institute pmgsadesigned

to foster critical thinking skills and tolerance for differing points of viewtréntly, more

than twenty countries throughout Central and Eastern Europe and the N.I.S. [Newly

Independent States] participate in the program, which supports debate clubs and

tournaments in secondary schools and universities in each country and international

tournaments between countries in the region. Participating high school and university
students compete within their countries in their local languages and competaliggn

English. By training coaches and student debate teams, the Karl Popper Debat® Progr

is helping to prepare a new generation of articulate and socially awaeasit{korant,
1996)

First of note here, student participants from Soros foundation schools and projects the have
opportunity to compete “in their local languages,” promoting once more a subtlgruticant
means of encouraging linguistic diversity, and resisting, to an extent, EKDEEEP’s implicit
discursive push for supranational language management in the process of building open
societies. At the same time, Englisttonstructed as the language for regional and international
debate, “and the end goal of training for debate is to “prepare a new generatitulzta and
socially aware citizens” (1996). Presumably, then, English contributes to asdussdiely
embedded in the same: the construction of “articulate and socially awaeae<itizgionally and
internationally. Also significant, in its hopes of creating “a new germerati articulate and

socially aware citizens,” the Soros Foundation-Hungary once again césistreiCeitizen
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pilgrims” described by Falk (1994), in the process, en-ageing participamssg{ReWodak,
2001). In turn, those generations juxtaposed to the “new” are again discursivegdpariised
and/or excluded (Hansen, 2006) from opportunities to become “articulate and sociadly awa
citizens” (1996). This is another clear reproduction of one implicit discourse cadgedsn the
OSI/SEN ELP discourse but often resisted in national and local ELP dissettheeexclusion
of those who are not young, not part of the “new generations” who are growing upryn a ve
different world than their parents and grandparents.

Interestingly, however, there are two examples in which debate becornags@ quite
directly resist supranational language management and the couplinglishBmth “freedom of
expression.” The Soros Foundation-Moldova’s 1997 “Annual Report” articulates thedole a
importance of debate this way:

Debate activities are facilitated through the efforts of the Natibebhte Center,

University Centers, Regional (North, South) Centers and debate clubs. By the end of

1997 the activity of 45 English, Romanian, Russian and Gagauz clubs had widened to

involve 1300 students, for whom debate is considered the best course of solving

controversies through the stormy seas of everyday life. The expansion of tharpsogr
reach into Gagauz and Bulgarian speaking districts was anticipated in 18rsemina

involving some 600 teachers, judges and students under the slogan, “If a language can’t
unite us, debate will!”

Here, as with the Soros Foundation-Hungary, debate activities are “open”tdataéand
regional) languages in addition to English (in this case, Romanian, RusagayZ;and
Bulgarian). Furthermore, and critically, with that last slogan, “lingleage can’t unite us, debate
will!,” SF-Moldova and its associated national and regional centers discyrdinaghish the
importance of language, and possibly English, to national and regional unigr Rigbate is
constructed as higher than any one language (“a language”) in its ability t@odigolve

“controversies through the stormy seas of everyday life” (SF-Moldova, “Arejabrt,” 1997).
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This shift—from English and debatedtherlanguages and debate—is further evidenced
by a change in language from the Open Society Fund-Lithuania’s 1997 “Annual Reptst”
1998 “Annual Report.” The 1997 report describes its “Debate Programme” assfollow

The programme helps participants to acquire crucial skills in argunoenéatd logical
speaking, particularly listening to one’s opponent and conducting tolerant discussion on
urgent questions. Its participants include secondary school pupils and univestytst
Sessions and tournaments are held in English and Lithuanian. (“OSF-Lithuania,”1997)

Compare this text with that of ti®98“Annual Report’s” description of OSF-Lithuania’s
“Debate Programme”:

The Debate Programme expanded its activities in 1998. Currently, 40 debate clubs
operate in schools in different cities (in the Lithuanian, Russian, English anld Polis
languages). Debate, as a subject at school, was presented for considera¢idiinostry
of Education and Science. Ten debating training seminars were organizedHerdexdc
different subjects. Moreover, seminars for teachers and pupils in Russiannaeged
in cooperation with debate experts from Byelorussia, and in Polish with a group of
experts from the Polish Debate Programme. (“OSF-Lithuania,” 1998)

Here, too, as in the case of SF-Moldova, OSF-Lithuania discursively reproducete thie
debate in building open societies (if implicitly) while simultaneouslysteg the emphasis on
Englishand debate. Rather, OSF-Lithuania creates space for the role of mutigpladas in
debate: Lithuanian, Russian, English and Polish. In short, at least as these tampmgygest,
debatds constructed as essential to open society and civil society, but the skills of debate

LIS

(“argumentation,” “logical speaking, “listening,” and “conducting tolemiatussion on urgent
guestions”) are constructed as more important than the language in which theydake pla

According to the discourses of these foundations, then, English is not the only languade neede

for “argumentation,” “logical speaking,” “listening,” or “conducting t@et discussion on
urgent questions.” Accordingly, it is not the only language needed for civil so@digulate

and socially aware citizens,” or “freedom of expression,” either.
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English, Open Society, and the Ideal of the International and the West

One notable way the ELP discourses—and first, the ELP discourse of the Soros
Foundation-Moldova (1999)—discursively embed the necessity of English into the boiding
open societies is through an as of yet un-discussed element of OSI/SkNtgdesf what
makes an open society—"rule of law”—and particularly “rule of law” asledgd by
internationalstandards. This is but one example of how “international standards” (with never an
exact definition of what those are) becomes another construct in which Englistussively
embedded. Furthermore, a discourse chain of the ideal of the “international” isdikew
reproduced throughout the ELP discourses of the countries of CESEE-fSU.

To illustrate the construct of “international standards” and its importance ttudig we
consider first the Soros Foundation-Moldova’s (1999) “Annual Report” and its “Brfglis
Lawyers” program, the mission of which is as follows:

The process of the legal reform and the creation of the state based on the mile of la

requires the adjustment of legislation to international standards. To this eratitsont

between local and international professionals and, subsequently, foreign language
proficiency are absolutely necessary. This is also relevant for @ityfaand students.

This is an essential condition for the examination, analysis and applicationlof lega

documents and international legal practice to the process of the legal reforaforié)e

in 1999 the Law Program of the SFM supported financially the development of an ESP

course for lawyers. This course was taught to 16 representatives of the Mold@lan leg

community. At the same time, the program offered a number of individual grants to a

group of law students and graduates. At present, 15 representatives of thencburts a

prosecution offices are taking a course of English, beginning level, at thedwita
English Language School. (SF-Moldova, 1999)

Salient in this description of “English for Lawyers” is how “the procesh®fdégal reform and

the creation of the state based on the rule of law requires the adjustmentatidegdic
internationalstandards” (italics added). The argument here brings in again the work of Hansen
(2006) on discourse and security, which explored how governments construct respptfisibilit

only implicitly as applicable towardraational citizenry” and in such a way that “effectively
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overrides any potential claim to anternationalresponsibility’” (p. 50; italics added). As she
puts it, historically and traditionally, “inside the state, progress, ordemctacy, ethics,
identity, and universal rights are promised; ‘outside’ is anarchy, power, diésrand
repetition” (Hansen, 2006, p. 34).

In the Soros Foundation-Moldova’s “English for Lawyers” project, the discouseses
Hansen’s (2006) claim, a move which may be predictable, givesufitenational construction
of “open society”: Clearly herénternationallegislation standards are constructed, if implicitly,
as promising “progress, order, democracy, ethics, identity and universal (igatsen, 2006,
p. 34), whereas the curramtional(in this case, Moldovan) legislation standards undergoing the
process of reform contain (if implicitly, at least the risk of) “angr@ower, difference, and
repetition” (Hansen, 2006, p. 34). Like the Soros Yugoslavia Foundation’s (1998) camstruct
of Montenegro, that is, the SF-Moldova implicitly constructs Moldova as likewisekeof
“anarchy, power, difference, and repetition” (Hansen, 2006, p. 34). And predictably, within the
SF-Moldova’s ELP discourse, international legislation standards are aksuive accessible
through “foreign language proficiency,” which later in the discourse beconmvesded as
“ESP” (English for Specific Purposes). Further, the SF-Moldova ELP discoepsoduces the
necessity of English for open society in stronger terms than explored thusdatatCbetween
local and international professionals” and “foreign language proficienoybther words,
proficiency in English—are now constructed absolutelynecessary” to (italics added), and,
indeed, an “essential condition” for, legal reform, such that “rule of law” castbblished in
Moldova. In turn, the need for English and ELT become discursively embedded as “&psolute

necessary” into both “rule of law” (explicitly) and “international |égfi®n standards”

(implicitly).
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Discursive references to “international standards” and the ideal of theuzdnstr
“‘international” in other forms are plentiful throughout the ELP discourses of thériesuof
CESEE-fSU, which raises multiple questions and concerns explored in Chaptegh@&w
theoretical framework of this study. OSI-Croatia’s “Community SpirAction Report” (1999)
expresses concern that “liberal arts colleges and faculties (langysgé&ments) run traditional
courses, instead of developing educational standards assessment tasks inccaatttan
international requirements”; at the same time, OSI-Croatia fails ta'spdwose‘international
requirements” should be implemented. The Open Society Education Programs-South Eas
Europe describes how “teacher training guidelines (developed in 2000 for tleenetwork of
foundations so that local EFL capacity building may meet international profdsstiammadards in
the field) were widely implemented in 2001” (“*Open Society Education,” 2002),carstat
which creates the potential for homogeneity and hegemony in teacher trainingbseduently,
in teaching—as opposed to methodological diversity (Newby, 2000). OSI-Samara (@600), t
claims to have “fostered educational transition in order to meet internastanalards.” The
mission statement of Central European University’s (2009) Center for Acatérmting seeks
to ensure that students’ work “meets high standards of academic English,” aheithabrk
“within and beyond the university meets the expectations of the international descours
community” (“Center,” 2006). This mission, in turn, raises a compelling questsbmdised by
Duszak (1997, p. 20): “Can an international discourse community be founded within fields, ye
across languages?”

Another example of an ELP discourse constructing a form of “international elahda
includes Kyrgyzstan’s Lingua School, which re-scripts the discourse glightiis heading:

“Our Courses: Meeting World Standards in Language Education” (2005). The dischsne ¢
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of the word “world” versus “international” in the Kyrgyz ELP discourse saggestions about
whatthis differing discursive construction of space indicates. Here it may be pettiaént
OSI/SFN discursively places Kyrgyzstan in “Central Eurasia,” ((t@¢ Eurasia,” 2009) even as
elsewhere it is constructed as a part of “Central Asia”: by the CIA, tBe3fate Department,
The Lonely Planet Travel Guidand even by the American University of Central Asia, located
in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan, and also a recipient of funding and support from the Soros Foundation-
Kyrgyzstan (2009). Accordingly, does the choice of “world standards” versesriational
standards” matter? Pettman (2000) may provide some insight in exploring covistructi
differences between “world” versus “international” affairs. Likenslen (2006), Pettman
believes that “international” is constructed as having strictly “poksicategic” dimensions with
“statist and ethnic connotations that are problematic,” whereas the terihd™ & in “world
affairs”) “does not discriminate in this regard” (Pettman, 2000, pp. 27-28). Theshsc
choices of “world” and “world community” are provocative, therefore, even @nesxte analysis
thereof is beyond the scope of this study.

To return to “international standards” and other forms of “international” in relgiona
national, and local ELP discourses, | say this: With all these examplehé&adte many
more), while the attempt to develop such standards may be an interesting andllyoftentiul
exercise, to date, to my knowledge, and after extensive research, no such tmteyrzational
professional standards” for teaching English as a Foreign Languagexésemnd if they did, it
would be worrying, suggesting as they do a top-down versus bottom-up imposition of standards.
Fairclough (1992a), similarly, worries that models of “appropriacy,” tably linked to
“standards,” work to reinforce dominant discourse types and practices by thtraictsmshey

place on both. As he writes, “Appropriateness models block a critical understanding by
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ideologically collapsing political projects and actual practices, and tlel( bl creative and
critical language practice by foregrounding normativity and trainingpmagpriate behaviour”
(Fairclough, 1992a, p. 66). Moreover, the assumption that “international standardsStdo exi
again underlines how the ELP discourses reverse Hansen'’s (2006) descriptionsiveigc
rendering “international” and the “international community” (which a 2009 NGaomsky
lecture bluntly described as consisting of “America” and “Impetiabisly), and perhaps, too,
the “international discourse community” (“Center,” 2006), as promising, agaogrgss, order,
democracy, ethics, identity and universal rights” (Hansen, 2006, p. 34). These constaTis be
then, if implicitly, embedded in the OSI/SFN ELP discourses of Soros foundatiogsamis,

and projects which strive to meet such “international” standards for teaamghghe This
discursive move, like the embedding of English into democracy and democracy intorftmoder
ELT methodology, now discursively embeds English into yet another form ofrfatienal”

along with previous discourse chains identified and explored in Chapters Four and Five:
“international communication”; “international community”; “internationalcgdigrse

community.” Moreover, the idea of belonging to or joining any form of internati@mahwnity
leads us to questions of identity and a hypothesis | considered in the theotiealdrk of

this study: that OSI/SFN may be using its English Language Progimmsvay of building
supranational identities in the countries of the CESEE-fSU. In the next sedi@relwhat
critical discourse analysis of the ELP discourses of regional, natiowblpeal Soros foundation
programs and projects suggests about the role of English in shaping identitiesoumitines of

CESEE-fSU.
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English and Identity: National, European, Global

The above discussion of “international standards” (or “international” in any) feads
to the next part of this study, which shows how discursively the goal and “spacgyenf “
society,” at least the exact term as used and defined by OSI/SFN, se@soomtextualized and
transformed in the ELP discourses of national, regional, and local Soros foundations, grogram
and projects. The end result of these re-contextualizations and transformatansimsseveral
key instances, ELP discourses work toward constructing European and globaéglefrtiturn,
this section explores the geopolitical implications of this “re-scalingir¢fough, 2006) of
identities and the role of English and ELT in these processes.

To clarify, it is important to remember that Soros-funded ELP officially ram f£994-
2005. Many of the programs continue now in new forms (for instance, the Soros Educational
Center in Romania; Romania’s EuroEd Foundation; Soros International Hohaeslid, among
multiple others), but, as discussed at the beginning of this chalpt@cknowledge the role of
OSI/SFN ELP in their establishment and early histories. They simply woulaisbtretheir
current forms without having had the initial support of OSI/SFN ELP. Therefael it is of
central importance to also examine how these programs have evolved, and the gdopolitic
ramifications of their evolution.

First, we return to Romania’s EuroEd Foundation, started in 1992 “with the support of
the Soros Foundation and the British Council” (“EuroEd,” 2008). This chapter has already
demonstrated how EuroEd has been, according to its discourse, a leader in defiing (or r
defining through specification) who has access to ELP programs and henceklod dlding
open societies. The chapter has further shown how EuroEd has discursively hedarafront

of promoting linguistic diversity through its many language course offeiamd emphasis on
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less widely taught languages, bolstering a new discourse chain whicls pgsivest OSI/SFN
ELP’s form of supranational language management. What we have no¢ryes fee form of
“open society” which EuroEd discursively constructs and strives for, nor theanphs ofits
construction. We have also not seen how EuroEd constructs the discursive role ofdtmglish
ELT in these processes.

EuroEd’s mission is stated as follows: “Our mission is to positively contributest
development of the Romanian civil society and of an active European citizenship iniRoma
(“EuroEd,” 2008). First conspicuous in this statement is the fact that—like @&t& which
marked national identity in its goal of achieving an “open, demodCatiatian society”
(Puhovski, 1998; italics added)—EuroEd likewise articulates the importance of dage(fst)
“Romaniarcivil society” (italics added), a discursive construction which again kespsnal
identity at the discursive and political forefront, even if Romania’s civiletpcs in need of
“development.” At the same time, as discussed in the theoretical framewbik stiuidy
(Chapter Two), the European Union is a central factor in how current and candaalbem
states define themselves (Romania joined the EU in 2007). Thus the missionrdtateme
EuroEd acknowledges not only national identity but also “European citizenship imR&ma
that is, the development of a European identity along with a Romanian identity. Im#as se
identities as constructed by EuroEd, an organization founded and forcefully shap8td®yNO
ELP and the British Council, become part of a larger political community thanysomipens of
a nation-state, even if that larger political community is not, here, calfgh“society.” The
failure to use the term “open society” in this institution, however, may be imaiasence

OSI/SFN has discursively constructed membership in the European Union as baclardp t
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benchmark of successful open society (see, e.g., “Overview: Central,” 2004yi&weBouth,”
2004).

Importantly, the “nested identities” of Romanemd European citizenship (Herrmann,
Risse, & Brewer, 2004) evidenced in the EuroEd discourse do not necessarily cathflarev
another. We all have multiple (and fluid) identities which shape and are shaped By. conte
Such nesting of identities (like Russian Matryoshka dolls) only becomes pertimemt w
considering “whether a person identifies more, or more often, or more intenghblyegional,
national, or international communities” (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004, pp. 8-12).
Fairclough (2006), in his study of transition discourses in Romania, hints at thiepeetiwwhen
noting how “European standards, practices, modes,” for instance, co-exististilalues and
identities inherited from the communist period and even before” (2006, p. 69), in combinations
not unlike the Soros Foundation-Tajikistan’s discursive construction of “social-datncocr
institutes” (“UN,” 1998) or OSI-Croatia’s goal of an “open, democr@ticatian society”
(Puhovski, 1998). Still, a question arises: what are the geopolitical imptisati the discourse
of this particular example of constructed nested identities, given the roBI/SFEN ELP in
constructing it?

First, we should note: In the above mission statement, the coordinator “and” saggests
balance of Romanian and European citizenship and identity. However, furtheptitasaf
EuroEd challenges that balance:

Until 1995 our name wadsiternational House and our efforts were concentrated on

offering language courses. In 1995 we becaméntieenational Language Centreand

expanded our portfolio by founding the Kindergarten (1995) and the Primary School

(1997). In 1998, also as a result of constantly growing services and addressability, w

founded two more departments: the Regional Centre for Education and communication,

and the Centre for European Integration. Since 2000 our ngEuedEd Foundation, a
symbol of our overall approach. (“EuroEd,” 2008; bold in original)
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Strikingly, the last sentences of this description mark a social, polittahl@ssibly linguistic
metamorphosis, as the discourse (and names) change from “International Houbeghche
(and a former Soros foundation partner) of a language school functioning worldwiderto of
(mostly) English courses, to an “International Language Centre” whichaldhdergarten and
Primary school, to the “EuroEd Foundation, a symbol,” the discourse states, of the Foundation’
“overall approach” (“EuroEd,” 2008). In other words, what starts (in 1992) as an organization
founded by the clearly supranational Soros Foundation for Open Society in partnetistiEwi
British Council is, first, reworded to become “International,” and then discursivalgd to a
region (or “macro-region” in Fairclough’s 2006 terms), to “Euro” (or Europeahg discourse,
in other words, narrows or re-scales (Fairclough, 2006) space: from “interhationa
“regional,” and finally to “European.”

Such a re-scaling of space and identity as they relate to the European Union may
perfectly coincide with OSI/SFN’s construction of and hopes for open societgcasskd
above. At the same time, we must keep in mind that “European” becomes a construct and
identity against which are juxtaposed the “non-European” (such as the Umrites) 8 those on
the “fringes” of Europe: the EU candidate countries of Turkey, Croatia arkbtheer Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia; and/or other “European” countries for whom candidacy is iaot ye
option, such as Bosnia Herzegovina, Kosovo, Serbia, Moldova, Georgia, and Albania, to name
but a few (“Europa,” 2009). I return then, again, to Hansen (2006), whose study of the
discourses of the Bosnian War provides this reminder:

The Self is constituted through the delineation of Others, and the Other can be

articulated as superior, inferior, or equal. It might be constituted asahirggtbut it
might also be an ally, a stranger, or an underdeveloped subject in need of help. (p. 76)

In the case of the Other of Romania and EuroEd, given Romania’s entry into the EU in 2007, it

is probably safe to argue here that EuroEd discursively constructs Romarisugsrior” Other
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demarcated and constituted by what and who it is not—non-EU countries, including many of i
next-door neighbors. Furthermore, as we shall soon see, Soros-funded English aagdELT h
played a central role in the discursive construction of this “superior” Other.

First, though, lest there be any doubt about EuroEd’s claim to converging identities,
European and Romanian, and in order to understand further the geopolitical ramifichtions
national and European identity, consider the following aims of one of EuroEd’s préjects
Centre for European Integration:

To positively contribute to the development of a European identity based on the

appreciation and practice of values such as: non discrimination, multicultyradisial
inclusion etc. [and]

To support the reform of the Romanian civil society and education in the EU imdegrat
context. (“EuroEd,” 2008)

Here the discourse clearly constructs “a European identity” as basetlies which may
contrast with those of “non-Europeans”: “European,” that is, becomes colloc#teaindi
discursively and ideologically embedded in the constructs of “non-discrioniiat

“multiculturalism,” and “social inclusion,” just as earlier, we saw “Estj embedded in

“freedom of expression,” “successful communication,” “international commuaigatnd
“democracy,” to name just a few examples. In short, EuroEd, like OSI/SFNysiisdy
reproduces “European citizenship” as one benchmark of successful “open sdeieiy,50
doing, it discursively differentiates itself—and now its values—from non-EU deamhich
have not, cannot, or choose not to try and/or join the EU.

And the role of English and ELT in this process? Anca Colibaba , the President of
EuroEd, helps shed light on this question in two ways. First, in 2001, the British Council

awarded EuroEd “The British Council Award for the Effective Transfer ofifimganguage

Skills,” an award given for “the effective transfer of English-langusiglls and knowledge
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which directly contribute to sustainable development” (“Worldaware,” 2001). Intialear

describing the award and EuroEd’s president, Colibaba, we find this descriptioroBOEur
EuroEd is based in lasi, a city of 450,000 people near Romania's north-east border. Once
the capital, it is the home of the oldest Romanian university and the centre of an

impoverished farming region where unemployment is high, foreign investment low, and
learning English is an avenue of hope. (“Worldaware,” 2001)

English here is quite overtly constructed as an “avenue of hope” and hence a®rechigis
unemployment, low foreign investment and poverty. In the process, English thusesecom
ideologically embedded into “sustainable development,” though in this instance, bydbersie
of the British Council and not OSI/SFN ELP. However, the same article degsatibaba as
grateful to both the British Coun@hdthe Soros foundation for Open Society for coming in
“with cash and expertise” (Colibaba cited in “Worldaware,” 2001).

Furthermore, the “Worldaware” (2001) article, on interviewing Colibaba ohistery of
EuroEd, discursively ascribes to English and ELT more than just hope, as the folloveiagepas
indicates:

Even in Communist times, English was the language which Romanians wanted.to lear

It carried the promise of western democracy and standards of living. Déspite t

subversive sub-text, decision-makers (whose children wanted to learn Engligh}dega

promote it if only to empower the working class to fight imperialism. Nbe&rss, when

the Communist regime fell, Romania had only half as many teachers of English as
Russian. It was difficult to get your child into an English class. (“Worldeyy2001)

Several fascinating observations can be made from this article aboutb@adihé EuroEd. First,
English again becomes discursively equated with “the promise of westeatidey and
standards of living,” a (by-now) familiar discourse chain reproduced throughoustimeidies
of regional, national, and local Soros Foundation ELP programs and projects. Bugat is
fascinating how, under communism, English is constructed as a “subversive tSydvetsroted
“if only to empower the working class to fight imperialism” (“Worldawar201).

Geopolitically and discursively, “communism” becomes reworded as “intigeni& and English
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becomes a weapon against both, in much the way Canagarajah (1999) and Pennycook (1994)
explored how English has been appropriated and used in former “Imperialist” catoredy
post-colonial struggle and forward their own purposes (see also Chapters OneoxnthEw
above passage from “Worldaware” (2001) also highlights an irony in the making: hevamius
teachers in Romania would find their work suddenly obsolete after the fall ofi@oism in
1989 (contributing to the discursive disappearance of identities in the OSI/SFdidEbBrse),
during which time the British Council predicted the need for 100,000 teachers of Eaghslett
the needs of 30 million learners in Central and Eastern European (Phillipson, 1992, p. 6).

The “Worldaware” description of EuroEd marks its flourishing and accomplisisnre
2001, well before Romania joined the European Union in 2007. In a presentation Colibaba
(2006) gave at the international “English for Education and European Integratioaterwed in
Bucharest, Romania, in 2006, just one year before Romania joined the EU, she again
discursively constructs English in ways which echo how it once was “an avenue of hope
(“Worldaware,” 2001). The title of her presentation, intriguingly, is “The Imeolent of
Romanian Educational Institutions in EU Projects: The Role of English ftingaSuccess.” In
her presentation, Colibaba (2006) first overviews the multiple EuroEd projects whicbterom
linguistic diversity, discussed earlier in this chapter: “Steps to the WORdictice Makes
Perfect: Promoting European Citizenship through Languages”; and “eEusaon,” among
others. She ends her presentation, however, by looking at both the “broad” and “spsesdic” r
of English in the EU integration process.

Broadly speaking, she constructs English as “vehicular” in that it “give=sado
international good practices and models” and “standards and benchmarks in all domains of

activity” (Colibaba, 2006), a discourse chain we have just examined and challersgpaade
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depth. She also constructs English as having “diplomatic” dimensions, in thatKétmaself
and gives access worldwide to information about the scientific, economic, sogzalisational,
cultural values” and “trends, practices and news specific to the Englishrapeakid”
(Colibaba, 2006). Consequently, in Colibaba’s (2006) first observations about “The Broad Role
of English,” we find familiar presuppositions: that English is a vehicle forojdinternational
good practices” and “standards and benchmarkd shomains of activity” (Colibaba, 2006;
emphasis added). Further, the discursively totalizing constructions “interalatand “all”
render, | argue, Colibaba’s (2006) constructions of “international good pracittesaalels” as
specific to and only accessible in “the English-speaking world.” This is anuisrpposition
which carries within it risky echoes of the discourses of colonialism (Benky1994), though
ironically from the point of view of the metaphorically “colonized.” Conceivablye hthe
English-speaking world iser “superior” Other (Hansen, 2006), superior, too, due to its
“diplomatic” dimensions as a provider of information, “values” and “news.”

If we turn next to the “Specific Role of English” as Colibaba (2006) consttyets find
her description of “Lessons Learnégdlough Englishby the Romanian Society after 1990”
(2006; italics added). In terms of “Practices and Approaches,” she atribaitel thus
ideologically embeds within English and ELT—*new modes of working, learning, and
evaluation,” which she delineates as follows: “projects”; “learningeaivorkplace”; “distance
education”; “life long learning”; “self and peer evaluation”; and “qudlitiven evaluation”
(Colibaba, 2006). She further attaches to English the following “values”: “diérghange,”
“continuous development,” “innovation,” “accessibility and transferability,” asahipetence.”
Next, she lists the “attitudes” she believes English and ELT have tauglaniors: how to be

“appreciative & tolerant”; “flexible & risk-taking”; committed toifé long learning & learning
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to learn”; how to take “initiative” and use “strategic thinking”; how to “build oniffrmavn &
shared experience” and come to understand the differences between “skill vedgeovd.
experience” (Colibaba, 2006). Her “Final Remarks” sum up her presentatiorathisBmglish
has been the subtle carrier of ideological and cultural values,” and “thrdymbjatts
[including ELP], a critical mass for change has been built up, preparing Romaadiver
European citizenship” (Colibaba, 2006).

English, indeed (and, in CDA terms, all languages, all discourse) is “the satitt of
ideological and cultural values” (Colibaba, 2006), a premise upon which this entyesstud
based. What is startling here is to see how assured Colibaba is in her assewinatsEnglish
carries ideologically, and how quickly and seemingly without hesitation sheaees and
discursively reproduces those “ideological and cultural values’—those disathams
identified in Chapter Four—particularly as she is the President of EuroEd, avizatiga which
is simultaneously at the forefront of promoting linguistic diversity andsscaceRomania and
throughout the EU. In the final analysis, however, at least according to the desobtinis
presentation and the characterizations of English in the “Worldaware” (2@@lg and award,
English—and all the values, attitudes and practices discursively ascrilbeeréoiains at the
forefront of languages to be learned if full European integration, European ditjzesnsd
European identities are to be achieved. The title of her presentation, afeefdikei
Involvement of Romanian Educational Institutions in EU Projects: The Role of Efglis
Lasting Success,” a title which may reinforce the role of Englistir@ctly contributing to
sustainable development (“Worldaware,” 2001), and the conference title againcamilyif is
“English for Education and European Integration” (Colibaba, 2006). Accordingly, both the

conferenceind Colibaba’s (2006) discourses construct “English” as important enough to
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“European Integration” such that an entire international conference is devotedthethat In
sum, through the influence of OSI/SFN ELP, EuroEd constructs a vision of open socaty whi
is essentiallfEuropeanat its core, and English is likewise constructed as central to the European
integration process, at least for Romania, for it ideologically is also aoteras carrying the
promise of “Lasting Success” (Colibaba, 2006).

Much like EuroEd, a second institution initially launched by OSI/SFN and itsdbngli
Language Programs, the Soros International House-Vilnius, Lithuanibkdase re-
contextualized and transformed its vision of open society through discursive comssroft
national, European, and global identity. First, SIH-Vilnius has hosted interngtomals on
“National vs. European Identity,” the fourth of which tackled such questions as

What is national identity? What is European identity? How do you feel or think about

yourself as a person? Do you ever think of yourself not only as (nationdiggncibut
also as a citizen of Europe or only European? (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2007)

The answers to these questions are somewhat startling and indicate a reprodtiutioaloes
Colibaba (2006) and the EuroEd Foundation ascribed to European citizenship:

Forum participants came to the conclusion that the two identities cannot et e par

be ignored. Like every coin that has three sides, (including the round one), a person living
within the boundaries of E.U., nowadays must consider him/herself as having thsee side
a) the national identity, that involves all those characteristics that male®seranique,

b) the European, that deals with and guarantees all those ideals such as democracy,
freedom, unity, brotherhood, personal rights, economic prosperity, etc, and c) the third
side, that is the will needed to go on or to roll along the highway that will lead to the
cherished full economic and political union in Europe. (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2007)

Stated thus by these forum participants, “national identity” is disclysieduced to the one
word “unique,” without explanation, which may well indicate the Soros InternationakeHous
Vilnius™ attempt to, in turn, reduce affiliation with national identity. On the oftfaad,

“European ldentity” “deals with and guarantees all those ideals such as deyn&e=dom,

unity, brotherhood, personal rights, economic prosperity, etc” (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2000 thét,
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the “third side of the coin” actually seems to be but an extension of the secondill“treeeded

to go on or to roll along the highway that will lead to the cherished full economic andgbolit
union in Europe” (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2007). Here, unequivocally, we find discursive emphasis
placed on “full economic and political union in Europe,” a goal which is even constructed as
“cherished.”

Equally prominent in this discourse on “economic and political union,” a construction
which, like OSI-Samara, Russia’s (2000) construction of the need for ELP, the desicstars
“economics” first and “politics” second (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2007). “Politics’central to the
OSI/SFN definition of open society in its discursive elements of “rediamcthe rule of law” and
“the existence of a democratically elected government” (“AbouR88)s,” 2005), but
economics is discursively not. We find, then, quite a dramatic transformation o$ithre of
open society in the SIH-Vilnius discourse as it evolves from one of multiple schoolsen “T
Soros English/Foreign Language School Network” (2003) to its own entity as a sthool i
member state of the European Union. We also find, once more, that participantshia an Sl
Vilnius (2007)-sponsored “international” forum discursively construct Europeantidasta
“guarantee” of “democracy, freedom, unity, brotherhood, personal rights, ecop@sperity”
and that always intriguing “etc.,” which here can only promise good things. And amegwe
find identities which are not “European” are, in turn, implicitly composed byjpodition:non
EU countries thus carry within their identities the risks of authoritangrasiarchy, oppression,
strife, the lack of human rights, economic poverty. Clearly, they becomeiériféthers
(Hansen, 2006, p. 45).

To underscore and conclude this point, | include two objectives from another project

started by SIH-Vilnius, “Practice Makes Perfect: Promoting Europ&&aedship Through
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Language Practice,” which at least discursively question the valuetbeéesabove. The first
objective of “Practice Makes Perfect” is “to promote European Citizenship anduhtral
exchange between adult learners on local, national and European levels” (SIH;\20@idy an
objective one seminar tried to achieve, somewhat chillingly, by “creatingnage of the perfect
European (SIH-Vilnius, 2007). The second objective, however, is as follows: “To induca crit
thinking about our own country, and tolerance towards other European ones” (SIH-Vilnius,
2007). “Critical thinking” about one’s country can only be good, yes, but the discursive
limitation of “tolerance towards oth&uropeari countries constructs, at the very least, the
discursive possibility ointolerancetowards non-European countries, or even non-EU countries.
Here | think again not only of the United States but those countries on the fringe®pé E
those countries not yet belonging to the EU, those in the post-Soviet and Central Asian
borderlands who are farther still—geographically, culturally, econdipigemlitically,
religiously, linguistically—from the real and imagined political boundarie€at6pe” per se.
One last project example from SIH-Vilnius’ “Practice Makes Pé&rfeay provide
discursive hints of what is yet to come in terms of identity, society, and langWag&ave seen
how EuroEd (2008) re-scaled its identity in moving from “international” to “regicilEuro,”
in name at least. We have further seen how English remains central toapithessses. In a
sort of about-face, SIH-Vilnius, in collaboration with partners across Europe, hasrgabns
forums which have explored “national identity,” summed up as “unique,” and “European
Identity,” discussed in detail above. In 2006, SIH-Vilnius organized “a virtual cordiere
‘Become Global Through Your Identity,” the aims of which were “to bring studetds i
cultural discussion, to discuss how to become global through your identity” (Bikdis/ 2006).

While still far removed discursively from the originating construct of fopeciety,” the
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emphasis on “global identity” here does hark back to a starting “hypothesis”stioguef this
study: whether OSI/SFN seeks to use English as a means to diminish “niateoni&y” and
construct “supranational identity,” in order, as Soros (1998) himself puts it, to help diwenter
fact that “the basic unit for political and social life remains the natiate-s(p. xx). He writes
this believing that “international law and international institutions, insagdhey exist, are not
strong enough to prevent war or the large-scale abuse of human rights in indigichtaks” (p.
XX).

As we have seen above and in the theoretical framework of this study (Chapter Two)
“European Citizenship” has been constructed as one step toward a supranationaltivainkel w
clear motive of, indeed, “preventing war” and “the large-scale abuse of humanimight
individual countries” (Soros, 1998, p. xx), particularly given the very bloody and brutaletient
(and now, twenty-first) century. But the imaginary of Europe, too, retains bofdersy i
“macro-regional” ones (Fairclough, 2006), and inevitably, discursively, Europe tbosése a
“superior” construction of the Other for the transition countries of CentrateEfaand South
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, just as the non-European becomes tbe™infer

So what happened during the SIH-Vilnius virtual conference “Become Global Throug
Your ldentity”? The summary on SIH-Vilnius’ website (2006) goes like this:

The students wrote short presentations in advance and were prepared to discuss on the

following questions such as: Do you like using the pmp-europe site? Or has the course

helped you practise your English? And in what way has the virtual trip enricbed y

life? Or what have you learnt so far about your partner’s country? (What thingytav

discovered we all have in common or are completely different?) and othersVi{Bilkis,
2006)

Unfortunately, the website description does not detail what is meant here byl‘vipguar how
students worked with a partner from another country. What it does make clearehas/bow

SIH-Vilnius constructs English as central to global identity, and this through tkpeagated
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guestion, “has the course helped you practice your English?” (SIH-Vilnius, 2006). iin othe
words, even in a conference about creating “global identity,” English is sligelyrconstructed
to be at the heart of it, even as students seek to explore and discover commonalities and
differences across countries, a more important question, | argue, but curioeslyraeketed by
parentheses and thus seemingly less important. Of further note, students whoegtzd el
participate in the conference from each partner institution had to have “gooddangiills and
good computer literacy” (“SIH-Vilnius,” 2006), discourse which—as we have segiopsly—
excludes participants with lower-level or no English skills. At the sames timeproduces and
even extends a central discourse chain from OSI/SFN: that English is no lordgst juest for
“international communication” (“Strategy,” 1999), but it is also now discursivelyeglded in
“global identity.”

English and the Discourses of Security

One of the starting points for this study was my own experience working asea Pea
Corps Volunteer teaching English in a Bosnian Muslim refugee camp during the 1990s,
explained in Chapter One. The other volunteers and | who spent one summer there behind
compound walls and high wire fences believed in what we were doing, if only to t&lthea
boredom of the children in the camp, who had little other structure in their lives and only an
uncertain future.

Given this experience and a recent summer spent teaching English in Afghaas |
analyzed the ELP discourses of the transition countries of Central, Easte8gth Eastern
and the former Soviet Union, | was especially struck by how English beconbesiéed into
discourses of security (or, as a Peace Corps English teacher, in discourses pfvdach |

began to explore in Chapter Four. As stated there, the OSI/SFN ELP discourseentnsi
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creates a larger system of signs or enunciations which point to a temporalacmrstf the

“Other” (directly, participants in OSI/SFN ELP programs throughout the deardf the

network) as it was constructed in the past—that is, before the fall of communigheand
intervention of development agencies and NGOs like OSI/SFN (see also Hansen, 2006, p. 49;
Waever, 1996). And it is a past, the discourse suggests, which harbors instability ane, in som
cases (as in the former Yugoslavia), a (very) recent history (anehpre$ violence, strife, even
ethnic cleansing. The following italicized phrases discussing the eateegyrof OSI/SFN

English Language Programs suggest this:

.. . we have endeavored to build local capacity so thgtrograms may live on long
after the foundations are gone.

.. .secure the future of these projewaiisen the foundationsease to exist
Foundations magafely disengagehen . . .

Secure the futuréor the foundation-established schools . . .

Schools that may not surviwathout the foundation . . .

... which will help them [local teachers’ associatiomsi{ only survivevithout further
foundation assistance but also take over . . . (Excerpted from “Strategy,” 1968; ital
added)

The ELP discourse here is obviously and perhaps deliberately a discourse of,ssafawg

existence, and security, what OSI/SFN and ELP discursively imply theyphavided, and

arguably, not only to ensure the future of these English language programsjants pn the

newly opened or opening societies after OSI/SFN ELP and the Soros Foundatigosear

Also, | posit, the discourse seeks to ensure that there is not a return to the padth®efore
foundations, when there was insecurity of another kind, when it was “not safe to disengage
when even survival, perhaps, was in question. Following Hansen (2006) and Waever (1996), it is

the repeated and associated list of signs here, which, joined together, accomguistsiics
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stability” around—and hence reinforce the positive features of—survivaly safel security.

At the same time, implicitly juxtaposed behind or next to these explicit signd &that they are
different from: insecurity, danger, destruction. These invisible but no legalcsitjns obtain
through how identity is discursively constructed: not only through a systeraroefsess”
(safety, security, survival; new, young, youth) but also through a systemfefédife” (Hansen,
2006, p. 45).

This discourse chain linking English and security, the last | will disecsissproduced,
bolstered dramatically, and articulated far more directly throughout theBbPadiscourses, and
perhaps not surprisingly, especially in the discourses of ELP programscouthigies of the
former Yugoslavia. For example, a Soros Yugoslavia Foundation (1994) “Annuat’Repor
describes one program, “Educta,” this way:

The current political and the economical crises are causing a brain drain oivttmse

cannot find their place in the prevailing nationalism. The aim of this project ifeto of

programs and elements which enable the opening of perspectives and preparation of

young people for their engagement in social activities. Gifted studentgraged5 to 18

attend this program and are thus being prepared for university studies in semgficsc

fields (law, sociology, economics, ecology, political sciences, English Igagua

accounting). . . .The basic approach of the program in social sciences is based on the
ideas of an open society.

Multiple observations can be made from analysis of this description. FirstsliEggbne of
seven “scientific” fields constructed as a tool for the “opening of perspednd preparation of
young people for their engagement in social activities” (1994). In this waglisbeurse
implicitly constructs English as one of several weapons against “the prevaliogalism”
arising from “current political and economical crises” (1994). Furtherngive program’s
emphasis on “gifted students aged from 15 to 18,” the discourse here once more clearly
constructs “young people” (Falk’s “Citizen Pilgrims,” 1994) as being modylitke'open” their

perspectives through English and other disciplines, a discursive move which also reptbduc
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construction of the implicit and en-aged and now perblgsed‘Other” (Hansen, 2006; Reisigl
& Wodak, 2002), those, the discourse suggests, who construct, contribute to, and reinforce “the
prevailing nationalism” (Soros Yugoslavia, 1994).

The Soros Yugoslavia Foundation report (1994) also sought to use English against
“prevailing nationalism” in other projects. It awarded, for instance, gfantsvo ESP projects
for journalists, “Media and War” and “Liberation and the Submission of the Media,” ot w
went to an independent research agency in Belgrade, Serbia. Its “English fef piGfect
included “42 representatives of non-governmental organizations (humanitarian, peaea, wom
ecological, human rights, etc.),” a project which evokes Ignatieff's (2003)valber that
“humanitarian action is not unmasked if it is shown to be the instrument of imperial pgwer”
22). In other words, | do not mean to argue here that OSI/SFN nor ELP nor English is
unqguestionably “imperialist,” but here and throughout these ELP discourses, Englahly
constructed as a means to resist nationalism and its effects sincé thé&iSoviet Union: in
this case, the brutal aftermath of the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia.

That brutal aftermath is evidenced further in the discourse of another SorosaYiggos
Foundation (1998) program, “The Kosovo Education Enrichment Program,” which also
constructs “training” in English as one of multiple projects working to “overdhmeominant
national(ist) ideology that strongly influences the educational content in sci§oles
Yugoslavia, 1998). Here we see a stunning extension of the earlier analysig English
becomes discursively embedded in democracy and modern methodology. That dis@nyse ch
in other words, is profoundly strengthened in the Kosovo project, though now in the specific
context of security, constructed as follows:

Furthermore, the educational system in Kosovo still relies on out-dated teagtesg s
and methodology which reinforces the authoritarian behaviour in teacher-student
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relations that, in turn, feeds into the authoritarian political environment, whecalcri
thinking and the questioning of authority is still something one would not venture to do
easily. Therefore, the syllabus, teaching style and school settingaisefghnically-
determined] schools) in Kosovo all help entrench national stereotypes and
misconceptions thus posing a seemingly insurmountable obstacle for mutual
understanding and tolerance. All initiatives to democratise the schools in Kosovo have
only provided for initial attempts at challenging the dominant national paradigm b
introducing the germs of critical thinking and modern school management. (Soros
Yugoslavia, 1998)

Furthermore, the conditions and consequences of the “seemingly insurmountable[sh&tac
mutual understanding and tolerance” are constructed in harsh terms:

The current problem in Kosovo's education as a whole comprises two dimensions: school
reform and the issue of school space. Both dimensions represent a serious tbstacl
inter-ethnic understanding in Kosovo, locking the two communities - the Albanian
majority and the Serbian minority - into the "nationally pure" educationaleinaork -

both in terms of content and space. The outbreak of hostilities in Kosova this spring and

summer has not only widened the gap between Serbs and Albanians, but also created new

imperatives in the educational sphere: the repair of destroyed school buildings and th
need to provide education for thousands of displaced youngsters.

Kosovo’s “English Language Teaching Program,” as a part of the “Kosovo kducat
Enrichment Program” is here, if again implicitly, constructed as havireparmous job
ideologically and operationally: “instilling the seeds of democratic changaelemocratic
thinking” in the midst of a “nationally pure educational framework” (Soros Yuugias|a998),
and this in the midst of schools in disrepair, in the midst of massacre and genocide.

Serbia and Kosovo are not alone in their strengthening of the discourse chain df Englis
as a means toward larger security. OSI-Croatia’s ELP discourse veithif terms which connote
war and conflict. In reference to its “Alternative Education” strat@i-Croatia constructs
programs (including ELP, a part of “Alternative Education”) such that “thegrnehotbedsof
already developed curricula, methods and models that can, though with flexibilityedpeated
in the educational system” (“Community,” 1999; emphasis added). Such a constructioatmay

be surprising, given how the same report constructs its context:
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Context in which we run our program in the field of education is the result of
ideologically rigid, politically strictly controlled and at organizationaklehighly
centralised system on one hand, and, government that treats OSI as a poditroabe
the other. Consequently, it is not possible to start changes within the educatiamal syst
but it has to be prepared in independent alternative institutions. (“Community,” 1999)
In its attempt to develop “open education,” in turn, OSI-Croatia constructs “gauket
resistance” in the field of education more broadly, its response to how it sedstémgotation”
of education evidenced as follows:

e a project of bilingual high schools has been drastically abolished because of
political reasons

e the second foreign language teaching in elementary schools is threatened
¢ the early foreign language learning project is undergoing serious difcak a
result of negligence and unwillingness to be further financially supported eithe
by the Ministry of Education or city councils
e liberal arts colleges and faculties (language departments) run traddonakes,
instead of developing educational standards assessments tasks in accoittance w
international requirements . (“Community,” 1999)
Clearly in this discourse, “foreign language teaching” (including thehiag of English) is
constructed as “political” and therefore as “threatened” by an “idealibgitgid and politically,
strictly controlled” government and by “the negligence” and “unwillingne$&oth the
Ministry of Education (nationally) and city councils (locally). English theasomes again
constructed as a “subversive sub-text” (“Worldaware,” 2001) and, as part @ro&la’s
alternative education plan, “an educational guerrilla” (“Programmes,”) M8&ing against
nationalism, rigid ideologies and centrally-administered (top-down) control.
Potentially less dramatic examples throughout the CESEE-fSU funthedidcourse
chain of English and security. English students and teachers from LithuanialanasBtwo
countries which have experienced cross-border tensions since the fall of tbel8oon, were

brought together for “English Language Summer School” and “a summer school for non
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specialist teachers of English,” both funded by the Soros International Hahseslia and the
Open Society Fund-Lithuania (*OSF-Lithuania,” 1997; “OSF-Lithuania,” 1998hileNV
unstated, it is probable that here is an example of SIH-Lithuania and its Opety Foaid
working to create “cross-cutting” identities, that is, “when some, but not all persnof one
identity group are also members of another identity group” with the goal ofliogrtaias
towards in-groups and stereotyping of outgroups (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 20098) pp. 8
English student and English teacher become, thus, shared identities which caallyotenti
diminish bias, stereotyping and their common result: hostility. As anothempéxafhow
English becomes discursively embedded in security—and its more positivelguctesicousin,
peace—OSI-Macedonia (1996) funded English Language Courses for professors whbevoul
attending the “International Seminar ‘Peace Education and Conflict ResolutiSalaburg,
Austria.” Relatedly, in 2005, OSI-Macedonia partnered with other groups to stajeet pr
called “Re-Socialization of Ex-Combatants,” including courses on computes, $&thnological
literacy, and English (OSI-Macedonia, 2006). Here and throughout, English isaagaagain
embedded ideologically into security, a discourse chain which bolsters one Isypoftthis
study: namely, that OSI/SFN constructs English as a means to cross-atiegjentthe process,
reducing affiliation with national identity. Here—in terms of war and peabe-OiSI/SFN ELP
discourse is soundly reproduced and amplified.
Conclusion

Analysis in this chapter has revealed the following:

1. Local written ELP discourses both reproduce a discourse chain of supranatngoage

management as well as start a new discourse chain promoting linguistgitgive
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2. Local written ELP discourses construct “access” and “actors” sutmttr@ people have
opportunities to participate not only in the work of building open societies, but also to re-
claim responsibility for that work, two new discourse chains resisting th&EN ELP
discourse;

3. Local written ELP discourses both reproduce and resist discourse clashsembed
English ideologically into the building of open societies; into local, national anzhedg
needs; into the construct of democracy, which is in turn embedded into the construct of
“modern” ELT methodology; in pathways to social and political consciousness; into the
construction of “international standards” and the ideal of “international”’; andhato t
work of forging European and global identities; and

4. Local written ELP discourses—particularly from countries which haperenced civil
war, genocide, and cross-border tensions—construct English as a meansraf creat
security, thus reinforcing a key discourse chain from OSI/SFN generallysaadRt
programs specifically.

In the next chapter (Chapter Six), | will turn to the discourses of participa@SI/SFN
ELP throughout the countries of Central, Eastern, South Eastern Europe and thé&toneter
Union, collected through face to face and email interviews, in order to shareoibes and
views on the role of English in building open societies. Chapter Seven will conclude by
exploring the implications of findings as they pertain to English language aidtgrivje

transition and developing countries.
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CHAPTER SIX: VIEWS OF PARTICIPANTS IN OSI/SFN ENGLISH LABUAGE
PROGRAMS
In Chapter Five of this study, | mapped the flow of discourse chains from the Néw Yo
based OSI/SFN ELP discourse into the local written ELP discourses offSandsitions,
programs, and projects from across the countries of Central, Eastern, and South Hespern E

and the former Soviet Union (CESEE-fSU). Analysis in that chapter led to four maings:

1. These discourses both reproduced the discourse chain of supranational language
management identified in Chapter Four as well as started a new disduairse ¢
promoting linguistic diversity;

2. These discourses constructed “access” and “actors” such that more people have
opportunities to participate not only in the work of building open societies, but also to re-
claim responsibility for that work, two new discourse chains resisting tSEISIELP
discourse;

3. These discourses reproduced, re-contextualized, and resisted discourse clehins whi
embedded English ideologically into multiple constructs, from the building of open
societies to the work of forging global and European identities; and

4. Finally, these discourses ideologically embedded English even more deepheint
construct of security, particularly in countries which have experiencedloooder and

ethnic tensions, civil war, and genocide.

In this chapter, | turn to the voices of participants in these programs in ortharécaiseir
views on and experiences with English language schools, universities, programs, ansl proje

funded by the Open Society Institute and Soros Foundations Network throughout the cofintries
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CESEE-fSU. My goal at this juncture is to share a broad range of partipgrapectives in
order to better understand “the core experiences and central, shared aspguastsraf a
program” (Patton, 1990, p. 172). | will also share previously-identified discourseschiaich
are reproduced, re-scripted, transformed or resisted by participants. | do so to caddinue
mapping how various meanings (of open society, methodology, English, etc.) sthkeitiame
legitimized, and take on authority until finally they are accepted as-takegmnanted
“knowledge” of a subject area. Awareness of these processes of meabihgasion and
construction can help us, | believe, re-examine and interrogate such “knowdedg e’
reproduced, re-scripted, transformed, or resisted by different people foewliffeotives and
purposes. From these voices and discourses, my ultimate aim is to identify anat®mpolicy
and teaching implications for English language aid projects in developingiesuarid countries
in transition, which Chapter Seven will share.

In total, | interviewed 18 people from 11 different countries, including Englisheesc
students, English language program directors, and employees involved in GRBild8EN-

funded aid activities. In all cases, English was the language of imstractd/or work for each

of the participants. | interviewed as many participants from as manyediffeountries as | could

within the limits of funding and time. My decision to incorporate participant pergpgdrom

countries throughout CESEE-fSU was guided by Jentleson (1999), who explained the value of

interviewing participants in multiple countries, especially for regeag topics with foreign
policy implications, a field this study straddles:

The essence of a comparative case study is to identify patterns rathestlsamgle-case

phenomena. The uniqueness of every case is to be respected, but the emphasis is on

developing more general conceptual formulations, middle-range theodgsolcy
lessons. This amounts to more of an analytic than descriptive approach to thgp ariti
case studies, with less need to “tell the whole story” of each case than tioreteunc
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focus treatment of the case on a set of analytic questions. The cases as Rsshemds
in themselves than means to the ends of developing “conditional generalizations.” (p. 15)

So guided, | traveled throughout the countries of CESEE-fSU during the summers of
2005 and 2006, during which time | conducted a series of semi-structured, face;tasfd
email interviews, including follow-up questions, with participants involved in OS8I/Sikglish
language programs, schools, and activities. | then transcribed, veniftedpded the interview
data according to emergent themes or “conditional generalizations” (dent®99, p. 15).
While identifying these themes, | paid special attention to those which linkieddowty
research questions as well as discourse chains identified in previous chapieesakhe time,
following Maxwell (1996, p. 53) and Rubin and Rubin (1995), | worked hard to listen for
unexpected responses, new ideas, and other possible understandings of the data so as not to be
“blinded” (or deafened) by my pre-conceptions and possible misconceptions abosearghe
guestions. Rather, | sought to “develop an empathetic understanding of the world of others”
(Rubin & Rubin, 1995, p. 35) by listening for wholly new local discourses.

Table 1, recopied here from Chapter Three, re-introduces my participants.
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Table 1:Participants Interviewed for this Study

Participants’ Redion Relationships to English as
Pseudonyms 9 OSI/SFN Ll or L2
Thomas Western Europe Teacher/Project LI
Consultant
Philip Western Europe Teacher/Director LI
Andrew Western Europe Teacher LI
Jeremy Western Europe Teacher LI
Lauren North America Student/OS| LI
Employee
Teacher/Head of
Irena South Eastern Europe OSI/SFN Teachers’ L2
Association
Ana South Eastern Europe Teacher L2
Klara Central/Eastern Student/Teacher L2
Europe
Karolina Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Bianca Central/Eastern Teacher/Scholarship L2
Europe Abroad Recipient
Eva Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Central/Eastern Teacher/Scholarship
Magda Europe Abroad Recipient L2
Victoriya Central Asia OSI/SFN Employee/ L2
Student
Ecaterina Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Galina Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Mihail Central/Eastern Student L2
Europe
Dora Central/Eastern Teacher L2
Europe
Elsa Western Europe Student/OS| L2
employee
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All attempts have been made to protect participants’ identities, includingdlod us
pseudonyms and removal of mentions of specific countries, universities, schoolsygradgr |
will also on occasion not mention even participants’ pseudonyms so as to further protect
identities. The risk of this anonymity, | know, is that context-specific insighisba lost on
readers unfamiliar with CESEE-fSU, OSI/SFN, and the regions as datxjor the table, but |
believe the gains were greater: Identities ultimately were @ngdratected and participants, in
turn, felt they could speak more openly. | do distinguish between L1 and L2 speakers (as
opposed to native and non-native speakers of English) in order to alert readersfterdra di
worldviews and experiences shaping participants’ answers, divided roughlythediak of
great reductiveness into expatriate and local, Western and E&dtém Holliday (2005), my
use of these various categories strives to be flexible, with a shared undiegstaith readers
that | do not mean to use any term in a monolithic, essentializing, or totalizing wa
acknowledge, too, the unstable meanings especially behind discursive camsératspace and
identity: For instance, most of my L2 participants speak four or more languagrethyt As
participants themselves talked in these terms throughout the interviews, hovaeeided to
directly acknowledge the risk of reductiveness and proceed, knowing thattiaippats shared
the common variable of having been involved in OSI/SFN English language adtpriojthe
countries of CESEE-fSU.

The research questions this chapter answers are the following:

32 For more, see Holliday’s (2005) discussion ofdhésiveness of many binary TESOL terms (TESOL tield):
Center versus Periphery; East versus West; Nagvgug Non-Native; BANA (British, Australian, Nor&merican)
versus TESEP (State Tertiary, Secondary, and Pyiadwncation around the world); modern versus tiait, and
so forth. | also admit here that “expatriate” maygmisnomer, since many of my participants wepatiates at
the time of the study, regardless of whether theyew.1 or L2 speakers of English.
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1. How do patrticipants involved in local OSI/SFN ELP or other OSI/SFN prograths wi
an English language component construct open society, English, and the relationship
between building open societies, English, and ELT? How do these constructions
compare with constructions identified in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse and #te loc
written ELP discourses?

2. What other interests emerge from the discourses of these participants, athol how
they compare with interests identified in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse aaddHole
discourses?

3. How do participants construct the actors in these programs: both L1 and L2 project
personnel, teacher trainers, teachers, and students? How do these constructions
compare with constructions of actors identified through analysis of previous
discourses?

4. What new, local discourses emerge from or are strengthened in intervigws wi

research participants?

In answering these questions, | have organized this chapter into three mapmssect
First, in order to get at participants’ understandings of the role of Englishlamiguopen
societies, and in order to provide some context for participants’ understandings amnehegper
| map the relationship between (a) the OSI/SFN constructions of open society raimbsion;
and (b) how participants construct and define open society, including barriers to boddimg
societies, perceptions of the mission of OSI/SFN, and whether or not particidas their
societies are open or opening.

Second, given that OSI/SFN constructs membership in the European Union as having

“profound and positive consequences for open society” (“Overview: Central and Eastern
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Europe,” 2008), | next look at how participants construct the relationship betwe&SFQSI/
space, and language, including participants’ constructions of East and Weslatibaship
between OSI/SFN and the European Union; the role of English in building open sottieties;
role of English in the EU and accession thereto; and how language and EU accegsion sha
participants’ senses of their identities.

Finally, I move to participants’ broader constructions of English and ELT, asasth
provides important insights into participants’ views on—and our assumptions underlying—
education under communism, teachers and teaching then and now, how state langadiga educ
compares with OSI/SFN-funded language education, who has ownership of and responsibility
for OSI/SFN English language aid projects, the role of temporal identitlesal discourses,
and ultimately, how participants perceive the impact of OSI/SFN on their tgatdarning, and
work in helping to build open societies. The perspectives and findings shared hdogeig-wigh
analyses in previous sections and chapters—will be used to inform policy and teaching
implications for English language aid projects in developing and transitionriesunt

Participants’ Constructions of Open Society and Its Mission

As | began this phase of the research, interviewing participants involved/FDSI
programs from across the countries of CESEE-fSU, | first wanted to understaiaelyow
understood open society and how their definitions compared with the OSI/SFN definition. |
guote the OSI/SFN definition as follows:

An open society is a society based on the recognition that nobody has a monopoly on the

truth, that different people have different views and interests, and that thereed for

institutions to protect the rights of all people to allow them to live togethemitepe

Broadly speaking, an open society is characterized by a reliance on tbélawe the

existence of a democratically elected government, a diverse and vigonbssaety,
and respect for minorities and minority opinions. (“About Us: FAQs,” 2005)
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From this definition, we can see numerous discourse fragments and chains repreduced, r
scripted, and/or transformed in participants’ understandings of open societyipBats’
discourses challenged the construct of “truth”; they extended a discourse cinaglnbn; they
constructed a social democracy semantically distant from the U.S.; tiyasized the need for
competition, a potential new discourse chain; they extended the importance sbcietl; and
finally, they raised questions around whose responsibility it is to set up democrati
infrastructures in countries where totalitarian governments have beehrowert
Definitions of Open Society

Most participants, who didot have the official definition in front of them at the time of
the interview, nevertheless reproduced—in some cases, word for word—at leaspecteof
the OSI/SFN definition, particularly in relation to imperfect truths, denoycraspect for
diverse views, and respect for “minorities and minority opinions.” Thomas, when askdgtho
defines open society, reproduced Popper’s words on truth almost exactlyl RopperOpen
Society and Its Enemigis was ok, | read the classic skim [laughs] . . . and as Popper said it, we
are holders of imperfect truths.” Then he expanded:

| think the messiness of democracy, liberal democracy in fact, probably bestsrdie

realities of humanity. . . . | really like working for an organization which astof its

perspectives is pushing for the principle of democracy rather than a paricpitassion
of how it should be like.

In addition to imperfect “truths” and the flexible model of democracy Thomas kdeddrere,
based on principles rather “than a particular expression thereof,” he madg eentxbl to his
definition the importance of acknowledging the value of all voices, language vejpiciduces
unequivocal respect for “different views” and “minority opinions” (“About Us: BXQO005):

So how would | describe open society? Just like this. The fact that we can hawe, a voic
or the fact that we understand each other as potentially having something to say, not
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potentially,having®® something to say, and that it's worth hearing and worth hearing from
everybody is a really, really strong thing.

Thomas’ conclusion—that everyone has something to say and “it's worth heagrtgnds a
discourse chain of inclusion, one echoed again and again in participants’ responseftemos
through the word “respect” reworded as, or in conjunction with, “tolerance.”

Bianca’s response was short and to the point: “In my opinion, an open society is
appreciative and tolerant of alterity and diversity, while valuing and resgehe individual.”
Bianca’s construction of open society, like Thomas’ and as signaled by herthsenaird
“alterity,” likely includes citizens and governments which hear and redpeegbices and views
of the individual Other, as opposed to trying to construct the Other as “a stranger, or a
underdeveloped subject in need of help” (Hansen, 2006, p. 76). She, too, affirms a discourse
chain of inclusion. Ecaterina described it similarly: “I would define an opentg@sea society
where every citizen has the right of having own opinion and the right of frg@lgssing it, at
the same time being tolerant to the opinions expressed by other people.”

Galina began her definition with tolerance and democracy as well, beforddstean
economic element, one which, markedly, does not appear in the OSI/SFN definitidmusStes t
scripts slightly the OSI/SFN vision of open society:

Society which claims to be an open one should be informed by the spirit of tolerance and

based on the firm democratic principles of government. It should also stand on the

ground of free market economy complimented by some elements of welfare gystem
provide the best means of individual self-realization.

Here we again find tolerance and democracy along with “individual self-aéahZ reiterated as
crucial to a society’s openness, though Galina also carefully added “semmenéd of welfare
system” along with a “free market economy.” As a result, she expands on #&~QSI

definition of open society, and she does so in language which subtly distinguishes lagtgveen

% Unless otherwise noted, italics represent paditi® emphases on words, not mine.

296



semantically distances, again, European and U.S. governments and sociatidsysome
elements of welfare system”; she suggests a society closer to soardeynthan democracy
as currently realized in the United States. In the end, therefore, whiteGalefinition may re-
script and expand upon the OSI/SFN definition, she simultaneously reproduces a didwarse ¢
identified in both the OSI/SFN ELP discourse and the local ELP discourses. Sduarde chain
sets Europe discursively, geopolitically, socially, and semantically frpar the United States.

Victoriya’s vision of open society was not ontologically far from Galina’pé@society
is the one that supports a marketplace of ideas, because when there is ho comipetéismad
need for growth or improvement. Competition is necessary in any social sphéies,@ot,
religion and economy.” Like Galina, Victoriya augmented the OSI/SFN defirby articulating
the role of economic elements and competition in multiple spheres, phrases and id#gas nota
absent in the OSI/SFN definition. At the same time, Victoriya returned to the thiem
“imperfect truths” Thomas raised earlier, expressing her worry ovepfilygight way” (italics
added) to do something: “I agree with Soros’ definition that any society isfaapeand open
society is the one open to improvement. Once something is accepted as the onlgyrjghe
society is on the way to becoming a closed society.” For Victoriya, itsse¢eompetition” is the
factor that undergirds open society in that it forces a society to open itsafftmvement in
various spheres.

When asked about his definition of open society, Philip began with a similar challenge to
the construct of “truth” before listing other specific features from t8#$FN definition:
“nobody has a monopoly on the truth, civil society, free and open discussion, exchange of
opinions.” Philip also added something new, however, what | would argue is a Western and

perhaps risky construct of responsibility, one Ignatieff (2003) explores igdies at length
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(see Chapter Two) in his work on nation building. Philip also added: “setting up the
infrastructure of democratic countries, setting up the kind of stuff that is nowthereyou have
overthrown a totalitarian dictatorship and had your first democratic electiomportantly,
Philip did not say exactly who should be responsible for this work: presumably the “fiou” w
has “overthrown a totalitarian dictatorship” and then held “your first demo@iattions.”
Whether the “you” Philip refers to is a national or outside government—or some ctiortbina
thereof—remains unclear.
The OSI/SFN Mission

Other participants, when seeking to define open society, articulatedrakecloser to the
OSI/SFN mission statement (“About OSI: Mission,” 2088ather than its definition of open
society. They asserted the need for free flow of information into and out of esytiiis
extending the discourse chain of two-way (or more accurately, multipleexakiange; they
made important the role of intellectual elites in the creation of open socpntavhich may
answer questions around access raised by qualification in the OSI/SFNSEQRrsie; they
introduced the construct of providing “equal opportunities,” thus extending a discours@fchai
inclusion again, one begun in local ELP discourses; and finally, they touched upon support of
human rights and indirectly, the rule of law, as fundamental for open society.

Given the interconnectedness of the OSI/SFN definition of open society and its
subsequent mission statement, | first quote the mission statement below éteiiaiag to
participants’ definitions and discussions thereof. As with the definition of open sddetynot

show the mission statement to participants beforehand. It reads as follows:

34 Notably, the OSI/SFN mission statement changegiénetly and has changed since 2008. | use thisovess it
was active on the website at the time | begansthidy. The 2009 definition, interestingly, doedue “freedom of
information” (“About OSI, Mission,” 2009), which wareproduced in the discourses of several partitspat
would be fascinating to compare the evolution ef @SI/SFN mission statements over time, but sugdmgure is
currently beyond the scope of this study.
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The Open Society Institute (OSI), a private operating and grantmaking fmmaams

to shape public policy to promote democratic governance, human rights, and economic,
legal, and social reform. On a local level, OSI implements a range ofiuasiab support

the rule of law, education, public health, and independent media. At the same time, OSI
works to build alliances across borders and continents on issues such as combating
corruption and rights abuses. (“About OSI: Mission,” 2008)

From this statement, we can see other central components of open society ansidmeofis
OSI/SFN reproduced, re-scripted, or transformed in participants’ discoueda®m énd
Victoriya already hinted at “economic” and “social reform” in theipmsses, though they
articulatedspecificideas for reforms (“free market economy,” “some elements of the welfar
system”). Other participants spoke of different elements, but elements wéie no less
important in their perceptions.
Freedom and Flow of Information Into and Out of Countries
The OSI/SFN mission to support independent media was interpreted by several
participants as a primary component of defining and building open societiesn Lidee
Thomas, acknowledged Popper’s work before sharing her own views:
Well, unfortunately, | haven’t read the book [laughs]. Well, we'll just say verydhyph
like to think of open society in sort of the most democratic way possible of exchanging
information and resources in ways that are not hierarchical but which traalg| fre

suppose, and there’s constant debate and discussion on relationships and ideas and
concepts and so on.

In Lauren’s discussion, democracy matters as a way to exchange “intr@ad resources”
freely as opposed to hierarchically, an exchange only possible through indepeedienamal
throughunderstanding the languagpe which the information and resources are reported and
broadcast. Furthermore, her emphasis on “exchange” echoes the local wsittensiis, which
resisted the OSI/SFN ELP emphasis on a one-way transfer of knowledge. luatlhvendlluded

to the importance of debate and discussion, another discourse chain identified in Ghepter F
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(“If a language can't unite us, debate wiffj, and consonant, perhaps, with perceptions of many
Western educational practices and experiences.
Dora’s definition of open society, on the other hand, both resembled Lauren’y elogel
offered a desolate view of the consequences of hierarchical control of informatedia, that
is, which is government-controlled, as she experienced before transition:
| think open society means that the information can come in freely and can go oyt freely
so there’s an outflow and inflow of information and there are no restrictions. . . . You
know, in the communist times here, we were very closed, we did not know what was
happening in the world and we were not supposed to know these things. So we had for
example a TV broadcast only . . . two hours a day, and we could see only our leader on
TV, nothing else, so there was no information at all, and when the changes come, so
everything was so sudden. We were overwhelmed by the things happening in the world
and that is, in my, my opinion, what open society means, that you have access to things

that you want. | mean, | mean like physical access but mental access,itdormation,
to knowledge, to news.

In this response, it may be significant that Dora did not use the specific word ‘rdeyiaa her
definition, but rather “the change® ihich came suddenly and brought with them
“information,” “knowledge,” “news”: the products, that is, of independent medikurgdo use
the word “democracy” may suggest, if not resistance, at least some ussasmend use of the
term. At the same time, Dora, like Lauren, did articulate the ne¢a/dewayexchange, “an
outflow and inflow of information” (italics added). Access to resources phygiaatl mentally,
through travel and news, helped Dora define what open society means to her, ikilsaate
time she may well have been thinking about what the West might learn about ararukerfr

country and its people.

% See the Soros Foundation-Moldova’s 1997 AnnuabiRep

% participants almost never used the word “transitia discourse in and of itself which Fairclou@®06)
interprets as a “narrative” of what would or wilifpen eventually in post-communist countries: tiay become
“market economies and Western-style multi-party deracies” (p. 57). Such differences between academi
discourses of “transition” and those of peoplenigrand working in transition countries underscagdiough’s
observation that “the architects of transition” i@redominantly “Western,” just as |, a “Westere$earcher, have
likewise used the term throughout the study.
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Klara’s definition was eerily like Dora’s, emphasizing not only aceeggdrmation, but
other “freedoms” in their various forms, a word oddly absent in both the OSI/SFNidafii
open society and its mission. She described these haltingly but poignantly:

Open society, well, a society which, in which | can move freely, and | can access

information, and, uh, express myself freely, and . . . that you can be free, so it's your

choice and somehow, because we have [had] this, these terrible times of, of,su far fr

freedom, we need to experience that. A freedom has, a lot of, a lot of levels, or a lot of
faces, or, | don’'t know how to, to say, and, well, open society is, is freedom.

Klara’s emphasis on freedom here—strengthened through six mentions of the merd fo
makes wrenchingly salient what open society means to her and what was not possigléhe
“terrible times.” Like Dora, Klara, too, never mentioned the word “demotratstead, she
spoke rather more broadly of freedom with all its “faces,” many of whae ikewise

articulated in the local written discourses (“freedom of expressioreédiom of the press,” “free
access to information,” and simply, “freedom”). On the other hand, the word “freed@s’hdo
occur in any of the OSI/SFN ELP discourse: only “free expression” as masiblpdkrough
English and ELP. The discourse here, as constructed by Klara, articutdteshgdty the local
experience of lacking such freedoms and access to news, and combined with thésemphas
freedom in local written discourses, a discourse of “freedom” far beyond wh@FDSELP
provided may well be argued as an important local discourse to emerge.
Shaping Public Policy to Promote Democratic Governance: Creating Elites

A second element of the OSI/SFN mission is to “shape public policy to promote
democratic governance” (“About OSI: Mission,” 2008). As previously noted, during the
interviews, some participants used the word “democracy,” while others did nogtingjc

perhaps, if not resistance to the word, possibly an unease in using it at leagicnt of time

the interviews took place. Karolina, however, did use the term, even poetically, and ingso doin
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she introduces us to one way OSI/SFN aims to “shape public policy,” through the darstrtic
an intellectual “elite™
If ’'m to define this open society, well, | would say . . . well, open to attracting
intellectuals, because they could be the driving force of such, of any caufant,i

because sweet is democracy, and it is beautiful to talk about. But I think there should be
still some leading power, and this leading power should be people. . ..

Here we hear Karolina’'s assessment: “sweet is democracy, andatigileo talk about.” At
the same time, her thoughts on “attracting intellectuals” as the possimafdiorce” of
democracy introduce a new and intriguing component to open society and the OSIigSkN,m
and also a new explicit discourse chain started by Soros and reproduced in theeksabur
program participants. Soros, in reference to his first foray into helping counCisge Town
University in South Africa, 1979 (see also Chapter One)—is quoted as follows: ‘d weul
helping to build a black elite, and I still think that the creation of elites amosgquéed people
is the most effective way to overcome prejudice” (quoted in Kaufman, 2002, p. 171). The
“attraction” of an intellectual elite such as Karolina described aboyeparallel Soros’ own
thinking. It may further shed a bright light on initial questions around access and resippnsi
created by qualification in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse as identified in Chapterexplaining,
to some degree, why OSI/SFN maintained discursive limits on who could partioijpatéling
open societies, in the process, creating an implicit discourse chairlugion.

Elsa, a student and employee of one of three OSI/SFN-funded universitiesagitimg r
construed the mission of her university in the same way:

Well, the mission of the university originally was a way to produce an leéitemould,

that would foster a liberal, liberal culture, atmosphere and this would result in an open

society and debate and the whole thing, and I, | think it's working in a way, so, | think
it's definitely not doing the opposite.

Elsa seems quite aware of Soros’ strategy for overcoming persecution jaicicprenrough the

creation of intellectual elites. Further, given that all three OSI/&fNed universities in the
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region are English medium universities, the creation of such an elite ndgessammes the
centrality of Englist’ And Elsa believed it was working, “in a way,” at least.
So did Thomas. During our interview, he emphasized and justified the regional need for
and role of intellectual elites this way:
Since 2000, '99 actually . . . OSI and [the university] . .. have been a very strong and
very prominent . . . advocate for liberal values, and part of the liberal foreigroform
strategy has been very much about the re-establishment of the elite, rightZzénmgg
liberal intellectual class was missing and without that, there is no pagdihila liberal
perspective or view to develop . . . deliberative democracy wasn'’t there. . . . And they've
actually, to an extent, pretty much succeeded, because everywhere | goexmeet

students who are now directly in NGOs, and think tanks, and policy researchers, and
politicians, advisors to governments, you know, people | personally taught.

Here, Thomas brings to life one way OSI/SFN has shaped public policy to promote atemocr
governance, through an intellectual elite created, in part, through English arshEagtjuage
teaching. Like Elsa, he affirms (with some qualification) the successsahission, as they
(OSI/SEN) have, “to an extent, pretty much succeeded.” In our discussion, too, he ¢éotak car
define his picture of elite:

Now | don’t accept that . . . elites have to come from a certain class. It shauktibe

based . . . not only the best people . . . not just the brightest, but also those who are
successful in representing large-scale constituencies.

Thomas went on to argue that for OSI/SFN as well, the idea of an “elite’anaac¢h more
merit-oriented idea.” He further remained adamant about what would happe ivigrer no
intellectual elites in the countries of CESEE-fSU: “Without the developmehatflet's say,
more neutral word, that interface, then in fact, democracy’s not going to happémefinal
analysis, according to Thomas, the lack of an intellectual elite, inipkahstructed here as

English-speaking, is a lethal threat to democracy and, in turn, open society.

3" The mission statement of the American UniversftRolgaria is “to educate students of outstandinteptial”
and “prepare them for democratic and ethical legtdpt (2009). The American University of Centrali&s
similarly, aims to develop “enlightened and impeased leaders for the democratic transformationegft@l Asia”
(2009). Central European University strives to ‘eate students to be citizens and leaders of thieli@hattuck,
2009). Each of these English medium universitiappsrted in part by Soros funds, clearly seekséate elites.
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Equal Opportunities, Human Rights, Two-Way Exchange, and the Rule of Law
Far from focusing on the elite, Magda had a different picture of open sametgloser
to the ELP discourses of local foundations in their emphases on “equal opportunitigset anot
phrase notably absent in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse:
Well, equal opportunities, | believe that's what, what it would mean or it should mean,
equal opportunities for everyone, no matter where you come from, which part of the

country, what sort of social background you come from, you have equal opportuaities, s
you can study, you can achieve the same as anyone else.

Magda later shared her perspective on the OSI/SFN mission in term&@nbimi her original
definition, “equal opportunities”:
Well, | think [my university] is still working towards this dream, you know, of équa
opportunities, because after all, taking in these international students froral @srd
and, and, Central Europe, and, and, um, the former Soviet Union, basically it, it really
serves this dream still, because, because we get students from, from very, very
disadvantaged situations, and, and, and here thegahgequal. | mean, it really
doesn’t matter at all whether your parents are rich or you have no pardhteaiay,
nobody, cares. What really matters is your, is your academic achieveioimg else,
and, and hopefully, you know, after graduation, they go back to their own countries then,
and maybe they contribute to their, to their own country’s development, so | think [this
university] still serves this, this dream.
“Equal opportunities” are clearly paramount for Magda, with success markeddnefaic
achievement, nothing else.” Feasibly, one could argue that academic achiestdhpoges
barriers to “equal opportunities” in that many studeatsnotachieve it for numerous reasons.
This fact may help us understand again limitations around access firstddogajualification in
the OSI/SFN ELP discourse and then countered by expansion of access initoaalBisP
discourses. Magda did, however, list with care the barriers which can be ovéocdrae
students. As she said later in her interview, “We have to be optimistic.” Suchsptwas
apparent in Eva’s response, too, as she also saw equal opportunities in the missi®FN OS
and her work, with no limits to access: “[My school] is giving education for the local

community. We are a small town so if they wanted, everybody could attend a course.”
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Other participants reproduced and reiterated different discourse fragimentthe
OSI/SEN definition and/or mission statement. In an email interview, Miraile: “Open
Society is one free of oppression in terms of political views that individuals hewedacy
and observance of other basic human rights should be some of the main aspects of open
societies.” Mihail thus introduces the idea of “human rights” to the definitias fitesent in the
mission statement), one of which, in his words, is democ¥acy.

For Eva, open society meant “being open to accept and learn from the different
societies,” including her own, bolstering again the discourse chain of twoxehsrege first
heard in local ELP discourses. Expatriate Jeremy, in contrast, put hisiolefimieducational
terms which, he admitted somewhat shame-facedlyyatidecessarily mean always learning
from different societies. He did, however, connect the need for local teaspensility,
autonomy, and creativity with open society:

Well, | mean, open society, it's sort of a wide term, educationally it could breaking

free from a more centralized educational structure from the communist pericalitvhe
was all passed down from the ministry, to allow teachers at a locatdeve| to

experiment and to, to teach and to bring in new ideas from abroad and connect with other
teachers from abroad, and to exchange ideas, but whether we took any ideas veéth us is

interesting point, whether we learned anything from them. I think it waty pneich a
one-way street.

Jeremy’s answer was honest and reflective. His take further mirrorsoadischain identified
in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse in Chapter Four: the construction of a one-wagnti@nsf
knowledge from foreign “expert” to local “novice,” which he described as §pnatich a one-

way street.”

38 Mihail rewords Article 29 offhe Universal Declaration of Human Righptart ofwhich argues for “the just
requirements of morality, public order and the geheelfare in a democratic society.”
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When Irena articulated her vision of open society in an email interview, steg tiinst to
an extended analogy which implicitly underscores the OSI/SFN mission of snggaute of
law”:

It's hard to tell. It reminds me a little bit of deregulation in airsp#oe see, you cannot
eliminate all rules and have a perfectly organized air traffic. And yet, pou thve

airlines, passengers and others to feel free to do as they please {sbstanf know

what | mean). In my opinion, open society would have to mean a society that is open to

all options that a person might choose in order to live a life he or she desires. Onrthe othe
hand, with the human nature as it is, it would be a disaster to let people do as they please.
So, what an open society should do — it should train and educate people to “live and let
live” in a very democratic, free sort of way. To respect other people, theirofriysg,

their attitudes, their desires, strengths and weaknesses. People should bd ealdcate

so.

Irena’s definition captures a number of concepts fundamental to open society withxiime ma
“live and let live,” democratically and freely. Like Jeremy, she turpdtie¢ role of education as
essential to the process. She further hinted at the risks of open society@ddibe a disaster
to let people do as they please,” words which stress dramatically the impartditite rule of
law.”

With the shadow of “disaster” cast by Irena’s response, we come next tovatsa
concluded her definition of open society with what et In so doing, she cast yet another
shadow over the construct, one which divided West and East, in her view, still:

Open society could be where different opinions can clash and live side by side. | mean,
think you can talk endlessly about it, what an open society is. But . . . people have
different opinions, but towards liberal, allowing people to live their lives in a na@gl

as opposed to what Eastern Europe is and also many parts of the former Soviet Wnion sti
is.

After her first very powerful phrase, “where different opinions can clash emditie by side®

Elsa almost dismisses the question of defining open society in order to point out, emhehgi

% This is an interesting inversion of Huntingtortiesis of “The Clash of Civilizations” (1993). Elsanstructs, that
is, “clash” (along with “live side by side”) as ptige for supranationalopen society, which, | have argued, seeks to
transcend both the emphasis on conflict betweenmatates and conflict between “different civilimes” grouped
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geopolitical and possibly moral differences between Western Europe and the sdorttree
East. Elsa is from Western Europe, and the assumptions underlying her words atipgestry
least a struggle to live “in a moral way” if one lives in Eastern Europe amyparts of the
former Soviet Union.”

With this perception of difference between West and East put starkly oubthEtsa, |
turn next to participants’ perceptions of the openness of their societies, incoptevitie as
complete a picture as | can of the contexts from which they speak and their troutitds
“changes” since 1989. These points of view, too, should shed meaningful light on later
discussion of perceptions of the role of English in building open societies.

The Openness of Participants’ Societies

Exactly half of the 18 participants in this study had serious worries aboukepittsm
around whether open society was being successfully established in theiresoointvas even
possible. Bianca followed her earlier answer in an email portraying waaeshas the grimmer
reality:

[My country] is still searching for its identity: a country whose populationmeastally

tortured for 50 years, who had to lie on a daily basis and be duplicitous to survive, a

country where the individual knew that s/he had little worth except when reports were

made about “per capita,” with people preferring to take refuge in the angroftite

mass rather than being singled out and exposed. As a result, today theraés et

for principles, truth, honesty, altruism, verticality, learning or mutual,teust these do

not bring social or economic status. Most of the young people either find refuge abr

(asthe borders are opgror get swamped in the national bog. | have not seen many

trying to fight a system which offers caricatures for models. Forgrthkdye has been

progress, from the admission to NATO to the upcoming admission to EU. However, I'm

afraid this happened just because the political clique's selfish intesestgle with the
national ones. (Italics in original email)

according to nation-state. At the same time, Elsalssequent discussion of “living morally” in theuntries of
CESEE-fSU may paradoxically support Huntingtonssils, if she implies civilizations are divided pairity by
cultural and religious identities.

307



Bianca’s description painfully identifies the lack of clear identity in henttgyost the years of
“mental torture” and “lies.” Her phrase, “refuge in the anonymity of thegyi may help explain
the multiple prior emphases we heard on individual self-realization and voice throughout
participants’ definitions of open society, what some did not have under the yearstefrthke
times.” This emphasis on “individual voice” and individuality, crucially, reproducefianot
discourse chain which began in local discourses, especially since the RE&IBFiscourse
consistently leveled individual difference. Finally, in Bianca’s view, too, thae bpeders
become more a means of escape than a way to simply move freely.

Bianca paints a bleak picture, then, of getting “swamped in the national bog,” even in
2006, words which inevitably hark back to the OSI/SFN ELP construction of teachezd fm
an inflexible curriculum” (“Strategy,” 1999). In Bianca’s world, this constion may make
perfect sense, though her voice is anything but “mired” or “primitive” as suozildes the
situation in her country. And all this in spite of some “formal progress” as sined &y
“admission to NATO” and “the upcoming admission to the EU.” In the main, however,aBanc
skepticism remained fierce:

The political class treats the common [citizens] like figurants, &xtine civil society has

a discrete voice for a nation which is used to believing everything they are tiodd7a

o'clock news. The voice of the elite is also feeble, as it has been distiaditany

ways; the worst paid jobs in the state sector are in education and health cara]lwhil

post-1989 governments declared these two fields their national priorities. Hopaftielty
the accession to the EU, with international monitoring, the country will soon beediffer

“International monitoring” and EU accession do become, for Bianca, an avenue ofibpe (a
more so than the building of an elite), much like the reversal of Hansen’s (2006) deqttions
national versus international responsibility. In this case, the discourseagtithie ideal of the
international and the West” visible in most ELP discourses analyzed sorfes sepromise, at

least for Bianca, at least the possibility of “progress, order, demo@thgs, identity and
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universal rights” (Hansen, 2006, p. 34). Perhaps that is why her final summary of dpgn soc
offered both suggestions for change as well as highlighted the importance of what/B&NOS
scholarship abroad had provided her:
I'm not saying that open-minded people cannot be found in [my country]. What I'm
saying is that their voices remain mainly personal and individual and that they do not
form that critical mass necessary for a significant change to take pladve none of
the people who have significant positive experiences abroad and return to their home

place (and there are tens of thousands of them) will ever accept to be treatedetherw
than with respect by the officials.

Here Bianca provides a different picture of the individual voice. In her viemyst now
become part of a “critical mass” (as opposed to “the anonymity of the niessbsstructed as a
“refuge” before 1989) in order to effect change. And for Bianca (who herself wém th$. on
an OSI/SFN English teacher training scholarship), those who have gone tooothigies and
then returned might well become a significant part of this “critical masd™change.” Eva
seconded Bianca’s position: “Most people, when they experience openness, theorisaek
to close[d]ness.”

Irena’s comments on her society were almost as grim as Bianca'’s, theughlesast
acknowledged her country’s attempts at becoming an open society:

| am extremely sorry to say — but | think [my country] is definitelyffam being an

open society. It is striving, though, investing great efforts — but again, maihky at t

theoretical level. The one thing that bothers me most and which is in my opinion the

biggest problem is that | do not have the feeling that [my] people, in generaheand t

political parties are fighting for [my country]. | have the feeling thay tire only

fighting to have the power to govern and rule, to do something different from their

predecessors, just to show that they have the power to do it, but not really focusing on the

interests and well-being of [my country] as a country which most ceridéslerves
better and, what is more important, has every potential to do better.

“Potential” may be a somewhat hopeful ending to this description, signaling as thddatire
populated by Falk’s (1994) “citizen pilgrims,” but this potential is challengatidgurrent

political fights over power Irena described and her own doubts about other citizdinginess
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to fight for the country’s well-being. What is more, given the instability mrégion, South
Eastern Europe, there is something troubling about even the discursive pres@ovecof and
“fighting” in Irena’s description. In her context, these words create anstgkable discourse of
insecurity, which analysis of the ELP discourses in Chapters Four and Fitiéiedeas being
countered through English and ELT. English, that is, was ideologically embedal¢iaeint
construct of security, a claim (very) loosely supported here by the fattehat an English
teacher in a region which may yet be politically unstable, neverthgjessdato the interview
and was even eager and open to tell me her stories and share her experieressemigeto be
no doubt that Irena has the country’s “well-being,” which surely includesatsigg at heart.

Bianca and Irena were not alone in their pessimistic outlooks on their countaigda M
too, spoke with a mix of sorrow and anger about her country and open society:

It's not [an open society], at, at the, at the moment. | feel that in [my counttyha

Central Europe in general it's more and more of a dream . . . because therequal
opportunities, and there is no open society. Actually, I'm rather disillusioned atiaitps s

... because what | see now is that money is everything and, and if you have, if you have
the money, if you have the funds, then, then you can do whatever you like, whatever you
like. You can study, you can become a politician, you can, you know, manage whatever

you like, and if you have no money, then, no hope at all.

Plainly, money and capitalism (though that word goes unspoken here) are at tlo¢ keada’'s

disillusionment, so much so that she continued in a discourse which nears what Smith, Law,

Wilson, Bohr, and Allworth (1998, p. 12) described as a “statist” discourse of identity in the
post-Soviet borderlands, a discourse which, in the spirit of Bakhtin, hybridizes aoesfaathe
“new” post-Soviet country while maintaining nostalgia for the past. Magjida s

| feel that at the moment this situation is even worse than in the 1960s or 70s in [my

country]. | think there were more equal opportunities at that point than today, which is
very sad, very, very sad, but, but at that time, you know, if you were a Gypsy, Roma, or

disadvantaged in any other way, then there were possibilities. Therschetarships,
there were ways that if, if you were talented and hardworking you could stilknow,
make your way up. Today? No.
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The hazards of capitalism Magda alluded to shaped Ana’s thoughts on open society as
well. When | asked Ana to define open society, she expressed doubt from the start:
Actually, I'm not sure if there is an open society at all, anywhere in the Waknlk it's
a little bit of an idealistic concept, and | think there was a big, big, big falieé ine
Eastern Europe that once you have market economy there is democracy. | theakiyve
don’t see democracy but we see a market economy and we see a lot of righlésgne
comes with market economy, so whether that was the ploy or whether that was an
idealist’s kind of belief, | don’t know.
Ana’s use of the word “ruthlessness” sums up Magda’s response concisely aritydisma
Thomas, however, both acknowledged the risks of a market economy while
simultaneously defending it:
And then to go on to the more challenging aspect of open society, it's the moré marke
oriented idea of this, right? . . . | believe that individuals, and this is from my own
personal experience, individuals who have the opportunity to compete with each other do
think better by virtue of the fact of competition, and those people who are compstitive b
nature, in fact, we learn more, and that’s not only advantageous to the individuals, that’s
also an advantage for the society they’re working in.
Thomas’ emphasis on competition re-introduces Victoriya’s earlier angufor competition, a
tentative new discourse chain. But Thomas was also careful to qualify his answer:
Do | think that works for every single type of good that should be provided for society?
No. . .. We should find solutions for the problems we have, not predetermine them by a
set of values we want to push.
While it might be tempting to argue that Thomas’ optimism around competition, the paarttet
problem-solving derives from his worldview as a Western European and an ¢&phsieould
point out here that at the time of his interview (2006), Thomas had been living and working in
Central and Eastern Europe for well past a decade. He further worked on OSs$ pnogect
number of countries throughout the region and Central Asia, so he spoke with confidence and
passion about his beliefs around development as he saw it enacted through OSI/SFN.
Philip, on the other hand, another expatriate from Western Europe who had worked in the

countries of CESEE-fSU for more than 20 years, was not in the least optiroaiictie

311



opening of societies. After describing the ideal of open society quoted edrligr,cBntinued
this way:

As my friend . . . is fond of saying, in [this country] there never was, there never was
[regime change]. There was a change in the way people chose the teadkrshem.

There was no change in the [regime]. It's exactly the same . . . as it was under
communism and as it was under the [previous] monarchy. The infrastructure, the way
people perceive, the way people perceive politics, the way people manipulateheach ot
the lack of decent civil society and the lack of, of, of some other perceptions that man
Western countries who've had a longer heritage of, of, of democracy and civil society
and, and values of open society have had more chance to develop, uh, they aren’t there,
and maybe there’s a connection between that and the vast level of anti-Semjtism
country].

Anti-Semitism—a disturbing opposite of tolerance everywhere, but particuiate
post-Holocaust context of Central and Eastern Europe—along with the ruthlessmeskedf
economies, the lack of equal opportunities, political fights over power, and the thgediro
“swamped in the national bog” all emerge through participants’ voices aztlitfownsides of
transition, downsides which call into question whether participants’ countriesiigregening.

Ecaterina was a little more mixed in her hopes for transition:

Regarding the opening of the societies in Central and Eastern Europe, | thiakehey

definitely opening. People have freedom of speech, freedom of movement, freedom of

actions, but on the other hand the burden of past experiences doesn’t allow the

development of these freedoms. Otherwise how can you explain corruption flourrshing i
those countries, although the extent of its spread is different?

In her interview, in spite of thinking societies were “definitely opening, t&oza still worried
not only about expanding corruption (the extent to which she was careful to qualify) cout als
about specific “burdens” from the past, the legacy of communism, and espdmwa#y t
“burdens” which related to her field of study and work, the environment:
I've just finished a research about the development of renewable energy patgniigl
country]. One of the conclusions is that the majority of people don’t see the behefits
using wind mills or solar installations. This is because for years theyuserg cheap

electricity produced by burning coal or by nuclear reactions. Using a wihd @il
symbol of something backward and inefficient.
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Ecaterina illustrates other constraints on open society which anyone in devaleywrieshould
be mindful of: how people in her country view “using a wind mill” (for instance) as thamge
“backward and inefficient.” Granted, perceptions of wind energy vary in thé (Afes globally),
too, and our use and abuse of the environment are but one of many mistakes we in the West have
made. Nor are these mistakes lost on participants, and they have never beendaoss.on S

Ana, for instance, put it bluntly: “I don’t think Western Europe is open society etther
the U.S., for that matter.” Here, Ana’s language evokes OSI/SFN’stdw&fiof its work,
discussed in depth in Chapter Four: “OSI has expanded the activities of the Sorosdoandati
network to other areas of the world where the transition to democracy is ofilgartiencern.
The Soros foundations network encompasses more than 60 coumtiieting the United
States (“About OSI,” 2008; italics added). OSI/SFN clearly implicates the Wn8eates as an
“area of the world where the transition to democracy is of particular coneeseyitiment Ana
also made plain. Victoriya, too, having spent some time in the U.S., expressed hee@gpprs
about open society in an email: “[My home country] is a perfect example of tleel dosiety:
one unchallenged leader, one party, one official party line, any dissent or exggeat®n for
doing things differently is severely punished.” Then she added, “United States protalels
the closest to being an open society, although the recent apathy and lack efigagement do
not contribute to this image.” Her interview took place in 2006, while we werestiér the
Bush presidency. | cannot help but wonder what she would say now.

In sum, participants from across East and West construct open society in higd-minde
terms which, for the most part, reproduce the OSI/SFN interpretation of Poppeshétienge
“truths” and “the only right way”; they speak of tolerance, respect, thelftlaf opposing views

living “side by side”; they define it as “free of oppression” and honoring tretesde of basic
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human rights and a place for “equal opportunity”; they speak of market economies and
competition; they speak of democracy and oftth@way exchange of information; and
freedom, freedom with all its “faces.” At the same time, worries lirgeontinued lack of
opportunity; the failure of tolerance in the form of persistent anti-Semitisruthlessness of a
market economy; “flourishing corruption”; political instability; disappointmemd
disillusionment.

With this rather complicated vision of open society thus established by membiegs of
OSI/SFEN community who are or were studying and working across theriesuiftCentral,
Eastern, and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union—people who live or have lived
in these societies—I move next to participants’ perceptions of obstacles t8 s mission.
| discuss these obstacles as they, too, illumine barriers to English larsgdiggejects and other
development work. They include the so-called “brain drain” of OSI/SFN-supportes! eli
nostrification, bureaucracy, unintended outcomes, and the political perception gé&Geoos
himself and the legitimacy of OSI/SFN.

Obstacles to the OSI/SFN Mission

Earlier, Magda discussed part of the mission of OSI/SFN as prepartdents to return
and “contribute to their own country’s development.” Magda'’s perception of this part of the
mission was mentioned by several other participants. Andrew, for exanapdel tte OSI/SFN
mission as follows:

It's all about, like the open society, uh, the idea of education being a valualllasse

life. We're training these young people to further themselves so that they cfauld of

something back to their communities. You also think, sort of sounds a little bit idealistic
doesn'’t it?
Andrew, pragmatic, notes the idealism with skepticism while also rengfdtgda’s belief that

the purpose of an education supported by OSI/SFN was so that “these young people” “could
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offer something back to their communities.” In this way, Andrew constructs tieefti
pilgrims” (Falk, 1994) so conspicuous in the ELP discourse analyzed in Chapter Foao, So, t
did Victoriya, in her depiction of the OSI/SFN mission and her own work: “I think the bveral
mission of [the university] is to promote open society and democracy worldwielegaging
young leaders from different countries in learning, teaching and dialogliteail conveyed a
similar view:
Originally [the] mission was to prepare some select students from trexrEBsirope to
make contributions to the economic, political and social development of their respecti
countries. However, | personally also see [the] mission as means of help to those
individual students who were unable to realize their academic/professionakdiearo

sad economic, political, etc. realities in their respective countries. Taevas
definitely true in my case.

Mihail said this because he had emigrated with Galina (his wife) to anothenycdimdid not
return, that is, to help “the economic, political and social development” of his colugny the
“sad economic, political” “realities.” Victoriya, though still a powerfdlvacate working for
human rights at the time of the interview, had also moved to a Western country. Without
implying judgment on the decisions of these participants not to return—the aadipblitical
conditions of whose countries may be unimaginable to many—I still must vocalinéeane
barrier to the building of open societies which emerges from these interthenso-called
“brain drain” of the potential intellectual elite and “citizen pilgrimsali§ 1994) of global civil
citizenship and open society.

Dora, who did not emigrate, did note the absence of those who had. Along with Klara,
she believed that the mission of OSI/SFN was first “to have English teableeause there were
so few English teachers after that period” of transition. More broadly, Dbexdxthe mission
of OSI/SEN was to provide “a profession, that was the main thing.” Then she stabedit \any

bitterness:
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| don’t know where are these people, because a lot of them, [ my friend] for instance,
lives in England, so for her it was a good use [laughs], but I think one or two of, of the
students are here and they are teaching English, but only a few. So this wagjyst a

nice step to them for something else, so they, they had a diploma and they got a diploma,
and they could start with that another thing. It was successful.

Elsa, like Dora, commented on the students who did not return to their countries, and she,
too, did so without judgment:

Of course, you have a lot of people coming for the free education, a trampoline to a
further education in the West, but that’s just how people are, we can’t blameothem f
taking the opportunity . . . we talked sometime that not enough people are returning but
... we looked at the statistics and actually a big chunk of the students are returning to
their home countries. | mean, you can’t expect 2000 people to change the world
completely but | think that, | think this is, so I'm not a cynic, some people want to be
cynics and say this is not working, but I do think it makes a difference.

In spite of Elsa’s overall optimism, these interviews show that at theaast the
perception of the “brain drain” of OSI/SFN-supported students, teachers, andssalaalo
not return to their countries persists for some participants.

In addition, those who do return may face a different obstacle: nostrification, the
recognition (or lack thereof) in their home countries of their foreign academiesge@alina
confronted this professional roadblock, which influenced her decision to emigrate:

| believe [the university’s] mission is to help countries in transition to esktabpen

society. It is, no doubt, a very noble mission, but judging from the number of students
who chose not to go back to their home countries, | can say that this mission was only
partially successful. . . . In [my country] any foreign academic degreains officially
unrecognized until a student translates his/her dissertation into [the natranade]

and defends it in the [national] Academy of Sciences. As far as | know, ouwqnesi
pre-election promise to equalize foreign and [national] scholarly degrees has not
materialized to date.

Eva recounted an experience with nostrification which was equally frustrating:

So I think they [OSI/SFEN] managed to help a lot of people, even though this education
has not, uh, come to an end, because these [English] teachers who got their diploma in
this program, in the program [in another country], went through a lot of torture here in
[their home country] when they had to legalize their certificate or degreplomdi, and

they had to go to [this city] or [that city] or wherever, to have, uh, to go to exams and
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have these teachers from [this country] believe that those teachersetuis g in
[another country] did a good job.

Lauren, both a student and an employee of OSI/SFN, described an additional obstacle
familiar in many scenarios, that of bureaucracy:

| suppose often, | feel like, through my [research], I'm criticizing whatiagyon with

my work simply because it is, it is a huge bureaucracy and uh, you know, thereésall t
great ideas, for example with translating, we've been talking aboutatiagsthis huge

amount of resources for a year now and it’s just so slow and there’s, well, otigaiailza
obstacles which you, you have all these wonderful ideas about building open societies but
really, to go through an organization that builds open societies, you have to go through
this obstacle, get this approval, somebody says no, da, da da, da da.

Two other participants called attention to an unexpected and chilling conseqglatex
to the work of OSI/SFN: namely, that several top politicians in the region who ha&bees
scholarship recipients returned to their countries, were elected to high affccéhen began to
advocate for radical nationalist and increasingly anti-liberal palipolicies. As Ana
guestioned:

| mean, here in [this country] we have a clear example, we have somebody like
[unnamed] who was a Soros recipient, so you have somebody who stands for completely
different values and, and, how did that happen? Was it the fact that he didn’t, he wasn’t
persuaded by all that training that he got, or was it the fact that he used & davrhi
purposes?

Magda, too, proclaimed her feelings about a similar irony in her country:

| was also aware of all the controversy, you know, surrounding Soros himself. Obyiously
the, the, the right wing politicians were very much against him, and they thought that he
was sort of imposing and intruding and, and doing a disservice to [this country], which |
always thought was rubbish. . . .They said no, no, no Soros for us, and it was always very
controversial, and, and this is something | never understood because [unnamed] himself
and a lot of politicians . . . had been on scholarships, you know, various big scholarships
in the United States, in, in the UK, you know, using Soros money.

Magda’s response not only reiterates the perhaps unavoidable risk of unintended

outcomes of aid in any form. She further leads us to another factor which parsic¢giiaad
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about as determining the success or failure of open society: the peregitieadcy of the
OSI/SFN mission and George Soros himself.
Thomas raised this issue, too:

Their mission has to exist, and to been seen to exist in those countries . . .| mean, when it
comes to the elites that [OSI/SFN] is trying to build, those sort of people who are

involved in politics and policy and education, you know, if you're in Belgrade,

everybody knows everybody, right? So OSI can’t go around supporting politicakpartie
and not be associated, especially, for example, in the Balkans, where everyitisngpte

be hyper-politicized, immediately, you know, you have a real, a real chal\etigthat.

Then Thomas described how in his view OSI has handled that risk of perception:

OSI, in my own experience, has been quite successful in trying to stay awdp&iom
associated with particular political groups], you know? Now, the only times | téyk t

cross the line is when it comes to like more or less nearly despotic regimeyaseen

in Kyrgyzstan, Georgia, Ukraine. In fact, one of the biggest problems OSi thas a

moment is that perception, you know, because the Uzbeks kicked them out because they
say they are supporting [blank], whereas in fact, even in Georgia, the, the, the support
was tacit, but nevertheless it was there, so I think they do draw a line thene, whe
basically you have | suppose what they perceive to be rulers which are, who are
completely illiberal, then they do support. The same thing happened in Serbia, you know,
'til Milosevic was out.

Thomas was forthright about crossing lines and drawing lines, an answer whiehsleap
understandings of the complexity of English language aid work, development, aid atigasiz
and politics, again. Nor was Thomas the only participant who spoke out about the political role
of OSI/SEN so directly.
Lauren, too, shared her perceptions of how Soros and OSI were perceived in Céeantral As
during a time she was researching there. Lauren also shared her doubts alwout toy af
these perceptions (quotation marks added for clarity):
It's very interesting too, because Russia, they overthrew their goverametiis was
seen as something Soros funded. | was there. Well, a lot of it was, “this Sokasgs gi
money to the opposition,” “this is all outside money being channeled to overthrow the

government,” and “this is exactly what's happening in Georgia,” da, da da, da da, but
don’t think that was really the case.
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Despite Lauren’s doubts, her voice and Thomas’ highlight the grave importancalof lo
perception in an international aid organization’s legitimacy, purpose, and success.

Taken together, the voices of these participants forcefully illustrate [@bteatriers to
open society: There is no predicting what individuals or groups might do with the infammati
education, resources, and opportunities provided them, and it may be a difficult and even
dangerous venture to try and do so. Unintended outcomes such as political turncoats and
decisions to emigrate versus return home and work for open society—against, in s@se pla
difficult and even life-threatening odds—block the path to open society, as thes@aatsici
make clear. Nostrification, too, can be a social and political impediment whichmindsrthe
support of OSI/SFN and other donor groups working to open societies through education.
Finally, local perception of an organization’s motives, mission, and legitiaracglearly central
to the success of that mission.

It may be for these reasons, then, that OSI/SFN once made its “one overarching
milestone” for most of these countries “accession into the European Union,” nqiasaada
for open society deficits” such as described above, but for the promise of ableast
“advancement of human rights, liberalized economic policies, increased gonernme
accountability” and a more “invigorat[ed] civil society” (“Overview: Cahtand Eastern,”
2008). Keeping in mind that | interviewed participants in 2005 and 2006—when some countries
had already become EU members, some were shortly to become members, andrsostitt w
not (and still are not) yet candidate countries— and given that English resnaamst of sharp
controversy with the European Union its®lf,also asked participants how they saw the
relationship between the European Union and open society. Their answers to tihos galedt

other ways participants spoke about Europe, the EU, the international, and East andw&est, pa

0 See, for instance, Phillipson, R. (200Bhglish-only Europe? Challenging language palitgndon: Routledge.
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the way to the next section of this chapter, which explores discursive constructspaseby
interviewees. In turn, we then turn to their constructions of the role of English and othe
languages within these spaces.

Open Society, Space, and Language

Analysis thus far has shown how a number of participants perceive the countries of
CESEE-fSU, a region | will call the East with full acknowledgement optbblems such
terminology and perspective ent#iElsa believed it was a struggle to live morally in Eastern
Europe and many parts of the former Soviet Union; Philip flatly decried the n&aupta
Semitism in the country he lived in; Ecaterina rued the flourishing politocaltion and the
short-sightedness of people who were used to depending on the state for “chegpattine
expense of the environment; Bianca mourned her country’s search for iddetityGajears of
“mental torture” and “lies.” These constructions of space as we have heardntiparticipants’
voices are joyless: Even upbeat Thomas described Bosnia as “a redilysadallace,” though
he was quick to add it is also “a great place full of great people with amazimgmasm.”

In this section, | explore in more depth participants’ constructions of open sopeatg, S
and language, since, to reiterate Hansen (2006), space is one of the “big thieeieis—
along with responsibility and time—of building political communities such as opestiesci
This is a community, the OSI/SFN ELP discourse makes clear, which iegmgdsh. From
this analysis, we shall see a continued discourse of Othering both peofdeguabesthe
latter of which becomes an explicit new discourse chain in this study. Welsbaba a mix of
optimism and pessimism around EU accession, constructions of English as the dominant

language of the European Union, and finally, multiple constructions of the role o$tiEimgli

“LIn particular, see Iver B. Neumann’s (1999) bddges of the Other: “The East” in European Identity
Formation.”
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building open societies. Participants construct English as a way to crosst@araect different
national and ethnic identities, as a useful lingua franca simplified, “intenaditied,” and
detached from culture, and as a force which contributes to security and pealie. Fpresent
participants’ multiple concerns over and resistances to English, concerns wheardi and
noted, should contribute fundamentally to improved policies and practices of Englishlgengua
aid projects.

| begin by looking at additional ways Western participants constructed aede@the
East as well as ways Eastern participants constructed and Othered the West

Western Constructions of East, Eastern Constructions of West

First, | turn back to Elsa, who found it difficult to live in a moral way in Eastern Europe
She provided an example to illustrate, one which links the micro-level of classheatmg
with the macro-level political corruption Ecaterina worried about:

| was writing for the school paper as well and we did an article aboutmipeshiat was,

| think, very strict in America and actually in [my country] as well, soattpuestion of
morals as well if you don’t cheat, and I'm not talking about plagiarism whiclous, y
know, over abundant, but, well, pure classical cheating in a sitting exam, and these
[people] were cheating so much and I, | talked a lot about these Hungarians, &@nani
Russians, it just seemed to me that this was very common in all these countres¢hat
demanding so much, so much lexical knowledge that the only way to cope with it was
cheating.

Elsa then went on to say:

| was talking to an American girl and she was very upset about this as well, but our
classmates? Some of them didn’t understand our points at all, they were jushiike
don’t you want to help. . . . I also think that it has really, really advanced with the whole
political structure in the countries, this also upset me a little bit, here dtwaging

political science and we were talking about corruption in one class and then we'r
cheating in the other one, and for me, those two things are interrelated, butidmsstl
tried to have a conversation with the students about this, but they could not see the
correlation.

Elsa’s clear distress over “cheating” (not to mention plagiarism, which, indresywas “over
abundant”), derived, she believed, from cultural differences. In her interviewglgh@ndedged
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both the pressures placed on L2 speakers to succeed in an English medium ac#degras se
well as the lingering history of communist systems, in which teachers ofiked away when
students cheated in order that everyone survived the strange rigors dizeeh&mad imposed
education and languages. In spite of her recognition of the possible reasthresdheating, Elsa
was no less “upset,” however, and so aligned herself with an American girl ivtiefeame
way. This is one example of a Western perception of the East, one which seeks toaexplali
difference while jointly linking the microcosm of the classroom whereteheget by with the
macrocosm of corrupt governments. Elsa’s example provides us, too, with éingure®rsion
of how ELP discourses constructed English language classrooms and schoolsaatadem
“sanctuaries” (like Olga’s classroom from Chapter Five) necessahng totmation of
democratic governments and open societies. In both cases, what happens isrthantlas
constructed as happening also in the government.

To provide an Eastern perspective on the same topic, plagiarism and cheating, let us
listen to Victoriya, who saw the import of the Western aversion to plagiarismesample of a
positive new practice in her Eastern university. She described this in an email:

| think English was instrumental in bringing into [my university] a number of sgbae

practices in terms of university policies, course structure and content. @melexvill

be a constant fight with plagiarism. In many countries of the former SoviehWriting

a paper still implies going to the library, finding a book your professor likes dseand

shamelessly copy-pasting paragraphs, or even whole pages. It is imgutdature

leaders are taught to think critically and independently, so | think thisitalillesson
was very useful.

Victoriya’s discussion of plagiarism reminds us of the dangers of totakoingtructions such as
Eastern and Western: She submits quite happily, it seems, to such “cultural’ledgohsshe
believes, help build better “future leaders.” Ana, too, agreed that some “cults@h$é from

the West were needed and useful, for instance, the introduction of social work agliaetisc

“Social work as a discipline simply did not exist in most of Eastern Europe ¢0&9&9], for
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some reason. There was sociology but not social work because [she laughsyetieeno social
problems.”

Jeremy, on the other hand, a Western expatriate teacher, constructectbaadhff
between Western and Eastern differently, with “guilt” a major factor icdnstruction. Jeremy
further brought to the surface other moral quandaries Western English tesawhetber
development workers find themselves in:

We always felt a little bit guilty, perhaps, but | think that was because dindncial, the
economic difference between ourselves and them, and also the fact that we got paid more
than them. | always felt uncomfortable about that, we were just these yoahgrtea

who’d come in from the West and we were getting paid the same as people who’d been
there teaching for years, you know, and many of them had families to support, aed all t
rest of it, and we just went out and spent the money on drink, and travel, and it was all an
experience. | could imagine that they must have felt quite a lot of resentmehg\out t

never showed it which was amazing to me, they never showed it, so they kind of put you
to shame in a way because they were so gracious about it. . . . You never got the
impression that they took it out on you personally.

Like Thomas, Jeremy marveled at the graciousness of his colleagues who didmdhecfect

that he was paid more merely for being/astern LIEnglish-speaking teacher, and this in spite

of the fact that his colleagues had many more years of experience, ante¥amdupport, and

all the rest of it.” When | asked him why he believed there was no resentmentweecahis

way:
| suppose they were, they were astonished that we’'d come, because it wasalatey i
place in a way, we were a long way from anywhere, it wasn’t the kind of plagegot
many Westerners | think at that point and they seemed to want to sort of intiéhacs,
I’'m not sure, | don’t even know why, | don’t think they were required to be on this course
or not, | don’t know, though jobs depended on it. | know they were giving up their

summer holidays, and then we taught in the town as well, so yah, they gave up their
holidays to come on this course.

Jeremy’s experience exemplifies one aspect of the discourse chain ofesigmia language
management in that his OSI/SFN-funded ELP project sent him “a long way fisomhare,”

hence discursively and literally infusing, through Jeremy, English andrigaThe “small, far-
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off places” (“Strategy,” 1999) as well as capitals and major citiesh&umtore, Jeremy’s
observation that the teachers he worked with on one project “had given up their hdlidays”
attend his course evidences a distinction between SPELT (American) aRJIS8€4dl) teachers
in the OSI/SFN discourse: that local teachers were vulnerable to “inteng’ beyond what the
West at least considers the “legitimate range” (Fairclough, 1992)—inabes the need for these
teachers to attend trainings during their holidays. At the same time yJesswunsure if it was
required, “though jobs depended on it.” The students may have gladly attended this course, and
in Jeremy’s interview it sounded as if they did gladly attend. Whether thisagsithe case is
another matter.
Dora, Eastern, raised a possible explanation for the reactions of Jerertedguwes. She
told me that “people here are, uh, delighted to receive anything that is Westduding@a
teacher like Jeremy, less-experienced, paid more money, but an L1 Engligtr $fmen a
Western country. Lauren, however, a Western student studying in an OSI-fundeditynive
the East, experienced a very different reaction from delight on the paat BRbktern peers:
Depending on the students, some people were just shocked that a [North American]
would want to come to [this] University because everything is in [North Anje@ther
people were assuming it would be just so easy for me because I'm a nadikerspat,
you know, it wasn't [laughs].
Elsa recounted a similar feeling around how classmates from the coohthesCESEE-
fSU perceived her as a Western European, and how she in turn perceived them:
All the Easterners usually thought that | was a kind of native speaker, proeabluse
my, my pronunciation was better than theirs, but a lot of people studying at [the
university] had already done exchange programs or had participated inrsicipsighey
got through the foundations from all this money pouring into Eastern Europe in the 90s,
so | think a lot of my classmates had been more exposed or spent more time in English-

speaking countries actually than | had, but they still had their Russian or whatever
pronunciation, whereas my pronunciation is probably better.
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As Elsa highlighted here, her pronunciation was enough for her peers to place heatedoey
of almost “native speaker” as opposed to an Easterner with a “Russian or whatever
pronunciation,” a provocative variable in the L2 language equation. Yet Elsa feksno |
challenged by the coursework at her university. She further suggested thastéraé&rs were
the better speakers of Engliskcept fortheir pronunciations. Still, as someone not from the
East, she ultimately felt, like Lauren, that she was constructed as laasamgof natural
advantage over her Eastern peers in the same class, just as she imptisitlycted her Eastern
peers as having had the advantage, because of “exchange programs” and hgesiotanam all
this money pouring into Eastern Europe in the 90s.”

Lauren, Elsa, and Jeremy provide some insights into constructions of Eastern and
Western: Broadly, all three spoke of differences rather than similaagedid Dora in her belief
that her community “welcomed” all things “Western.” But of course, suchleome is not
always the case. When Western English teachers lacked context-sgnstijécially, Eastern
locals were vocal in their criticisms, a point raised several times in¢heELP discourses
discussing some Western teachers, and a point raised in these interviews, too.

Ana, for instance, told the story of one Western English teacher, a story whettlger
illustrates the importance of context-sensitivity. According to Ana, taishes’s first words
upon landing in the country were “Oh terrible [national] airlines!” Ana then reghtinte this
same teacher (affiliated with an OSI/SFN partner organization) camedlait length about the
“flat,” “the socialist furniture,” the bureaucracy and the police “who didpgak any
languages.” The teacher further constructed Ana more as her “persosialr’stian a
professional teaching colleague, asking Ana to help her find a “massag@sheéfget her

papers done,” and so on. Unsurprisingly, the students’ evaluations of this teacherngadoordi
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Ana, were harsh: “She doesn’t know anything about our traditions”; “she wasn’tnsiowe”

Ana went on to say that finally the university asked this teacher to leave, angdlaeemeent

arrived, another Westerner from another “cheaper” country in the region who alglaic@uh

extensively and who, in Ana’s words, was just “not professional.” Her storyudattthis way

(quotation marks added for clarity):
| knew more [about teaching than he did] and so did the students, too. Then in 97-98,
there were announcements that bombing would start, so | would have to take over the
teaching. He left, and people said, “Why doesn’t the [donor organization] just send Ana
to get a Ph.D.? Why do they send these guys who are really problematic?” And taen the

was the real bombing so he was sent home and then | left the country and that's it. So it
was a good [professional] experience but it ended up not very happily.

No doubt, the (Western) bombing of Ana’s country led to the unhappy ending she mentions
above, but at the micro-level, the occasional struggles with and humiliations fretarie
teachers surely were also contributors.

A lack of context-sensitivity on the parts of Westerners and the presenceuddlcult
differences between East and West led to other tensions reported by pastidipgmovide a
Western perspective on this issue, Thomas, discussing the early history of arNESIfported
English language program he was formerly involved in, described the firstgfWedirector’s
difficulty getting local faculty “on board” to help with a needs analysi® dinector was
attempting what Thomas described as a “massive P.R. campaign,” but shiddtsort of
corporate American girl, and they [local faculty and administrators] didattt well to that
[laughs]. She had large reports and huge amounts of data. . . . She wasn’t very suboegsful
wasn't as if she didn't try.” Though sympathetic with her efforts, Thomas waswane of how
the “corporate American” approach might fail miserably in another countrycamelxt.

Just as the “corporate American” approach did not always go over so well istamEa

context, participants also shared another issue of East and West arisinge©@oid War and
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lingering still across the region: suspicions of spying. This issue undetmegcessity of the
perception of legitimacy to a project’s success, and though only one of the followmgles
involves someone working for OSI/SFN at the time, all three illustrate iatiglics for teachers
and developers of English language aid projects.
Philip was the first to tell such a story, though he was referring to work he tdak par
before 1989 and OSI/SFN:
| was briefed by the foreign office before | went about the dangers oftagcpprcels in
the street, the dangers of being sexually compromised by young people o$extindo
might lure me into bed and then use this in order to blackmail me . . . they were dead

serious, | mean, this was the end of the era of spies and | was in their eyekwaver
grade spy.

This story may not be surprising in the context of the 1980s. But other participantscharrat
similar events. Lauren described what happened when she first arrived irl 8siati@nd was
briefed by the sponsoring agency (this was much later):

They sat us all down in a meeting room and told us how much danger we were going to
be in and how we’ll have spies after us [laughs] and this was obviously someone who'd
come from the CIA or some security force [laughs] or a former securrndg

Lauren’s work took place after 1989 though in a different context than Philip’s. Evenao, a
Westerner she was constructed as “in danger” in the East, just as the Weatmahtte East
and its people, in turn, as dangerous.

Not only Westerners were suspect. Victoriya elucidated one source of suspi@ons
email:

Bush administration significantly undermined America’s global prestngemoral

authority, and made the work of human rights educators and advocates around the world
a lot more difficult. | was oftentimes confronted by the local activists, winddwcall me

a “western spy” or a “Bush supporter”, simply because we use the same freedem,
democracy, human rights. . . . Also, many people started resenting the UN and UN-
designed human rights instruments seeing it as increasingly US-domirgaedzation. |

think English can play a great role . . . globally in bringing people togethpeémeful
debates, negotiation and reconciliation. All we need is the right leadership.
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This last message, which Victoriya iterates over and over, must alsmitiferwork of English
language aid project developers and instructors. If we cannot control or endorseiwha
government is doing, or how, we can at least share our own critique of actions and return to the
basic constructs Victoriya believes can bring people together glotmdigceful debates,
negotiation and reconciliation.” And for Victoriya, English can “play a graat in these
processes.
To provide another picture of constructions of East and West, | must mentionl cultura
clashes which occurred when Easterners traveled east and when Eastavetyd west. Ana
went east, to Russia, and in so doing, she became acutely aware of the impreelsimhsocial
and discursive constructions of space, and the implications of such unstable meanings:
We went there to teach university teachers, so these people, at that point, | had no Ph.D.,
but these people, most of them, they had their Ph.D.s, some of them were professors for a
number of years, respected, so on and so forth . . . and | realized, though all the time in
[my English medium university] | was like an Easterner but a succesastarger, let's
say, but | was like a little spice in our [office] soup, a necessary spice [|aBgihshen,
I’'m going to this Russia, and | realized, suddenly, | have, that people look at me as a
Westerner, and they look at me as somebody with power, and it was really confusing,
because | was not used to that, and | realized that actually that the pdvegpasver that
the institution has given me. That they’re thinking, oh, she teaches at [blank university]
so she must be really good, there must be something behind that, and that was very
strange, and | remember thinking that this is how these native speakers . feeliege
going to [my country] and being like seen as, | don’t know, some higher mortals or

something. And that was a little uncomfortable, because my background had nothing—I
mean, it was giving you some power which you really didn’t have. It wasesslitange.

Ana here spotlights multiple issues around discursive constructions of space arationglic
for identity. First, her English medium university needed her “Eastersépoe to “spice” up
the office soup, so to speak. She realized, too, when she herself traveled Easteseatatipe
of her university, the name of the institution alone endowed her with the Westerr™owe
perception thereof) to “teach” Russian professors of English with highexegegnd likely many

more years of teaching experience. Suddenly Ana could see the world as the\téasthers in
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her home country had seen it—as if they were “some higher mortals or somethimdjthe
feeling as she conveyed must have been disconcerting, to say the least.

Bianca, another “successful Easterner” to use Ana’s words, described heemocgegeon
an OSI/SFN Teacher Training scholarship in the West, specifically, toribed States. In the
process, she, too, highlighted how identities shift and change, rise and fall, and @igthess,
according to context. She wrote in an email:

| realised that the Europeans, despite their specific national backgrounds, dtatd a |

common, and above all, have similar academic traditions. We didn't find big ditferenc

in our initial training whether we were from Lithuania, Ukraine or Romania; our
academic education was very similar. Although I met some wonderful Aamerand
made many friends among them, | couldn't help feeling | was European, artoget
with the other Europeans, developed a kind of solidarity based on our non-American-
ness. Like the other Europeans, | resisted as much as | could the probing into sstfow

(I always had reservations in speaking about what | feel). | felt thiegspressure of

having to comply with another style of behaving, another manner of approaching one
another and the instructors.

Clearly wary in her new setting, Bianca reminds us of Fairclough’s (X@®®grns over
“intervention beyond the legitimate range”—in this example, intervention into teerge as
well as the professional being. In Chapter Four, we saw American SPEbhErneddscursively
constructed as having such power to intervene, and we saw local SELP teacterebiaito the
same. Bianca brings an example of such intervention to life in her story, in thespralming
herself with other “Europeans” just as Elsa aligned herself with aniéanegirl in her disgust at
“Eastern” cheating.” It is also interesting that Bianca was gemgfortable in using “European”
as an identity marker for herself and her colleagues from “Lithuania,nékrand Romania”: In
this instance, in the context of America, the words “Central” and “Eastelfrcdmpletely and
significantly away.

At the same time, | must add that Bianca also voiced the impact she felt harsupol

to the U.S. had on her:
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In the meantime | was widely aware of the depth of the experience Mvasdnd | was
learning from it. In a very profound way, | have become more sensitive to what is
happening inside me and what is likely to happen to others when they work with me.

In the end, in spite of (or because of) tensions between East and West, Bianeavegrfrem
her experience changed, and profoundly so.

Such change may be why OSI/SFN constructed Westernization, especially
“Europeanization”—hby dint of accession to the European Union—as having “profound and
positive consequences for open society” (“Overview: Central and Eastern F2@p®). Ana,
however, pinpointed some of the more serious implications of such constructions of space and
identity:

The region of Eastern Europe is partitioned, and now what we have as Central Europe is

getting a much better sound because it's much more addressed and it\geplessenore

democratic and more rule-governed, law and all these things, but actuallg inelsie
treatment of this new Europe that it’s still seen as something less thanmM\Estepe, so

there is still this divide, but what has managed to happen is that Central Europeed di

from Eastern Europe, and clearly, there is another divide towards the East ahthat

then you have the South, which is the wild South, and the Southeast [her region], that's
kind of completely untamed [she laughs].

With these words and Ana’s wry laugh in mind, | felt it necessary to askipantis how they
perceived the relationship between open society and the European Union. This question
eventually led to how participants see the rol&dlishas it relates to the EU, “the ideal of the
international and the West,” and the building of open societies.
The European Union and Open Society

Thomas first described the relationship between the European Union and open society
with a vivid simile:

OSI has always seen itself as very much a frontline donor, you know, and in thexg getti

its hands dirty when things are difficult, you know, and it sees the European Union as the

truck that’s coming behind. . . . The Commission is extremely liberal and . . . is the most

important arm of the European Union in its expression of foreign policy and also in the
development and delivery of development aid. . . . It's a completely idealistic
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organization and | love it for that, you know? | really do. It's great. We need sotha# sor
idealism.

To illustrate, Thomas justified in particular the role of the European Commisglothe
example of Bosnia:
There’s still an unbelievable danger there . . . and now there’s much more tbés just
based idea of engaging with those countries, not just appeasement, you know,

engagement for the sake of it. | think they’ve made a very strong impresgien thén
the moving forward, in the going forward. They're setting the standards there.

Thomas’ words here, like Bianca’s much earlier in this chapter, embracetend &e
discourse chain of “the ideal of the international and the West”; in his pevep&2sl and the
European Commission together can help provide Bosnia and other countries in transition
“progress, order, democracy, ethics, identity and universal rights” (H&2(&, p. 34).
Reflective, too, Thomas did readily acknowledge failures of the EU, such aBdiken thing,”
which, he stated, “was a catastrophe for the EU. If you couldn’t sort that out andweotolget
the Americans to come in, then you have to invest in your own legitimacy.” But lpUéramnas
was decidedly quite positive about the EU and its relationship with OSI.

Jeremy basically agreed: “One of the key things about joining the European &Jthah i
they can’t question the borders. They have to accept the current borders and pubasideywy
national arguments, which | think is a very, very good thing.” Implicit in Jeremytdsnis the
reason why the EU was founded in the first place: In the “aftermath of WorldWg" the EU
was set up “to bring peace, stability and prosperity to Europe” (“Europa,” 2009ssee a
Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004). Still, it is noteworthy in Jeremy’orespthat the “they” he
refers to must be implicitly juxtaposed to an “us,” which assumes a division Ipetfagse with
“current border” and other “national arguments” versus the rest of, or theabyigiember
states. This division between “us” and “them,” East and West, which Jeremyplgrdizhnot

intend to bring to the conversation, is a division we have seen previously and which other
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participants affirmed. In other words, the discourse chain dividing people and graufslint

and Other, and even into “inferior” and “superior” Others, endures, regrettablys pstsaw in

Chapters Four and Five.
Magda, for instance, shared these misgivings about the EU which end, sigyificant

the word “colonization”:
European Union and Open Society? Probably the basic principles, the guiding @inciple
are very similar. The question is whether the end products are similar as wéale
heard lots and lots of people talkiagainstthe European Union rather than for . . . for
example, an economist who'’s got a good job . . . he says that for, for [the neighboring
country], joining, joining Europe will be a disaster, a catastrophe really. . . . Omgahe
poor will stay. . . . He sees it as a kind of, um, | don’t know, third world position that [that
country] will be in. . . . Colonization, | think that’s the word he used . . . the rich Western

European countries will be colonizing [that country] and it's got nothing to do with equal
opportunities.

Magda’s words when describing her friend’s ideas about the EU are harsh. Stevefter, she
added this about her own country, in equally strong words: “Agriculture is swgfferi. probably
there is more, more unemployment, probably this gap between the rich and the pooinig,grow
also as a result of the European Union.” We see, then, already, a pronounced divergence in
views: While Thomas acclaimed the idealism of the EU, Magda listenedyctossid believed
her friend, a local economist, who predicted catastrophe (for one countryteaseasesult of
accession.
In like manner, Philip, in spite of acknowledging some “good stuff,” was bagsicall
cynical in his perception of the EU and its relationship to open society. His complaialieled
Magda’s:
My perception is that there’s a lot of good stuff tacked on to the European Union, it does
require that human rights are respected, it does require that sexual dstomis
minimized, that procedures should be regulated so that nasty things don’t happen, which
is all to the good, but it also, on the one hand it's very protectionist, and it's protectionist

of the old members. The new members are not going to get any protectidns ayal
can make damn sure that if any venture in Eastern Europe threatens Freseh chee

332



producers, then those people in Eastern Europe who threaten French cheese @educers
going to be out of a job.

The divisiveness Philip identifies here—between the “us” and “them”; the aitbers and the
new; Western Europe versus Eastern Europe—accords with Jeremy’s mor©susytileg of
new members or candidate countries. Philip was, no doubt, pessimistic, and his pessimism
finally impelled him to articulate the divisions between Western and Eastéiihghd “new,”
“us” and “them” in a fairly scathing tone. In so doing, he introduced the explicit rtdegiiage
in this process of Othering (quotation marks added for clarity):

| think that there is an “us” and there’s a “them,” and the “us” can be in sntaiklet it

can be in big letters, and there is and there has been for a long time, uh, an idea that the
“us” transmit the information to the “them,” and it's a one-way thing, and that's why
seeing as the language of “us” is English, that the “them” need to learoatideeit’'s our
language and it's far more important than theirs are, and anyway, theirs havhéee
languages of communism and, and, and, and, and repression, and so on, and so the
language of “us” is clearly the language of democracy.

At this point in the interview, | was admittedly a little confused (or jgtyéal) and
missing some of Philip’s irony, so | asked him to clarify who the “us” wasepleed stiffly, “I
said in capital letters,” and then went on to explain that he meant the Unitesl &tdt‘Britain
as its acolyte.” He then strayed from the topic of the EU momentarily, and in so doiead$fe
us more definitively to the issue of language in the EU:

The other languages have already been marginalized for quite a while, bE€sallse
happening in English, and because a lot of the research is happening in Englishgspe
countries or is being published in English. . . . Now that is beginning to change, and |
don’t want to imply that [my university] is doing that because the rector and oth@e pe
have made statements on previous occasions about the importance of two-wayeexchang
that we want there to be a two-way exchange and that two-way exchargyadgby
important underpinning idea of [this university’s] existence and I think of OSI's
existence.

Here, Philip, interviewed in 2005, notes a change in policy, one which may expl&okioé
two-way exchange in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse written at leastaig garlier. Perhaps that
meaning, that policy, had not yet discursively stabilized or had simply b&steds an
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uncertainty which may underline the need for future longitudinal researcHhlaswepe for an
increasingly inclusive approach to decision-making, one which hears and ackyesuteditiple
voices, including those from the East. Still, in spite of this capitulation to the teamgerof two-
way exchange, Philip nevertheless saw open society and related concepgsyaS\kestern.”
He also made one final, crucial connection explicit. He was speaking of thel@gslof
transition, OSI, and the EU, and again he was speaking ironically:

Not only Soros, other people said yes, let’'s get in there and we’ll, becauselegritg in

order to have access to all these concepts of open society, these people geitadsasve

to English first, because they’re not going to be able to do it. We can’t speak their

languages so they're going to have to speak ours. Ok. Fair enough. Practicalv&o off
all go and we teach them English.

Fair enough. Or is it? Philip’s irony could easily be missed in a printedtipiisn only,
and of course it might not be (is not) fair that because “we can’t speak theiad@msy’ “they’re
going to have to speak ours.” For all that, the perception inherent in his main point stands out
sharply: “In order to have access to all these concepts of open society, thesegptagiave
English first.”

With this rather startling statement, Philip shepherds us to the next sedtiis afapter:
participants’ perceptions of the role of language and particularly the r&egtith in both the
building of open societies and EU accession.

The Role of Language in Building Open Societies

Philip leads us almost too neatly to the exploration of participants’ views on ¢hef rol
English in building open societies, particularly given his statement (norrhatteironically
intended), “Theirs have been the languages of communism and, and, and, and, and repression,
and so on, and so the language of us is clearly the language of democracy.” Philigtsonstr
therefore, another dichotomy related to the “us” and “them,” East and West: Now we encount

the dichotomy of “the language of democracy” versus “the languages of cosmmaind
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repression.” This is a dichotomy reproduced in a number of participants’ andaegswih the
tensions inherent in such a split, and it may well explain one reason why the OSILBFN

discourse constructs Englishthglanguage of open society.

English versus Other Languages
When asked how she saw the relationship between open society and English, Dora agreed
with Philip to an extent, though not in regard to her own language: “English is a link to the
world, in my opinion, because here we learn German and Russian but all of these were, uh,
disappeared from the school syllabuses, and only English is left.” When | askedyl@exmman
and Russian had disappeared, her answer took me by surprise:
Because they are not used, they are not really used, so they are used in, in closed
societies, not, not in the whole world, and the other interesting thing is that all the
information, I'm now referring to my work, all the other information that, thategeive

is in English, or they have some leaflets or some minor things in French, but all the
important things are in English.

Dora here, like Philip above, reproduces a discourse chain identified in the O&ILFFN
discourse analyzed in Chapter Four: that English is the language of opéy. Stb@t was
unexpected in her answer and Philip’s, again, waditt®tomy between languagimst the
discourse chain produces, one made explicit here through juxtaposition. For Dora, t least
English is the language of open societies, then Russian and German becongutgeRof
“closed” societies due, most likely, to their historical relationships withneonist, repressive,
and fascist governments. Antipathy for Russian may not have been surprising, \sase
imposed as a compulsory language into multiple curricula across the CESE&-t8tdost 40
years. Antipathy for German may be due to the persistence of memoheshairtors of World
War Two. But surprisingly, Dora also almost dismissed French, which she disathreugh

“leaflets or some minor things, but all the important things are in English.” thosanot only
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reproduces a discourse chain identified in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse, but she gdds to |

ideologically embedding within English access to “the important” infolongtist as she

ideologically embeds within Russian and German associations with closetiesodihis is a

wholly new “local” discourse in its explicitness.
Eva’s views corresponded closely with Dora’s:
Ten or 15, 10 years ago it was, we were at the beginning of the democratic society
settling in, in our country, and up 'til 1990, 89,90, many people learned the language
that was assigned to them. After ‘89, people could, uh, started traveling and they saw
how wonderful it is to be able to communicate in English . . . or they realized that their
jobs required language more than their native tongue or [another local language], so what
they were trying to do with learning English, | mean, the English theyddavas to get
a better job, to get a better paid job, or even travel just as tourists. They veanted t
because the world opened up for us and English, and the other languages, | wouldn’t say
not, but English was of course the [laughs] most important one. It is now still, although

we are closer to Germany than to England or any other English speaking cBuhit
[English] was bigger, larger, greater.

In this response, Eva did make room for other languages (“I wouldn’t say not”), supporting the
discourse chain of linguistic diversity identified in Chapter Five. But Emgtider was still “the

most important one,” “bigger, larger, greater.” For Eva, English also led to embenefits,
“betterpaid jobs” (italics added), and it was “wonderful” to communicate in, as opposed,
perhaps, implicitly, to the unnamed “language that was assigned to them.”

Karolina concurred to a large extent. She, too, put the relationship between Emgjlish a
open society first into historical context: “It began after 1990 when peoplea@dtiey couldn’t
do anything without speaking a language, and this language is, um, most of thenghsi, 'E
Karolina did hedge a bit in her answer (“most of the time”), which is importé:Hva, she
created space for the importance of other languages, presumably for opgessace When |
asked her why English is the language most taught and learned, howevernesragizsn led to

dichotomy: “It's the most widespread, the easiest to learn, | mean, in cempaith German,

which has a very strict and rigid model.”
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While Karolina is likely referring here to the linguistic rather than teeospolitical
domain with her description of German as “very strict and rigid,” she neveghelasduces a
connotation which leads to dichotomy: “very strict and rigid” versus “eas)ittla later in the
interview, Karolina discussed other languages available in the curriculunil @s l&nguages
which were no longer or scarcely available:
French was also fashionable, in inverted commas, but, uh, English is more widespread,
and actually, English and German are taught in our schools now, with a very few
exceptions, of French. Russian has died out, | mean, unfortunately, nobody wants to learn

Russian anymore, or very few of them, just for the sake of learning some words in
Pushkin’s language, for example, but they are not very serious about it.

Somewhat struck by her openness to Russian (indicated by her use of “unfortunatedyi’)
asked Karolina why she felt nobody wanted to learn Russian anymore, her answaer was
important reiteration of Dora’s thinking, which helps again to explain theaesdtip between
Englishand open society. Karolina, who disliked politics and loved literature, answered this
way:
Politics. So, as the Soviet Union has disappeared as a union, well, | think the political
interests have disappeared also and many of those old Russian teachers detired,
know, in very few villages where there is nobody to teach English or German or French,
there are still some pensioned, some retired teachers, but actually it isghdt ta
anymore. | heard that there is a revival of interest in Russian languageseatdré in [a
neighboring country] and | think it will reach us as well. Well, 'm not resilge about
it, though | think English as a foreign language which is primarily learnedt \@we its

place to any other language, maybe German, but today the tendency is to learn two
languages, first English, second German, or vice versa. But Englishasgdef

In the final analysis, Karolina observes that “English is preferred” gesftier language options
and the possibility of a Russian language revival. Accordingly, Karolina, Eva,@adal

provide insight into the role of English and ELT in building open societies as comparedto othe
languages, insight which looks back to Philip’s statement: that “theirs” hawette languages

of “communism” and “repression,” while “ours” has been the language of decyotmahe
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process, all discursively create dichotomies between English and other Ias)gudfeglish and
the languages of the Other, or English as the language of the “superior’{iddhsen, 2006).

Magda took a somewhat broader view in considering the role of English in building open
societies, though she still ended up dichotomizing languages:

Probably those people who spoke good English or, or at least could read English,
contributed to the changes much more than those who had nothing to do with English at
all. Probably. | mean, again, this would need to be studied but, but | believe that the
initiators of all the changes in the 1980s, um, had, all had access to, to Americam, Britis
and Western European literature and, and thoughts, and philosophies. | believe, yes, yes,
this must have been the case. Hard-line communists didn’t speak any English and didn’t
have any contact at all with, with subversive ideas [laughs], but probablynit yuess

English. | would probably say that, that it was German and French as well, you know
because if, if you consider, you know, 1970s, 1980s, everything that was going on in, in
Germany and France especially, and Italy as well, probably those endnmtoaements

and developments had a very strong impact on thinkers [in my country], so probably not
just English, but all these European languages as well.

Clearly here, Magda expresses openness to the presence of “subversivie itedtgple
“European” languages and not only English. All the same, she does assumerthhéha
communists” would not have spoken English, which in itself would have been a “subversive”
act. Subsequently, the dichotomy Magda constructs is one between “European Einguage
what must, by juxtaposition, become “non-European languages” or the languages ofdhe “ha
line communists,” including, presumably, Russian.

Participants also told stories about how tensions between English and Russian in
particular played out evesithin OSI/SFN and the various universities and schools it supports.
Lauren depicted it this way:

Curious were tensions between people who come from sort of Russian-speaking context

and maybe, you know, there is a huge number of people who come from [non-Russian-

speaking countries], because Russian is often seen as the sort of second langhiage of [
university], and a lot of people are like, oh those Russian speakers, and | know semetime
in class, people will just suddenly break into a conversation in Russian and it kind of,

divides the group a little bit. Well, there’s English speakers, and theressaRspeakers,
and for a lot of those people, Russian isn’t necessarily their native language.
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Lauren’s last sentence heightens the divide between Russian and English speakeshen

Russian was used by someone whose native language was not Russian.
Elsa’s portrayal of language tensions at her university was tantamdLairen’s, with a

slight exception:
| think that everyone who went to [my university] have noticed that some in the former
Soviet Union, some people even prefer, like Baltic peoples, would say they don’t know
any Russian and they don’t want to speak Russian with the Russians, and they had lots of
Russian in school and they should know Russian and they prefer to speak English and
other Russians are a bit offended by that. . . . So | think that it was not that the Russians

didn’t want to speak English, it’s just, maybe they tried speaking Russian witkrfor
Soviet Union states and some were not too happy with that.

Elsa’s story here evinces how tensions linger around the use of Russiast, @ leae side, “the
Baltics” and the Western part of Eastern Europe. It is further striking heavdescribed
Russians trying to speak Russian “with former Soviet Union states” as opp@ssgbtefrom
those states, a leveling—albeit, unconsciously so—of individual human differeaagtthr
metonymic replacement of people with “states” (Reisigl & Wodak, 2002). Thustum to a
hypothesis formulated at the very beginning of this study, when trying to unmtevetsy
Englishwas constructed as the language of open society. In short, | wondered, would it be
constructed as a means to cross-cut national identities and create a-gesufi” of English
speakers with a reduced sense of national and ethnic identity and a stemsgenfs
supranational identity? Many participants affirmed at least one pdnisatiea.
English as a Way to Cross-Cut and Connect Identities

Philip stated earlier, “In order to have access to all these concepts of ojgty, soese
people gotta have access to English first.” While Philip was being irodididmot necessarily
take this stand, another participant did. In the process, this participant appeakanthfferent

discourse chain identified in Chapter Four, one in which English is reworded to mean
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“successful communication,” and this person definitely constructed English esns wof
bringing different groups together. It started with the participantisitieh of open society:
| would hope open society is people of different nationalities being able to, agean|
this is where the English comes in, people of different nationalities beingpable t
communicate intelligently, freely, without prejudice against differenbnatidifferent

colors, so that basically, | guess, this takes us back to what | was sagutdrging to
make more worldly-wide, worldly-wise people.

First, | must point out: the speaker, whether intentionally or not, ideologicabbgds within

English not only “successful communication” but also “free” and “intelligent”roamication,

“without prejudice.” English becomes thus a sort of equalizer among “peopleerkdiff

nations, different colors,” or, in identity theory, a way to cross-cut national anit éentities

and hence reduce differences among groups (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 20@4)w&y, the

assumption that learning English will erase prejudice is clearly,riskugh this participant took

a solid stance:
English is the only language that will let them do that. Whether you like it or ndislEng
has become the medium for doing that and I'm sure when Soros set up the open society
he set up his ideals as . . . he knew even then, going back 50 years, that, no, | mean it's a
horrible cliché, you ain’t going to get far in the modern world as a youaljgent

person who has high qualifications but can’'t speak English, and | take that one step
further. There ain’t many of them around.

If we disregard the “ain’ts” in this answer and get down to the meaning, we cantandehss
participant as reproducing the discourse chain equating English with sandes®dernity.
What is more, we again see emphasis onybarigintelligent person” (italics added), and so,
like previous discourses, faith is lodged in the “citizen pilgrim” of Falk39&) global civil
society, a term reworded here perhaps as “worldly-wise.” Given thedattnce from the
passage, however (“There ain’'t many of them around”), we can probably asdeime that the

participant’s faith in such “citizen pilgrims” is limited.
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Other participants also saw English as a way of connecting differemmalates, though

they expressed their views in more neutral terms. For Galina, “Englismbeha media

through which ideas can reach out [to] people of various nationalities. In this eeay it

contribute to the process of building open society.” In a similar tone, Mihail offeeed t

following:
| do think that English plays a role in creating an open society. As basarajydge of
international communication, English provides a medium of useful information exchange
between societies where different degrees of openness and freedom are found. Thus

people from the more closed societies obtain a greater incentive to move tgueatds
freedom.

Mihail, not unlike Dora, expanded on the importance of “information exchange,” since, in his

view, such exchange provides “a greater incentive” for people “from musecdtkocieties” “to
move towards greater freedom,” a sort of Western carrot offered in lieu Bagern stick.
Further, Mihail reproduced the discourse chain of English as “the languageroétidnal
communication,” a construct most participants agreed with and took for granted iy a rea
without need of questioning.

Ecaterina qualified her description of English as a connector between tarizha
groups only a little: “First, since people have got the freedom of movement thiaaeal and
see the experiences of different countries, participate in various cordem@ndebates. The
English language plays an important communication role in this respect.” She atlditiona
acknowledged the role English plays in providing “access to a number of internatorsal
channels (BBC or CNN, for example) besides national ones. Consequently, you carecompa
different points of view on the same events.” Ecaterina brings to the conwertbetirole of
English in providing multiple viewpoints (though both her examples were Western ogwess

even if from different countries and continents) and “the experiences of diftenamtries.”

Klara put it more simply: English related to open society because it is “ohe official
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languages in the European Communisia]{** and is “needed to be in touch with, to share the
information, to share the culture.”

Elsa’s answer to the question about the role of English and ELT in building open
societies coincided with both themes explored so far in this section: she ceasEngtish as a
way to connect people, and she ended up laughing about the possibility of any other lamguage a
having this capability, thus following other participants’ trend of construetidigcourse chain

which dichotomizes languages:

It's always helpful to have a language that connects people within differ&ntesuhnd |

think English is the only language. Sometimes people say, oh, but you know, we have
one billion Chinese, but English is the only language which so many people have as their
secondanguage. And | think that's what matters. | don’t think it matters if oneamilli
people have it as a mother tongue if they don'’t speak it with anyone else, and how many
people learn Chinese? Almost no one. And wherever you go, | think, | mean in Asia,
wherever you go, you find people speaking some rudimental English, the whole East,
maybe the exception is Latin America, South America, where still | thinkgbrnig not

so strong, so | think that if we have more people knowing English . . . it will help to
spread those ideas between us more helpful for happy living, like democracy, or
whatever.

Elsa was fairly convinced about the ability of English to connect people and help sie@ad i
“for happy living, like democracy, or whatever.” And while her answer ihytrainged far and
wide geopolitically, from Asia to South America, she did eventually return toket English
in Europe:

| don’t know about Russia, but definitely in Eastern Europe, English is the firstrforeig

language taught in the majority of cases, and | think in Russia and the Cawgcaslls a
And if you want to do anything in academia, there’s no alternative to knowing lEnglis

Elsa reminds us of one of the earliest constructions of English in the OSI/SFéidebBrse:
English as the necessary language “for international communication ingowofdsand
academidields” (“Past and Spin-Off,” 2007; italics added). This statement, as noted ine€Chapt

Four, at least constrained the necessity of English to “professional armhacadork, before

“2Klara’s “mistake” here probably is a happy bleridhe European Commission and the European Union.
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the discourse eventually stated categorically that English wiis&Erto the building of open
societies, a statement without discursive constraints. | thereforeuwasschow Elsa felt about
using English in both her studies and work. She answered by moving from many qzetsfiof
the real world where English is spoken, as mentioned above, to an imaginary world of
connectedness, one again made possible through English:
| liked speaking English and it gives you a little separate world fediatgybu are
connected to a lot of other people, and we all speak the same language, but it's not the
language of the country in which we live, and | was thinking before | met you whethe
it's a special set of people that come from the other countries that learsh; tiugit

maybe they are, tend to come from families that are more open to the West or more
liberal.

Elsa was unsure in her assessment of whether people from other countriesrtlztdéah
“tend to come from families that are more open to the West or more liberal.” Voeglly,
however, she reveled in the connectedness it provided her, and in such reveling shedheagi
“‘community” much like the “imagined communities” that Anderson (1983) deployed in
conceptualizing the nation-state, a construct in part formed by and dependeatagmamon
language And the more people that know English, according to Elsa, the more likely it was that
ideas for happy living—Ilike “democracy, or whatever’—would spread. This was how she
connected English and ELT to the concept of open society—through the many connections
English helps facilitate, be they social, academic, or political. One mightimtegpret her as
implying (though this may be a risky stretch) that everyone in the woldd speak English,
which leads to the next theme which emerged from interviews with particifganrghsh as a
lingua franca.
English as a Lingua Franca

Thomas had no hesitation in describing English as the lingua franca of the region, though

he was much more cautious in attaching values to the language. He began as follows:
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| see it, | suppose, as more of a tool rather than some sort of post-colonial
[indecipherable]. That doesn’t mean it doesn’'t come with a certain value-skethimlt

it's a big danger to over-read that. Because the thing you are forgetting fsotlat

individuals themselves re-negotiated the values of owning the language, dven in t
colonial setting . . . there was a negotiation between the colonizers and the colonized and
that’s exactly what’s happening here. It's not colonization in any seisse lihgua

franca, so it doesn’t come with so super-imposed values, obviously people talk about
those values, obviously there’s an association, but you know, I've seen people argue for
very socialist types of approaches, in English.

Thomas highlights here, and vitally, like Pennycook (1998) and Canagarajah (1999ritye ag
and responsibility of the individual who chooses to learn and use English, appropriatirtgst for
or her own purposes, and he further points out that the language can be used to criticize
democracy and liberalism as well as promote it: “I've seen people argueymooalist types
of approaches, in English.” His point is very well taken, particularly in that, duzink to the
definition of open society, it demonstrates strongly that “different peopleditfi@ent views
and interests” (“About OSI: FAQs,” 2009). Thomas again demonstrates his resghetgame.
Thomas had further researched and reflected upon the role of English in building open
societies long before | came along with my tape recorder. For instanee,pushed a bit on the
relationship between lingua franca and linguistic imperialism, he turnectéoyhis
Yes, of course, there’s some sort of correlation, because it comes with tigt diisvho
won the world wars and who were the colonizers and all that, but now | don’t know . . . |
found some data that in India, it's the language of secondary schools and uniyersities
because to choose anything else would be, would be to create some sort of etlomic tensi

In fact, choosing the post-colonial language is the route out. It changedlyt tu
know?

In this response, Thomas constructs English as a “route out” of ethnic tensions and thts a wa
connect groups of differing nationalities and ethnicities. In this way d€nigl again embedded,

if subtly, into a discourse of security. Ever reflective, Thomas also admittedrteppens of
neo-colonialism English carries by once again turning to the case of Bosnia

Two examples of the much stronger influence of English, for example, would be in
communities that are more or less international protectorate states,rsa &o<osovo.
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Like, if you go to Bosnia and meet anyone involved in the international community at a
they speak phenomenal English, they really have to. . .. These countries are very
interesting, and they have been most recently criticized as being neo-csiwaiabns,

you know, and therefore you have a very strong, like English becomes, it’s like the
international community speaks English, it's there in a huge way and it's being ve
deterministic in how it operates . . . it's the same in Kosovo, you know?

Thomas is upfront in acknowledging that “the international community” is an Evgglesiking
community, reproducing another discourse chain from previous ELP discoursesoideref
locals, too, have to speak “phenomenal English.” He also saw a connection betwesndfp|
democracy, if, for him, a loose one, but more importantly for him, English as a lirrga fivas
about “trying to understand.” In Central Europe in particular, he acknowledgeBnglish has
“been the lingua franca for a long time, especially seeing as a lot afoihleqms have been in
the Balkans, especially in the Balkans.” He went on to add that “in fact, ritdr@ational
community is going to relate to those issues, then in fact, English is the paibtotlstance.”

As a well-established member of the international community, Thomas plaigitsou
“personal relationships” with the various people he worked with, without the baraer of
translator. Thus English, for Thomas and for the people in the Balkans (at lebst@ssT
believes), becomes “the path of least resistance” in working to build open—and | siahuld a
secure—societies there. This argument bolsters again a discoursalehéfred in all ELP
discourses so far: the implicit embedding of English into the process of crestimiys'

For all the reasons outlined above, it comes as no surprise, then, that for Thomads, Englis
is the lingua franca of Central, Eastern, and South Eastern Europe at leastha paithier
attributed to George Soros himself along with Aryeh Neier, founder of HuméitsRMatch and

current president of OSI/SFN. As Thomas stated, both were refugees from BuriogeNorld

“3 As an interesting counter-discourse, in the UdSv,rmuch of the study of “critical languages” likeabic,
Russian, and Chinese is funded through Nationali8g&ducation Programs such as the Boren Fellgwsh
exchange, grant recipients have to dedicate aicemaount of time after graduation to governmentise related
to national security.
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War Two who eventually “found the promised land through English.” He also added,
importantly, “that a lot of people in OSI speak Russian, but of course, you know, Russian is
probably associated with the old school as well, in and of itself.” Thomas echoefbrthexe
dichotomy we heard earlier in participants’ responses, but he also relayadtttiat OSI has
been building up its team of Russian speaking trainers, since “Enghtiehadingua franca in
the ‘Stans.™*
Bianca would probably disagree with Thomas on multiple points. She answerediby ema
my question about the role of English and ELT in building open societies:
English has a privileged status: not only is it the lingua franca of busineasngc
exchanges and politics, but it also has intrinsic characteristics which quédifyhe
special status of language of globalisation. Its intrinsic qualitiesc(bogl economy,

among others), must have promoted it to this status, perhaps to the same exgent as it
appurtenance to more than one influential people.

Bianca then continued:
Being the language of trade and business in tHec@btury, English opened new doors
and ways to its speakers (native and non-native). Politics immediatelvéallin the
footsteps, when it did not open the way. First-hand experience of other countries and
peoples, of other ways of living, thinking, doing and making things, all this creates

respect for otherness and openness. In this way English has played a redting apen
societies.

Again, the prevailing theme in this group of responses is English as a lingca, faagheme with
which Bianca wholly agreed and even magnified considerably. For her, English isynat onl
lingua franca, buthe“language of globalization.” She argued that it is therefore “privileged”
among languages, which she attributed both to what she believed are itsi¢igualgies (logic
and economy, among others)” as well as its role as an “appurtenance to more thdoemelnf

people” (a polite way of saying, perhaps, Great Britain and the United)Staitenately,

4 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistarkmenistan, and so forth.
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according to Bianca, English “creates respect for otherness and opehessier new, local
discourse chain she makes explicit here.
Bianca then discussed what she saw as one result of English as a priviggediéa To
contextualize this story, | had first found Bianca’'s email address on ard@nguage
Teachers Listserv, where she had asked the question, “Are FL teachassodggobalization?”
Now was my chance to ask her the same. She replied:
| would answer that foreign language teachers are agents of globaliathe extent
that they teach a language which is itself a carrier of global values,~whghlingua
franca—gives access to European and global values and attitudes. If through a foreign
language students become European and world citizens and start to understand the world
differently, then the teachers who teach it are agents of global changestBoce, with

the banal personal pronoyauthe English teacher can introduce notions of self-
appraisal, personal space and democracy. (Italics in original email)

Pointedly, Bianca speaks here of foreign language teachers genssg|lyst English teachers,
which should remind us that world language education in the West and globally can and should
provide broader understanding of global issues, if not “global values and attitudeddd$mshe
name English as the lingua franca “which is itself a carrier of glolhaésA but | believe she

clearly implies it, especially by ending on the example of English. Also gignifin this

answer, particularly in light of analysis in Chapter Five which exploredremti®ns of English

as a means of creating European and global identities, Bianca reproducekaeges @ipon this
particular discourse chain by implying that English is the lingua frahdzhwgives access to
European andlobal values and attitudes” (italics added). Unlike the discourses on European and
global identities explored in Chapter Five, however, Bianca enunciates a much ofiouagr
understanding of what global attitudes and being an agent of global change eaghthelping
students to “understand the world differently” by introducing “notions of self-aghraersonal

space and democracy.” Nor does she suggest a conflict between European andlgledisshe

*>How | wish it were so in our country.
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does not create an “us” and “them,” but rather, a picture of “nested identitied{ arfei not in
conflict (Herrmann, Risse, & Brewer, 2004).

As for Ecaterina, she clearly implied that English was a linguadraftbout actually
using the term. She replied in a matter of fact tone:

The reply to this question is very simple. English is the official languggeyat

university] as well as the first official language of the European Uhamd one of the

most spoken languages in the world. Consequently, all communication among people is
in this language, at least in such multinational societies as [my univerdityakplace].
Otherwise it is impossible to unite so many people from different countries.

As Ecaterina speaks of “uniting people,” she reminds us of the steady thengdisti En
contributing to connectedness among people of different nationalities and ethipis, gnod this
now throughits role as a lingua franca.

Lauren, on the other hand, had a different view of English as a lingua franca:

English is not just the language of the Open Society Institute and [this univarkiye
are so many other networks globally, even, for example, when one of the local
organizations | work with in Kyrgyzstan is very much involved in the Asia-Raugiill,
it's an organization for women from the Asia-Pacific and their language of
communication is English, so it's not as if it's only from the West out per sllyis a
global language and any time you want to communicate with anybody, nabjusthie
US or someone who is a native speaker, it is English.

Of great significance in her answer, Lauren geopolitically chgélem view of the role of
English in building open societies as radiating out from West to East only, and sih@srem
that global networks which use English abound and are certainly not limited tdFQS{/S
Lauren, fluent in Russian, further regretted the dominance of English:
It doesn’t matter what ideas we have, it just matters that we know Enigtiat).that can
be very frustrating, and it shouldn’t be that English is necessarily seen thadiva

course, it would be better if multilingualism was, was more of what we w&negta
about instead of just English.

8 There is no “first official language” of the EUaugh the “Europa” website does note that “Englsimost
widely known as either the first or second languiaghe EU” (“Europa,” 2009).

“"| chose to look only at this particular organiaatiA comparative study of ELP discourses from othe
organizations, e.g. the State Department, PeaqgasCBritish Council, etc. would be fascinating.
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Ana, herself a speaker of multiple languages as were most participdnssstutly,
conveyed a mix of pragmatism, concern, and excitement in her thinking on Englishcasa |
franca. Being an English teacher, she had obviously spent substantial tianehiegeand
reflecting on the topic:

It's not unique in that sense, paraphrasing Phillipson — there’s a state ofralatsnof
really developed European countries like Denmark, the Netherlands, and Norway,
where’s there a huge domain loss, that certain domains are completetyHoglish,
and people in the media, or fashion, or even scholarship, they just do not use their
languages, but it's really absurd that their reports are written in Danish soti
accessible, and | would really like to read that, so it's an issue. But I thirik thigshole
trend, so [this university] maybe, it wasn't intended that way, but it is part aichafe
English medium universities. So | think we can look at that as linguistic imperiat
we can look at that as uh, uh, | mean, some people like to think of it as, English as
instrumentalized in terms of a—it's a lingua franca, it doesn’t belong to apylwecdcan
use it for our own purposes, and even the standard English doesn’'t have to be the
standard English of British or American English. It can be lingua fraacalatd, like
people like Jenkins or Barbara Seidlhofer €580 I'm not, I'm not so sure about this, but
| think it's a very exciting thing.

Not only does Ana lead us to a new perspective on the role of lingua franca amdiiisge
implications for teaching, she also introduces a new theme reproduced by a number of
participants: that English “doesn’t belong to anybody.” Alternately, | suppes might say
English belongs to anybody who wants to learn and use it.
English Detached From Culture

To start this theme, | first want to share one of Ana’s stories, basittalyole of English
in her life, which leads eventually to the role of English in building open societies, bigtEngl
detached from culture. Here is Ana’s voice:

Well, if I just look at my own personal history, English is something that hasteéfini

given me a lot of things. First of all, it gave me a tool to leave the country in thekta

crisis, and it was an economic strategy for me. In terms of culturahidin, as | was
going through the education system, | was very much, | had very strong, | metust my

“8 Seidlhofer’s (2005) position, in short, is thafiilgua franca settings, “general language awaseard
communication strategies” are more useful thanvisig for mastery of fine nuances of native-spedaaguage”
(p. 340).
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trip to an English country was in Britain and | was very kind of interested in that . . . but
then | became disassociated from either British or America. | thiak lse English

without being culturally associated, to paraphrase Kumaravadiils high time

language and culture become delinked. | don’t know if it's possible, but maybe. | don’t
know.

In Ana’s story, we see a progression of first affiliating with BritishlEhgbefore she eventually
appropriates English as her own, severed from British (and American)egu@tut one of
multiple languages she speaks and loves.

Magda essentially agreed, seeing English, like Andrew much easliemg@at
“equalizer” among non-native speakers:

It's a good thing that, that we all speak English. It's really a good thing, c&use most

of us are not native speakers of English, so, it, it, it makes people more equal, sort of,
because [among non-native speakers] it's nobody’s mother tongue.

Later, Magda elaborated on the role of English in this process of equalizintvee-speakers.

In doing so, she hinted at the very least of another language dichotomy, keepingWeste

European languages quite separate from Russian or the languages of Gegtral A
And no other language could, could serve the same purpose. | mean, what, it couldn’t be
Hungarian, it couldn’t be Russian for obvious reasons. Then could it be Kyrgyz or
Kazakh or Romanian? Well, obviously not, so, so, what else? Ok, it could be German or

French but, but nowadays, unfortunately, the most, the majority of the world speak, speak
English rather than German or French.

Strikingly, Magda'’s rejection of Russian as a possible lingua franca is@thmughout parts of
the region due to what some participants take as “obvious reasons.” Russian,,itaeaotget
be detached from its culture or history for many people.

Irena’s reactions to English aligned closely with Magda’s and Ana’s,rendlso spoke
practically, like Ecaterina and Lauren. She expressed her views in dnasallows: “I think

English is necessary. Here, | am talking about the English language, dethdiseeither

“9In Cultural Globalization and Language Educatjdfumaravadivelu (2007) makes a strong case fdinttérg
culture and language, as demonstrated, he arduesgh the astounding proliferation of World Enléis (p. 22).
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British, American or any other culture — a language on its own, serving theurocation
purposes.” For Eva, in contrast, the English she described was local rathgiotied, with
words of her own language and even Russian mixed in:
The English that is spoken and used here is not the English of the United States or, or, the

English of, of, Britain. Not at all. Or Australia for that matter. No,, it's a local
[laughs], a local variety, we say.

Finally, I turn to the voice of Victoriya. She constructed the role of English in bgildi
open societies and its possible future function as a lingua franca with both pesaimai
sensitivity:

| am not sure this is the role English plays nowadays. Recent developmends isréeal,

and Lebanon make a lot of people jaded about the ideals of open society, democracy,

freedom, human rights. . . . In my experience with many multicultural grpepgle get
increasingly skeptical when they hear these “mantra” words that havaéecpart of

any political discourse. Anything and everything is done in the name of theskedis} i

and the linguistic battle is fought with English as a sword. Yet, | do believEnigiish

could play a significant role in creating a global open society. Again, hethight
leadership and time to rethink and regroup, such a role is possible.

As | earlier wondered, it would be fascinating to find out if Victoriya bekethat we have the
“right leadership” at this point in time (in 2009, with President Obama in his firs},ten which
case “English could play a significant role in creating a global open gddiktr voice again
calls attention to leadership and the perception of legitimacy, legitiotaayed by following
political discourse with political actions that, indeed, make manifest “demgdraedom,
human rights.” In such a case, English could be less a sword and more a bridge hatwess) c
which Victoriya brings vividly to life. Her image of the sword, too, shows thetwadlye next
theme of this chapter raised overtly by several participants, the role asltaglit relates to

security and also as it relates to peace.
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English, Security, War, and Peace

Underneath the multiple constructs raised by this discussion of English and open
society—human rights, tolerance, deliberative democracy, making connectibnsewaple from
other countries in a multi-national society, two-way exchange—underneaghcthrestructs
flows, | believe, another element of the OSI/SFN definition of open sociést there is a need
for institutions to protect the rights of all people to allow them to live togathgzace” (“About
Us: FAQs,” 2005). This chapter has alluded to war in multiple ways: through lilve fai the
EU during the Balkan catastrophe, through the origin of the EU as a response tocitiesaof
World War Two, even to the personal stories of George Soros and Aryeh Nergy ferope to
“the promised land of English,” to quote Thomas. For Ana, too, English was a “tool” far her t
flee her country, which was in a “state of crisis.”

I now want to look more closely at how several participants talked about Engliirin t
work with people from societies which are, or have recently been, in conflict, simtughich
extends and strengthens the discourse chain of English ideologically embeddedunity $ée
have already heard Thomas’ example of Bosnia, where English “was the pait cfdestance”
for the international community working to protect it and Kosovo, even if it occurred in a
“deterministic matter.” We have heard a few specifics about Victoriyai& in the area of
human rights, a term she worries may be only a “mantra” given eventsgnldrael, Lebanon.”
Other participants had these insights to offer.

Eva, for example, talked about one teaching position she had at her OSI/SFN-founded
language school due to the NATO presence in her country (quotation marks addiackydr c

Well, I've been doing English teaching for, it was general Englisbéginners,

elementary beginners [laughs], they are very low level classes, to pedpdeamy,
because we have an army center here in town, and, um, yeah, | mean, thekingre
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“Oh, we're in the NATO and we need English.” That's not a joke [laughs], that'$ytotal
the case. It's reality.

Eva also observed that, in other classes at the Soros school where she workedkthhicit
have historically had tensions with each other came together easily and happil\English
class. In state schools, on the contrary, these ethnicities were sepamtéfidrent schools.

Ecaterina, in her university, found dialogue between countries in conflictyoaad|
successfully promoted, which she shared in an email:

| think the primary mission [of the university] is in the creation of a multicultural
dialogue. Four years ago when | was an MS student this dialogue was mostéy for t
countries from Central European Region, while now | can talk about small United
Nations within this Universit. | have met a lot of people coming from countries which
had armed conflicts with each other or there was a conflict between sstheiabl

groups within one country. For instance, Albanians and Serbs, Azeri and Armenians,
Americans and Iraqgis, etc. [The university] organizes a lot of workshops, roundtadles
seminars where the nations can express themselves and have a peaceful dthiogue.
this is a great challenge to create such conditions where hostile nations géaild tr
understand each other in a peaceful way and look at the reality from the other kale of t
fence. (Emoticon in original)

Ecaterina was enthusiastic in her assessment of the university’s missiomgtably, she
discussed “dialogue” rather than “debate.” Like Elsa earlier, stieefumetonymically replaced
people with “nations,” constructs which, in this case, both emphasize national identiyl as
put the work of resolving conflict onto “nations” rather than specific people (many of whom
Ecaterina probably knows). Then she added one more specific illustration of tharasg
relates to peace, an illustration which highlights, in essence, the impasfandevidualizing
people as opposed to generalizing about nations and cultures:
Besides, this is also great to get acquainted with other nations’ culture andrecgeerie
Only yesterday one of new PhD students told me he had talked with a student from
Bangladesh and her knowledge and expertise amazed him. He considered people from
that part of the world very backward and underdeveloped but after talking with that gir

he had completely changed his mind. | think this is also an important function [of the
university], to destroy stereotypes one has about other nations and cultures.
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Ana, speaking as a teacher rather than a student, recounted another storgdireictly
relates English to security and peace. She talked about an English langtiagectass for
Palestinian students of Human Rights and Conflict Resolution, whom she described/this wa
“Some of them are so patriotic and so interested in finding like a just solution fautiey; for
Israel, or whatever, Palestine—it was very sad, it was touching.” Analésenbed the growth
of this program for the Palestinians, who were provided scholarships to join multiple othe
students from multiple other countries in a preparatory course for studylalbhos course took
place in a different country from the first, and again, it was held in Englishs Atay reminds
us once more of the need for two-way (or multiple-way) exchange, for dialogue:

And then they added the Palestinian program to that [other country’s] program, which |

think is a great idea, because a lot of the people from the former communisthirdeld t

they only share experiences with the former communist countries, and then, when they

met the Palestinians, they realized, wow, this is the same . . . and it waamezting.
People discovered many more similarities than they originally thought.

In this example, as Ana tells it, all benefitted dramatically through thenattenal connections
made.

In another story Ana shared, the commonality of experiencing war helped helepaovi
group of Iragi scholars the voice (and language) she believed they would need tbheshare
worldviews, their experiences, and their professional knowledge. The story inviedviddi
scholars expressing resistance to writing in “the American way.” Agarbley describing the
group:

They're academics, in their 40s . . . and it’s interesting, this is whetehdglt's really

helpful that I'm a non-native speaker because we could discuss the waysdhdaeds

of writing, research writing that are internationally—well, the \tragy are imposed or

not, or, how should we deal with that? | think maybe this issue came up when we were

discussing the placement of the thesis and the aim of the research. Well, they said, i

Arabic it’'s not that and | said, well, of course, in my language it is not, | mezne, &re

similarities but this is how it is, and then they said, but why should we alllikete
Americans, and then we talked about the idea of being bi-literal and how you can use
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your own strengths and how you can take audience into consideration, | mean, how you
position yourself as a scholar from the periphery, basically.

| asked Ana whether the Iragi scholars themselves had first raised theSisswmntinued:

Yeah, they raised it, and they had a discussion among themselves, | think maxdry it's
acute because of Iraq and the situation there and one guy said, well, wesarenation,

and we had better forget our roots and our history because this is just going to draw us
back, and then the others disagreed and said no, without history we are nobody, and then
| said well, Arabic has such a long tradition and of course this tradition has to continue
because they all published very much in Arabic but not much internationally, and
especially there was a woman who had an amazing piece of research on thatiofor
systems used by the military, she’s a librarian scholar, and | realkyttiis is something
that should be published because there are going to be masses of people going there t
study Iraq . . . and this is what | tried to tell them, | said, it's important to publish
internationally because there is going to be somebody else coming andgtymlyi You
shouldn’t allow that. And this is how | feel about the Balkans. We should publish about
our own things.

At this point, Ana and | had a somewhat uncomfortable laugh, given my position as acaime
L1 English-speaker researching this subject throughout so-called perguheryies. | told her
that her point was very well-taken and | would surely highlight it in my studypéiat further
hints at what can be done to improve policy and teaching in English language aits pvdjezh

| will elaborate on in my conclusion.

And, of course, Ana shared another commonality with these scholars beyond being an L2
speaker of English. Through English amdr, that is, she could also reach and connect with the
Iraqis:

If I work with the Iraqgis then it's really, very, it's a, it's a tool, | knowel also been

through the war and | know how it is and we can talk about this and they see it as

something, you become closer to them, so it’'s a very strange thing . . . but it is about
these issues of identity.

Thus Ana concluded that story, a story more intense, perhaps, than Eva’s on&satgxien
Ana'’s first-hand experience of war. But in each of these cases, thépaatiicmade clear,
English was the tool that provided the dialogue which eased ethnic tensions, whicadpnepa
NATO members, which brought students together from countries that had beendrcanttiet
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with each other, which helped reduce stereotypes, which allowed for idgittifiead
understanding of commonalities more than differences, and which provided “periptiesidrs
a voice and language in which to publish and share their research and views intelpafional
return to Victoriya’s metaphor, given the right leadership (and critical jpegtzd approach, |
would add), English can be used as a sword or it can be used as something else entirely.
Ana’s story and the concerns of the Iraqi scholars about having to write “likei@ens”
also lets me shift now to another important theme participants raised in toassiims of the
relationship between English, ELT and open societies, namely, problems of @anesdb
English expressed or encountered by participants. As participants magdéhel@mminance of
English as a lingua franca, as the unofficial first language of the EU, andlasgbage of
“international communication” does not come without a cost. In particular, pantisijgkentified
an undercurrent of resentment to having to write in English according to Westidemac
conventions; participants expressed discomfort over children in their courdginesteEnglish
too soon; participants observed how English can temporally divide generations, thexdfildre
the “changes” divided from their parents, who feel somewhat “lost” in the new world;
participants regretted the loss of nuances and subtleties when speaking agdmnglish;
and they made known the power imbalances they felt in meetings or discussionsatingy “
speakers.” In addition, participants discovered that the criterion of Englisbrfoe fellowships
can actually lead to the selection of thw®ng people for the purpose of such fellowships. They
expressed anxieties and annoyances over the impacts of English on their owagdanghey
described, too, the difficulties of translating and teaching the languagaay, plelvelopment,
and government to people who lack schematic understandings of concepts from thoes,domai

struggle born out of what one participant described as “an ideological and lingeusligtion.”
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One result? The creation of an English-speaking elite that, in turn, is unabl&ttmbali
capacity by building on local approaches to problems. Participants’ staias &ollows.
Concerns over and Resistances to English

The first, raised by Elsa, was akin to Ana’s description of the Iraqgi sshodarstance to
writing “like Americans.” As a student, Elsa had worked as an editor of heiskmgédium
university's school paper, which occasionally put her in awkward if not difficult pasiti

Everyone agreed, of course, in writing in English, but they wanted to write irotieir

way, some from Albania writing this long article starting with that antdhithppened and

then and then and getting the most important thing in the middle somewhere [laughs] . . .
everyone was writing English, but you still bring your own way of thinking aritihgyr

into English. . . . I want all the writings to be in English because you never know when
you have to quit your position and someone has to follow after you and if you have a lot
of archived material in [the local language], it's not very fair in an BEhgipeaking

university. But when I've tried to point that out, well, it hasn’t led to open conflicts but
let's say there was something underneath, after all, [some staff nsesaldrwe are in

[this country] and I'm [this nationality] so why should | write in English?

As editor, Elsa had to defend the role of English for an English newspaper forlesi Eng
medium university. This is not to say that she herself did not have concerns oven.E3igis
had several, expressed below:

| don’t like it when in [my country], | don'’t like it when there are too many Emgli

speaking programs popping up on primary or secondary level, because | think we need to
think in your own language to produce new words for that language and | don’t think that
15- year-olds should be taught only in English with [national] classmates and pften b
speakers [of the national language] who have just learned English somdvdoere,

think that’s good. On a university level, | think it's inevitable . . . but I think there’s a
danger that if you just write in English, everyone I've spoken to, a lot of people say they
have difficulties in talking about their own topic, their own Ph.D. thesis, their own work

in their mother tongue. On the other hand | would say you should also force yourself.
Again, it's good being bilingual.

In this response, | was especially struck by Elsa’s and other students’nacer being able to
talk about their research in their “mother tongue,” a point we will return tolgheirst,
however, Karolina, an English teacher, also worried about her students leatomga@ing of

an age: “In 1995, I think they introduced learning English in the second grade. In my opinion, it
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is a little bit early.” She said this because before learning Englishngsudeher community,
which is ethnically mixed, already have to learn two languages from twalifeggent language
families.
Karolina expressed another worry, one which reproduces a discourse chaire@ntifi
previous analysis: that English could become a divisive marker of temporal idgveiy
limited opportunities to learn English in many communist countries prior toticamdarolina
provided a rather moving example of this divide:
So the parents don’t know any English, but the kids already know some, and, well, some
of the parents have this willingness to help their children in learning, and i€&né
help them in learning English, they are a little bit lost, and some of themcayt help

you because | don’t know this language, some of them know some words but it is not
enough and, well, they try to teach something to their kids.

While this is a scenario which may change in part over time, the “lost” feeliradit@

describes no doubt captures the feelings of many parents and grandparents who grew up unde
communism. It further reproduces a discourse chain of “inferior” and “superitietg)”

through the construction of temporal identities divided by markers of age.

For other participants who were students and/or employees of OSI or §SBported
schools and universities, English was constructed as, to an extent, limitmafpiliges to
participate and express themselves in groups which combined, in their terms, “aatlvielbn-
native” speakers. Thomas described the type of comments he usually heanolya8Goa, |
wish | spoke better English so | could understand better, you know, or | wish it waknglish
because my English isn’t good enough to fruitfully engage at this levelMagda felt the
limits first as a loss of “nuances” and “subtleties,” a feeling she @tk her students:

One thing that is really negative, well, it's unavoidable biststill negative, that when

you use a language that is not your mother tongue, then obviously your expression is

more limited. . . . You wilheverprobably, never achieve the same nuances, you will
never be able to express the same subtle subtleties in English as in yourtomaphey
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in, in speaking as well as in writing, so that, that is a disadvantage and our steelants f
all the time and very often they voice it as well.

Magda further revealed her feelings related to power relations when iimgsesith L1
speakers:

You know, you talk to me, you are a native speaker, I'm not, then almost immediately

you have a kind of superior position, you are in a better position simply because, because
you speak the language better, and this does happen, you know, this does happen. In
meetings, you notice it quite a lot in meetings when there are, when igtlsaffeof the
participants are native speakers, the other half are non-native speakech\ioesly,

it's always the native speakers who speak up, you know, and control the flow of things,
and the non-native speakers, even myself, well, too shy, what should | say,kdep’ll

quiet, ok.

For Elsa, who did not seem the least bit shy, meetings in English which included people
of multiple nationalities were a struggle due to what she felt were broaltieral differences
which made communication a strain:

When | went back [to my home country] and | went into a room where | had a meeting, |
suddenly realized how it is when you’re in a meeting where everybody speaane
language as a native tongue. It's just everyone understands each other om kedelepe

and it's very difficult to put a word on what’s missing sometimes when you're in a
meeting with six, seven different nationals. It's just that, unconsciously, yeutbary

harder to understand what they actually mean, and you have to try harder te gapres
own thoughts. . . . It's just, it just translates into the, tastimethingso everything is a

bit more difficult or it takes more of your energy, that’'s what | would say. meesult

is probably just as good, but when | came back to [the university], | realized hpw eas
was to work in [my home country].

To this theme, Ana added a different dimension, one which may shed light on the cultural
“something” Elsa could not quite name. Ana was describing one of her first wotlkgsesith
Western English-speaking teachers and how different it was compared ty faeattngs in her
home country:

| remember the first meeting at the [university], | was kind of shell-sgfthdkwould say,

because the meetings | had in my old department [in my home country], dgpeitial

the head of the department who was very authoritarian, basically it was likikshamal

then, if we vote, we just raise our hands and that’s it. You were never expectedkto spea

.. and the first meeting [at the English medium university], everybody spokek][bla

spoke, and | didn’t say anything and then [blank] said, but what do you think, and | was
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like, ummmmmmm. So it was like | understand, oh, you have to contribute . . . so it was
completelythe opposite, so that was very hard.

The authoritarian context of Ana’s previous experiences with meetingsrdidgempacted her
early experiences in meetings with L1 English speakers, another paiemtiahposed on
voice, not just by language, but by one’s history, experiences, and background.
Thomas confronted several different problems with English, each related tehEagli
the language of policy and development. This issue parallels Elsa’s eanearn around the
difficulty some L2 researchers had in talking about their research if‘thaiher tongues.” In
one of Thomas’ cases, English was a requirement for a particular OSI/Bsiep in Central
Asia, since the materials for the policy program were in English. Asli, rascording to
Thomas, the accepted applicants were “the wrong people”:
They, in fact, had the wrong people because of the criteria of English, they dadly't re
have the policy people who were directly involved with the decision making, they had
much more of those people who had maybe gone to universities outside of the country,
you know? So it was the English that was dominating and not the real policy people who

are on the ground dealing with the problems. They should be a voice at the end of this
process.

Consequently, the following year, English as a criterion was dropped and Thomalseand ot
“international mentors” were forced to work with a translator. It was nat,itle said, but “they
did pick the policy people” and ultimately, in his words, “the focus shouldn’t be on us, it should
be on them.”

A second issue Thomas encountered dealt with the terminology of policy and
development. When discussing the work of translating policy materials in thenBalkd
attending regional conferences which were not in English, he cited problemsthatat just
with the words themselves, but with the “schematic understandings of the words argyow t

apply to public administration”:
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Why didn’t this language exist? Because there wasn’t a need for it, bgemde didn’t

talk about politics in this way, or policy in this way, and so now, through the influence of
the international community undoubtedly, and also, maybe, also just getting so sick of the
fact that in these countries that decisions are made in a purely politicizedrnthane

people have accepted the basic principles of a strategically-orientedqurbiimistration

and not just a public administration, and gonarce not government. Now they're
negotiating not just what the terms mean but also the language, the langutagleehas
negotiated, right? . . . and this is where we’re at, at the cusp of not just an ideological
evolution but also of a, a linguistic evolution, you know . . . and most of the conferences
and discussion are done through translators, but you cannot believe the confusion that this
causes, like literally, I've seen like, people are like, in terms of terogyolve are not
speaking the same language. We are not understanding each other.

Lauren faced a similar struggle in her work in Central Asia, wherebyajeueht
terminology and the need to negotiate meanings often proved difficult. Shatfositiced this

issue generally:

Working internationally with the Open Society Institute, | see the wagplp working in
different contexts are using these sort of buzzwords, talking about things like
“empowerment,” and “capacity building,” and just sort of putting these sort of watds
there. | think most people in [North America] wouldn’t really know what capacity
building is.

When | asked her if such meanings were agreed upon in the NGO and development Wwerld or t
international community, Lauren laughed and then explained:

This is sort of a sticking point at some places, they certainly aren’t agpeed

beforehand between Budapest and Bishkek, for example, but among groups of program
managers within my organization they definitely are. We're also doingusb miith the
United Nations Development Programme and they have a program in the cross-border
areas, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, which is called “preventatweapment”

and this is because they don’t want to talk about conflict anymore, so they’re talking
about preventative development [She laughs]. When you say that to a native Kyrgyz, the
say, what? So they definitely have a lot of very specific conflict, coméigalution,

conflict prevention, concepts which have so much baggage behind them, and UNDP
knows what they mean because you go through their set of trainings, but you go to the
next organization and they have a whole different set, so it's interestindhabpldys

out.

Victoriya re-contextualized the issue of development, policy, and English bylideg

the role English played in her human rights work. She told me first that she had deepened he
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understanding through reading about, studying, and practice human rights workioriatyat
and in English:

My response to this question will only refer to the English language education (not other
languages), which undoubtedly played a significant role in Human Rights Advocacy
work. Speaking of the word “advocacy”, perhaps it will not surprise you that there is no
similar word in many other languages, which most certainly makes it ao-Amgerican
invention. Most of Human Rights Advocacy expertise (publications, workshops, audio
and video materials) is available, first and foremost, in English. Knowledgegtis &

has certainly helped rather than hindered my work in this area. | was exposed to B numbe
of resources that | would not have had a chance to benefit from had | not known English.
(Quotation marks and parentheses in original email)

Then she added:

On the other hand, based on my experiences at Soros Foundation [and elsewhere], | felt
that we (staff) oftentimes relied solely on English-language resauidée translated,

brought foreign experts, brought local activists to conferences and meeting$ abroa
which [ still think is beneficial for the education of the local activists. Howdwelt like

in many ways we were creating an English-speaking elite, failing kb tapacity

locally, and bring in the unique local approaches. As a result (to give you aplexam

from my country), local NGO community is as powerless and disorganized as it could be
now that [blank’s] regime “purged” the country from most of international and fereign
supported groups. | think people who speak English (myself included and guilty as
charged) do not always realize the responsibility we have for local coniesiioit

promote equality and inclusiveness. Instead, we were often responsible fimgcaea

divide between a younger better educated minority and older disenchanteidyma,

Victoriya’s representation of an English-speaking elite strengtheasliscourse chain identified
in the OSI/SFN ELP discourse and countered by local ELP discourses: thah Faggis, can
become a temporal marker dividing generations and thus creating a splitatwénferior”

and “superior” Other (Hansen, 2006), in this case, through the en-ageing of acisigg {Re
Wodak, 2002), or, to use Victoriya's words, by creating “the young better educakedtyrand
older disenchanted majority.” She further makes explicit the creation“&raglish-speaking
elite” (italics added), thus delineating one characteristic of thelléotaal elite” previously
constructed as compulsory for open society, one which failed to build “local gelpsicé

implies, by an over-reliance on English. Her response vivifies the esaditid consequences of
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such divides, and she encourages us most earnestly to “realize the respowsiiiatye for
local communities to promote equality and inclusiveness.”

An additional issue raised by participants was how English was impactingwheir
languages. Mihail spoke for himself and on behalf of Galina, his wife:

From our own experience—Il mean, me and Galina—we noticed that after liviag for

number of years in an English speaking environment, we often tend to use English words

and expressions in our conversation. Sometimes we even find it difficult to findhhe rig
words in our own language. . . . And when we do (we normally talk in [our first
language] between ourselves), English words inevitably crop up because it ishso muc
easier to use them. At first it was kind of cool, but after a while | startextkohfat we

are doing disservice to both [languages]. . . . [Our first language] is a sletgmguage

on its own and one should be perfectly capable of expressing anything they want in it. . . .

Also, on a more general note, [our language] as well as other languagesd, heiee
been heavily influenced by English as new terms "from the West" aneuicted into
their vocabulary almost daily. And this takes place while authentic terminolodyers
readily available. (Parentheses and quotation marks in original email)

Mihail then added, honestly and reflectively: “There is also a bit of a show-adf tacall this
as well, I think—it is so cool to use fancy Western terms rather than banayhesa’ Mihail
thus brings to light a new issue with English—its impact on other languages—eveh, taoug
Mihall states, “authentic terminology is often readily available.” Tigsvpoint, to an extent,
conflicts with the experiences of Thomas and Lauren, who both found a lack of schematic
understandings for the development and policy concepts and terms they were ragtéorysie
and apply in their work. But the contexts may have varied widely.

As honest as Mihail, Karolina admitted her annoyance at seeing Enghshasidy words
throughout one capital city, though she simultaneously felt no worry that Engksanyahreat
to her language or people:

It's my personal experience that | saw only English inscriptions in [oyjewdiich is

supposed to be the [country’s] capital, it annoyed me a lot, but I think if we don’t want to

pretend that we are what we are not, then there is no problem. If we are aware of th

values of our language, culture, and community, and if we don’t tend to take on masks,

then, no problem.
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Notably here, Karolina’s point that “there is no problem” as long as there isteog@ehat “we
are what we are not’—no masks, no role-playing—illuminates how her “we” and the tadte
belong to her “language, culture, and community” are still constructed asttdhehose values
indicated by the presence of English in one cityscape. They may even be imgdicgtyucted
as “superior” to the English-language Other, an important converse to tinepaiess

underlying much of this chapter, which reminds us that the process of Otheringasinisans,
purely Western.

We can infer a similar process of Othering in the words of Eva, who actually made
identity explicit in her thoughts on English. Like Karolina, she did not sound partycula
worried. Rather, she seemed proud of her local community and its people and she everdsuggeste
that they may be stronger than more “advanced” nations:

Everything is in English, so yes, it is happening, but it's not new, | mean, peogle wer

trying to get to a common language, there were trials, like Esperantd,a@g@mon

language, and they just didn’t succeed because it was not a natural language. . . . So

[learning languages] is a positive thing. One might say, oh, you know what”kd rat

accept English because it brings in culture available for everybody, more thatihan
already materialized form of colonization.

Here Eva paused a minute to consider in more depth. Then she continued in a tone like
Karolina’s above:

Valentine’s Day, it's not ours, but my students, you know, have got used to it. We have
our own nice customs and if we don'’t give those up, Valentine’s day can also stay in the
calendar, and this is why [ think it's not a danger, not yet, not yet, and hopefuliflwe
learn from other advanced countries’ example, how they lost lots of their idertity i
process of modernization, and we won't get there because, because, there’s toeaning
those customs, deep roots.

Conclusively, it seems, with her clear embrace of outside customs (liks Clggsroom in
Chapter Five) alongside local customs with “deep roots,” Eva is happy and proud to be
multicultural along with multilingual and to model both for her students. These d@oensushe

clearly takes pride in and she has confidence that her community will notsladentity in the
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face of modernization, a faith that reverses the earlier embraceldhgh tmodern” in both the
OSI/SFN ELP discourse and the partial embrace in the discourses of I(&FRHrograms

and projects. It is equally important to note thaaraised the issue of “modernization” as a risk
to identity, a point which indicates at least some resistance to what “maatemnt brings.

Not everyone was so confident, however. Ana thoughtfully outlined the situation in her
country by linking social change with linguistic change, words which amphigmias’ vision of
both an “ideological” and “linguistic” revolution:

There is now a big debate, for example, in my country about a lot of Anglictsmeg

into [our language] and a lot of people are alarmed about that, | mean, it's the process

everywhere, but I'm telling you about this context, and there’s a lot of oppositibatto t

for all sorts of reasons . . . these words that are coming are words from particular

registers, and these are economy, media, so these are the things that are heyaaed t

imported and obviously they come at such a speed that you cannot invent new words at

such a speed. So we can talk about whether that’'s good or not but just looking at the fact,

this is coming with social changes. It's not just language coming. So we canfthink, i

there is a social change and it's coming with English, that means it'stedpdis not

bottom up, it's coming from somewhere.

Ana’s description of English and social change as “imported” “from somewhganrgjs us back
to the questions of from where, and why. It also brings us back to a starting hypofthbs
study: that OSI/SFN constructs English as necessary for open sociatgdéeauld contribute
to the creation of a supranational identity, in the process, reducing affiliatitnsational
identity, which have too often been the sources of war. Ana helps clarify thisctonrfer us:

If we look at any kind of process of national identity building, there’s alwanygikge

which is a basis, and that is the language which is chosen, you choose one dialect, you

standardize it, it becomes the national language and that’s how it goes.

Ana’s words here help explain the anxiety some participants expressed aboytattteof
English on their languages. Her words further provide a bridge to the next sectienabicipter.

We have heard participants’ views on problems with English they have or have erexjuméer

have heard participants share their views on the role of English in building operespuieti
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have begun to hear about issues of identity, if only tangentially so far. The next them® is
how patrticipants talk about English in relationship to the European Union, which expands on
perceptions of the impact of both on participants’ identities.
English, the European Union, EU Accession, and Participants’ Identities
Several participants readily acknowledged the dominance of English viighielt as
well its work to promote multilingualism. These conversations led, in due time, tosistusf
identity. First, however, participants were steadfast in their perceptidhe dbminance of
English in the EU.
English, the EU, Multilingualism, and Plurilingualism
Lauren spoke first to this issue: “Well, obviously [English] is the dominant |aysguoat,
well, it's been good to see the European Union or at least program initiaties ivétre doing
so much to promote multilingualism in different contexts.” She then went on to sharerkhefwo
her office as it related to the European Union and languages:
| don’t really have enough connection with schools . . . but there is always a discourse
about it and a lot of emails | receive are related to the latest conferenanuotipg
multilingualism or bilingualism and how to make this work. For example, in Kytgyzs
there’ll be an upcoming, we're hoping to organize a conference on languageipolicy
Kyrgyzstan, and there’ll be speakers invited from the European Union to go there and

speak about their experiences in various contexts or even, | think even, more project-
based work.

Lauren’s answer suggests a turnabout from an almost English-only distotire@SI/SFN

ELP documents to a discourse more in line with the linguistic diversity promoted lifcldea
discourses. At the same time, her answer raises a question of identity whigeainem earlier
analysis of constructions of space. Kyrgyzstan, that is, a country in Casimdbut described by
OSI/SFN as a part @urasia, will be hosting a conference featuring EU speakers on language
policy, who will go in an attempt to share their experiences in a context whicip, pteilicted,

“will never, ever be a member,” regardless of how much reform takes pkree This, in spite
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of the fact that Lauren and others view English as the dominant language bf, tvbie
Thomas marks Russian as the lingua franca of the “Stans.” This instance providesnopie e
of the discourse chain of discursively re-scaling space (Fairclough, 2006jeanygerhaps, the
role of language in that process of re-scaling: In the simplest of térans,is something almost
paradoxical about an English-dominated Europe seeking to aid a Russian-dominaiad Cent
Asia (orEurasia?) in the area of multilingualism.

Bianca was equally firm in her constructions of the strength of the role asEmnglthe
EU, but she took care to explain that she meant an “international” version of Englishlikauc
Seidlhofer’s (2005) “lingua franca” standard of English we heard Anaeeagher to as an
exciting direction for ELT:

My anticipation is that English will preserve and strengthen its role afdifiganca of

the European Union. Even now, a simplified variety of English, which is called

“international English,” can be heard in the European institutions and international

meetings. English is already the most widely spoken foreign languagedpezand |

cannot see any challenger in the future. International English is probablyibgdbm

second language of all the European Union nations. It has been and it will remain the

most practical choice for the people of the EU countries who are free to trensd tHe
Continent and to choose to work anywhere on the common labour market.

Like other participants, Bianca emphasizes the practicality of “irtterred English” as a second
language among the nations of the EU; she does not question the dominance of English, the
usefulness of which she highlights especially for people choosing to tral/elaak in the
“‘common labour market,” a phrase embedding within English, if not prosperity, thestat le
employment, and a familiar embedding by now. At the same time, Bianca hatdmsayedn the
relationship between the EU, English, and multilingualism, lengthening fbewdidcourse
chain of linguistic diversity identified in local ELP discourses, a diversityaiaed:

Design of and work on the European projedtsicenetaindeEurolnclusions a personal
example of how English teachers are “affected” by European trends and dexeiopm

While elancenetvas meant for Language Resource Centres offering language services

for widely spoken languages, tEurolnclusiorproject built a portal which gives a
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stronger voice to those language services providers which deal with LWULT [Less
Widely Used Less Taught] languages. The preservation of the LWUiglidaes in a
common Europe is an important issue for many countries and a major preoccupation of
many linguists and language teachers. (Italics in original email)

Bianca identifies the importance of Less Widely Used Less Taugiidaes for a “common
Europe,” which she describes as a part of “European trends and developments,” and ske sugge
these projects impact English teachers, though without specifying thedtingtill, she does
make clear that it is the “linguists and language teachers” of “a common Ewbpeire
working for the “preservation” of these languages, work which stronglyesplithreat to those
languages—the threat, clearly, of a dominant language.
When | asked Magda her views on the role of English in the EU, she took a slightly
different position from Bianca. She also brought up the financial cost of mulalisgn:
Well again, English is vitally important. It's a good thing, though, that tiregean
Union has got all these languages as well, so it’s not English only at all, but rakhjtbre
languages of the European Union are recognized and used and translated into, although
some people say it’s, it's a waste of money, because probably it does cwss laifid

billions of Euros, you know, to have everything translated into all those languages. But of
course, if you speak English, then you get by everywhere now in Europe, everywher

Again the dominance of English in Europe emerges through Magda’s words, though s prais
the EU for recognizing “all the major European languages,” a description wimahiaseously
raises the question of minor languages, the preservation of which Bianca idexgiieémajor
preoccupation” of linguists and teachers. From both responses, we see anotheredibizonrs
emerging both implicitly and explicitly: that of “threat” to the “minar’ LWULT languages,
introduced first in local written discourses. Further, another dichotomggesighe split
between major and minor languages.

When | asked Andrew about his views on English, the EU, and its impact on identity in
the countries of CESEE-fSU, he too remarked first upon the costs of translationreeforag

to the dominance of English and how, in his views, it brings people together:
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We see at work, you know, six students of six nationalities speaking to each other. We
see it on holiday, you know, French, German, Italian tourists who are all speaking in
English, and they’re all one common—you know that they’ve all got the same values.

Andrew asserts the dominance of English without mention of other languagesvitoie
riskily ventures into the territory of English as the carrier of “the saahees,” and in his
context, probably “European” values (“French, German, Italian”), which lddaldiscourses
constructed implicitly as juxtaposed to the non-European, creating, again, &r @feer of
values.

Victoriya, too, was resolute in her view of the role of English in the EU and EU
accession. She explained her views in an email, in the process, discursivedgiagnanglish
into a number of “Western” principles and values, though she also critiqued thesetexdent:

As far as the accession countries are concerned, | think English has a tremeledimus

play to help the accession process. The Copenhagen criteria stipulate that ® #ecom

part of the EU countries should have a stable democratic government, respectdor
rights, market economy, etc. Many of these principles come from the modern-day

Western tradition (although, I still maintain that human rights is not a westemntion),

and leaders in accession countries are in need of resources and expertiséearhelp t

create an infrastructure that is in line with these principles. Thus, Englisstnsmental
in this education and empowerment process.

Victoriya’s answer is logical, clear, and difficult to argue with: Sheris fn her belief that
English will provide leaders in accession countries “with the resources antisxpe help
them create an infrastructure that is in line” with the principles of “modayn#/estern
tradition.” Who can question “stable democratic government” and “respect for hurhem’rig
after all? Concurrently, however, Victoriya’'s answer recalls or¢amisen’s (2006) claims
again: the need for the developing “Other” to emulate the “Western Self” (p. id@)riya’s
answer extends the discourse chain of “the ideal of the International andvdeshé with the

“West” in particular accentuated here.
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Elsa was of the same mind regarding translation costs, the role of EnghshEb tand
its future:

| think, | mean eventually, 50 years, English will be the working language of the

European Union although today it is unthinkable but | think as well especially now with

all the ten new members, English is the language we speak . . . you can’t go on for 50
more years and have those costs for translation . . . you have to have common languages
and | think 80% of that will be English and the longer that goes on, I think English,

maybe to the sorrow of some English, Britains [laughs], they'll feel thaeguiage being
abused [laughs], but really, you speak the language that is efficient for yaur Ruh

again | think the good outweighs the negative of this, maybe I'm wrong, magbgmee

will speak German, French, and English [laughs] or all languages, and viawvaleven

more translators.

Elsa’s laughter may evidence the strength of her belief that, regan@iggminance of English,
“the good outweighs the negative,” and though she believes such dominance may be
“unthinkable today” (though clearly it is not), she is emphatic in her construction blicag
the language of the future.
Jeremy, in contrast, first outlined the history behind the role of English in the B¢ bef
extending its importance spatially and temporally, like Elsa, into the future
So it was a conscious decision by the authorities . . . to break away from one form of
imposed foreign language, which was Russian, to another, not exactly imposed but seen
as necessary, so it was a whole looking to the West rather than to the East . . . so they

were introducing English, so yah, English was seen as sort of the langubagdubite
and the route to a new sort of way of life, really, that they were hoping foragnyw

Jeremy’s and Elsa’s constructions of English “as the language of the funvo&gs inevitably,
again, Falk’s (1994) utopic picture of global civil society, one which mirrors apzetg as we
have seen it and its mission constructed and defined, and one which, in line with Anderson’s
(1983) ideas on nations as “imagined communities,” is grounded in the necessibnohan
language. When | asked Jeremy to characterize the new life or nevastiesaw it, he
continued:

Yeah, well | think [this country] was wanting to break away from Russian dowrnati
and communist, the communist past, and, you know, and join Europe, the rest of Europe,
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which inevitably meant embracing free market economy and democracy and openness
and transparency, and | think an economic aspect was probably central to the whole
thing, they wanted obviously to improve their lot economically, from what they had
before. Whether or not that's happened because of English as a language, it hasn't,
obviously, but without it they wouldn’t have the people necessary to come abroad and
communicate and attract investment from big companies and things. Lots of Europea
companies, | mean, English is the language really of the European Union and the West
and NATO and all the rest of it, so it was possibly part of that, the need to find a new
position because their old paymasters had disintegrated on them and they had to find
some other, some other, something else to attach themselves to.

Here Jeremy extends the discourse chain of English as the dominant langhaegeusopean

Union, to the dominant language of the “West,” “NATO,” “and all the rest of it,'Uthiclg the

future, with the disintegration of the “old paymasters” of communism and the need for the

countries of the CESEE-fSU to “attach themselves to something new.” He footlesr quite

frankly, that the hoped-for economic improvement due to English “hasn’t happened, obviously.”
Along the same lines as Jeremy, Thomas first integrated history into hasnatkgh for

the dominance of English in the European Union while at the same time pointing t® tattle

language, including battles still fought today:
Again, | think the European Union is trying to resist on some levels, there’s way more
combative forces, if you like, in the European Union about English, | think, than
probably, generally, in the international community because you have all the post
colonial states there or ex-colonial states who wanted to build a Francophone veorld or
Germanic one world or whatever and had those, especially with the French, you know, so
you have that or have had that competition for a long time, so here you have the six main
languages of the European Union, the core languages, English is one . . . most of the
people | would meet would be from the Commission, if they’re in this part of the world

they speak English, even if they're French, you know, because it is such, it's the
established language. They've lost [laughs].

Here Thomas creates a compelling distinction between the internatiomaucomyand the
European Union, with the European Commission operating perhaps as the bridge betwee
two while simultaneously being a member of both. Thomas further observes & heat
discussions around English in the EU as fueled by past attempts at building Francophone or

Germanic “one worlds,” thus alluding to ex-colonial states, an allusion whichaweuy if
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intended in the spirit of play (“They’ve lost”), give prominence to the neo-colpoiaers who
have “won.”
Ana, too, acceded to the dominance of English in the EU; she also observed other fall-out
from EU accession and membership, fall-out which leads again to split idemtdiésugperior”
and “inferior” “Others.” First, however, like Lauren at the start of thisieecAna began with
the role of plurality of languages in the EU:

| read some of the stuff, some of the documents, like the European framework for
languages, there’s a lot of talk about, | mean, | think they really don’t know how to deal
with that, but the idea is that the European Union should be this plurilingual—they're
very careful not to use multilingual but plurilingual—people should be plurilingual
individuals, and language learning should be a lifelong kind of activity and we should all
know bits and pieces of different languages and stuff, but in reality, what hapleat i
people tend to use English.

Ana then reiterated the divisiveness brought about by the EU in its decisions about who had me
the minimum standards for accession:

| think of course it's a little ridiculous, just take a look at the countries tha wer
accepted, there’s such a vast difference and I think there are difiessons for which
certain countries have been accepted and not others. It will obviously be thetbase wi
further countries as well. | mean Turkey is such an obvious example.

Ana, like other participants, was keenly aware of the differences between whidhes had

been accepted and which not, and why. She also condemned the impacts on some languages:
| mean, this is what they’re pushing for, that everyone should learn some foreign
languages, but of course, of these two, one will certainly be English and I'ihneure
second one will be German or French, but definitely not Hungarian or Estonian, so again,
| mean, there are second rate languages and these inequalities of cowfected m
language as well. . . . | think the process is already so far away that theldatignages
are losing out.

Ana then spoke enthusiastically again about the idea of English as a lingres Wéth its own

grammar and pronunciation and phonology, but without the idioms of Britain or America or

Australia or Canada, truly an international language in that it is used belh®espeakers
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already and naturally, with their own “mixed” idioms and creative, common vocgblil&ut

in the end, she remained skeptical about the EU, in large part, it seems, because of the

divisiveness in determining which country is a member and which is not. The EagdiVissh

persisted in her discourse, in spite of what she saw as the EU’s attempts to batialigision:
Emphasizing the common but also embracing the diversity, | mean, it's very
contradictory, but, in the teaching of history . . . what is it called, teachingyhatttire
transnational level, which is very evident in the EU, they try to emphasize the
commonalities, the common roots, they downplay any conflicts and they foreground like
anything that was kind of in common . . . it's mainstreaming, it's talking about

Christianity but not Islam, it's again marginalizing some other Othessa Wery strange
process.

Ana’s point here—the priority placed on “commonalities” as opposed to differencbsasuc
“Islam”—calls into serious question issues of identity: what commonalitiegele people or
groups are highlighted, what differences are leveled. To these issuesurnegatticularly
given a hypothesis at the start of this study: that OSI/SFN may cdriShgicsh as way to cross-
cut identities, reduce affiliations with national identity, and createaalsa form of supranational
identity for citizens of open societies.
Languages, The EU, and Identity

Participants had mixed views particularly regarding the creation of a &amagentity, a
construction which in itself is both supranational (though regional rather than gioblal)
guestionable. Ana, above, was very frank in her observation that the European Union, in its
search for commonalities, ends up erasing or “marginalizing some othes Offeillustrate,

she cited the case of the EU’s embrace of “Christianity but not Islamyaenpde which

0 Ana provided one example: “I was sitting with, al,girls, Romanian, Italian, Croatian, and mysetid we
were a little drunk and we were talking in Engliahd the [blank] girl said, Oh, he jumped from tlwankey to the
horse, and we all laughed, and | understood whatrgtant . . . but then they didn’t understand, xygagned, and
then the [other] girl said something which didnake any sense but then she explained, and thernrate
conversation we said oh, the donkey from the hanséd,we started using this, and it became parioEommon
vocabulary ... so these things can develop also.”
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accords with her earlier mention of Turkey’s exclusion from the EU, what #bd tsuch an
obvious example,” in spite of its secular government.

Philip was of the same mind in his thoughts on languages, the EU, and identity:

If you’re shown a picture of, uh, Austria, or, or, or Germany or, or France or whatever,
then you can pretty quickly fit it into your, your schema of, of being Europeaou’ifiey
shown a picture of Norway, if you’ve got any common sense, you can fit gonto

picture of being European, uh, unless you're a Eurofanatic. If you're shown a jpicture
Turkey [Philip falls silent, then laughs]. Yah, well, you know, there are a lot ofifiiis

out there and we in Europe, we're not, um, you know, and geographically, they’re on the
territory of Asia, and, you know, and they’re, uh, uh,pdgr to boot!

Philip, sardonic as always, accents the Othering (in this case, of Muslimts) the process of
EU accession seems unable to escape. | then asked Magda if she percedlfeasheusopean,
which led at first to laughter on her part:

We've got a loooong way to go, we've still got a very, very long way to go befre w

think of ourselves as European. | mean, even myself, if you ask me what you know about
my identity, | would say [nationality] and, well, maybe | would say I'm RBaMvish, I'm
half-Catholic. | would say, | would also say, well yes, | know my grandpaoame

from [a neighboring country] and my other grandparents came from [a differe
neighboring country], | suppose that's what | would answer. And then, if you really
challenge me, | would say, oh yes, I'm European, yes [laughs], oh, by the way, but

don’t think 1 would, you know, give this answer, not in the first, second, third, fourth

place [laughs again].

In Magda’'s answer, despite her appreciation for and knowledge of major Europeag&sgu
she still connects first to national identity, which she sees as far fromedzaurtpough her
country was an EU member at the time of our interview. When asked about the roléisif Eng
on her identity, however, she pondered and then offered the following:
Because | read English and listen to English all the time, obviously | getneh
interested in what's going on in all these English speaking countries, and piibbabl
creates a distance between myself and these very, very uh [nationaliskitshend, and

politicians and ideologies, you know . . . | do notice that when | speak English, you
know, my body language might change &bit.

°1 Unfortunately, | somehow missed following up orsthbint before my IRB approval ran out, but thatiehship
between paralinguistic changes and speaking anlathguage certainly invites more research.
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When | asked Andrew about the impact of English and the EU on identity, on the other
hand, he was short and to the point: “American culture,” he stated, “is a far nindelifog
influence.” In response to a question about the possibility of a supranational identigs
equally curt. “It's not going to happen,” he said.

The impossibility of a supranational identity then became a theme echoed thramghout
interviews. Jeremy described it as follows:

It's just a mode of communication. | don’t think it changes peoples’ ideas of their

national identity. | don’t think it does at all. And the French are still the French and the

English are still the English and the Germans are still the Germans and thegfven

the European Union together for the better half of part a century, and it hasmietesse

national sentiment. There isn’t a supranational, there isn't a common supranational
culture particularly.

For Eva, too, she saw no connection between language learning, EU accession, and identity
Well, we have a very strong sense of belonging to this place, so globalizatiere,
McDonald’s is here, you know, television channels are here, but even the most advanced
countries in Europe like Denmark are very nation—how would | say that? Nation-

focused. . . . Globalization has and will have a very hard job to do here, because we are
very conscious of what we are.

While Eva was conscious and overtly proud of who she and her people “are,” Klara wad amuse
at the thought of language impacting her identity: “The fact that | spegliskflaughs] does
not affect my identity. Well, | speak German, | speak French, and I'm tgarni. Jewish,
Hebrew, Hebrew. It doesn’t touch my identity.” Later she explained that tiilBritish
Council had supported one project for her English classroom, “they didn’t ask to me tebecom
English [laughs].”
Karolina, however, did feel an influence on her identity:
Every experience I've had in the field of teaching English, learning §ngkading
English, reciting English, makes me more open, more tolerant, more understanding, um,
more receptive which is, uh, equally good for my students, because | can becdtee a be

person, and they can all benefit from it. It seems a little bit idezlsti | think | believe
in it.
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For Karolina, English had a noticeable impact on her identity and her sense of hergetfade
her feel “more open, more tolerant, more understanding,” even more “receptive;adwetter
person.” Her analysis differs distinctly from previous assertions madertigipents who felt no
impact upon their identities as a result of English and/or accession or futessiandnto the
EU. Nor was Karolina the only participant to appreciate at least sorhe whpact she
perceived English as having on her identity.
Mihail was at first jubilant when talking about English, but by the end he erpress
definite concern at how English might impact cultural identity, if not his own:
| personally celebrate English becoming a standard of international cooatiomi As |
wrote before, | think it is capable of providing a lot of people with many opportinitie
they couldn't enjoy previously. But it would also be nice to keep it from penetnating i
the realms of other languages too much. The latter spoils authenticity and cdéntidy
of the original languages, at the same time, making English sound alien andrsxsmeti
even ridiculous to a native ear. This trend, if allowed to continue to an extreme, could
lead to a general confusion causing an irreparable damage to the ethnic @blloqui

authenticity and, ultimately, cultural identity as a whole. So, let us exercisgree of
caution and separate the “just” from the “wicked.”

Mihail’'s biblical turn at the end provides an interesting perspective on Brgtiguage use and
overuse, in that, by dint of the latter, he does worry about the risk of “irreparabbgéato
“ethnic colloquial authenticity” and “cultural identity as a whol®verreliance on English is
the problem, then, just as Victoriya described in her human rights in Central Asia.
Mihail’'s feelings were reiterated, too, in some part by Irena, who wriategeemail on
this issue, complicating issues of language and identity yet further:
There are people who are “afraid” of the English language and connect Iy ugtlathe
Americans and the fear of being “invaded” by the English expressions. Tlsdoedra
much talk in [my country], especially after having gained our independence, hbout t
purity of [our] language and there has always been this fight against thehBmgids
that get integrated into our language.

Pure language equals pure identity/ethnicity/nationality to some of the pedgdea’s country,

a country which, like Ana’s, has been through a war whose “sides” were desddvgadthnic,
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religious, and national identity. This is one link between language and identity whechesm
from Irena’s email as well as testament again to the relationshipdretveglish and security: In
this case, the “fight” against English occurs in spite of (or in response taRtgarational
community which uses English as “the path of least resistance” to working torhdten the
Balkans. On the whole, however, Irena’s approach to language and languagele-like t
approaches of most participants, actually—was one of respect and fascination:
As for myself, | think that all the words have their special places and calmatsbe
substituted or translated. One of the things | admire in English (and most probably the
native English speakers will not share my opinion on this matter) is that ptaeeerds
of foreign origin like a sponge. As | see it, English is constantly expanding. [M
language] is at a great disadvantage here. As a small nation, which is ptbbailason
for this, we are desperately trying to make our language something quite “uargle”
“special.” In the attempt to do this, it seems to me that we are gradeaglfiwving our
language of the richness it should have. Although it is a fact that we should gdyéainl

doing our best in preserving [my language’s] words/ expressions as much atepassi
some words are being banned because they have a foreign origin.

In this arena of language and identity, Irena notes another dichotomy betweeh Bndlher
language at least: English, it seems, has nothing to lose by taking in wordsfossithe world
(an image not unlike Ellis Island?), whereas for Irena’s first langusgeportrays people as
almost desperate in their attempts to make it “unique.” Also salient heregttiemoice
“unique” reproduces exactly the Soros International House-Vilnius’ descripticatiohal
identity, which “involves all those characteristics that make someone unique” (R@Aguage
is obviously one such characteristic, and certainly one that for many peopdeasxas integral
marker of who they are, perhaps especially when their language differsife “international
language” of English.

Lauren takes us even farther East. She already illuminated for us caetplicastions
of language, space, and identity when discussing the language contextyastgng Here is

more:
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In Kyrgyzstan, it was interesting because people were so surprised &ofdireigner

who could speak Russian, because not many people could, but now you have more Peace
Corps volunteers who are going directly into the villages and they don’t know Russian,

and they learn Kyrgyz and a lot of the Kyrgyz think this is just the most warhdeirig

in the world, but at the same time, there are a lot of ethnic Kyrgyz who don’t speak

Kyrgyz very well because they grew up in Bishkek and only learned Russian, and this is
always a point of tension.

This story illustrates a number of points, not only the re-scaling of spacel¢kghr, 2006)
through the geopolitical construction of “Europeanizing” Central Asia as Cénirasia, as
highlighted by Lauren’s discussion of the upcoming conferences. It further showRussvan
remains a lingua franca “in the Stans,” to quote Thomas, so much so that some Peace Corps
volunteers speak better Kyrgyz than ethnic Kyrgyz who grew up in the capitaibiye
Russian was dominant. Lauren also told me how she was at first dismissed y¥ Katignals
when she spoke Russian, until they discovered she was a foreigner. At thaRpssdwas
the language which allowed for the cross-cutting of identities, just ag/Kyvas for the Peace
Corps volunteers. The multiple impacts of language on identity in this examptescapable.
And so they were too for Dora, who, when asked about the impact of English and EU
accession on her identity, imparted a Latin proverb which she expressadfiesfirst language
before translating it into English: “The more languages you speak, the more yeople.”
Here there seem to be no contradictions or conflicts of identity, unlike, for instangen’s
example of Kyrgyzstan. Dora, rather, by turning to this proverb, lends us a visiarofgasted
identities, one tucked into another, with each identity, each known language, availaise s
needed or chosen. This is another participant perspective we need to hearsblikeidh |

close this section with it.
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Time, Teaching, Ownership, Responsibility:
How OSI/SFN Has Impacted Participants’ Work and Lives
In this, the last section of this long chapter, | draw together the remaining tivanls
emerged from interviews with my research participants. Time, as one ofrttatisee
components of building political societies, becomes important in this section ialseags: |
first address how participants talked about education, teachers, teachingyraimd lduring the
time of the Soviet Union, in order to unravel to a very small extent assumptions wé\Neshe
may hold about those days and places, the education system of which was totalized in the
OSI/SFN ELP discourse as “rigid,” “inflexible,” “very old and ineffectivehere teachers were
“mired” down and struggling with all they lack. Some participants did confirm, evén wit
anguish, the “mental torture” of those times, as we have heard. Yet Harvey (5996), a
paraphrased in Fairclough (2006), reminds us that “the construction of a cartograpégesf s
time [e.g., the countries of the CESEE-fSU pre-1989] is simultaneous with auctiost of a
repertoire of social practices, social relationships, power relationshipe, (80g. gender)
identities and values” (p. 22). These constructions as applied to the countries df Eastean,
South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union vary dramatically. In myeatsy | learned
that in many cases, Western perceptions of these space-time practicakiaadinder
communism differed distinctly from those who had lived and experienced the same, asd it w
those same Western perceptions that helped create the space needed fit ax&l/Sther
development organizations to move in with their money and begin the process of developing (
Westernizing) so critical to their work. Most vitally for this study, &swhose perceptions, too,
which allowed Western aid organizations like OSI/SFN to take responsibilitigé infusion of

English and ELT by means of supranational language management.
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After | share participants’ perceptions of life under communism, | nex¢ $toav
participants constructed the differences between state education and thid&gadcrcation
(“Community,” 1999) offered through OSI/SFN, a view which serves as a backdrop to
participants’ exc