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ABSTRACT 

 

In this dissertation, I draw on comparative studies of English to establish a framework for 

looking at how Portuguese studies and teaching are shaped by political economies, 

cultural hierarchies, and educational institutions in Brazil and Cape Verde. I examine 

how English and Portuguese are constructed as world languages and how English and 

Portuguese rhetorics shape language teaching. People who are locally engaged contest 

these global constructions. As a result, diverse peoples construct a world language by 

adopting, adapting, resisting, and transforming it in specific locations (Pennycook). First, 

I identify compositionists in the U.S. with what I call a rhetoric of multilingualism in 

which teachers of English should view English in relation to other Englishes and other 

languages. Secondly, I examine how the transnational organization for Portuguese-

speaking countries perpetrates lusotropicalism—Gilberto Freyre’s social theory of the 

Portuguese exceptionality to create a hybrid culture in the tropics. Despite fostering 

adaptability to local cultures, peoples, and languages, Freyre’s lusotropical rhetoric 

eschews diversity by maintaining that a culture and a language should promote 

homogeneity. Then, I analyze the linguistic contexts, educational policies, and data 

gathered from questionnaires and interviews with language teachers in Brazil and Cape 

Verde. In light of higher education expansion and the maintenance of excellence, I argue 

that language teachers should promote the writing of Portuguese as a rhetorical 

construction in which grammar and mechanical correctness is only one aspect of writing 
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instruction. Lastly, I propose the use of code meshing as a pedagogical strategy in 

academic discourse because it values language in its diversity and its relation to other 

languages. I argue that students’ multilingual strategies deserve a place in academic 

writing. The rhetorical construction of language in academia could also become 

multilingual—globally networked and locally engaged. This study contributes to the 

internationalist discussions about how to teach writing in different languages and 

educational contexts. 
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PREFACE 

 

I am Brazilian and I speak Brazilian Portuguese as my first, home, and school 

language. Because I am a southerner born in Rio Grande do Sul, I speak a regional 

dialect—Gaucho Portuguese. I also speak English; Brazilian middle-class children 

usually learn foreign languages. And it was in English that I was introduced to 

composition. I was intrigued about writing composition in my English classes.  However, 

I learned Brazilian Portuguese grammar and read Brazilian literature. The compositions I 

remember writing in Portuguese were the usual beginning-of-the-year assignment about 

vacation. Of course, the assumption was that if students knew grammar, they would be 

able to write well in Portuguese. In fact, I attended a prestigious catholic school that 

would prepare me to join the public research university that is entirely subsidized by the 

government. Indeed, I was one of the lucky few who knew that enduring the five-day 

examination would guarantee me access to the university. And I did it twice—once to 

study Portuguese and English and their literatures and a second time to study Law.  

Writing English compositions during high school seemed fake to me. Perhaps 

because I considered English a borrowed language, the topics I wrote about were never of 

my true interest—computers, transportation, fashion. They never spoke of my Brazilian 

background in the deep rural south of Brazil, or even my city experience. My writing in 

English was always about something that a cosmopolitan city dweller should know; it 

seemed like a promise of someone I would become if I learned the language well. In 
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college, writing in English became challenging. One of my professors, Maria da Graça 

Paiva, taught English language (grammar), but always made sure that we would write 

drafts and then go to her office hours to talk about our writing. That was her practice, 

neither the university nor the department policy. She had studied for some time in South 

Africa and she brought a lot of excitement to the teaching of English. Her attention to 

students in her office hours and her dedication made me enjoy writing as a process of 

discovery. But she was alone in this enterprise. Another professor who had arrived from 

her post-doctorate in the US would enter the class and just tell us what incompetent 

writers we were; she never explained the ways in which we were failing as writers. 

However, in Portuguese, literatures, and linguistic classes we discussed how language is 

used to segregate, to create new concepts, to empower people. Unfortunately, English and 

Portuguese discussions were disconnected. We thought about the process of writing, the 

ways we become good writers in English, while we thought about the social issues 

surrounding language in Portuguese. We studied English as a foreign language and did 

not identify with it in our daily lives, and that may be why writing seemed fun but not 

fundamental to our formation as teachers of languages. 

When I became an English teacher, I wanted to learn more about the teaching of 

writing. My curiosity brought me to the Rhetoric, Composition, and the Teaching of 

English at the University of Arizona. I suddenly felt that I was in the right place because 

all the discussions about language and power were also about writing. But for people who 

navigate disparate worlds and languages, there is no safe port. Like sailors, we enjoy the 
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journey and the temporary stays at different ports. We easily embrace the shuttling across 

languages. As a result, I wanted to take the generative discussions in English to my other 

safe port—my Portuguese language.   

In this dissertation, I attempt to reconcile English writing and my Portuguese-

speaking background to demonstrate that experiences in various languages inform 

speakers and writers’ being and thinking. As a result, it also shapes our writing. I frame 

this dissertation with what I call a rhetoric of multilingualism and a lusotropical rhetoric 

to represent these two diverse views on the languages I speak, teach, and live in. I 

examine world languages as codes used by various peoples in varied situations and 

locations. British scholars David Graddol and David Crystal claim that world languages 

are peoples’ first, second, or official language. These languages contribute to the 

development of international cultural relations by spreading the literature, science, 

business, ideologies that they sponsor. English, Chinese, Hindi/Urdu, Spanish, Arabic, 

and Portuguese are among the six most spoken world languages. My interest lies in how 

people engage with such an overarching construction of language by adopting, adapting, 

transforming, and resisting that very language (Pennycook). First, I define how English 

and Portuguese are rhetorically constructed according to multilingualism and 

lusotropicalism. Then, I examine the scholarship on linguistic diversity and educational 

policies in Brazil and Cape Verde. Moreover, I collect data through questionnaires and 

interviews with academics in Brazil and Cape Verde. In doing that, I examine how the 
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rhetorical construction of English and Portuguese affects the ways in which scholars, 

policy makers, and teachers imagine the contested space of language use. 

Thus, in the first chapter, “Rhetoric of Multilingualism: Expanding World 

Englishes,” I explain what rhetoric of multilingualism is and how it has been proposed as 

a more inclusive paradigm when teaching students with diverse linguistic backgrounds. A 

multilingual rhetoric sponsors the idea that the teaching of English should be viewed in 

relation to other Englishes and other languages; it refutes monolingual ideals, questions 

the centrality of Anglo-American English, and expands World Englishes pluralization. It 

is a fruitful space to think about the relation among Englishes and other languages. In 

doing so, I advocate for a paradigm shift in the teaching of languages. Instead of teaching 

language to monolingual speakers and writers, I believe we should envision our students 

as multilingual speakers and writers. This perspective helps monolingual students 

understand and negotiate an increasingly multilingual world whereas it benefits 

multilingual students who are expected to learn monolingual rhetorical strategies. I draw 

on Min-Zhan Lu’s definition of multilingualism as involving any individual who speaks 

different dialects of the same language or more than one language. If we consider 

multilingualism as the default linguistic characteristic of students and teachers alike, we 

have to rethink the teaching of language accordingly. Teachers should pay more attention 

to the intersection of the languages or varieties of languages students speak in and outside 

of the classroom because these languages inform students’ interests, linguistic 

competency, and resistance towards academia’s univocal linguistic standard. I challenge 
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language teachers to pay close attention to the rhetorical choices students make as they 

shuttle across languages.  

 In chapter two, “Lusotropical Rhetoric: Resisting Linguistic Diversity in World 

Portugueses,” I move to the world of Portuguese and introduce lusotropical rhetoric—the 

accommodation of Portuguese values when in contact with other cultures by promoting 

univocality. Here I am interested in the transnational organization that promotes the 

union of the Portuguese-speaking countries because they share a common language and a 

common history of colonization. I examine how ideals of hibridity sponsored by 

Brazilian social theory of the 1950s seem to be alive. Gilberto Freyre coined the term 

lusotropicalism to solidify a Brazilian identity in which various peoples, with deep 

regional, ethnic, and cultural differences come together as one people. I posit that the 

Community of the Portuguese-speaking Countries functions to eschew diversity by 

promoting Freyre’s lusotropical homogeneity. In examining both rhetorics (multilingual 

and lusotropical), I negotiate their differences by juxtaposing them. It is important for 

multilinguals to examine the contradictions that diverse rhetorics sponsor to consciously 

shuttle across the languages and choose how to interpret, apply, and live their 

philosophies. 

 In chapters three and four, “Effacing Multilingualism in Brazilian Portuguese” 

and “Re-envisioning Language Education in Cape Verde,” I examine the linguistic 

diversity, educational policies, and pedagogical practices in the teaching of Portuguese in 

Brazil and Cape Verde. At this point I would like to clarify my choice. I pick these 
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countries because they are dear to me. I am Brazilian and my husband is Cape Verdean. 

My life is not only a negotiation of my professional interest in rhetoric and the teaching 

of writing, but also a linguistic negotiation of meanings in the languages I encounter at 

home. I speak Gaucho Portuguese, my husband speaks the Barlavento variety of Cape 

Verdean Creole as his native language and European Portuguese as a second language, 

and we both speak English as a second language. Ultimately, what is at stake here is how 

Brazil and Cape Verde present a diverse linguistic formation. In Brazil, despite linguistic 

diversity, the common rhetorical trope is that we all speak a univocal Brazilian 

Portuguese. However, Brazilian Portuguese is a site of contention, clash, and adjustment. 

Unfortunately, teachers seem to reinforce that academia is for the few who master 

prescriptive grammar. In Cape Verde, two languages are spoken in different spheres—

European Portuguese is the public language for speaking and writing while Cape Verdean 

Creole is the private spoken language. Not only I examine the linguistic context of each 

country, but I also analyze educational policies. To substantiate my claim I examine 

pedagogical practices. I collect data from interviews and questionnaires that teachers in 

higher education in both countries have completed. I have a small sample from each 

country because I was interested in how the rhetorical framework of lusotropicalism 

reflects in the classroom. The limitation of this kind of approach is that I did not 

triangulate the information offered by teachers with classroom observation or the 

information that students could provide. My intention is not to paint a detailed picture of 

the classroom, but to have a general understanding of how the projection of Portuguese as 
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a world language might be present in the classroom despite the documented linguistic 

diversity of each country. I posit that while the scholarship describes linguistic diversity, 

policies and teachers discourage the use of dialects and other languages as an asset to 

academic writing. 

 In chapter five, “Code Meshing: A Transcultural Rhetorical Strategy for 

Multilingual Contexts,” I propose that the linguistic and rhetorical negotiations 

multilinguals experience in their daily lives become part of the teaching of writing. I 

analyze Vershawn Young’s use of code meshing in which he shuttles between what he 

calls White Vernacular English and Black Vernacular English. Indeed, in Young’s work 

code meshing is a strategy to write academic discourse. Code meshing is a blending of 

dialects that may encourage students to view their local languages as prestigious varieties 

of a standard language (Young). Perhaps code meshing is a linguistic strategy that could 

become a pedagogical practice for multilinguals and monolinguals. By examining the 

philosophies and rhetorical strategies that are important for the languages we speak, we 

might find a compromise—a way to write our ways of thinking in academic writing. I 

argue that language teachers should value (1) language in its diversity and its relation to 

other languages and (2) multilingual students’ rhetorical strategies by re-envisioning the 

rhetorical construction of language in education. In doing so, we create a place for 

linguistic diversity and for students who shuttle across dialects and languages in 

academia.  The rhetorical construction of language in academia could also become 

multilingual—globally networked and locally engaged. I designed this project to examine 
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the larger context in which the teaching of writing happens—the internationalist 

framework that embraces multilingualism and the one that contains linguistic diversity, 

the views linguists sponsor on linguistic diversity, and ambivalent educational policies. In 

doing so, I want to position teachers not as sole inventors of their trade, but as individuals 

that sponsor the multiple rhetorical constructions of the dialects and languages they speak 

and write. 
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CHAPTER ONE: RHETORIC OF MULTILINGUALISM: EXPANDING WORLD 

ENGLISHES 

 

Multilingualism is, and has been, a normal part of social life for most people, both 
now and in the past. Modern multilinguals look with surprise on those who 
believe that a single language will serve them better than several, and they can 
hardly imagine so isolated an existence as implied by one language or barely 
believe that monolinguals can be satisfied by talking to people identical, more or 
less, to themselves. (Bailey 334) 

  

Multilingualism is an exciting language usage default, and like Richard Bailey, I use 

multilingualism in a broad sense as the ability to communicate in more than one 

language. I do not distinguish bi-/multilingualism since speaking two languages entails 

participation in multiple dialects and speech communities. In addition, communicative 

competence in two languages can possibly generate communicative competence in the 

dialects, creoles, or pidgins of those languages making the understanding of two 

languages into the understanding of multiple nuances of two languages.1

Certainly Bailey romanticizes multilinguals’ relation to monolingual standards. 

Nor does Bailey account for the fact that we, multilinguals whose first language (L1) is 

not English, need to consciously shuttle our ways among different languages and the 

 So Bailey 

portrays multilinguals as residents of several language communities “now and in the 

past” and wonders how monolinguals can lead such a dull, lonesome life accompanied 

only by their kind. In this scenario, monolinguals resemble hermits trapped in their 

inability to connect to others while multilinguals exhibit a multitude of connections. 
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cultural perceptions attached to them.2 From understanding inanimate objects through 

gender categories (a “table” takes a female gender in Portuguese—mesa) to ordering 

syntax elements (the phrase “the red shirt” in English follows adjective-noun order and “a 

camiseta/camisola vermelha” in Portuguese follows the noun-adjective order), 

multilinguals who speak romance languages and English conceptualize life in varied 

ways on a daily basis. And yet, we usually find ourselves in academia because we strive 

to make sense of a monolingual world, and try (most of the time to no avail) to conceal 

the several ways in which our thinking and using of languages are intertwined, 

convoluted, entangled, innovative, creative. Sometimes our connections are meaningless 

to monolingual speakers, sometimes poetically touching because of our adapting and 

borrowing from different languages. Despite our perceived shortcomings and exoticism 

in relation to monolinguals, Bailey’s vision suggests that multilingualism should be 

looked upon, if not as the language usage default, at least as an asset.  

Bailey investigates the history of the English lexicon from a multilingual 

perspective. Describing each historical period having a multilingual background, Bailey 

claims that the history of English words reflects its multilingual background. He does not 

deny the eighteenth and nineteenth century beliefs of foreignisms characterized as 

“unimportant, invasive, empowering, destructive” (334). In fact, he points out the 

anxieties about lexicon change as English comes into contact with other languages 

around the world. His major claim is that no matter what sentiments and how protective 

of a national language scholars have been, English words reflect the encounters of 
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multilingual speakers. One of Bailey’s illustrations includes “words such as chocolate, 

maize, potato, and tomato [which] were once exotic words that the English borrowed 

from the Spanish and Portuguese as they raided their ships” in the early modern period of 

exploitation and conquest (340). If the multilingual history of English words could 

enlighten our daily uses of languages, Bailey might suggest that upholding a monolingual 

paradigm cannot thoroughly represent who uses the language and how they use it. Hence, 

to create effective classroom pedagogies, we should acknowledge and include teachers’ 

and students’ multilingual background.  

Many scholars envision multilingualism as a default language model for the first-

year composition classrooms. For example, Min-Zhan Lu suggests pedagogies that 

perceive English grammar usage as rhetorical constructions of a reality composed by 

many languages—Chinese, Chinglish, English—instead of structural errors in a single 

language—Standard US English (“Essay” 22). A. Suresh Canagarajah also invites us to 

consider how other languages influence English and how students and scholars negotiate 

rhetorical moves in Standard US English (“Place of WE” 598-599). Bruce Horner and 

John Trimbur challenge even more forcefully linguistic homogeneity. They propose “an 

internationalist perspective capable of understanding the study and teaching of written 

English in relation to other languages and to the dynamics of globalization” (“English 

Only” 624). From this multilingual perspective, they suggest that a keen understanding of 

other languages, of knowledge making in other languages, and of Englishes around the 

world would be fundamental to the teaching of first-year composition.  
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In this chapter, I examine the multilingual movement in English—how scholars 

have been thinking the relations of languages in the writing classroom. I want to 

contribute to this internationalist perspective that envisions first-year composition 

classrooms as multilingual spaces where various Englishes and languages meet written 

Standard US English (always a second language—L2). 3 Hence, I investigate how the 

scholarship in sociolinguistics about Englishes around the world have contributed to the 

foundation of what I call a rhetoric of multilingualism in composition studies and how 

compositionists envision multilingualism to be an asset and the default characteristic of 

classroom settings. First, I question the call for English as a lingua franca (ELF) by 

characterizing English as a worldly language.4 I do so to forefront the ways in which 

people have transformed, resisted, adapted English in various parts of the world. 

Secondly, I examine how the creation of the term World Englishes (WE) helped scholars 

theorize on the strategies of multilingual English speakers around the globe. I posit that 

the term needs revision because it still considers the position of Anglo-American English 

to be central. Thirdly, I investigate how compositionists expand WE scholarship to 

counter the perception of linguistic homogeneity in the US classroom. They posit that as 

multilinguals shuttle between languages, they make rhetorical choices based on their 

linguistic background. 

In doing so, I posit that a multilingual paradigm shift in the first-year composition 

classroom would uphold linguistic diversity as the norm and, in turn, value multilingual 

students’ linguistic strategies.  As teachers and students shift their perception of English 
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as ELF or WE to Englishes in relation to other languages, a multilingual paradigm will 

counter the idealization of monolingual speakers. The model of monolingual linguistic 

competence often dominates how people perceive multilinguals’ strategies as off-center. 

Lu points out that the ideal L1 speaker is immersed in “the kind of ‘demeanors’—accent, 

lexicon, grammar, rhythm, pitch—that appeal to the few with the cultural, political, and 

economic capital to dispense ‘job and educational opportunities’” (“Living-English 

Work” 607). What if L2 speakers cannot uphold an L1 speaker or writer ideal? Will their 

accent, lexicon, grammar, rhythm, and pitch mark their professional and cognitive worth? 

Valuing only monolingual practices in the classroom causes inequality because it does 

not prepare monolingual students to understand linguistic diversity and it does not 

prepare multilingual students to learn how to understand their transcultural rhetorical 

practices. With a multilingual paradigm shift, transcultural rhetorical practices would 

become part of effective language teaching in composition classrooms. 

 

English: a Worldly Language 

One way of thinking about the off-center position of multilinguals is to examine 

how scholars theorize about the proliferation of English around the world. A pertinent 

question might be how such a widespread use of English still perpetrates univocal 

language standardization when the language is forged by contact with other languages. In 

this section, I examine the worldly aspect of English—a language molded by various 

groups of speakers and various local histories. I draw on Australian sociolinguist Alastair 
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Pennycook’s use of the term “worldliness” (examining the status of English in relation to 

other languages) to expose the asymmetrical power struggle between English and other 

languages.  

Anglo-American economic and political expansion has promoted the English 

language around the globe. The spread of European languages around the globe over the 

last 500 years has shown us how local languages become worldly languages. From the 

fifteenth century, Europeans imposed their languages as they moved across the globe to 

expand, to conquer, to trade, and to migrate. Portuguese, Spanish, French, Dutch, and 

English speakers sailed to the African, Asian, and American continents. As the local 

languages of Europe were transplanted and imposed on other continents, contact with 

other (local) languages transformed them. While the English Modern period shaped 

nation-states in Europe around a monolingual paradigm, the exploration and colonization 

of other continents expanded this monolingual paradigm to a multilingual one. It is this 

phenomenon that makes English into New Englishes, a pluralized form of its 

monolingual version. In the 19th and 20th centuries, the British Empire has contributed to 

this phenomenon by displacing the Dutch in South Africa, taking over Singapore, New 

Zealand, and Hong Kong among other territories, and taking part in the “scramble for 

Africa” in West and East Africa (Barber 235; Svartvik and Leech 6). Similarly, American 

English has influenced language choice because of its economic, military, and scientific 

leadership in the 20th century. English has impacted the world with both industrial and 

electronic technological revolutions (Svartvik and Leech 227). These geohistorical events 
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have promoted the world-wide expansion of both American and British Englishes. This 

linguistic expansionist model is filled with power struggle.  

Pennycook proposes describing English as a worldly language to question the 

power struggle that happens when languages are promoted, transplanted, or imposed. The 

term “worldly” implies a mundane, entangled, messy way to understand language. 

Instead of “World English,” he uses the expression “worldly English.” In the first 

expression the noun English is modified by another noun world that is functioning as an 

adjective, “world English” becomes the English language (either Anglo-American or 

ELF) that is used around the world. Pennycook modifies the noun world into an adverb 

worldly in the latter expression, “worldly English.”  As a result, English does not 

superimpose its presence around the globe but it is also modified by its adverb worldly. 

By doing so, Pennycook situates English not as an immutable language to be studied 

apart from its contact with other languages, but as a language shaped by concrete 

interactions among speakers of English and speakers of other languages. As worldliness 

modifies English, the ideal of monolingualism (understanding one another through one 

univocal language standard) fades away. Rather, the concrete everyday relations of 

speakers of multiple languages take center stage. The entanglement of language use 

becomes visible as discomfort and power struggle mark how speakers shuttle among 

languages, concepts, social constructions.  

Because worldliness is a phenomenon that happens to local languages in contact 

with imposed languages, asymmetrical power struggle define language contact. In 
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“Beyond Homogeny and Heterogeny: English as a Global and Worldly Language,” 

Pennycook defines English worldliness as a “site of resistance, change, adaptation and 

reformulation” in which multiple languages are celebrated and reconstructed to ensure a 

sense of linguistic ownership (15). Indeed, for Pennycook, it is impossible to think of 

English in isolation from local contexts. English cannot fit a monolingual ideal, cannot 

happen in isolation from other languages because it has travelled the world and resides at 

many places where people also speak other languages. For that reason, asymmetry 

characterizes this worldliness. Pennycook elaborates on asymmetrical power relations 

based on Walter Mignolo’s theory of local and global designs: “Local histories in which 

global histories are enacted or where they have to be adapted, adopted, transformed, and 

rearticulated” (qtd. in Pennycook 15). In the UK and the US, English has been a local 

language; when it is transferred to other locations, it represents a global design. Thus, 

English, originally a local language, is imposed as a global design to communities that 

use other local languages. Asymmetrical power relations take shape when English and 

other languages coexist. For Mignolo, as speakers of other languages use English, they 

engage with it and transform it. This transformation happens asymmetrically as speakers 

of local languages adapt, incorporate, and/or resist contact with English. Using, 

mastering, resisting, changing the new language are ways to balance the asymmetry. 

Mignolo’s concept of language change in which local languages adapt, transform, resist 

English as a global design explains Pennycook’s assertion of worldliness as an 

asymmetrical power struggle among English and other languages.  
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To expose the asymmetries of languages in contact, Pennycook describes two 

ways in which scholars theorize the widespread use of English around the globe—the 

homogeny and the heterogeny positions. Here I briefly explain both positions; however, I 

analyze the homogeny position in this section and reserve the next section to analyze the 

heterogeny position. On the one hand, Pennycook calls the advocacy for one standard of 

English the homogeny position. He asserts that homogeneity entails the standardization of 

the language and culture of the center as they are spread around the globe (7). The 

imposition of an Anglo-American standard, or any Standard English around the globe, 

counters the idea of worldliness. So, it is not the international spread of English that 

makes the language worldly, but rather a position that asserts a more organic 

understanding of language. On the other hand, Pennycook names the ramification of 

Standard English into numerous Standard Englishes as the heterogeny position (8). 

English becomes Englishes; nevertheless, the many differences among Englishes still 

refer back to Anglo-American English as the connecting bond among them all. For 

Pennycook either position (the homogeny of the Anglo-American Standard or the 

heterogeny of various English standards) are oblivious to “power and struggle in 

language” (8). While the first position denies the influence of local languages, the latter 

denies the existence of global forces (Anglo-American English) imposing patterns on 

local standards. Both positions reinforce the illusion that there is neutrality in English or 

Englishes around the world. 



29 

 

The homogeny position calls either for the centrality of Standard Anglo-American 

English or Standard ELF. First, I examine the centrality of Anglo-American English. A 

sociolinguist from South Africa, Rajend Mesthrie claims that English has a multilingual 

history that should gain central stage; however, he contradicts his claim when he asks for 

the centrality of the history of British English to better understand contemporary English 

in South Africa.  To support his claim he takes us in a historical journey of language 

contact and transformation. About the Old English period Mesthrie writes, “The 

languages of Anglo, Saxon, Jutes, and Frisians were first […] indigenized in England” 

(389). I applaud him for bringing the multilingual beginning of English to the center of 

discussion. However, concentration on the history of British English weakens his point. 

Mesthrie treats England as the center of present and past English: “England has been, and 

remains, the most significant of [language] stopping points” (381). Mesthrie’s insistence 

on keeping the British linguistic history at the center supports the idea that no other 

language history is significant to the understanding of WE. I believe Pennycook would 

respond to that by stating that Mesthrie’s tendency to suppress local linguistic histories 

would “miss crucial aspects of the global spread of English” (8). 

Mesthrie might have missed that contact between English and other languages 

and the geohistorical location define which historical linguistic features shape language 

transformation. Let me illustrate this point with a lesser known story about English in a 

small town called Americana in Brazil. The town’s linguistic history is founded on 

southern American English roots and the influence of Brazilian Portuguese.  Located 
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northwest of São Paulo, Americana was founded by southerners from the US who were 

defeated in the American Civil War in 1865. Even though the community is now 

bilingual, these expatriates from the US conserved their southern American English of 

the nineteenth century (Trudgill 42-43). I would think that local linguistic aspects are 

more significant to make sense of English in Americana than the history of the language 

in England. In fact Peter Trudgill, an English linguist in Switzerland, points out that a 

study of English used in Americana would serve to reconstruct “the history of English in 

the southern United States” (43). In this example, the local linguistic history of speakers 

in Americana would shed light on the formation of lesser-known versions of world 

Englishes. Thus, although British English holds a tremendous importance in the spread of 

English around the globe, it may not be vital to understanding English everywhere, 

certainly not in Americana. The languages that border English also define how English 

continues to have various multiple histories that are crucial to understanding English 

linguistic features around the world. Hence, I see the worldly characteristics of English as 

a way language and its meanings intertwine with peoples’ realities and their languages. 

As evident in Americana, the other characteristic that might ensure worldliness to English 

is its location—the geohistorical place where English encounters other languages.  

In response to the global expansion, some speakers of the dominant dialect feel a 

need to preserve a single standard, perhaps to ensure speakers of tangible borders and 

territories of their modern languages and nation-states. Prescriptive teaching has set 

Anglo-American monolingual standards as the default English standard. The study of 
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language as a monolingual phenomenon has promoted one dialect (Anglo or American 

dialects) as a prestigious standard. The belief that language belongs to the elite, a nation-

state, or a race has informed descriptions of English as a monolingual phenomenon up to 

today (Milroy 25).  

Secondly, scholars who embrace the homogeny position may also call for another 

world standard, ELF. David Crystal, a leading British linguist, suggests that English will 

be the global lingua franca. Even though the standard to uphold may not be Anglo-

American, there will be one global standard for international communication for 

business, commerce, consumer culture, science and technology (xii). He argues that 

multilingual speakers will need to favor intelligibility in the international arena rather 

than L2 identity based on nation or region to uphold a single global standard for English 

(145). Identity gives way to intelligibility; instead of valuing group identity, people 

should value international communication. Crystal suggests that local cultures, 

knowledges, expressions should be put aside in order for people to have a common 

language and understand one another. People should restrain their ways of being to 

uphold the greater common goal to communicate with various peoples. The problem with 

this model is that there will be a group that will determine what standard of ELF should 

be uphold by all. Indeed, sterilizing people’s languages will not end linguistic power 

struggles. Effacing English contact, locality, and widespread use may contribute to the 

world status of ELF, but will not silence questions on language legitimacy, ownership, 

and standardization. 
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Anyway, privileging one ELF standard may not be an easy task when most 

speakers of English are L2 multilingual speakers. Nowadays, English represents the most 

widespread European world language. 5 It functions as L1, official code, and L2 for 

international business and/or education. In the US, linguist and contrastive rhetorician 

Muriel Saville-Troike posits that far more people speak English as L2. She quantifies 427 

million people speaking English as L1 against 950 million people who speak English as 

L2 (7). Because L2 speakers of English outnumber L1 speakers, it seems plausible to 

assert that English proliferation mostly happens in L2. That is to say not only nearly one-

third (1/3) of the world population (1,377 million people) speaks English, but also most 

English speakers identify as L2. Besides having business or educational purposes for 

learning English, L2 speakers also communicate in various other languages. Thus, most 

English speakers are multilinguals.  

My point is that English stands as the most widespread world language because of 

L2 multilingual speakers. Let me contrast English to a non-Western language—

Chinese—that has more L1 than L2 speakers. Even though statistics show that Chinese is 

the most spoken language in terms of L1 speakers, Chinese L2 speakers are few. Chinese 

speakers are 1,215 million people. Over 1,200 million people speak Chinese as L1 and 

only 15 million people learn Chinese as L2 (Saville-Troike 7). The figures for L1 and L2 

speakers are significant because they demonstrate the penetration range a language has 

beyond its L1 communities. Thus, in spite of the Chinese standing as a leading language 

in numbers of L1 speakers, the high figures seem contained among L1 speakers. The 
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worldwide spread of a language seems mostly determined by L2 speakers. A possible 

interpretation of this data is that to impose one standard of ELF for multilingual speakers 

around the globe may not be feasible. The higher the number of multilinguals who speak 

English around the globe, the more English will be shaped by local languages. 

Consequently, the spread of L2 speakers who are multilingual makes English worldly—

various peoples own English, different peoples in various locations communicate in 

English in varied ways, and people’s local languages and cultures shape their use of 

Englishes.  

Multilingualism may revamp the way scholars think about modern languages. 

According to David Graddol, modern languages will be doomed by the year 2050. One 

reason for his prediction may be that the doom reflects the fact that English as an L1 will 

drop from second to fourth place as English speakers are outnumbered by Hindi/Urdu 

and Arabic speakers (The Future). Most probably, though, Graddol is pointing to the 

disintegration of a monolingual paradigm to all modern languages. In the case of English, 

the Anglo-American centrality or even an ELF centrality will not be enough.  A world 

populated by migration, porous borders in nation-states such as the ones in Europe and 

Latin America, intensive international trade, and continental coalitions may strengthen 

the value of multilingualism and shift our understanding of modern languages. Graddol’s 

“main message is that the globalization of English isn’t going to happen the way 

[monolinguals] expect it to” (Wallraff). Perhaps now is the time to consider the fact that 

monolingual paradigms for modern languages will become unsustainable when most of 
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the speakers of any world language are multilinguals—people who shuttle among many 

languages and dialects.  

The rhetorical construction of English as a worldly language better frames what 

happens to English around the globe because it counters the idea of either Anglo-

American or ELF centrality. Pennycook focuses on how languages should be examined 

as they contact other languages in specific geohistorical locations. That examination can 

highlight the entanglement that is characteristic of locations where various peoples speak 

multiple languages and dialects. Intelligibility among all peoples who speak English is an 

ideal that imposes a global standard on local standards usually forged by the contact of 

English and local languages.  

 

Anglo-American Centrality in World Englishes 

In this section, I review the advantages of the “World Englishes” model arising 

from its attention to features in local Englishes. Then, I concede that such a model still 

hinders language ownership because it places Anglo-American English at the center of 

language relations. I draw on Pennycook’s assertion that asymmetrical power struggles 

also happen when various Englishes still relate to Anglo-American English. He calls this 

asymmetry the heterogeny position. The heterogeny position is marked by how one 

Standard English becomes pluralized.  

Recent studies about English around the globe have been focusing on other 

standards of English. Scholars have paved a multilingual context for English by 
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theorizing about various Englishes and their multilingual contexts. In the 1980s and 

1990s, scholars have mapped the English-speaking world according to nations and 

geographical locations where English serves as the native and official language. Among 

the locations where English standards are different from Anglo-American English, 

scholars point to Ireland, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, South Asia (India and 

Pakistan), Southeast Asia and Hong Kong, East Africa, Southern Africa, West Africa, the 

Caribbean, and the Pacific. Linguists investigate these local standard Englishes as well as 

pidgins and creoles in order to find ways to name the languages and their speakers, and 

thereby to promote a multilingual model to understand language(s) use (See Bailey and 

Gorlach, 1982; Cheschire, 1991; Barber, 1993).  

Since the 1980s, multiple Englishes have been examined and documented. During 

this time, linguist Braj B. Kachru coined the term “World Englishes” (WE). The coining 

of WE was a fortunate scholarly maneuver in his life. By defining WE, Kachru captivated 

a vast audience of linguists around the world who were investigating and trying to name 

the phenomena in which local Englishes were moving away from Anglo-American 

standards. The term WE affirms the idea of English as a worldly language as it indicates 

the numerous locations and contexts in which English is used. In other words, to a certain 

extent the term “World Englishes” questions the centrality of Anglo-American English. 

Since then, second language acquisition linguists have explored the possibilities and 

limits such a term offers to the ownership of English.  
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Kachru creates this umbrella term to promote awareness of power struggle over 

language. In doing so, he ambiguously emphasizes and at the same time questions the 

centrality of Anglo-American English. While a unifying notion in the term “World” 

adheres to the idea of globality, of universal intelligibility among speakers and writers, 

the term “Englishes” diversifies the language into smaller clusters such as Australian 

English and Indian English. On the one hand, “World” represents a centripetal force as it 

pulls the language to a center—Anglo-American Standard or ELF. The global design of 

fast capitalism pressures communities to learn English. And one should learn English as a 

coherent body of language that could be understood by an ideal Anglo-American speaker 

or writer. To a certain extent, English should be contained from the influences of other 

languages to be part of WE. On the other hand, “Englishes” represents centrifugal forces 

that pull the language variety away from its core. Multilingual users start shuttling 

between local Englishes and local languages. The pluralized form of Englishes pulls the 

language away from the core—Anglo-American Standard. In this physics’ representation 

of centripetal and centrifugal forces, there is an area called inertia. That is where the 

equilibrium between forces rests. Inertia works to balance global design and local 

language. Inertia would be the one point of balance between the centripetal forces that 

pull “Englishes” to be more similar to Anglo-American Standard and the centrifugal ones 

that pull “Englishes” to resemble more its locality. However, inertia is always ideal. Even 

when L2 teachers and theorists find in WE a name for their experiences and a prominent 

space to investigate various Englishes, purists keep Anglo-American English central to 
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the debate. However the efforts to elevate the varieties of Englishes to an equalitarian 

standpoint in relation to Anglo-American Standard, speakers and writers of Englishes 

seem to be usually measured against it. 

Nonetheless, WE become the term that asserts the value of varieties of spoken and 

written Englishes around the globe celebrating their distinctive linguistic traits, and 

cultural and socio-political characteristics as well as rhetorical strategies. When Kachru 

coins WE, founds and co-edits the journal World Englishes (a journal devoted to 

Englishes around the world), the argument for the recognition of the Englishes spoken 

and written by multilingual L2 speakers takes scholarly shape. While these varieties of 

Englishes differ in each continent and country, they seem to grant English worldliness.   

Kachru investigates the contexts in which Englishes are appropriate or considered the 

norm, contexts in which an English Standard relates to local uses of English and local 

languages. Kachru charts the worldwide spread of English measured against Anglo-

American norms. In his 1985 article “Standards, Codifications and Sociolinguistic 

Realism: The English Language in the Outer Circle,” Kachru divides English language 

usage around the globe in order to challenge readers to re-think the ownership of ELF. 

Kachru offers three distinct circles: the Inner Circle consists of the native English-

speaking countries such as Australian and the U.S; the Outer Circle consists of the former 

colonies such as Jamaica and India; and the Expanding Circle are countries that adopt 

English as an L2 language for business or education such as China and Brazil, but do not 

have a history of British colonization (see illustration 1). 
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Illustration 1. Kachru’s Circles of English (Crystal 61).  
 

By drawing these circles, Kachru elaborates on the position and power of 

countries that adopt English as L1 or L2. The circles represent how the farther away from 

the Inner Circle a country is placed, the farther away that variety of English will be 

recognized as legitimate in the Inner Circle—the core. The center represents what Lu 

calls appropriate “English demeanor”—linguistic and rhetorical traits valued in 

educational and professional sites still in the twentieth-first century (“Living- English 

Work” 607). Consequently, the farther away speakers are located from the center, the less 

educational and professional opportunities they might have. While L1 speakers in the 

Inner Circle may argue for one or the other variety of proper English, they are invested in 

the national ideal of monolingualism in education, business, and government as a 

reference point for language usage. In the Outer Circle, former colonies strive to keep 



39 

 

English as the language of education, since the local varieties and mixes of languages 

abound in the spoken sphere. Ownership of English is an issue for these countries since 

they keep their Englishes as spoken languages, but adopt one of the Inner Circle 

Englishes as a written standard. The countries in the Expanding Circle portray a more 

fragile idea of ownership; they are the ones which adopt an Inner Circle language model 

and try to adapt their spoken and written English. While they keep national identity 

related to their native languages, they learn English for scientific, professional, and 

academic advancement. Hence, the illustration of the circles reifies the Inner Circle as a 

metropolitan ideal in which the periphery (the Outer and Expanding Circles) is 

marginalized. The circles help perpetuate the idea that language is owned by the ones 

located at the core. The circles capture the idea that language is conceptualized from the 

perspective of L1 speakers.  

 Yamuna Kachru encourages a revision of this model by claiming shared 

responsibility for making meaning among writers in the three Circles. In “Cultural 

Meaning and Contrastive Rhetoric in English Education,” Yamuna Kachru posits that 

several studies in contrastive rhetoric have shown us that 1) L1 varieties of English differ 

from each other, 2) other languages have rhetorical characteristics not shared by the 

native varieties of English, and 3) usually the Western rhetorical tradition is the measure 

to investigate other rhetorical traditions. She argues, “While it is perfectly legitimate to 

raise the consciousness of [L2] writers regarding preferred English rhetorical patterns, it 

is equally legitimate and desirable to raise the consciousness of editors, publishers and 
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other professionals regarding the different rhetorical conventions of users of English” 

(344). Her claim for equity among varieties of Englishes suggests that, in the Inner Circle 

countries, there should be a raised awareness about the rhetorical characteristics used in 

the Outer and Expanding Circles countries. I would add that the knowledge of the 

rhetorical practices and writing styles of other languages besides varieties of Englishes 

would foster even more equitable knowledge sharing if monolingual writers and readers 

of English cared for expanding their rhetorical practices.  

The shared responsibility of making meaning requires that speakers and writers of 

Anglo-American English acquire a deeper understanding and knowledge of varieties of 

Englishes and other languages. When Y. Kachru advocates for shared responsibility of 

making meaning, she posits that speakers and writers of Anglo-American English should 

be versed in other languages as well. They should become multilingual. She writes, 

“Instead of putting all the responsibility on the writers from the wider English-using 

world, the readers from the native English-speaking world must share the responsibility 

of making meaning” (344). Anglo-American readers should become more fluid readers to 

encounter texts written by multilingual writers and understand the rhetorical strategies 

they use to make meaning. This practice would promote language equity and a broader 

understanding of language worldliness.  

Moving beyond “Standard English” to “World Englishes” has been a significant 

step in thinking about how globalization affects the way spoken and written varieties of 

Englishes are perceived, judged, and welcomed. WE counter the purist view that 
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Standard English can only take one form, or the even more oppressive belief that “non-

standard” varieties of Englishes in the US or elsewhere cannot produce knowledge. It is 

true that WE defy the assumption that one needs to master the discourse of the Anglo-

American metropolis to engage in the production of knowledge. In specific contexts, the 

knowledge of Englishes can grant more communicative competence than just the Anglo-

American variety. Nonetheless, Canagarajah points out that “the recent geopolitical 

changes have altered [the] relationships and assumptions” proposed by the circles 

(“Negotiating the Local” 199). The relations between Inner and Outer Circles became 

more porous as they interact more (his illustration is the call centers in India in which 

costumers in the US negotiate language with customer service representatives in India). 

Moreover, there are native varieties in the Expanding Circles (Chinglish). The L2 

population in the Outer and Expanding Circles is larger than the population of L1 

speakers in the Inner Circle. However, the Inner Circle is still the center of the circles. 

Presumably, the farther one falls from it, the more our experiences become irrelevant to 

the center. As Pennycook suggests, this heterogeny model does account for less 

inequality, but it does not end power struggle among Englishes and local languages. 

Even though WE were coined in the 1980s, scholars have not yet created a better 

term to define the movement of the English language around the world. A more purist 

view of this phenomenon attempts to create terms that make many Englishes around the 

world get closer to an Anglo-American standard. British scholar Tom McArthur, a 

contributor of many dictionaries including The Oxford Guide to World English, has 
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recently coined the term English Language Complex (ELC). However, ELC does not 

pluralize English varieties. ELC hides plurality or complexity behind the term “English 

Language.” If it is one language, how can it portray the numerous ways in which the 

language has vitally been transformed, adapted, and updated by local languages and 

contexts around the world? The term “complex”—a whole composed of interconnected 

parts—does not suffice to address all the nuances of various Englishes, dialects, creoles, 

pidgins. Other languages are not interconnected parts of the English language. 

In a way, ELC reinforces the metropolis myth that if L1 speakers can still 

perceive the language as English, then the integrity of English is maintained. In this case, 

what ELC does is to reaffirm the centrality of a monolingual paradigm. McArthur posits 

that the English language has become complex because of the elusive nature of L1 and 

L2 users around the world (including territories in Great Britain and the US): “We live in 

a time when the classic divisions [native, second, and foreign speakers] describing users 

of English are becoming ever hard to maintain” (57).  The definitions of English speakers 

have always been invested in representations. The classic divisions are just not inclusive 

enough to represent how English speakers see themselves anymore. 6 However, to 

preserve the centrality of an Anglo-American monolingual paradigm, McArthur does not 

want to challenge the cohesion of the English language. The ELC term indicates that 

speakers of diverse Englishes should always have in mind that their standards are 

peripheral in relation to the English language (and no other language). I am afraid that his 
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recent proposal to replace the term WE will not gain momentum; emphasizing the 

centrality of Anglo-American English will not keep Englishes contained.  

As I have established, even though WE problematize the centrality of Anglo-

American English in relation to language ownership, it may not suffice to destabilize that 

position. Power struggle over language ownership shapes how the periphery (Outer and 

Extended Circles) perceive their local Englishes as lacking in relation to Anglo-American 

centrality (Inner Circle). Still, by coining the term WE, Kachru makes visible other 

Englishes and creates a forum for scholars to investigate the plurality of Englishes around 

the world. Here, I turn to rhetoric and composition theorists of English. They have been 

promoting the knowledge of other Englishes and other languages in order to investigate 

pedagogical practices that might better serve a multilingual college student population. 

These scholars shift the conversation of WE. Instead of presenting speakers and writers 

of other Englishes and languages as “lacking” in relation to Anglo-American English 

speakers and writers, they claim that their rhetorical moves should be part of our teaching 

practices.  

Rhetoric of Multilingualism 

 A multilingual reality, as Bailey suggests, is not a myth or a far-fetched ideal. It is 

an everyday routine for many students and teachers alike. Conversely, linguistic 

homogeneity has been a trope used to secure the position of Anglo-American standard 

English as a norm that all English speakers and writers should emulate. Because 

multilingualism is not the default mode in language education, scholars who envision 
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possibilities for this model incessantly counter pervasive ideals of monolingualism. 

Under such circumstances, rhetoric and composition scholars use multilingualism as a 

new trope to not only refute monolingual ideals and question the centrality of Anglo-

American English, but also to expand WE pluralization. In doing so, these scholars 

establish a fruitful space to reflect about the relation among Englishes and other 

languages in the writing classroom. Their studies amplify the concept of multiple 

Englishes into the rhetoric of multilingualism. 

Scholars who refute monolingualism in the US classrooms as a myth make us re-

think the composition classroom. They generate research on how multilingual writers 

(novice/experts, students/teachers) negotiate the text and their language background to be 

successful writers. Moreover, it makes us imagine a new paradigm for our pedagogies 

and research agendas.  They make us wonder about the multilingual paradigm in the 

classroom. And make us re-imagine Englishes in relation to other languages to reflect on 

the lived reality of English writers. Along with scholars in our field, I want to further our 

understanding of the rhetoric of multilingualism.  

I propose the rhetoric of multilingualism as a way to counter monolingualism and 

the ways it stiffens multilingual production. In a way, multilinguals would not need to 

conceal the ways they negotiate languages as they teach and write.  Multilingualism 

should shape composition classroom pedagogies in order to better serve multilingual 

students. In turn, these pedagogies would also serve monolinguals who need the skills to 

further understand and better negotiate an increasingly multilingual world. 
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Multilingualism should be viewed as the default language characteristic of our students 

and should inform the way we teach. Conceivably, reinforcing a multilingual paradigm 

will generate a more inclusive and egalitarian pedagogy for multilinguals and a world-

class education for monolinguals. 

 In this section, first, I use Kaplan’s classical text to point out that compositionists 

have investigated how the learning of writing is intrinsically related to the language 

background of the writers. Secondly, I contrast Kaplan’s work to Canagarajah’s recent 

work to emphasize that a multilingual parameter applies to students and scholars who 

shuttle between various rhetorical situations. Thirdly, I posit that the assumption of a 

monolingual classroom has caused compositionists to persistently counter 

multilingualism. 

 Robert B. Kaplan’s study in the mid 1960s starts the connection among linguistics 

and composition studies on multilingualism in the writing classroom. Kaplan’s 

contrastive rhetoric study became a seminal piece on how other languages shape writing 

competence in Standard US English. Kaplan raised the question on how cultural 

differences shape logic and thinking by analyzing international students’ writing. In 

“Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-Cultural Education,” Kaplan launches the dynamic 

contrastive rhetoric movement by arguing that teachers will be better prepared to teach 

US academic writing to L2 students when they understand students’ diverse rhetorical 

patterns. 7 Kaplan urges compositionists not to rank the rhetorical systems, but instead to 
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understand the differences among them. By doing that, they would help students 1) 

bridge rhetorical differences and 2) be successful writers of Standard US English.  

First, Kaplan suggests that teachers could use contrastive rhetoric not as a method 

but as knowledge base to better understand students’ writings and, in turn, to teach the 

process of composing academic writing in the US. This would shift the pattern of English 

immersion (thinking and writing only on the target language) to a pattern that accepts the 

shuttling between languages that students do. Kaplan acknowledges that this is a 

characteristic of L2 writers, even though the aim is to “correct” the shuttling between 

languages. Kaplan’s second suggestion is that L2 writers’ successful final product should 

approximate that of L1 writers. The goal is to teach writing effectively—not only make 

L2 student writers feel competent, but also ensure their L1 audience understands their 

texts. Kaplan’s work continues to be a reference because he shifts the focus of L2 

teaching from sentence level to whole text. Besides, he realizes that multilingual writers 

transfer and accommodate rhetorical patterns from one language to another because they 

shuttle between rhetorical strategies.  

Kaplan’s interpretation of the data was consistent with linguistic assumptions in 

the 1960s. Despite his innovative insight about how students transfer rhetorical patterns 

from their first language, he segregates cultural rhetorical patterns by measuring them 

against the linear standard attributed to the US cultural thought pattern. Unfortunately, 

this 1960s mode of thinking is still present in recent literature. Canagarajah points to the 

work of Helen Fox as an example of how scholars still explain multilingual writers’ 
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difficulties as L1 interference (“Shuttling” 589). Anyway, for the sake of this argument, I 

reproduce here Kaplan’s diagram since it still represents some current beliefs. See 

illustration 2 for a better visual of Kaplan’s idealization of textual organization. Kaplan 

attributes visual lines to paragraph organization: a straight line symbolizes the Western 

thought and squiggly lines represent four other language groups (Semitic, Oriental, 

Romance, and Russian). Circular or zigzag lines represent unclear reasoning, and are 

deficient in comparison to linear texts (“Patterns” 21).  

 

English Semitic Oriental Romance Russian 
              

 
           
Illustration 2. Diagram of Linguist Patterns (Kaplan 21). 

 

Simplistic diagrams cause stereotyping and over-generalizing. When the 

paradigm becomes Western linear patterns, contrastive rhetoric serves to exclude students 

from knowledge making in academia. First, it categorizes bilingual, multilingual, 

immigrant, international, ESL students in one group named “non-native” writers against 

the ideal L1 writer—the linear thinker. Secondly, it represents the cultural thought 

patterns of other languages from the samples of students’ writings disregarding the fact 

that students are novice writers and may not be representative of rhetorical practices in 

their L1. Moreover, the norm of a linear line is a myth. Not to mention that vast groups 

are reduced to doodles. “Researchers since Kaplan’s time have made it clear that 
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professional [L1] English writers do not, in fact, necessarily write in a straight line,” 

Ilona Leki points out, “There are numerous variations apparent in a normal English text” 

(127). In his representation, Kaplan assumes that L2 writers simply transfer L1 rhetorical 

strategies without creating anything new from their knowledge of L1 and L2 (“Shuttling” 

590-591). 

Nonetheless, Kaplan’s early study functions as a springboard for linguists to 

investigate rhetorical patterns of languages other than English as a way to understand 

how multilingual writers think and compose. He writes,  

The patterns of paragraphs in other languages are not so well established, or 
perhaps only not so well known to speakers of English. These patterns need to be 
discovered or uncovered and compared with the patterns of English in order to 
arrive at the practical means for the teaching of such structures to non-native users 
of language. (21, emphasis mine)  
 

Kaplan suggests that compositionists should learn about other rhetorical traditions in 

order to effectively teach Standard English. Hence his best contribution to the teaching of 

composition is to suggest equality among rhetorical patterns. William Grabe and Kaplan 

write that teachers should learn about students’ rhetorical traditions because “different 

composing conventions do exist in different cultures and these different conventions need 

to be addressed in teaching composition” (276). If students are multilingual, the 

assumption should be that students’ various languages will contribute to the way they 

organize information on a page and create sound arguments. Thus, compositionists 

should understand how rhetorical patterns in other languages contribute to students’ 

reasoning.  
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Compositionists today continue to make the call for learning rhetorical patterns 

that influence multilingual writers, but, fortunately, the call has been updated since 

Kaplan’s time. Linguist and compositionist Canagarajah expands Kaplan’s early study. 

Canagarajah calls Kaplan’s model an inference model. In the inference model, L2 

rhetorical patterns interfere with L1 rhetorical patterns. Both L1 and L2 languages seem 

to follow monolingual patterns in which none of the rhetorical patterns gets fused. A 

writer either uses rhetorical patterns from L1 or L2 and these patterns are easily 

identifiable in their texts. The assumption is that multilingual writers can only process 

one language at a time. Canagarajah complicates this idea. What he proposes is a 

negotiation model in which the writer is located within both languages rather than within 

a single language at one point in the thinking process and then within another language at 

another point in the thinking process. He describes what he calls the negotiation model as 

“the study of the movement of the writer between languages” (“Shuttling” 590). 

Canagarajah proposes such model to explain how multilingual writers “shuttle… 

creatively between discourses to achieve their communicative objectives” (591).  

By proposing the negotiation model, Canagarajah goes beyond the investigation 

patterns proposed by Kaplan. He examines the rhetorical situation of composing whole 

texts in a specific genre published in L1 and L2. Thus, Canagarajah complicates the 

research: researchers need to understand both L1 and L2, the written samples should have 

a similar relevant context, and the writer should be able to write for an L1, L2, L1/L2 

audience. His evidence is a comparative analysis of the discursive practices of a writer 
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who composes research articles in English and in Tamil considering three different 

rhetorical contexts—local publication in both Tamil and English and international 

publication in English. He analyzes some pertinent issues multilingual writers negotiate 

when composing: 1) location of the thesis and how explicit it should be, 2) the 

explanation of the purpose of writing, 3) audience captivation or invitation into a text by 

opening the discussion, 4) reasons to cite and discuss previous work, and 5) ways to 

conclude a text. He asserts, “Authors are not conditioned by discourses to use them 

passively. They negotiate with them to use the competing literacy conventions on their 

own terms” (“Shuttling” 600). In this study, Canagarajah analyzes not only texts, but also 

the rhetorical situations that inform the writer’s choices when composing in different 

languages for different audiences. The rhetorical situation determines the choices 

multilingual writers make. So, it is crucial for a writer to identify the stakes present when 

writing—audience, genre, purpose, context, and available means of persuasion. 

Admittedly, novice writers will be more puzzled when facing these variables for the first 

time while expert writers can more consciously choose the rhetorical patterns that will 

more effectively persuade their audience. 

Composition researchers who investigate how multilingual writers compose and 

what pedagogies best accommodate the rhetorical strategies multilingual students use 

increased during this decade. However, in spite of the different eras, I chose Kaplan’s 

work in the 1960s and Canagarajah’s work in 2000s to point out that anxieties about 

multilingualism should be central to the field of rhetoric and composition. On the one 
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hand, Kaplan states that only linguistic studies on the sentence level cannot address the 

complexities multilingual students face when writing in L2; research should focus on 

rhetorical choices students make to understand best practices. On the other hand, 

Canagarajah suggests that beyond investigating student writing, we should be looking at 

published texts of multilingual writers to learn the various rhetorical strategies involved 

in negotiating languages. Research on students’ writing alone cannot explain what 

happens when multilinguals write.  

However, Canagarajah understands the need to continue research on multilingual 

writers in other contexts and also in the classroom. He points to the marginalization of the 

teaching of L2 writing in composition studies. Perhaps because L2 writing is the last skill 

to master compared to listening, speaking, reading, scholars “believe that composing 

processes are universal and that multilingual students have to be brought to the position 

of displaying the same skills as L1 students” (Critical Academic Writing 24). 

Multilingual writers are not monolingual writers, he asserts. Their differences need to be 

acknowledged and privileged in the writing classroom if teachers are to consider the 

classroom as a site for equalitarian language awareness. He also points out that neglecting 

L2 writing teachers may have prevented research about multilingualism in the classroom 

to flourish. “L2 scholars have adopted a dependant/receiving relationship with L1 

composition scholars, borrowing theoretical and research knowledge for their 

instructional purposes, contributing little that is original to the theory and practice of 

writing/literacy,” states Canagarajah (Critical Academic Writing 24-25). To counter the 
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dependence on L1 research, he suggests the transcultural strategy of code meshing as a 

way to accommodate Englishes in academic writing and a starting point for what Bruce 

Horner and John Trimbur call “the radical project of engaging with multiple languages in 

English composition” (“Place of WE” 587). 8 Hence, we should consider linguistic 

diversity in the composition classroom as the norm to effectively address multilingual 

writers’ strategies. 

Moreover, assuming that US classrooms are populated by monolingual writers 

has triggered more anxieties around multilingualism. If we have to teach multilingual 

strategies, does that mean that we should not enforce Standard US English? Or why 

should we teach shuttling strategies to monolingual students who write in Standard US 

English? Many questions are raised on how to preserve the integrity of the language and 

at the same time teach strategies to shuttle among languages. Canagarajah does not reject 

an academic Standard US English, but he values students’ Englishes and multiple 

languages and wants to accommodate them in his pedagogy. He believes that “classes 

based on monolingual pedagogies disable students in contexts of linguistic pluralism” 

(“Place of WE” 592).  He patiently suggests that monolingual US classrooms are a myth. 

Because of that he posits that compositionists should 1) prepare themselves for 

multilingual classrooms and 2) should prepare students to face linguistic diversity. 

Teachers and students should go into the writing classroom knowing that they share one 

trait—linguistic diversity. That should be the basic premise to teach writing. 
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As compositionists, we cannot assume US classrooms to be monolingual spaces 

anymore. Paul Kei Matsuda deconstructs the myth of US classrooms being safe havens of 

“native speakers of a privileged variety” of US English (“Myth” 639). He posits that 

efforts are made not to envision pedagogies that address linguistic diversity but to tame 

what is perceived as wildness: erratic grammar constructions. Mostly, he is concerned 

about the placement of international students in composition courses. Nonetheless, he 

extends his argument to international and national L2 speakers as well as students of 

underprivileged English varieties. He argues that the creation of remedial courses, basic 

writing classes, and writing centers do not tame linguistic diversity, even though they 

create safe spaces for language differences to thrive. He summons “all composition 

teachers …to (re)imagine the composition classroom as the multilingual space that it is, 

where the presence of language differences is the default” (“Myth” 649).  

If linguistic diversity is the norm in the classroom, then compositionists who 

assume the classroom to be a monolingual space need to rethink their position. 

Canagarajah posits, “If each of us can acknowledge that we are novice speakers of the 

other’s variety, we will make efforts to develop competence in it (if necessary for our 

purposes) without expecting the other to defer to our own variety as the universal form” 

(“Place of WE” 590). In this passage, Canagarajah examines the classroom as an 

equalitarian space for different codes. Teachers’ and pupils’ codes are both valued. This 

equalitarian vision of classroom codes resembles Kaplan’s summoning of composition 
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teachers to learn the rhetorical patterns students bring to the classroom to understand their 

language choices and decisions. 

What we have so far is limited research that addresses multilingualism as a 

default paradigm in the classroom and a faulty assumption that US classrooms are 

populated by monolinguals. Horner and Trimbur want to change this situation by 

proposing a multilingual paradigm shift. In “English Only and U.S. College 

Composition,” Horner and Trimbur define a multilingual paradigm shift as “an 

internationalist perspective capable of understanding the study and teaching of written 

English in relation to other languages and to the dynamics of globalization” (624).  They 

propose a paradigm shift in which written English exists in relation to other languages 

and other Englishes. Besides, they invite scholars who teach Standard US English to 

envision the latter as one variety of English among an array of other Englishes and one 

language among other modern languages. The realization that Standard US English has 

been outnumbered by WE and that knowledge making happens among modern languages 

would serve as an asset in language education: students’ linguistic diversity would not 

need to be tamed; instead, it would be utilized as a resource to write and produce 

knowledge.9 

Horner’s and Trimbur’s call for multilingualism does not seem to represent a 

colonizing attempt  to impose Standard US English on other peoples and countries, for 

they question the monolingual paradigm that imposes Standard English on varieties of 

Englishes inside and outside the US. Unless the ideal of Standard US English is 
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problematized, more equitable language relations cannot be developed. One way to invest 

in the paradigm reorientation is by examining how multilingual individuals shuttle across 

cultures and languages, what transcultural strategies they use, and how they negotiate 

varied rhetorical and educational priorities and assumptions. A paradigm reorientation 

would provide a comparativist understanding of contexts, languages, and meaning 

making in more than one language which would better represent the experiences of 

multilinguals. 

Refuting a monolingual paradigm, Horner and Trimbur endorse “the benefits of 

an actively multilingual language policy” (600). They posit that “[t]here are cross-cultural 

and multicultural readers, syllabi with discussions of globalization, and a growing interest 

in how writing is taught in other countries” (624). They suggest that research on 

multilingual students and other writing traditions validates learning strategies of language 

users. Unfortunately, the linguistic and cultural differences of multilinguals have been 

considered a deficiency or a limit in their ability to communicate or write (Canagarajah, 

Critical Academic Writing 11). Only a paradigm shift of the kind Horner and Trimbur 

advocate could change the perception that multilingual students fall short of rhetorical 

strategies to cope with higher education standards. Thus, they advocate “draw[ing] on 

students’ interests and existing linguistic resources to design bilingual programs of study 

that seek to develop students’ fluency in more than one written language and the 

possibilities of moving between the modern languages” (“English Only” 622-623). The 

argument for fluency in another modern language is addressed to compositionists in the 
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US to consider the international and multilingual relationships formed by students who 

speak other Englishes and other languages. 

In addition, Horner and Trimbur emphasize that language teaching should not 

only stand in relation to other languages, but also in relation to the politics of 

globalization. In doing so, they summon postcolonial and neocolonial countries to rethink 

their language education. In the second half of last century, decolonization movements 

upheld the status of local knowledge and languages against Western ideals of global 

design. However, the insistence on the teaching of prescriptive grammar counters 

decolonizing movements. It emulates the importance of an Anglo-American Standard 

(Canagarajah, “Accommodating Tensions” 196). Impeccable grammar, correctness, set 

genres and formats, linguistic homogeneity are ideals to tame the wildness of linguistic 

diversity. 

The generative space of multilingualism cannot be tamed by prescriptive 

grammar. In turn, descriptive grammar would be regarded as a model for language 

education. One such example is Min-Zhan Lu’s compelling argument for responsible 

multilingualism. In “An Essay on the Work of Composition: Composing English against 

the Order of Fast Capitalism,” Lu posits that teachers should think of language “errors” 

as rhetorical choices students make. By analyzing “errors” as rhetorical choices, 

compositionists would be using language responsibly. Lu asserts that living languages are 

dynamic, and compositionists need to attend to such dynamics to help students develop a 

rhetorical sense of the contested relations of linguistic practices.  
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Lu illustrates her claim by analyzing the rhetorical choices of a worker in China 

who creates the phrase “Collecting Money Toilet” instead of using the standard phrase 

“public restroom.” She explains how the worker engages and grapples with the global 

and local varieties of Englishes and Chineses to meaningfully attend to various 

audiences. In the above phrase, “Toilet” stands for “restroom”; it is a matter of figuring 

out what word would best suit the occasion. The concept of paying for using basic 

services provided by the government is translated into “collecting money.” This requires 

an extreme complex understanding of capitalism and communism. A service cannot be 

public if it involves charging money in a communist country. However, with capitalism 

the “collection of money,” the charging of money for public services becomes the new 

practice. Juggling the different languages and economic systems, the worker does a 

wonderful job to avoid what for him seemed like an oxymoron. How can basic public 

services be charged? Lu understands that if compositionists dismiss multilingual creative 

moments as simple “errors” to be corrected, they are not attending to the dynamics of 

languages responsively and responsibly. Instead, compositionists would be endorsing a 

monolingual paradigm oblivious of contextual relevance as they reinforce standardized 

versions of prescriptive grammar and rhetorical correctness. 

A decolonizing movement promotes local knowledge in response to colonialist 

efforts to standardize it. Even though Horner and Trimbur promote these conflicting 

movements, globalization and local oppositional affiliations and practices, their contested 

dynamics illustrate how the idea of a worldly language is not rhetorically viable without 
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concurrent attention to local knowledges, languages, contexts, and rhetorical strategies. 

Multilingual students shuttle between globality and locality to develop multiple ways of 

creating meaning, synthesizing contexts, and utilizing transcultural rhetorical strategies. 

Having a multilingual paradigm shift would ensure more inclusive practices in higher 

education in which students’ languages, varieties, and dialects would be acknowledged.  

 

Conclusion 

 World Englishes set up a paradigm of multilingualism that acknowledges that 

languages are globally networked and locally engaged. This paradigm is important in 

thinking about language learners as well as languages. Multilingual students have rich 

cultural networks and situations to draw upon, and we need to attend to how language 

learners negotiate those networks and situations if we want to learn from them and with 

them.  If as Bailey suggests, “multilingualism is…a normal part of social life for most 

people,” then we need to carefully think about incorporating the linguistic strategies used 

by multilinguals into our pedagogical practices (334). The natural use of various 

languages and dialects should also become part of the classroom to counter the pervading 

belief that only monolingual strategies are successful for academic writing.  

 Rhetoric of multilingualism counters the positions that a core Anglo-American 

English informs the perception of other Englishes and other languages as off-center, even 

though they might still be prevalent. The homogeny position promotes the concept of an 

ELF—a language sterilized of peculiar local cultures, expressions, syntax constructions. 
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It advances the idea of various peoples upholding one language standard. The heterogeny 

position promotes various standards of English, but still relates them to Anglo-American 

English perpetuating asymmetries.  The rhetoric of multilingualism might address the 

shortcomings of both positions. It implies that teaching English writing needs to be in 

relation to other Englishes and languages to “accommodate more than one code within 

the bounds of the same text” (Canagarajah, “The Place of WE” 598). Here, English is 

placed as one of the languages that are present when multilinguals write. By bringing 

other languages’ strategies, rhetorical modes, ways of thinking, students create texts 

differently than monolinguals would. The realization that a monolingual paradigm cannot 

address the needs of multilingual writers drives this dissertation.  

In chapter two, I examine another worldly language. Portuguese was introduced 

to the peoples of Africa, Asia, and the Americas before English. Portuguese history as a 

contact language provides a comparative case study. While scholars of English envision a 

multilingual paradigm in which teaching practices should accommodate linguistic 

diversity, heads of state and scholars of Portuguese imagine a transatlantic homogenous 

space for the Portuguese language. I analyze how the creation of the Community of 

Portuguese-speaking Countries reinforces the ideal of a lusotropical homogenous culture 

and language despite the large linguistic plurality of Portuguese speakers and writers. An 

organization with the scope of the Community of Portuguese-speaking Countries should 

focus on the multilingualism salient in Portuguese-speaking countries to foster 

cooperation and validate peoples’ languages, varieties, dialects, and creoles. The analysis 
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of the Community of Portuguese-speaking Countries will function as context to examine 

teaching practices in Brazil and Cape Verde and how teachers in higher education are 

addressing linguistic diversity. 

In chapters three and four, I examine the diverse linguistic contexts of two 

member countries of the Community of Portuguese-speaking Countries—Brazil and 

Cape Verde. First, I examine the brief history of linguistic diversity in both countries to 

contextualize specific educational policies and situate classroom practices. Then, I 

analyze how teachers perceive students’ linguistic diversity. By examining the perception 

of linguistic diversity in these sites, I want to further the argument that language teaching 

should accommodate the rhetorical strategies of linguistically diverse students.   

In chapter five, I propose the transcultural strategy of code meshing as an 

effective language use that should be incorporated as a pedagogical practice in the 

writing classroom. I examine how multilingual contexts should accommodate the 

classroom practice of code meshing—seamless combination of codes as effective 

academic prose. In order to use the practice, teachers and students need to deeply 

understand the context, the formation, and the rhetorical practices that each code offers.  

As a result, code meshing is an exercise of knowledge making in which the writer needs 

to feel comfortable with the idea that meshing is not a deficiency or simply linguistic 

immaturity. Besides, the writer needs to understand the possibilities and nuances of the 

codes, to choose from the rhetorical strategies at hand, and to know the limitations of an 

audience who does not partake of both codes. The purpose of code meshing is to come 
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into writing to share various identities, to not hide the multiple ways in which 

multilinguals envision and make sense of the world. This last chapter is a suggestion of 

the possibilities that acknowledging multilingualism in the classroom can generate. 

 

Notes

                                                 

1 Min-Zhan Lu exemplifies my point when she describes a Chinese/English speaker in 
China who shuttles various Mandarin dialects, Standard US English, and Chinglish. Even 
though one could claim that he is a bilingual speaker, Lu posits that the multiple contexts 
for Chinese and English define his multilingualism (“Essay” 22). 
2 First language (L1) refers to a language acquired during childhood, usually before 
puberty. While a child may acquire more than one first language, usually the languages 
acquired after puberty are considered L2—second or foreign languages. The Critical 
Period Hypothesis defines L1/L2 nomenclatures as a biological barrier after puberty for 
the acquisition of language (Trimbur, “Dartmouth” 158). 
3  For a discussion on how the learning of writing resembles the learning of an L2, see 
Trimbur, “Dartmouth” 158. The ability one has to use the written language meaningfully 
and analytically comes after puberty. If we consider the Critical Period Hypothesis, 
biology determines that the meaningful and analytical use of written language should 
function as L2 (Trimbur, “Dartmouth” 158). 
4 Lingua franca refers to a language that is used as a common link for communication 
when people speak different languages. “Lingua Franca—that is, ‘language of the 
Franks,’ as Europeans were called by non-Europeans—survives as a designation of a 
language which, like English, is used for a variety of communicative purposes by 
speakers of other languages” (Azevedo 193). A global lingua franca refers to a language 
of communication among all peoples around the globe despite their many L1 differences.  
5 World language is how British scholars David Graddol and David Crystal name a 
language that a great number of people around the globe speak and many countries adopt 
as L1, official, or L2. Historically, world languages contribute to the development of 
international cultural relations because of imposition of their literature, science, business, 
ideology, etc. Chinese, Russian, Spanish are among some of the most spoken and 
prestigious world languages. 
6 For a clear example of the complexity of defining language for multilingual users see 
Trimbur (“Dartmouth” 160). 
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7 Kaplan uses the terms native/non-native that, since then, have effectively been opposed. 
For a critique of the native/non-native speaker dichotomy see Trimbur and Higgins (“The 
Dartmouth Conference” 159-162; “‘Ownership’ of English” 614-615).   
8 Canagarajah explains code meshing as strategies “to accommodate more than one code 
within the bounds of the same text” (“The Place of WE” 598). I investigate this strategy 
with more detail in chapter five. 
9 As pointed out before, Saville-Troike states that L2 speakers of English outnumber L1 
speakers. There are 950 million L2 English speakers while about half of them (427 
million) are L1 English speakers (7). 
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CHAPTER TWO: LUSOTROPICAL RHETORIC: RESISTING LINGUISTIC 

DIVERSITY IN WORLD PORTUGUESES  

 

In the previous chapter, I examine how scholars have moved from thinking of 

English as a world language to imagining World Englishes pluralization according to 

contact with other languages, location, and history. It is this generative movement to re-

think a global language as a localized phenomenon that also inspires some 

compositionists to imagine the classroom as a site of not only diverse Englishes, but also 

as a site of multiple languages. In doing so, scholars of English are proposing what I call 

the rhetoric of multilingualism, a paradigm shift for thinking about how multilinguals’ 

produce knowledge and write as they shuttle among the many linguistic and cultural 

realms they inhabit. Compositionists have just started to untangle what strategies 

multilinguals privilege in their written production, but they offer an alternative for the 

long battle of how to teach Standard English while also promoting linguistic diversity in 

the writing classroom. 

My interest in linguistic diversity and pedagogy has its roots in my academic 

formation. Perhaps because I have a B.A. in the Teaching of Portuguese and the Teaching 

of English as a Foreign Language, debates in Portuguese linguistic diversity shaped my 

academic formation. Two of my professors led a heated academic discussion on different 

views on the promotion of linguistic diversity and the teaching of prescriptive grammar 

in the late 1980s.10 On the one hand, grammarian and linguist of Brazilian Portuguese 
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Pedro Celso Luft advocated for the description of Brazilian Portuguese varieties—

descriptive grammar.  Luft became known as a traditional grammarian who attended to 

“the revision of methods to correct positions and indicate better paths to think Brazilian 

Portuguese grammar” (Luft xiv, translation mine).11 In Gramática Resumida, Luft 

describes varieties in structures of noun agreement in speech and writing that purists 

continue to correct or judge negatively (Scherre 109). Luft was one of the pioneer 

traditional grammarians who attended to linguistic diversity. Since then, sociolinguists 

have described linguistic diversity in Brazilian Portuguese to counter the ways in which 

the elite discriminate on the basis of prescriptive grammar (Scherre 2005; Bagno 2000).  

On the other hand, Brazilian literature professor and former student of Luft, José 

Hildebrando Dacanal assumed an opposing view about grammar—he was a 

prescriptivist. He forcefully argued that students should master Standard Brazilian 

Portuguese, not possible varieties of the language; students should learn prescriptive 

grammar rules at the university. Contrary to what may appear, Dacanal was not a purist. 

He understood that students’ backgrounds contributed to linguistic diversity. However, he 

claims that keeping students from mastering the standard the elite values would keep 

them from thinking critically, climbing the social ladder, or expressing themselves freely 

(Dacanal 47). His reason to uphold prescriptive grammar is to empower students to 

become engaged citizens. Aware of the social-historical, economic, and political changes 

in Brazil, Dacanal posits that language is contextual. In other words, the social-historical 
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context determines that language teachers should make teaching the standard a priority if 

they want to empower students.  

In lieu of these two schools of thought, I assume a conciliatory position between 

linguistic diversity and the social-historical forces that privilege language standardization. 

I believe compositionists should not only make students aware of prescriptive grammar, 

but also teach students to critically grapple with the meanings and powers associated with 

it. For this reason, compositionists should be aware of “the historic evolution and 

structures of power in society” (Dacanal 47, translation mine).12  However, they should 

use this knowledge to teach students to critically write in the privileged language 

standard. In other words, teachers should provide the tools for students to evaluate what 

is at stake for people who do not master the standard, so that they can decide whether 

they will engage with or counter it.  In order to prepare students to become engaged 

citizens, a critical approach to prescriptive grammar and knowledge of the privileged 

standard should be one of the priorities in teaching language. Nonetheless, we should also 

attend to descriptive grammar as it leads students to understand linguistic differences and 

prepares them to critically examine prescriptive grammar (Curzan 877-878).13 Critically 

approaching prescriptive grammar through the analysis of descriptive grammar will 

encourage students to understand and confront linguistic power struggles. In the 

Lusophone (Portuguese-speaking) world, if language teachers contextualize language 

standards, dialects, varieties, creoles, they may help students to voice their opinions and 

use language critically. In short, I reconcile these two seemingly contradictory arguments 
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by using Canagarajah’s pedagogical philosophy: the job of language teachers should be 

to teach students to shuttle across various standards (including the privileged one) and 

navigate multiple contexts (Canagarajah, “Shuttling”). Actually, I will address 

pedagogical ways to incorporate linguistic diversity as a classroom practice in the 

following chapters.  

In this chapter, I examine the international context in which Luft and Dacanal’s 

debate still seems contemporaneous to discussions about World Portugueses. Luft points 

to the valorization of local linguistic diversity; Dacanal points to the mastering of the 

privileged language standard. More specifically, I examine how the Comunidade dos 

Países da Língua Portuguesa (CPLP) [Community of Portuguese-speaking Countries] 

promotes the idea of a univocal World Portuguese. The CPLP is a transnational 

institution established on the basis of a common history and language among eight 

Portuguese-speaking countries. Despite its democratic and inclusive goals and the 

promotion of economic, academic, cultural, and military cooperation among countries, 

CPLP still portrays the lusotropical ideal of homogeneity—the accommodation of 

Portuguese values when in contact with other cultures by promoting univocality. While I 

honor the initiative of gathering among a common history and language, I would also like 

to see the CPLP realize its full potential as a democratic and inclusive international 

organization by promoting various Portugueses and other languages that co-exist in 

Portuguese-speaking countries. Because this is an overarching institution represented by 

and serving eight member countries, it portrays linguistic values that are present in each 
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country. Unfortunately, it sponsors homogenizing values by promoting a univocal World 

Portuguese. As a result, the CPLP reaffirms linguistic hierarchy among Standard 

Portuguese, Portuguese varieties, and multiple languages in Portuguese-speaking 

countries. Governmental officials from the eight Lusophone member countries seem to 

resist linguistic diversity in World Portugueses by sponsoring an orthographic agreement. 

Present in this agreement is the power struggle between the promotion of a written 

standard and the respect and inclusion of linguistic diversity. The question still seems to 

be how to reconcile global attempts to standardize a language without marginalizing the 

linguistic diversity of the various peoples who identify as Portuguese speakers.  

I argue that the CPLP attempts to settle the old debate on whether to reinforce a 

privileged language standard or to promote linguistic diversity. It establishes a 

community based on a shared language and proposes a transnational orthographic 

agreement that privileges a univocal language standard despite the multilingual reality of 

its member countries. In doing so, the CPLP reinforces a neoliberal market ideology that 

in linguistic terms fosters the optimal distribution of the standard language among all 

peoples in the member countries. The strategy silences the power imbalances among the 

privileged standard, linguistic varieties, and multiple indigenous languages. 

Like Mozambiquean writer Luis Bernardo Honwana, I propose a critical 

interpretation of the institution because I believe it to be solid enough to endure criticism. 

My purpose is not to counter the existence of the CPLP and all the new alliances it has 

promoted among member countries, but to call the institution into question because it 
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attempts to make the rich heritage of each member country into a univocal Luso 

celebration. I would rather see the CPLP strengthen the relations among the eight 

constitutive countries by recognizing not only the shared Luso language and history, but 

also local linguistic diversity and histories.  

In the following sections, first I define how lusotropical rhetoric claims to value 

adaptability, but in fact functions to instill a hegemonic uniformity. “Luso” means 

Portuguese while “tropical” is a term Gilberto Freyre uses loosely to refer to all 

geographical spaces colonized by the Portuguese.14 I draw on lusotropical rhetoric to 

examine how the CPLP has been created on the basis of social exceptionality, 

adaptability, and homogeneity. The exceptional Luso colonization in which Portuguese 

people mingled with the native population and adapted to local circumstances resulted in 

a homogeneous lusotropical culture and social arrangement that devalues differences.  

Secondly, I demonstrate that the transnational Portuguese orthographic agreement 

resumes old attempts to unify the Portuguese language resisting linguistic diversity. I 

counter linguistic homogeneity as a fragile concept to uphold a transnational 

organization. Insisting on univocality is a more fragile approach because it grants no 

voice to the peoples whose languages reflect their cultural, historical, and social 

heterogeneity. I do so to posit that linguistic diversity may be the strong link to keep the 

Community of the Portuguese-speaking Countries alive.  
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Defining Lusotropical Rhetoric 

Lusotropical rhetoric refers to the ways in which the Portuguese culture 

encounters other cultures. The Portuguese exceptional attitude to adapt and adopt local 

cultures created a homogeneous lusotropical culture. The ideals of exceptionalism, 

adaptability, and homogeneity portray great achievement of the Portuguese to foster a 

harmonious culture in the tropics. I turn to Brazilian sociologist Gilberto Freyre’s theory 

of lusotropicalism (i.e., Portuguese Tropicalism) to define lusotropical rhetoric. 

Lusotropicalism refers to the ways in which the Portuguese colonizer mixed with the 

local indigenous population and embraced local customs, linguistic features, ways of 

being that transformed the people around him as well as himself. It created a third 

space—a non-Western space in which Western and non-Western ways of life are 

celebrated. Because of people’s adaptability to the local environments and circumstances, 

the colonizer was able to create a homogeneous culture that downplayed clashes and 

highlighted similarities. As a result, lusotropical rhetoric emphasizes hybridity, when 

Western and non-Western ways are seamlessly meshed together to create a third space. 

Even though the third space is multiple, lusotropical rhetoric fosters the common features 

to create an uncontested space. I re-visit the concepts of lusotropicalism to examine how 

some of these values inform the invention of the CPLP. 

Lusotropical rhetoric is based on Freyre’s social theory of lusotropicalism which 

celebrates the Portuguese ability to transform and adapt depending on the environment, 

culture, and languages that surround them. Unlike English, Dutch, French, and Spanish, 
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Freyre envisions that only the Portuguese colonizer have mingled with the cultures and 

people they met and have transformed themselves—their habits, tastes, and ways of 

being—in the process. Disregarding differences among Portuguese, indigenous, Africans, 

other Europeans, Middle-Easterners, and Asians who cohabit Portuguese-colonized 

spaces, Freyre emphasizes the Portuguese exceptionalism or uniqueness as colonizers—

they create cohesiveness in the tropics as they share their culture by embracing the local 

culture(s). Freyre calls the Portuguese colonizers in the tropics exceptional or unique 

because they were naturally disposed to lead and mingle and they could adapt and 

transform themselves. Freyre builds this idea of exceptionalism—innate ability to 

colonize—to imagine the Portuguese colonized spaces as cohesive and homogenous 

because the Portuguese have promoted harmonious cohabiting in the tropics.  

Even though Freyre has coined the concept of lusotropicalism in the 1950s, the 

understanding of the Portuguese colonization as a glorious one persists. Freyre was 

working on the idea of the Portuguese capacity for miscegenation and adaptation in 

Brazil when the Portuguese government invited him for a series of lectures in African and 

Asian colonies. In these visits, as he talked about Brazil, he identified cultural similarities 

among all Portuguese-speaking peoples. By touring Lusophone countries, Freyre was 

able to define lusotropicalism.  He first coined the term in his lectures in Goa, India (a 

place also colonized by the Portuguese) in 1951 and then published them in 1955. He 

writes: 

I believe that I have found during that journey the expression that I was missing to 
characterize that sort of Lusitanian civilization that, after being victorious in the 
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tropics, is today still in expansion…The expression—Luso-Tropical—seems to 
me to reveal the fact that Lusitanian expansion in Africa, Asia, and America 
shows an obvious inclination on the part of the Portuguese, to an adaptation to the 
tropics that is not just based on interest, but is also voluptuous. (qtd. in Almeida 
48, emphasis mine) 
 

In this quote, two ideas seem central: innate ability to colonize (exceptionalism) and 

adaptability. First, Freyre celebrates their natural ability to colonize as factual and 

irrefutable when he summons the Portuguese to be “victorious” in their colonization of 

Brazil and their colonizing powers to be in “expansion.” Wherever the Portuguese 

colonized, they were victorious and their expansionist ideology of sharing the Portuguese 

culture and embracing local culture(s) was welcomed. As Burke and Pallares-Burke put 

it, they have “a particular aptness… for the task of colonization” (186). Their uniqueness 

is celebrated on the construction of a harmonious management of diverse peoples and 

cultures in foreign territory. They grouped them together by their similarities and ignored 

differences that would cause social clash and disruption. 

 Secondly, adaptability is the idea that the Portuguese could endure the climate 

and cultures of the colonized areas by adopting and adapting to the local food, dressing 

and sleeping habits, and mingling with the population. Moreover, scholars report on the 

belief that Portuguese colonizers have a disposition “to interbreed with the native 

women” and “fraternize with” the lower classes as it is suggested in the term 

“voluptuous” (Burke and Pallares-Burke 186). Here not only there is social interaction, 

but also seduction and miscegenation between the elite and the lower classes or the 

colonizer and the colonized. Freyre portrays the Portuguese colonizers as people who 
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take pleasure in how the local culture(s) and people(s) transform them. The effect of this 

rhetorical trope of pleasure is to seduce both colonizers and colonized to maintain the 

status quo and power imbalances. Colonizers believe in their benevolence and sense of 

adaptability to the tropics and the colonized buy into the idea that their identities are 

being preserved as the colonizers adopt and adapt some features of their culture(s) and 

language(s). 

In general terms, lusotropicalism serves to create a model out of the great 

accomplishment of the Portuguese colonization—a harmonious society in which peoples 

with different beliefs, cultures, languages, ethnicities peacefully co-exist. The 

lusotropical ideal of uniqueness and adaptability served both Brazil and Portugal. In 

Brazil, as Freyre points out, the Lusitanian civilization was “victorious.” He celebrates 

this victory to counter prevalent Eurocentric views in which countries with brown 

populations are not economically viable, or that miscegenation should mean the 

whitening of the population in order for a country to be considered economically viable 

(Almeida 47). Exceptionalism and adaptability —hybridity and non-Western articulations 

of traditions and culture—became an alternative to counter Eurocentrism and racism in 

Brazil.  

Freyre portrayed Brazil as an example of the Portuguese colonial success. In 

Portugal, the success of a former colony as an economically viable country in the 

southern hemisphere helped “justify the late colonial enterprise in Africa as the logical 

consequence of a national essence and purpose in history” (Almeida xi). Brazil offered 
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other Portuguese-speaking colonies and territories a model of how Portuguese 

colonization had cultivated the local peoples and their heritages by promoting “racial 

democracy, cordiality, and contention of social explosions” (Almeida 48). Freyre’s 

“racial democracy” is another fluid term in which he does not specify if it is lack of 

racism or if racism itself is not a latent feature in the Portuguese culture. And the trait of 

cordiality has been largely used to subsume potential uprisings against colonialism. The 

Portuguese government used lusotropical rhetoric of uniqueness to keep control of the 

colonial territories until the mid 1970s. This sentiment preserves the idea that Portugal 

had legitimacy in its colonial enterprise. In the former colonies, a lusotropical rhetoric 

that upholds Brazil as a model country works as an ideal of what a future independent 

country that values its peoples and customs might look like.  

Freyre imagines Lusophone spaces to be culturally homogeneous and cohesive. 

Even though Freyre describes the era of colonization and rants on Portuguese people of 

his time, what scholars point out about his theory is how he downplayed differences and 

clashes to imagine a cohesive Lusophone community (Burke and Pallares-Burke 186-

188). However colonialist Freyre’s contribution might sound, his social theory still seems 

relevant to explain the cultural construction of hybrid homogeneity in the Lusophone 

countries. Freyre writes: 

“Luso-tropical civilization” is an expression I have suggested to characterize what 
seems to me a particular form of behavior and a particular form of 
accomplishment of the Portuguese in the world: his tendency to prefer the tropics 
for his extra-European expansion and his ability to remain successfully in the 
tropics…, an intermediary between European culture and such tropical cultures as 
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the one found by him in Africa, India, Malaya, and the part of America that 
became Brazil. (154) 
 

For Freyre, the Portuguese success having a natural ability to colonize and being able to 

adapt to local cultures is based on his role as an “intermediary.” The Portuguese would 

embody the hybrid, the in-between consciousness of the postcolonial subject. Bouncing 

between a European ancestry and the tropical acquired culture, the idealized Portuguese 

explorer brings to the tropics what is European and he takes to Europe what is tropical. 

For Freyre, lusotropicalism is not a condition of the tropics alone; it is also a condition of 

Iberian Europe. All Lusophone countries, including Portugal, would be shaped by a 

lusotropical culture that assimilates other cultures transforming as well as being 

transformed by them.  

One reason not to dismiss lusotropicalism is that it is a trope that represents 

Lusophony (i.e., the commonwealth of Portuguese-speaking countries). Lusotropicalism 

should be interpreted and questioned as a representation of Lusophony, but it should not 

be dismissed. In An Earth-Colored Sea: “Race,” Culture, and Politics of Identity in Post-

Colonial Portuguese-Speaking World, Miguel Almeida suggests that lusotropicalism 

should not be dismissed as a theory. Almeida reasons that lusotropicalism still pervades 

discourses of Lusophony and it may help overcome a Lusocentric perspective on 

transcultural encounters among Europeans, Brazilians, and Africans (63). He claims that 

“something that [he] could call generic Luso-Tropicalism remains alive—as an 

inclination, a commonsense interpretation, sometimes as official representation, even 

when critical discourses become stronger.…Luso-Tropicalism has become a social fact” 
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(63). The danger when a social theory becomes a social fact is that it regulates and limits 

the ways in which people imagine their own social reality. So, Portuguese speakers start 

to believe that there is greatness in a shared history and language even when that history 

and language serve to silence local histories and languages. Communities that do not 

share the essence of Portuguese heritage and language would be reified if lusotropical 

ideals that promote a grandiose Portuguese history of colonization, adaptation to imposed 

circumstances, and dissipation of local cultures remain unquestioned. 

Almeida’s work suggests that Freyre’s descriptions of the lusotropical social and 

cultural beliefs still shape Lusophony. Freyre’s ideas of exceptionalism of the Portuguese 

ability to colonize, adaptability to other cultures, and cultural homogeneity have pervaded 

Brazilian culture and they also pervade how Portuguese-speaking people imagine 

Lusophony and their relation to languages. In the following sections, I re-visit the same 

concepts of exceptionality, adaptability, and homogeneity as they embed the CPLP. My 

goal is to re-imagine a lusotropical rhetoric that values differences and insists on 

linguistic plurality. 

 

CPLP: A Lusotropical Invention of Exceptionality 

Lusotropicalism explains the creation of the Community of Portuguese-speaking 

Countries (CPLP) as an idealized form of Portuguese exceptionality or uniqueness. 

“Exceptionality” is the particular Portuguese way to harmoniously group together and 

manage culturally diverse people. Despite their colonial history, geographical distances, 
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diverse indigenous populations, Portuguese-speaking countries still uphold the ideal of 

Luso success in the tropics.  Since 1996, the CPLP has displayed the Portuguese heritage 

and language to the world.  The international visibility of the Portuguese language is a 

positive aspect of one of the ten most spoken world languages.15 However, this display 

also portrays the natural association of Portuguese-speakers around a common language 

and history. I posit that the CPLP may silence many of the voices in the member 

countries that partake of other languages and histories by upholding the lusotropical ideal 

of homogeneity. 

Portuguese is the official and national language in the eight member countries of 

the CPLP.  This transnational organization was created on the basis of shared language 

and history in four continents—Africa, Asia, South America, and Europe. In Africa, 

Angola, the Cape Verde Islands, Guinea Bissau, Mozambique, and San Tome and 

Principe Islands elected Portuguese the official language. In Asia, the newly independent 

country of East Timor holds Portuguese as the official language. In South America, 

Brazilian Portuguese functions as the first and official language. In Europe, Portugal has 

recognized Portuguese as a national language since the twelfth century (Cardeira 86). The 

official language connects the countries as a testament to the historical saga of the 

Portuguese colonization as if that in itself was the Portuguese capacity to adapt in various 

places and to various cultures.  See Illustration 3.   
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Illustration 3. CPLP Member Countries (CPLP). 

 

The shared linguistic heritage inspired the creation of the CPLP. According to 

Dário Moreira de Castro e Alves, the idea of a transnational organization centered on a 

common language started with the creation of the Instituto Internacional da Língua 

Portuguesa (IILP) [International Institute for the Portuguese Language] in 1989 in São 

Luiz do Maranhão, Brazil. Brazilian Ambassador José Aparecido de Oliveira organized a 

meeting in which heads of nation-states from Brazil, Portugal, Cape Verde, Guinea-

Bissau, Mozambique, Angola, and San Tome and Principe deliberated about their shared 

Portuguese heritage (Alves 24-25). Perhaps because of the shared linguistic heritage, 

Oliveira promoted the meeting to find ways to rescue a sense of cohesion among 

Portuguese-speaking people. The cohesive bond they settled for was the shared language. 

According to Adriano Moreira, leaders of nation-states were afraid that anti-colonial 

movements would object an organization such as the Portuguese or Brazilian Academies 
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that tend to be the gate-keepers of European and Brazilian Portuguese (16). The idea was 

that the bond among the countries should not be an imposed one, but a natural one to 

recreate this idea of exceptionality—organically promoting a cohesive body of 

Portuguese-speakers. 

Nonetheless, the IILP does not considerably differ much from the Brazilian and 

Portuguese Academies since the IILP’s major purpose is to endorse language 

preservation and reduce plurilinguism. Located in Cape Verde, the IIPL is strategically 

placed in a former colony that served as an intermediary and managerial force that helped 

the Portuguese empire run the other colonies. Let me remind you that the creation and 

establishment of IIPL was consensual among the Portuguese-speaking countries. 

However, the institute personifies the standard language that should be disseminated in 

each of the member countries; the job of the language institute is to reinforce that the 

shared language should be understood by all peoples in the eight countries of the CPLP. 

For instance, the mission statement of the IIPL demonstrates conservative linguistic 

values: “The language institute’s goals are the promotion, defense, enrichment, and 

dissemination of the Portuguese language, as a vehicle of culture, education, information, 

access to scientific and technological knowledge, and official use in international fora” 

(CPLP, emphasis mine). On the one hand, the defense, promotion, and dissemination of 

the language seem to refute adaptability to the linguistic reality of each country. The 

language standard promoted by the IILP (one understood by all Portuguese-speaking 

peoples) has to be defended against the influence of diverse dialects, varieties, creoles, 
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and other languages. There are no specific strategies that work against the maintenance of 

local linguistic varieties; the IILP should not impede local varieties to thrive. However, 

the mere presence of an organization to promote and conserve Portuguese in Cape Verde 

is a constant reminder of diglossia—the superiority of Standard Portuguese over its 

varieties and creoles. Another objective of the IILP has been to disseminate the 1990 

Orthographic Agreement among all the Portuguese-speaking countries (Silva, Novo 

Acordo 25). On the other hand, the IILP should also promote the enrichment of the 

Portuguese language. This innovation contradicts the conservative purposes of defending, 

maintaining, and disseminating one language. Enriching a language means transforming 

and adapting it to local uses. It resembles the lusotropical ideal of embracing the ways of 

the kin. That might be the way in which linguistic diversity, for example the one 

demonstrated in the African literature in Portuguese, can be celebrated as part of the rich 

heritage of the Portuguese language. 

However natural the linguistic kinship among countries should appear, the CPLP 

is based on the perception that the Luso linguistic heritage is the most important one. The 

perception in each of the member countries might differ, but the CPLP maintains that the 

rationale for its existence is the Portuguese heritage language. The CPLP statutes 

specifically state that one of the objectives is to “foster projects to promote and spread the 

Portuguese language through the IILP” (CPLP).  In a joint effort Brazil, Portugal, and 

African countries promoted a series of round tables to debate the implementation of a 

transnational Portuguese-speaking organization in the 1990s. In Rio de Janeiro and 
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Lisbon, leaders of the Portuguese-speaking nation-states debated the implementation of a 

transnational Portuguese-speaking organization and planned more round-tables in Africa 

(Maputo, Mozambique; Luanda, Angola; and Praia, Cape Verde). They deliberated on 

member countries and on promoting peace in Angola, Mozambique, and East Timor. The 

representatives from all countries had decisive input into the creation of the CPLP. 

Maurício Silva mentions that they raised some concerns about the heterogeneity of the 

language as well as high illiteracy rates in African countries, but the idea of an institution 

centered on one heritage language prevailed because it legitimized cohesion of Portugal 

with its former colonies (Novo Acordo 28).  In April 1996, Secretaries of State met in 

Maputo, Mozambique to draft the statutes of the CPLP. Heads of the seven nation-states 

signed the document in July of 1996, in Lisbon, Portugal. Representatives of the 

respective countries decided that the CPLP headquarters should be in Portugal. The 

CPLP re-affirms that the most important linguistic root of each undersigned country is 

Lusophone. Hence, the invention of an institution based on a shared Portuguese language 

may obliterate peripheral linguistic differences because it symbolically re-assigns 

colonial prestige and superiority to the Portuguese linguistic contribution in each of the 

countries.  

Some scholars seem to still idealize the exceptionality of any Portuguese 

enterprise. António L. Ferronha posits that Lusophony is not a geographic concept but a 

volunteer identification, an effective choice that transcends borders (124). According to 

Ferronha, Portuguese speakers are not forced to identify with the Portuguese shared 
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language and history; they voluntarily choose to do so.  He idealizes that the member 

countries do not suffer any political or economic pressure leading them to foster this 

organic identification with Portuguese heritage. This voluntary identification happens 

because the elite (government officials, politicians, scholars versed in the privileged 

standard) promote the prestigious linguistic standard and not popular linguistic varieties, 

creoles, and languages that coexist in Lusophone spaces.  

On the same vein, José C. Venáncio points to the uniqueness of the CPLP because 

of the inclusion of the former Portuguese Empire as a culturally cohesive force to the 

organization. Venáncio resorts to Lamego and Moreira for his definition of the CPLP. He 

posits that similar to the British and Francophone Commonwealths, the CPLP does not 

seem to be a space for large economic cooperation. He adds that the cooperation should 

be based on the culture of peoples who speak the same language (177). The authors 

mention other European commonwealths as if they were similar to the Portuguese. In this 

aspect the Portuguese are unique; unlike France, Portugal includes itself in the 

commonwealth as an active participant. This demonstrates the Portuguese willingness to 

cooperate and to imagine the CPLP as a community in which the language will be 

promoted, defended, and disseminated, but also enriched (CPLP). Venáncio and Fátima 

Silva argue that the context of the creation of the CPLP was similar to the creation of 

cooperation among countries territorially close together such as the European Union, 

Mercosur, and SADC (South African Development Community). The distance that 

separates the CPLP countries was superseded by the common language to create a 
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cultural space (192). A Luso cultural and linguistic cohesion is what bonds together these 

distant countries. 

However, constructed on the basis of an idealized linguistic cohesiveness, the 

CPLP may be a fragile organization. Adelino Torres and Manuel E. Ferreira write about 

the fragility of this idealized transnational organization. They point out that the CPLP is a 

space of cooperation based on a common language and knowledge that searches for 

convergent historical elements to reinforce its cohesiveness (25). The search for 

cohesiveness in a common language and history may highlight differences as well as 

point to similarities. However, the differences at one point need to be addressed to create 

a truly democratic space.  Linguistic cohesiveness is a fragile concept because people 

might feel entitled to share their diverse latent identities and not the shared roots of their 

dialects, standards, or creoles. If people want to share their cultural and linguistic 

differences, the CPLP would not be the organization to promote it. Consequently, the 

vitality of the CPLP which gathers geo-cultural diverse peoples around a homogeneous 

linguistic heritage would be disrupted. Historical fragility of the CPLP stems from the 

romantic ideal of equality and kinship that may be useless for actual economic and trade 

agreements since the countries are joined together in the ideal of not only cultural 

cooperation, but the possibility to create new economic markets (Torres and Ferreira 26-

28). In short, governments formed the CPLP in about two decades in search of a cohesive 

and powerful transnational block to compete in the world market because of their natural 

kinship around a homogeneous Portuguese language. The advantage of a monolingual 
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view of Portuguese rather than a plurilingual one is that it maintains the status of 

Portuguese as a prominent world language. Nonetheless, that might become a problem as 

people experience the need to share not only their common history and language, but also 

how their languages are their identities and cultures. 

 

Orthographic Agreement: Resisting Multiplicity 

What is unique about the Portuguese situation is the current establishment of a 

transnational organization to preserve a Luso identity—language and culture. One way 

that the CPLP preserves Lusophony is by investing on the century-old history of 

orthographic reform negotiations between Portugal and Brazil.  The CPLP, established in 

1996, takes over the implementation of an orthographic agreement that had been first 

proposed in 1986 and was approved in 1990. The rationale of the agreement is that 

European and Brazilian Portuguese written standards should be combined into a single 

written standard “to defend the univocality of the Portuguese language and to promote 

the language internationally” (Silva, Novo Acordo 61, translation mine).16  Some of the 

changes are: inclusion of letters (k, y, and w), use of small caps for months of the year, 

seasons, days of the week, elimination some accent markers such as trema (ü) and 

circunflexo when two vowels meet (ôo), and elimination of some hyphen uses. These are 

orthographic changes that will not immediately affect speaking, but they will affect the 

teaching of Portuguese and the printing industry right away.  
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By promoting this orthographic agreement, the CPLP resists multilingualism. It 

resists Brazilian and European Portugueses as well as innovations in African Portugueses. 

In a way, the CPLP promotes a homogeneous ideal as it sponsors the spelling reform. 

Indeed, all orthographies and reforms to unify spelling are by nature impositions and 

regulations of the spelling of a language; that is not a characteristic of Portuguese alone. 

Moreover, representatives of all countries equally deliberate about all matters; that is, 

they find advantages to promote World Portuguese. However democratic the promotion 

of an orthographic reform may appear, it still represents a global design to uphold 

linguistic homogeneity when newly independent nation-states are locally constructing 

their national identities through the languages they own. The CPLP calls on the notion of 

adaptability in which people in Portuguese cultures should adopt and adapt to the new 

rules not only to hold a harmonious homogeneity, but also to promote Portuguese as a 

world language. Having an orthographic reform to unify the spelling system in 

Portugueses will not, in the long run, hinder how writers of local Portugueses will 

transform and adapt these new rules. The orthographic reform is a contentious process 

that functions to contain how Portuguese writing may diversely evolve in the eight 

Portuguese-speaking countries. 

The history of Portuguese orthographic reforms demonstrates that the merging of 

spellings has always been contentious. Most of the time reforms have failed except when 

double spelling has been adopted. Brazilian and Portuguese scholars and politicians have 

always antagonized on the issue. In “Para a História da Ortografia Simplificada” [To a 
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History of Simplified Orthography], Rolf Kemmler demonstrates how nationalism has 

influenced scholars and government officials involved in the simplification of 

orthography since the early twentieth century. The orthographic agreements of 

1907/1911, 1920s, 1945, and 1970s are some spelling reforms proposed during the 

twentieth century. The reforms are called “agreements” to portray consensual 

deliberation; however, scholars usually refer to them as “reforms” since they serve to re-

shape the previous rules. I use both terms interchangeably. About the reforms, Kemmler 

posits that the adoption of double spelling would be the only way to be fair to both Brazil 

and Portugal. Even though double spelling has been adopted in the 1973 reform, scholars 

and politicians seem to still prefer spelling unification as they sponsor yet another 

reform—the 1990 agreement. If merging spellings has always been contentions for 

Portugal and Brazil and has not worked, it seems that Portugal, Brazil, Angola, Cape 

Verde, Guinea-Bissau, Mozambique, San Tome and Principe, and East Timor will face a 

similar ordeal.   

Over a century, most negotiations for orthographic merging between Brazil and 

Portugal have failed. Those negotiations failed to create a unified orthography for both 

countries even though they promoted orthographic changes that affected all printed 

materials. For instance, between 1907 and 1911, the Academia de Ciências de Lisboa 

[Science Academy of Lisbon] and the Academia Brasileira de Letras [Brazilian Academy 

of Belle Lettres] along with the Portuguese and Brazilian governments started to 

negotiate simplified ways to approximate both European and Brazilian Portuguese. The 
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Brazilian Academy rejected it because there were too many reforms that applied to 

European Portuguese (EP) that should not be taken into consideration to reform Brazilian 

Portuguese (BP) (Kemmler 59). After this failed attempt to unify the orthographic 

systems, the government initiated control over the orthographic reforms. Kemmler posits 

that the Science Academy of Lisbon and the government decided to regulate orthography 

despite the independent studies that had been conducted on how spelling should 

accompany changes in orality (58). The negotiations on orthography that started in 1907 

continued in the 1920s. In Portugal, Bill 2533 determined the printing of new books 

according to the 1920 orthographic system (Kemmler 62). Also in the 1920s, more 

precisely in 1926, the Brazilian Academy proposed a new simplification of spelling 

rejecting the Portuguese spelling. Three years later, Congressman Humberto Campos sent 

a bill to the Senate for the adoption of the Brazilian Academy’s orthography. Kemmler 

claims that nationalistic ideals prevented each country from giving in to the orthographic 

agreements proposed by the other country; consequently, a double orthography was 

accepted. Here adaptability is a process of selection and rejection—people adapt some of 

the imposed rules to their linguistic realities while they also adopt some rules. The 

decision to adopt two spellings shows how the two countries value the written differences 

that make them unique. 

Since this first contentious period, the government has controlled orthography 

issuing decree-laws to regulate and impose spelling rules. It seems that getting to an 

agreement that will suit the orthography of both countries is a matter of diplomacy rather 
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than an understanding of the linguistic changes and ideologies of each country. 

Nonetheless, creating laws to impose usage stratifies right and wrong and should 

legitimize the correct usage. Luiz C. Cagliari points out that there is a law that prescribes 

that writing should be correct in Brazil. He adds that it may be the only language in 

which the legal system prescribes its use. He exposes the absurdity of the existence of a 

law for correct spelling by pointing out that people who commit this crime may be 

punished by law for wrong spelling (17).  Of course, Cagliari is ironically examining the 

situation. Even though there are laws to uphold correct spelling, people do not have to 

pay fines or go to jail for misspelling in a country with high illiteracy rates. If it were so, 

citizens would suffer even more social stratification. On the one hand, the elite would 

continue to hold the privilege of deciding the correct spelling. On the other hand, the 

majority of the population would not only misspell, but also stand as “criminals” of the 

written language. 

However, Cagliari’s point is that even with laws to uphold correct spelling, users 

do not legitimize the orthographic rules. The 1945 Luso-Brazilian Orthographic 

Agreement is another example of a failed attempt to impose a uniform orthographic 

reform. Kemmler points that in 1946 the new orthographic agreement was unanimously 

approved and its use became obligatory by Decree-law 35228/1946 in Portugal and the 

colonies (75). In Brazil, the agreement was also unanimously approved in congress by 

Decree-law 8286/1945. However, not even the government publication followed the 

agreement. Kemmler points out that the differences between the two orthographies 
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became more prominent during that time (74-75). Again, both countries have repeatedly 

rejected the legal institutionalization of spelling. Because scholars and government 

officials do not seem to take these laws seriously, the whole enterprise of proposing 

orthographic reforms may be delegitimized.   

Despite unsuccessful attempts to unify Portuguese orthography, scholars 

continued to search for the unification of both EP and BP spelling. For instance, the 1973 

agreement was the most successful in terms of acceptance because of the adoption of 

double spelling. Kemmler claims that the 1970s agreement that is still in place overcame 

nationalism and linguistic pride (79). That was an effort of scholars who observed how 

hard it was for the countries and Academies to reach a consensus on orthographic 

agreement. The option the scholars opted for in dubious cases was to adopt double 

spelling (Kemmler 77). After a lot of diplomatic negotiations, Portuguese President 

Américo Deus Rodriguez Thomaz signed the Decree-law 32/1973. For instance, a 

controversial rule for Portugal at the time was to have grave accent marker (à) only to 

indicate a grammatical merger of the article (a) with the preposition (a); it was dropped to 

indicate vocalic quality. In Brazil, Medici and Passarinho proposed Bill 5765 with 

orthographic changes that were approved, accepted, and put into use. This reform was 

largely put to use and nationally accepted.  Kemmler posits that the concerted work of 

Portuguese and Brazilian scholars outside of the political and legal spectrum made the 

difference in this case. I believe that it was more than that. The 1970s were filled with the 

ideal of progress and advancement, of making the nation into a developed country. There 
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was an aura of excitement towards what was new. I do remember, however, how hard it 

was for my mother to change the spelling of certain words. She would write notes and 

constantly ponder if certain accent markers had been banned or not. I learned to write 

after the 1973 orthographic reform, so those spelling rules are what I practice. I will be 

filling my mother’s shoes in 2012; I will be the one pondering if certain accent makers 

have been banned or included when the new orthographic reform becomes fully 

implemented in Brazil.  

The century-old reforms have been unsuccessful to unify the orthography; 

however, scholars and politicians are still invested in merging the spelling of the BP and 

EP as if by doing so they could resist the generative multiplicity of written Portuguese. 

The most recent proposal of orthographic reform has been the 1990 Portuguese Language 

Orthographic Agreement. In 1990 the agreement was approved by the Academy of 

Sciences of Lisbon, The Academy of Brazilian Belle Lettres, representatives of Angola, 

Cape Verde, Guinea-Bissau, Mozambique, San Tome and Principe, and observers from 

Galiza (Silva, Novo Acordo 61).  In Brazil, the new reform was approved by the Brazilian 

congress in 1995; then, the leader of the Senate José Sarney signed the Decree-law 

54/1995. Brazil has set forth a time table to completely implement the changes by 2012. 

In 2010, primary school books will be published with the new rules and in 2011 

secondary school books will be printed following the new orthographic rules. From 

January 2009 to December 2011, scholars, students, people should study, teach, and get 
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used to the new orthographic system. The changes affect the writing system in 

Portuguese and everyone will have adopted these changes by 2012.  

In theory, the agreement seems a reasonable plan that will function to expedite 

business and intercultural exchange among Lusophone countries and to promote the 

international visibility of the language. However, the new reform has to be approved by 

the eight member countries, and this might slow the process. There were two 

modifications to the agreement in terms of implementation of the changes. The 1998 

modification establishes that the countries would have an extended deadline because they 

had not ratified the agreement by the former deadline that was 1994. The 2004 

modification establishes that only three countries have to ratify the agreement for it to be 

approved. The countries that have already signed the ratifications are Brazil, Cape Verde, 

and San Tome and Principe. The goal to unify the spelling neglects the fact that spoken 

linguistic differences had never been a problem to make international business; the same 

must be true for differences in spelling. Moreover, intercultural exchange would be more 

valuable if linguistic differences were put in the equation. It is by thinking about and 

understanding linguistic differences that we understand other cultures better. 

The agreement compromises both BP and EP.  M. Silva claims that the 1990 

Agreement modifies the use of hyphen, accent markers, consonantal spelling, capital 

letters, and syllable separation. He adds that most of the orthography is not modified, but 

the few that will change has raised heated debate (“Prefácio” 8). Even though the reform 

will affect only 2% of the Portuguese vocabulary, it is also contentious and polemic as 
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the previous reforms. Indeed, the factor that is not counted in is that it affects 1.6% of the 

EP vocabulary and only 0.5% of the BP vocabulary (Silva, Novo Acordo 25). Even 

though the change in percentage seems to be irrelevant, the changes affect the spelling of 

words that are often used such as the homophones “pára” (stop) or “para” (to) in which 

the accent marker will be dropped. Evanildo Bechara claims that both Academies 

(Brazilian and Portuguese) could come to a more rational solution to unify the 

orthography to have the adherence of most (16). He mentions accent markers in 

diphthongs as one of the examples that should be simplified and not made more 

complicated (15).17 Nonetheless, reforming the orthography to unify the spelling of 

European Portuguese used in Europe, Africa, and Asia and of Brazilian Portuguese seems 

to resist the changes that have happened in each of the countries. Perhaps fear of 

linguistic diversity propels this insistence on unification. Perhaps investing more in 

intercultural education and knowledge of the histories, cultures, and languages that 

populate lusotropical spaces instead of promoting a homogeneous set of spelling rules 

would be more generative.  

 Even though the reform’s purpose is to approximate BP and EP in order to create 

an ideal of homogeneity, some rules that are problematic will still accept double spelling. 

There are twenty-one reforms that will affect the spelling of many daily used words. 

Linguists responsible for the new rules predict what orthographic rules could be 

irrelevant or easier to be learned based on their knowledge of various Portugueses. For 

instance, two rules will be problematic for EP writers (Portugal, Africa, Asia), but not for 
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Brazilians. First, consonants that are silent and not pronounced will be dropped. “Acção 

(act)” will drop the “c,” it will be spelled “ação.” “Projecto (project)”will drop the “c,” it 

will be spelled “projeto.” Second, consonants that are silent but pronounced will take 

double spelling. “Facto” (fact) may drop the “c,” it may be spelled “fato.” In European 

Portuguese, the problem is that “facto”=fact, but “fato”=suit. They will be able to opt on 

the spelling. In Brazilian Portuguese, “fato” is an archaic term for “suit” and is mostly 

used to mean “fact”; the term “terno” is used to mean “suit.” Brazilians will continue to 

use their spelling. The double spelling for some rules conciliates the fact that some 

diverse rules are equally important to EP and BP. Even with the implementation of the 

reform, homogeneity will be hard to be achieved when double spelling is allowed. It may, 

however, influence how younger generations will view these words.  

In Portugal, because the reform will affect the ways Portuguese people think 

about writing, they have been more resistant to accept changes. The Portuguese resist 

how EP spelling will have to shift considerably. Because of peoples’ unrest, the date for 

the beginning of the transition has not been decided, even though the bill has been signed 

by the president. The Decree-law 43/1991 has elaborated on the new orthographic rules 

and their implementation. In 2000, the Portuguese Congress passed the orthographic 

agreement bill and the president has signed it. In 2004, they signed modifications to that. 

But in May of 2009, the people petitioned to have the bill discussed in Congress once 

again. More than twenty thousand signatures made it possible to take the matter to 

Congress again (Silva, Novo Acordo 24). The people asked that some nonsensical rules 
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such as the dropping of silent unpronounced consonants be revised or eliminated from the 

reform. As the petitioners argue, I doubt this orthographic reform will eradicate illiteracy 

or will contribute to a more robust presence of Portuguese as an international language. 

Portuguese people are unwilling to adapt to the new rules because they will represent 

significant changes to their ways of spelling. José Saramago is a writer who refuses to 

have his books printed according to the new agreement because they would not reflect the 

liberties he took with EP (Cagliari 23). Perhaps the lusotropical adaptability has not 

affected the Luso people who in their own right resist this change. Spelling in both EP 

and BP do not seem to compromise understanding, what compromises reading are 

diverse grammatical structures and rhetorical features.  

The orthographic reform aims at securing language homogeneity among nations 

that have long diverged into linguistic heterogeneity. But the CPLP insists that the 

unification of orthography is one of the pillars of its very existence in the 2004 

modification to the agreement. The second amendment to the 1990 Orthographic 

Agreement reads, “The CPLP education secretaries reiterated that the orthographic 

agreement is one of the pillars of the Community” (CPLP, translation mine).18 The text 

indicates that the foundation of the CPLP is the homogeneity of its language 

characterized by spelling. Hence, they insist on reforming spelling as a way to re-invent 

its exceptionality. Nonetheless, respecting linguistic diversity instead of counting on 

spelling homogeneity to secure the very essence of the community would promote an 

egalitarian and inclusive debate about the Portuguese language, culture, and heritage 
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around the world. Instead of promoting an orthographic reform, perhaps the CPLP should 

invest more on educational cooperation among Portuguese-speaking countries. Educating 

people about the culture, linguistic heritage, and writing in each of the member-countries 

would promote understanding for the fluidity of language in Lusophone spaces. It would 

also counter linguistic preconceptions about how each nation has appropriated 

Portuguese. The CPLP’s goal of cooperation has promoted many interesting partnerships 

such as the exchange programs among universities in Brazil, Cape Verde, Mozambique, 

and Portugal. Educational partnerships allow scholars and students to explore their 

commonalities and differences, better understand their histories, ways of thinking, and 

writing, and forge new partnerships. It also allows for a fluid language exchange in which 

varieties of Portuguese (European, Brazilian, Cape Verdean, Mozambiquean, and others) 

become contact languages as well. Despite the possible generative ways that the CPLP 

could promote linguistic exchange among countries, its latest proposition of a univocal 

orthographic reform functions to shatter linguistic diversity in the eight member-

countries.  

 

Homogeneity: Denial of Linguistic Asymmetry 

The CPLP draws on the ideal of exceptionality to call for homogeneity. 

Exceptional were the Portuguese colonizers who brought together diverse peoples 

(indigenous and Africans) to live harmoniously under the banner of homogeneity. 

However, homogeneity eschews power imbalances or asymmetrical power relations 
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among Portuguese, indigenous, and African peoples. This asymmetry is also a linguistic 

one. Based on shared language and historical past, the CPLP praises homogeneity despite 

the diverse hybrid ways of the tropics. One of its foundational advocacies is spelling 

univocality.  Lusotropical rhetoric downplays the existence of linguistic contact zones 

where power struggles characterize asymmetrical linguistic relations. If we are to 

promote a Lusophone space based on equality for all Portuguese-speaking countries, 

peoples, and communities around the world as the CPLP proposes, we should value 

Portuguese linguistic diversity (standards, dialects, varieties, and creoles) and spellings. 

Heads of State founded the CPLP assuming that the preservation of a Portuguese shared 

language and the modification of its spelling would move us beyond linguistic 

asymmetry. However, the CPLP may intensify asymmetrical linguistic relations unless it 

fosters the understanding of differences in richly diverse linguistic spaces. 

Valuing cultural and linguistic differences might provide a more solid foundation 

for collaboration. Language may be a fragile link when thought of as homogeneous 

because it tends to marginalize the histories and peoples whose standards, dialects, and 

languages are not the privileged ones. If the target Portuguese Standard is not fully used, 

the tendency is to become fragile in face of other Portugueses. Portuguese-speakers 

exceed 240 million ranking Portuguese as the sixth most spoken language in the planet 

(Silva, Novo Acordo; CPLP). The sole fact that over 240 million people speak Portuguese 

in four continents indicates linguistic diversity in spite of a shared heritage language. 

People’s histories and language usages get lost from one generation to another when the 
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government imposes a language standard. The ways in which people think their realities, 

make sense of their world, and imagine their future is through language. Language is the 

medium and the perpetrator of meaning. If they cannot express their thinking in their 

languages, dialects, creoles, or language variations, they are denied being who they are. I 

do not think this applies only to oral language. Of course, people will continue to orally 

create their worlds as diverse as they have always imagined. However, people will have 

to write their worlds a little differently with the new spelling rules. They will find other 

ways that might approximate how they see their languages in paper because of the 

orthographic reform. I believe that the CPLP member countries will more fruitfully 

collaborate if their histories and languages are acknowledged in their diversity as well as 

in their shared roots.  

Even though we should move beyond Western views of colonialism, we should 

keep in mind our recent conflicting colonial history. Portuguese linguistic diversity 

around the world has its roots on the Portuguese history of colonization. Portuguese-

speaking seafarers established the first European trade and political networks to circle the 

globe, colonizing Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Portuguese scholar Russell Hamilton 

observes, “In 1415 the Portuguese captured Ceuta… in Morocco. … Portuguese became 

the first Indo-European language to reach Africa. And by the end of the fifteenth 

century…, the Portuguese language had penetrated sub-Saharan Africa … to 

Mozambique and Mombasa on the shores of the Indian Ocean” (181). As Portuguese 

people sailed, colonized, and settled in various places, they shared/imposed their 
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language and culture. Over the last five centuries the global navigational enterprise of 

Portugal has placed its people, language, and culture in contact with other peoples, 

languages, and cultures. Hamilton points out that “adaptations of Portuguese [Portuguese-

based creole and pidgins] became languages of communication among groups of 

indigenous people” (181). The Portuguese language has evolved through contact with 

culturally diverse peoples, creating Portuguese dialects, varieties, and creoles as national 

and regional boundaries were established along the years. Putting in context the CPLP’s 

goal of fostering a univocal written standard, it marginalizes a much richer history and 

linguistic reality in the Lusophone space. 

Certainly, Portuguese colonization involved the creation of an asymmetrical set of 

power relations of the sort that Mary Louise Pratt has characterized as “contact zones.” 

Pratt defines  contact zones as “social spaces where cultures meet, clash, and grapple with 

each other, often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations of power, such as 

colonialism, slavery, or their aftermaths as they are lived out in many parts of the world 

today” (“Art” 33).  Shared social spaces, the grappling of peoples and languages, the 

aftermaths of colonialism and slavery perfectly describe the Portuguese contact zone. 

Portuguese people colonized and settled geographical and social spaces imposing their 

language and culture to various local people. They also embraced the differences and 

adapted to the local ways to create a third space. The sites of the aftermath of the 

Portuguese colonization, the third space, exhibit not only a shared heritage language, but 

also linguistic diversity. If the CPLP ignores the reality of linguistic diversity and the 
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asymmetrical linguistic relations that happen in each member country, it imagines a 

lusotropical transnational organization that emulates an ideal of homogeneity over 

people’s languages, identities, and cultures.   

Unfortunately, an asymmetrical linguistic contact zone might characterize the 

CPLP. Linguistic asymmetry—emulating a standard (either BP or EP) and downplaying 

vernacular language(s)—is a reality in all eight countries that have Portuguese as the 

official and national language. I imagine that an overarching organization such as the 

CPLP could put in place programs to promote a better understanding of the Lusophone 

multilingual spaces.  In Brazil, Standard BP is the official language. Even though Brazil 

is a former Portuguese colony, it has been an independent country since 1822. Thus, 

Brazilian writers, grammarians, and linguists have studied and given shape to the 

Portuguese of the tropics. 19 Conversely, in most countries, standard EP is the written and 

spoken official language for education, business, and government. Hamilton suggests that 

language choice demonstrates civility: “Portuguese became the official language of all 

fine new nation-states. Practicality and pragmatism dictate, of course, that in these 

developing countries the language of government, diplomacy, instruction, and commerce 

be Portuguese” (185).  He points out that the nations are “fine” as in “refined” because of 

their choice of EP—a Western language. The language choice is “practical and 

pragmatic” because it demonstrates willingness to partake in linguistic “refinement and 

civilization.” In the case of Mozambique in which EP is the lingua franca for speakers of 

various African languages, the choice of EP is also burdened with the political choice to 
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value a Western language over the local languages. Moreover, African and Asian former 

colonies indicate civility by using EP as their national languages when they ignore their 

diverse linguistic realities. They partake on the Freyrean lusotropical ideal that a univocal 

Portuguese will represent the local linguistic diversity. Similar to Brazil that privileges a 

Brazilian Standard over regional dialects and vernacular Portugueses, they privilege a 

metropolitan standard rather than the linguistic varieties and other languages of their 

people.  

These sites of asymmetrical contact zones create metropolitan and peripheral 

standards that can easily be identified. In Brazil, at the 2003 Conference on African 

Literature in Portuguese, writer Luís Bernardo Honwana illustrates the contention 

between metropolitan and peripheral standards and languages in Mozambique—one of 

the African countries that holds Portuguese as the official language.20 In EP he writes, 

“EP is considered superior to other traditional knowledges or other vernacular languages. 

This situation creates tensions and resentments similar to the ones ignited by the civil 

conflict that torn the country for two decades” (23, translation mine).21 Honwana claims 

that EP belongs to a few and this fact creates a very fragile language situation in 

Mozambique—a former colony that chose Portuguese as its official language.22 In the 

same vein, Azevedo points out that in Mozambique “no single language is spoken by 

over 50% of the population” (195) and “about 3% of the population speak Portuguese as 

a native language…and about 43% speak it as a second language” (196). In this case, 

there seems to be a need for a lingua franca.23 However, the chosen lingua franca should 
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not stand for the superior one; it could be EP, but its status should not be of superiority. 

Because of asymmetrical language relations such as the one in Mozambique, EP stands 

for a metropolitan standard that still serves to contain peripheral language usages using 

dichotomies such as superior/inferior.  

The aftermath of colonialism magnifies the metropolitan/peripheral linguistic 

dichotomy. It idealizes EP as a metropolitan language and marginalizes variations of the 

language as peripheral. The linguistic dichotomy becomes the natural way of viewing 

language. Another Mozambiquean writer who participated in the 2003 conference in 

Brazil seems to sponsor these asymmetries. In “A(s) Lingua(s) Portuguesa(s) [The 

Portuguese Languages],” Aldónio Gomes asserts the metropolitan/peripheral dichotomy 

of various Portugueses. In doing so, he embeds Portugueses in inequality. Gomes lists EP 

as the matrix and other Portugueses as variations that corrupt the matrix until they carry 

derogatory adjectives such as “lazy” or “simplified” Portuguese. He writes,  

b) European Portuguese reassures that the norm comes from Portugal; it is a 
Portuguese that represents economy and modernity; c) Brazilian Portuguese has 
its own personality, it aims at simplifying EP; d) Portuguese of Angola and 
Mozambique is also a simplified version of EP; it interacts with other languages, 
perhaps borrowing from them; e) bilingualism in San Tome and Principe attests 
for EP superiority; f) similar to EP, Portuguese as an International Language is 
spoken in Cape Verde, Guinea-Bissau, and East Timor; g)  lazy Portuguese 
characterizes the language of immigrants who take their language to other places 
and let it be influenced by other languages. (31-32, translation mine)24 
 

Linguistic inequality pervades Gomes’s description of Portugueses since he focuses on a 

core language (EP) and how variations deteriorate that core language. EP seems to be 

imposed as superior in territories where many national languages cohabit as he mentions 
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“borrowing” from other languages. Gomes’s conceptualization is very influential in 

Africa. He has written many school manuals on the teaching of Portuguese, of Portuguese 

and African literatures that circulate in Africa. Most probably these books reflect his ideal 

of EP being superior to other Portugueses. Gomes portrays EP as the original and 

superior language to Portugueses in other countries. He portrays a general linguistic view 

in postcolonial sites. These views of linguistic asymmetry are still present among us and 

should be acknowledged. Even when the changes seem insignificant as the homogenizing 

of spelling rules, they should not be taken lightly. Although linguistic homogeneity 

cannot be imposed because people find their ways to subvert the system, it can be 

sponsored by organizations that promote linguistic homogeneity. I believe that we can 

sponsor equity among diversity when we partake in learning about our differences. 

To abandon a colonialist view of language in which the metropolis (Portugal) 

should dictate the proper language usage, Gomes should have described the richness of 

various Portugueses that peoples have transformed in linguistic contact zones outside of 

Portugal. As Portuguese language encounters other languages, it borrows, meshes, 

clashes, and modifies. These various genuine ways in which people play with language 

should not deepen inequalities or characterize the periphery. It should characterize how 

language is fluid and organic, how it becomes people’s identities. Like English, 

Portuguese is a site of contention, resistance, change, adaptation, and reformulation in 

linguistic contact zones. Portuguese could also be re-imagined as multiple—as 

Portugueses—reflecting not a deviation of a metropolitan standard, but linguistic 
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creation, contention, adaptation, reformulation, transformation. Even though the CPLP 

might not sponsor Gomes’s views, they are problematic because Gomes works for the 

Gulbenkian Calouste Foundation in Portugal, a foundation that aims at promoting the 

Portuguese culture (from Portugal) in the world. 

The CPLP envisions homogeneity—the lusotropical ideal of adapting and 

adopting some of the differences to create an uncontested space—as the only way to 

unify these geographically, culturally, and linguistic distant sites. However, these places, 

peoples, and languages are contested spaces. Ignoring that some linguistic variations are 

perceived in hierarchical ways will not make the contention disappear. The fear seems to 

be that acknowledging linguistic plurality will make the link that keeps the Lusophone 

countries together even more fragile. Instead of silencing those differences, or re-

imagining linguistic contact zones as sites without clashes or asymmetrical power 

relations, lusotropical rhetoric needs to attend to “adaptation” to the reality of linguistic 

diversity. Hamilton points to this direction. He posits that there are advantages in the 

Lusophone enterprise: “Despite what controversy may surround the term, lusophony has 

made meaningful strides as a transcultural concept that embraces the Portuguese 

language and all of its derivates on four continents” (187). Hamilton refers to the many 

projects put forth by governmental and non-governmental agencies to promote 

Portuguese as a hybrid and transcultural language. Hamilton mentions the French 

scholarly collection The Portuguese Language in Africa, and the reference work Atlas of 

the Portuguese Language in History and the World, and 7 Voices: Colloquial Lexicon of 
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Luso-African-Brazilian Portuguese (188). Certainly, these are collections that mark a 

scholarly effort to promote linguistic diversity in Portuguese. Promoting the rich 

Portuguese lexicon created in former colonies, mapping the histories of Portuguese in 

sites such as Goa, India and Japan, and studying the grammatical innovations that African 

Portuguese introduces are significant steps that should gain central stage. However, these 

works are not representative to counter the larger ideology to homogenize the language. 

Even though the CPLP strengthens the eight countries’ visibility and power in the 

international arena, its basic principle of a homogenous spelling may re-insert the 

linguistic diversity of the member countries into modernity’s “backward” status. By 

inscribing languages in dichotomous relations, the very principles that grant countries 

equality re-inscribe their peoples in a peripheral “pre-modern” “lacking” state in relation 

to the Old Portuguese Empire. 

 

Conclusion 

 The CPLP is a lusotropical creation. It was formed on the exceptional ideal of 

adaptability—the ideal in which in the face of circumstances that might appear 

threatening, people adopt new ways and adapt to new situations. The CPLP seems to 

uphold this ideal, but also to contradict it. The CPLP upholds the ideal as it has adapted 

to United Nation’s international peace plight. The CPLP is part of the UN and has 

attended to the UN call to intervene in Africa. Luis M. B. Bernardino claims that the 

CPLP more recently has also become a platform for shared security and defense 
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strategies (173). Security and defense became the CPLP issues as Portugal sent its army 

to train African soldiers to secure peace in the newly independent countries. Bernardino 

claims Portugal’s active role in security and defense is because it is part of the European 

Union (EU), the UN, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and the Regional 

African Organization (198). The fact is that the CPLP successfully promoted peace in 

Portuguese-speaking countries in Africa attesting to its power to foster cooperation in the 

international arena by resorting to the shared histories and linguistic ties among 

Portuguese-speaking countries. 

However, the CPLP seems to contradict its lusotropical ideal of adaptability when 

it sponsors a univocal spelling reform. In doing so, the CPLP contradicts the resolution 

on multilingualism established by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO). The text of the UNESCO’s General Conference held 

in Paris in 1999 about the “implementation of a language policy for the world based on 

multilingualism” proposes: “Considering the current threat to linguistic diversity posed 

by the globalization of communication and the tendency to use a single language, at the 

risk of marginalizing the other major languages of the world, or even of causing the 

lesser-used languages, including regional languages, to disappear,” UNESCO set a list of 

recommendations for multilingual education (UNESCO). UNESCO’s rationale on 

multilingualism is based on the preservation of people’s identities and cultures as they 

resort to their languages and language varieties. Certainly, the CPLP aims to protect the 

place of Portuguese language as the sixth most spoken language in the world. But in 
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doing so, the CPLP is privileging an already established world language and 

marginalizing the linguistic diversity that is present in Lusophone spaces. The CPLP 

wants to make the Portuguese-speaking block more homogenous and cohesive as they 

implement a transnational orthographic reform, but I believe this block could be best 

represented in its diversity.  

It is time that we re-think what lusotropicalism and its ideals mean. Yes, we are 

exceptional for adapting and adopting diverse ways of thinking, cultures, languages and 

meshing them together. Because of that maybe we should instead of preaching for 

homogeneity, advocate diversity. If we re-imagine exceptionalism and adaptability, we 

could, perhaps, rid ourselves of this lingering Western ideal of dichotomy, of only one 

way being the right way. Exceptionality should be valued in creating an inviting 

atmosphere for linguistic diversity, not in creating cohesiveness around one heritage 

language standard. Indeed, the CPLP already promotes that through educational 

cooperation in which scholars and students transit among countries learning the 

languages and ways of the kin. Let’s start thinking about language in broader terms than 

just its spelling. A few spelling rules will not deter our eagerness to learn more about 

peoples with similar histories, cultures, and languages. Adaptability should be valued as 

an acceptance of a linguistic diverse reality instead of adaptation and adoption of 

imposed rules. That would help the CPLP strategically use its overarching reach and 

influence to counter the lingering dichotomous ways of thinking language that 

disenfranchise people. Conversely, the appeal to create a homogenous, meshed culture in 
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which the differences could no more be identified seemed to work to create a national 

identity in the 1950s. Indeed, there was a need in the last decade to invent a transnational 

organization that bonded countries in their shared histories and language. However, the 

bond is already created. Now it is time to invest in cooperation and exchange to also 

value our diversity. In this way, the CPLP would be pioneer and exceptional. Even 

though I am critical in analyzing how the CPLP is holding its foundation on a spelling 

reform that tries to approximate spellings that have differently evolved over a century 

ago, I write about it because I see more than a shared culture, history, and language in the 

bonds between countries formerly colonized by Portugal. I see richness in the diverse 

Portuguese-speaking world that we should explore and learn from as we promote 

exchanges between member countries. The gold in the CPLP is not only in the shared 

commonalities, but also on how these commonalities allow us to get closer and better 

understand different histories, cultures, and languages.  

I believe my conciliatory position still holds true. In examining the international 

context of Lusophony, I underline the contradictions contained in lusotropical ideals and 

how we should re-imagine them. I uphold Luft’s point to value local linguistic diversity 

and I imagine that each member country should uphold language standards according to 

its linguistic history.  In this way, speakers and teachers of Portuguese could enforce not 

the mastering of one univocal Portuguese, but the understanding of the contexts in which 

a univocal Portuguese are enforced and the contexts in which multiple Portugueses 

thrive.  Shuttling among these standards and contexts is how we will be able to maintain 
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an international organization that represents the diverse linguistic reality of Portuguese-

speaking people. If speakers and teachers critically think of their linguistic reality, 

privileged or homogenous language standards should not go unquestioned. 

In the following chapters, I analyze the diverse linguistic contexts of Brazil and 

Cape Verde in order to situate classroom practices. First, I examine the brief history of 

linguistic diversity in both countries to contextualize educational policies. Then, I analyze 

how teachers work with students’ linguistic diversity. By examining linguistic diversity 

in these sites, I want to further the argument that an organization of the scope of the 

CPLP should focus on the multilingualism salient in Portuguese-speaking countries and 

foster cooperation and exchange among member countries. In doing so, the CPLP will 

promote World Portugueses as we learn how rich, exciting, and contested the Portugueses 

in the member countries have always been.  

 

Notes 

                                                 

10 I have a B.A. from Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, Brazil 
where full professors teach undergraduate students. 
11 “A gramática está sofrendo hoje uma rigorosa revisão de métodos, e é nas gramáticas 
que se vão publicando, que mestres e especialistas poderão mais concretamente corrigir 
posições e indicar os caminhos mais acertados” (Luft xvi).  
12 “Os pretensos novos gramáticos são uns ingênuos, não tanto por atacarem a 
gramática…, mas principalmente por não verem a língua como um fenômeno integrante 
da evolução histórica e das estruturas de poder de uma sociedade” (Dacanal 47) 
13 For a recent debate on prescriptive and descriptive grammar in the teaching of English, 
see Anne Curzan’s “Says Who? Teaching and Questioning the Rules of Grammar.” 
14 Tropical is a fluid term that Freyre uses to define not only all the Portuguese-speaking 
territories independent of their sub-tropical or temperate climate, but also Hispanic 



108 

 

                                                                                                                                                 

America. Moreover, he includes as tropical European artists and writers who had 
conceptions of time and space that were similar to the Latin American or 
Hispanic/Iberian ones (Burke and Pallares-Burke 193). 
15 CPLP ranks Portuguese as the sixth most spoken language in the planet (CPLP). 
16 “Considerando que o projecto de texto de ortografia unificada de língua 
portuguesa…constitui um passo importante para a defesa da unidade essencial da língua 
portuguesa e para o seu prestígio internacional” (Novo Acordo, Silva 61). 
17 Maurício Silva explains the modifications for diphthong accent markers (35-36). 
18 O acordo do segundo protocol modificativo ao Acordo Ortográfico da Língua 
Portuguesa explicita que “Evocando a recomendação dos Ministros da Educação da 
CPLP…reiteraram ser o Acordo Ortográfico um dos fundamentos da Comunidade…” 
(CPLP). 
19 “Brazilian Academy of Belle Lettres was founded in 1897 to conserve the literary unity 
of the country as Machado de Assis wrote. Gilberto Freyre speaks of Brazilian 
Portuguese as sounds, voices, styles of the tropics, and the fraternization of various 
peoples. In 1922, with the Modern Literary period, Brazil becomes the mythic place of 
linguistic freedom as writers assert their Brazilian language in prose” (Moreira 12). 
20 II Encontro de Professores de Literaturas Africanas de Língua Portuguesa objective 
was to intensify cultural cooperation among Lusophone countries. It happened in October 
2003 at the University of São Paulo, Brazil.  
21 “Em muitas circunstâncias do quotidiano do meu próprio país, Moçambique, o domínio 
da língua portuguesa é, por si só, uma qualificação considerada superior ao domínio de 
todos os conhecimentos tradicionais e quaisquer outras competências nas línguas 
vernáculas. Essa situação acarreta inevitavelmente tensões e ressentimentos, como os que 
foram acentuados pelo conflito civil que dilacerou o país durante quase duas décadas 
(Howana 23). 
22 Honwana is a Mozambiquean fiction writer who wrote the book Nós Matamos o Cão 
Tinhoso.  
23 Lingua franca is the common language among social groups who speak different 
languages (Lima and Carmo 417). 
24 “b) do português europeu, assente em pólos normativos em Portugal, de cariz 
economicista e tecnológico; c) do português brasileiro, aberto, com personalidade 
própria, de norma crescentemente diversificada do português europeu, em perspectiva de 
simplificação; d) do português de Angola e de Moçambique, …grande(s) língua(s) 
veicular(es) e nacional(is), em sentido amplo, em que a simplificação é dominante, a 
convivialidade com as línguas fraternas e vizinhas é notória e a sua vivência é 
empenhada…; e) do português em diglossia, como acontece em São Tomé e Príncipe; f) 
do português língua internacional, muito modelado pelo português europeu (Cabo Verde, 
Guiné-Bissau, Timor); g) do português vagabundo, o português que os emigrantes vão 
amoldando aos ambientes vários” (Gomes 31-32).  
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CHAPTER THREE: EFFACING MULTILINGUALISM IN BRAZILIAN 

PORTUGUESE 

 

“If one day we practice linguistic democracy…we will have the opportunity to hear 
thousands of silenced voices that are stigmatized because they ‘don’t speak Portuguese,’ 

‘have difficulties to express themselves,’ or ‘don’t know how to think.’” 
--Marta Scherre, translation mine25 

 

In the previous chapters, I argue that scholars of World Englishes and World 

Portugueses imagine how people interact with language in diverse ways. On the one 

hand, World Englishes scholar Alistair Pennycook emphasizes that English constantly 

clashes with other languages creating negotiation, resistance, adaptation, and change. He 

calls this phenomenon “worldliness”—the movement of peoples, cultures, ideologies, and 

their encounters in specific languages. Pedagogies should acknowledge this phenomenon 

in order to help students shuttle across various Englishes. On the other hand, Brazilian 

sociologist Gilberto Freyre develops his theory of the tropics in which the exceptional 

nature of the Portuguese colonizer embraced the culture, habits, and languages of the 

peoples in the tropics. This interaction has created a hybrid people who juggle both 

Western and non-Western cultures and who value the homogeneous entanglement of the 

tropics. However, the exceptionality of the Portuguese created an ideal for homogeneity 

that may silence many histories, cultures, and languages that thrive on multiplicity in the 

tropics. I examine both  views to point out that no matter how one perceives linguistic 

diversity—as a clash of worlds or as a coming together of peoples—the fact remains that 
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linguistic diversity is a reality of peoples’ encounters. And these views are present in the 

language classroom. Indeed, linguistic pedagogical practices do not happen in isolation; 

the way international movements construct world languages affect classroom pedagogies.   

Here, I examine how language and writing are envisioned and taught in Brazil. I 

turn to Marta Scherre’s linguistic views to examine linguistic diversity, the higher 

education system, and pedagogical practices of the complexly racialized class system of 

Brazil. Scherre points out that people who do not speak Standard Brazilian Portuguese in 

Brazil are stigmatized as if they did not know the language, could not express themselves, 

or could not think. She suggests that this stigma silences voices. Based on her claim, I 

imagine that if we could hear these silenced voices, their linguistic diversity would enrich 

our comprehension of Brazilian peoples and cultures. In her book Doa-se Lindos Filhotes 

de Poodle: Variação Lingüística, Mídia e Preconceito, she captures the linguistic 

problematic of Brazil by analyzing how the media serves to efface linguistic diversity, 

assimilate diversity, and disenfranchise people by imposing rules of prescriptive grammar 

to spoken language. Scherre is not against the teaching of prescriptive grammar, in fact, 

she claims that “teaching the standard and teaching how to effectively write is an 

obligation of the State” (142, translation mine).26 If the State has an obligation to teach 

the standard, learning to write the standard should constitute a right. However, telling 

people they do not know their first language because they do not turn to the standard to 

speak is to take their linguistic ownership away. The stigma prevents people from 
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participating in processes of decision making because they are disenfranchised, they lack 

knowledge of the standard valued by the elite.  

I analyze the discontinuity between how languages of power are taught and 

practiced through prescriptive grammar and how this model hinders access to cultural 

authority and social influence. First, I review the formation of Brazilian Portuguese 

varieties and how linguistic diversities are profoundly devalued functioning to assimilate 

or efface diverse cultural groups. I examine the scholarship on the differences of 

Brazilian and European Portuguese, the influence of indigenous and African languages in 

the formation of Brazilian Portuguese, and also some regional and rural dialects. I posit 

that the various stigmatized dialects and varieties of Brazilian Portuguese characterize the 

language as worldly—a site of contention, clash, and adjustment. Then, I examine how 

language is conceived as transparent in higher education policies that deliberate on higher 

education expansion and access for minorities. Language and the teaching of language go 

unexamined as policies omit language as one of the major elements for knowledge 

construction at the university. Lastly, I analyze how five professors who have experience 

teaching Portuguese and writing in major universities in the southeast and south of Brazil 

reinforce myths about writing.27 I interviewed these five teachers about their perceptions 

on the students’ linguistic diversity and their practices on teaching writing. Later in this 

chapter, I will discuss the method I used to gather this information. These few teachers 

indicate that academic language belongs to the few who master prescriptive grammar. I 

examine three myths about writing that were recurrent in the interviews: 1) students who 
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do not write well have nothing important to say; 2) students who do not write well are 

beyond help; and 3) only knowledge of grammar can assure good writing. I posit that 

these beliefs function to devalue students’ intellectual contribution and fail to engage 

them to critically join academia. To put it another way, teachers do not attend to the 

richness of students’ linguistic diversity as a classroom asset, but as a deterrent to the 

teaching of Standard Brazilian Portuguese. In doing so, I argue for a multilingual 

paradigm for the teaching of language to learn from the array of dialects, cultures, and 

ways of thinking encountered in the classroom. A paradigm that values diversity in the 

classroom fights the globalizing tendency to homogenize language and perpetuate social, 

racial, and economic inequalities.  

 

Stigmatization of Linguistic Diversity 

I have turned to linguistic studies to demonstrate that the complex linguistic 

context of Brazilian Portuguese (BP) should be imagined as a phenomenon of worldliness 

as described by Alistair Pennycook. I do so to call for pedagogies that challenge the 

notion of the univocality of language. The worldly aspect of BP—a language molded by 

various groups of speakers and various local histories—informs my challenge. 

Pennycook defines “worldliness” as a phenomenon of linguistic ownership. He claims 

that a language is worldly when it is a “site of resistance, change, adaptation and 

reformulation” in which multiple languages are celebrated and reconstructed to ensure a 

sense of linguistic ownership (15). Scholars of BP language and linguistics describe how 
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BP has been the site described by Pennycook—Brazilian speakers own their language as 

they resist, change, adapt, and reformulate prescribed standards. Standard BP is 

synonymous to the linguistic standard used by the elite while Brazilian varieties and 

dialects seem to be off-center or peripheral. Because people grapple with BP, I think of 

BP as a worldly language. First, I contrast BP and European Portuguese (EP) to show 

how negative perceptions of their users are formed; then, I examine how Standard BP 

effaces varieties, dialects, and other languages. Finally, I demonstrate how varieties of BP 

are stigmatized as lesser forms. When varieties are stigmatized, speakers feel 

disempowered and devalue their linguistic knowledge. I argue that rethinking linguistic 

diversity not solely as synonymous of stigmatization, but also as a phenomenon of 

worldliness can enrich our knowledge of peoples, cultures, and their knowledges in the 

territory of Brazil and help us value diversity as an asset. Here I include a map of Brazil 

to illustrate how its vast territory is the cradle for such linguistic diversity (see illustration 

4). 
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Illustration 4. Map of Brazil (USDS). 

 

Various researchers have examined linguistic diversity in Brazil. Linguists and 

sociolinguists “hear” the multilingual linguistic context of Brazil. For example, the 

celebratory book for the 500 years of colonization of Brazil titled Quinhentos Anos de 

História Lingüística do Brasil [500 Years of Linguistic History of Brazil] edited by 

Suzana A. Marcelino Cardoso, Jacyra Andrade Mota, and Rosa V. Mattos e Silva 

anthologizes the linguistic history and characteristics of the multilingual influences in BP. 

A drawing of the dense Amazonian forest serves as cover to this book to portray the 

complexity, diversity, and intricacy of the Brazilian linguistic context. It demonstrates 
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how indigenous languages, African languages, immigrants’ languages, border languages, 

and Portuguese have intricately shaped BP during the last five centuries (Cardoso et al. 

7). In this anthology and other publications, researchers distinguish how BP differs from 

EP to acknowledge that both speech patterns make the same language. BP is the standard 

in Brazil while EP is the standard in Portugal, African, and Asian countries. Researchers 

also examine varieties of BP according to historical periods, ethnicity, location (regional 

and urban/rural settings), and social class. Despite the amount and richness of these 

studies of differences between BP and EP and varieties in BP that acknowledge a 

multilingual context, speakers of these varieties are still stigmatized.  

One cause for this stigmatization is how BP speakers are perceived by EP 

speakers. The stigma may reflect the complex racialized understanding of peoples in the 

former colonies and the presupposition that resistance needs to be subdued. Because EP 

and BP speech patterns differ, imposing an EP standard as a model of linguistic 

superiority would serve to control the ways in which people change, adapt, and 

reformulate the language. According to Brazilian scholar Ataliba T. Castilho, BP and EP 

differ more in speech than in writing. He points out that Brazilians who travel to Portugal 

or encounter Portuguese people may need time to get used to EP before they comprehend 

it (30-33). But that should not take long. One difference that may cause difficulty for 

Brazilians to comprehend EP speakers is that BP speakers add vowel sounds between 

some consonants; the term lawyer in Portuguese is a good example. The EP 

pronunciation is “advogado” (no vowel sound between “d” and “v”) while the BP 
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pronunciation “adevogado” receives an extra vowel sound “e” between “d” and “v” 

(Castilho 31). Even though Castilho does not explain why this trait would cause problem, 

I remember that I, a Brazilian speaker, had to rely on context to perceive the meaning of 

words my great-aunt Dora (an EP speaker) used. EP is not standard in Brazil, but some 

immigrants do not or cannot change their speech patterns to BP. Anyway, dropping 

vowel sounds in EP is one difference that may delay comprehension without hindering 

full understanding. However, people who add vowel sounds are stigmatized solely based 

on the perception of their use of Brazilian standards. The changes and adaptations the 

language suffered in the New World still serve as a social deterrent for people’s mobility 

and access in the Portuguese-speaking world outside of Brazil.  

Some Brazilian scholars point out that modifications in BP are due to its 

multilingual context when they argue for or against BP being a product of creolization. 

Castilho claims that there are two possible theories to explain the linguistic and historical 

differences between BP and EP and both of them acknowledge that linguistic changes in 

BP occurred due to the Brazilian multilingual context. One group of theorists argues that 

BP derives from a Creole forged from indigenous and African languages in contact with 

EP while other theorists point to the natural evolution of archaic EP in Brazil (Castilho 

34-43). Gregory Guy and Ana Zilles assert that scholars Gregory Guy, John Holm, and 

Dante Lucchesi claim that the lack of nominal or verbal agreement in BP is a reference of 

creolized history: “[The] absence of agreement is typical of virtually all creole languages 

and …in Brazil this phenomenon appears at the same historical period as the arrival there 



117 

 

of massive numbers of enslaved Africans” (56). Dante Lucchesi and Alan Baxter admit 

that creolization may have been sparse and that the innovations it brings may have been 

assimilated or diluted by vernacular Portuguese. They contend that a Portuguese Creole 

was never stable enough or largely spread in Brazil (195).28  However, they defend that 

there is a lighter creolization which does not affect grammar structure, but causes 

variations such as nominal and verbal agreements. This lighter creolization was caused 

by an irregular transmission of Portuguese to speakers of indigenous and African 

languages and has affected popular varieties of the language (172).29  

Conversely, the latter group defends the position that the sociolinguistic history of 

Brazil is not composed by processes of creolization in any way. Sociolinguists Marta 

Scherre and Anthony Naro claim that the transformation of BP such as in lack of nominal 

agreement in popular BP is a spontaneous development of the archaic EP that the 

colonizers brought to the country:  

Modern BP is the natural result of the centuries-old drift inherent in the language 
brought from Portugal, exaggerated, it is true, in Brazil by the exuberance of 
contact of adult language speakers of the most diverse origins and the nativization 
of Portuguese by the communities formed by such speakers….If any structural 
elements alien to Portuguese grammar penetrated Brazilian speech at some point 
in the history of Brazil, none of them survived. (16) 
 

Scherre and Naro understand that contact accelerates internal changes in BP, but do not 

cause them. They point out a spontaneous development of the language and deny other 

languages’ interference on structural elements. Despite these different approaches to the 

historical formation of BP (light creolization or spontaneous development), both groups 

of scholars affirm that multilingual speakers of indigenous and African languages 
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interacted with EP speakers at different historical moments and geographical places in 

Brazil. Both theories seem to support BP worldly aspects—BP happens in the interaction 

with other languages and the local histories of people who use these languages. 

 Nonetheless, differences in speech do not turn BP and EP into different 

languages. Castilho claims that scholars hold on to the belief that EP and BP are different 

standards of the same language and should be respected as so both in Brazil and Portugal. 

Maria Mateus, a Portuguese scholar, agrees with him. After exposing differences in BP 

and EP, Mateus argues that both standards form one language. She reasons that 

recognizing Portuguese as one language is advantageous for the various groups that speak 

different standards because it strengthens economic positions in a globalized world. 

Besides, considering Portuguese one language allows individuals to have mobility in the 

Portuguese-speaking world (Mateus 76-77). Moreover, she explains that individuals 

speak a standard to know themselves and be recognized by others. These cultural 

identities forged on linguistic patterns allow individuals to shuttle across communities 

and nations.  

Even though I will discuss participants’ views on language teaching later in this 

chapter, at this juncture I would like to share two participants’ testimony about their 

perception of EP and BP as varieties of the same language. They report on the importance 

of exposing students to Portuguese varieties. These two professors are Brazilians who 

taught at southeastern universities in Brazil before they started teaching in France. Today 

they teach Portuguese grammar and linguistics in a large university in France. The 
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university or their names will not be revealed to protect their privacy. When asked about 

what Portuguese standards they assigned as readings, they both answered that they vary 

the standards. Zezinha Melo pointed out that she uses both BP and EP (Melo 1).30 Clara 

Coelho answered that she uses various standards “to allow students to know the diversity 

of Portuguese and the elements of discourse such as author’s purpose, target audience, 

and context” (Coelho 3, translation mine).31 Even though Coelho goes further in pointing 

out rhetorical features of different genres, Melo and Coelho agree that BP and EP are 

legitimate standards to be used in the classroom. They seem to be inviting students to 

learn how to shuttle across these two standards. Both of them assign newspaper articles 

from the internet, short stories, essays, poems, films, and songs as class readings. Their 

eclectic use of artifacts suggests that different genres of writing and linguistic standards 

are also part of how they invite students to shuttle across standards. For example, songs 

and films expose students to vernacular lexicon and syntax. However, the participants 

only think of EP and BP as legitimate standards for the classroom, even though Melo 

points out that her students also speak what she calls African Portuguese from Angola 

and Cape Verde. African Portuguese is one of the linguistic standards she mentions as 

part of her reading assignments. Perhaps she shares Scherre’s view in which it is an 

obligation of the State to teach the standard (142). The official language in Angola and 

Cape Verde is EP, even though citizens speak different Portuguese varieties, creoles, and 

other languages. Melo would not be infringing any official understanding of what 

language standards to uphold; however, she seems to ignore the variety she calls African 
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Portuguese. Maybe because there are different African Portugueses in the Portuguese-

speaking countries in Africa and their varieties are spoken ones, students are only 

exposed to texts in both EP and BP, and the cultures and identities associated with these 

Portuguese standards. 

Despite scholarly work on the linguistic differences between EP and BP and the 

recognition of both standards, speakers of BP can be stigmatized in Portugal. People 

distinguish between what they call Portuguese and Brazilian languages specially to 

belittle BP in Europe (Mateus & Villalva 25). To illustrate this point, I turn to Bernd 

Reiter’s work “Portugal: National Pride and Imperial Neurosis.” Reiter argues that 

“Portugal has failed to recognize the existence within its borders of a black community, 

its histories and its exclusion, which continues to the present day” (79). But his argument 

goes beyond the immigrant black community as he demonstrates how Portuguese people 

resisted his use of BP.  As a white German man, he was not considered a threat while 

doing his ethnographic field work in Portugal. That led people to trust him and make their 

racist remarks against Africans and Brazilians.  However, he points out that “speaking 

Portuguese with a strong Brazilian accent led many to perceive [him] negatively, as a 

Brazilian immigrant” (80). He makes clear that EP and BP differences in pronunciation 

and syntax did not hinder comprehension. The problem Reiter faced was of linguistic 

discrimination. His Brazilian language contradicted his white race and German 

nationality: he was stigmatized for speaking a lesser linguistic variety in relation to his 

race and nationality. 
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 Of course, BP is the metropolitan standard in Brazil even though it might be 

depreciated in Portugal. In Brazil most people speak and write BP while in Portugal most 

people speak and write EP. When comparing BP and EP, both stand for a univocal 

standard, even though linguistic diversity is present in both. Standard BP is synonymous 

to linguistic standard of the elite while Brazilian varieties and dialects seem to be off-

center or peripheral. In BP, ethnic, socio-economic, and regional factors dictate the 

perception of varieties and dialects as peripheral. I turn to Guy and Zilles’s definition of 

varieties of BP in “Endangered Language Varieties: Vernacular Speech and Linguistic 

Standardization in BP.” They define BP varieties as “nonstandard, popular, or vernacular 

varieties. This includes low-status regional and local dialects, nonstandard varieties 

defined by social class or exclusion, and varieties associated with ethnic minorities” (55). 

Guy and Zilles argue that BP varieties are being homogenized due to mass education 

silencing peoples’ vernacular uses. They base their claim on thirty years of research of 

popular BP in diverse regions pointing out that in qualitative studies awareness of 

prescriptive grammar has been erasing features of popular speech such as lack of 

agreement. From their claim, I infer that the teaching of prescriptive grammar has 

secured Standard BP a certain prestige that may be effacing some vernacular uses. 

One way to comprehend the richness and worldliness (a language molded by 

various groups of speakers and various local histories) of vernacular BP is to examine the 

influence of indigenous languages, the transplanted African languages, and the features 

that characterize a linguistic periphery of vernacular varieties. Even though I will only 
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briefly demonstrate how indigenous and African influences on BP tend to be effaced, 

these languages do not exhaust the topic of how various groups of peoples and various 

local histories influence BP. Immigrants from different parts of Europe such as Germany, 

Italy, and Poland and parts of Asia such as Japan also compose the multilingual 

population of Brazil. Many times they speak their heritage languages in their 

communities and also BP (Cardoso et al.). In spite of the multilingual context, the ideal of 

a univocal Standard BP shatters the possibility of varieties, dialects, and multiple other 

languages to be incorporated to writing in Brazil.  

 The influence of indigenous languages is mostly studied as a historical linguistic 

fact as if indigenous people had ceased to be a part of the composition of Brazil or if their 

languages were not part of the many languages spoken in Brazil. For five hundred years, 

besides their own languages, indigenous people have spoken general contact languages 

and Portuguese. 32 Castilho claims that six million indigenous people spoke about three 

hundred languages when the Portuguese arrived in Brazil in 1500. José Ribamar Bessa-

Freire argues that in the Amazon region people were multilingual and multi-ethnic and 

they spoke more than seven hundred languages. Castilho claim seems conservative if 

compared to Bessa-Freire’s; nonetheless, it is worth to mention that the indigenous 

languages were many in the 1500s. Castilho explains that two linguistic groups have 

mainly influenced the lexicon of BP.  The two groups of indigenous languages were the 

Jê who lived inland and the Tupi-Guaraní who lived in the coast of Brazil. The Jê group 

may have lent the “r” pronunciation of Caipira—a rural dialect. Tupi-Guaraní has lent 
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about ten thousand words to BP, mostly nouns for places, people, vegetables, and 

animals.33 The contact between Portuguese and indigenous people generated two general 

languages spoken by Portuguese and indigenous people alike. These Línguas Gerais were 

not pidgins or creoles, they were similar to the indigenous languages (Castilho 8-12).34 In 

short, indigenous languages influenced BP lexical and they once were the spoken 

languages of the country. Portuguese colonizers encountered a multitude of languages 

and communicated in the lingua franca. Despite Castilho’s and Bessa-Freire’s studies 

that demonstrate a history of multilingualism in the Brazilian territory in which 

colonizers spoke the languages of indigenous people and indigenous languages 

contributed to BP lexicon, there seems to be a pervading belief that BP has always been 

univocal without much input from the first dwellers of America. This myth silences 

indigenous people. 

 Some recent studies on indigenous literacy contradict the view of indigenous 

languages as effaced or lost in history. In “The Ecology of Writing Among the 

Kashinawá: Indigenous Multimodality in Brazil,” Lynn Mario T. Menezes de Souza 

shows that indigenous people learn to write Portuguese, but grapple with it by inscribing 

their different world views. He claims that “the multimodal Kashinawá text may be 

considered symbolically as a micro-arena of … linguistic wars waged in the Amazonian 

Brazil” (93). Souza proves his point describing the Portuguese textual production of the 

Kashinawá and how they resist Eurocentric views of time, history, and writing. He 

writes, “Through the appropriation of writing, the Kashinawá have sought not only to 



124 

 

gain access to the cultural capital that writing accrues in the dominant national culture but 

also use writing as a means to inscribe their difference from, and thus cope with, the 

dominant culture on their own local terms” (93). The Kashinawá resist the homogenizing 

force of Portuguese as a national language by transforming themselves and the way they 

write and look at written texts. Moreover, they transform Portuguese writing into a 

multimodal activity. Their interaction with the text is contentious because of the many 

different views they and their languages carry. Souza argues that we should accept 

peoples’ right to linguistic diversity by acknowledging this contentious relation to the 

text. 

 Similar to the indigenous community, the African linguistic influence has also 

been effaced. One reason seems to be the lack of historical documents that can trace the 

influence of African languages on BP. Few records document how many African slaves 

were taken to Brazil, where exactly they were from, what languages they spoke. Scholars 

do not even agree on the number of African slaves that were taken to Brazil between 

1538 and 1855. Castilho claims eighteen million Africans were brought as slaves to 

Brazil while Darcy Ribeiro claims they were seven million (12-14). Nonetheless, scholars 

agree that two groups of Africans arrived in Brazil: the Bantu (Angola-Mozambique area) 

and the Sudanese (west coast of Africa). However, the studies on the languages they 

brought and how these languages nuanced Portuguese are still in their early stages. 

Castilho points to only 300 words deriving from African languages such as samba, 

carinho, cacula, cacunda, dengo (13). Also, Bantu structure was simplified in 
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Portuguese—“ka.N.Domb.ele” becomes “candomblé”—and syllables are inserted in 

Portuguese words—“sal.var” becomes “salavá” then transforms into “saravá” (14).35 

Besides lexicon, other scholarship focus on the creolization of BP by studying isolated 

African-Brazilian rural communities (Heye and Vandresen 403).36  The influence of 

African languages in BP needs more research, specially the spoken and written BP 

dialects of African-Brazilian population in various urban and rural regions of Brazil (See 

Careno). Even thought the influence of the African languages at the lexicon level may be 

less evident in BP, they cannot be discarded as contributors to the multilingual tapestry of 

Brazil. 

 Besides linguistic diversity based on the influence of other languages, scholars 

have mapped the country’s dialects geographically. Dialects distinguish not only 

geographies but also asymmetrical structures of power among cultures. Since the late 

nineteenth century, scholarship has focused on dialects in different regions of this vast 

country. Castilho presents some early studies on the varieties of rural dialect of São Paulo 

(Caipira) and the urban dialect of Rio de Janeiro (Carioca) (19-21). According to 

Castilho, regional dialects are the most salient varieties in BP (19). Perhaps because they 

are implied, Castilho does not explain this saliency. These two dialects represent the 

center of the country and attached to them are perceptions of peoples and their ways of 

living. For example, cartoonist Maurício de Souza depicts the Caipira dialect in a 

nationwide popular character called Chiquinho. Stereotypes are associated to the 

character as well as to his cultural identification with the region. Chiquinho is a naïve, 
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gullible, and simple-minded boy.37 Dialectical varieties culturally present and re-present 

speakers of rural versus urban dialects. They distinguish a group; however, when 

linguistic features serve to reinforce stereotypes, the cultural and political power of that 

group is at stake. 

 Non-standard variety speakers perceive the asymmetrical power associated with 

their dialects and tend to assimilate. In a 1984 research study of the Caipira dialect, Stella 

M. Bortoni-Ricardo argues that “Caipira dialect is gradually merging with non-standard 

urban varieties, in a process embedded in a larger matrix of social changes, at the expanse 

of the loss of many typical features” (23). Bortoni-Ricardo asserts that the change in the 

dialect occurs because speakers from rural areas move to urban areas. There they try to 

assimilate more prestigious linguistic features and behaviors to gain acceptance in their 

new environments. In ambivalent positions, sometimes the speakers will maintain their 

speech patterns for identity; at other times, they will try to integrate to the new group. She 

writes, “In a movement away from the vernacular…[The migrant’s] language is …likely 

to present many instances of hypercorrection especially in asymmetrical speech 

interactions, as he endeavors to master a code with which he is still not familiar” (119). 

Speakers guarantee association and interaction with other groups through assimilation. In 

this process, dialects diffuse as more prestigious forms influence them. 

Speakers devalue their own dialects when more prestigious speakers influence 

them. In a qualitative study about the use of non-standard variety by African Brazilians in 

the rural area of São Paulo, Mary Francisca do Careno points out that disenfranchised 
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groups do not value their language, their histories, or their ways of being. Careno cannot 

distinguish what precise social factors allowed for the creation of the African-Brazilian 

community of Vale do Ribeira, what African languages they spoke prior to being in 

Brazil, or who were they (run-away slaves from ports, or nearby areas, or even brought to 

the country illegally). Nonetheless, she points out that all these factors define the 

linguistic mobility of the people (121-125). She defines linguistic mobility as a deep 

perception of hybridity on how their dialects were forged as a modification of archaic 

Portuguese by indigenous and African Brazilians (122-123). This marvelous study of the 

people’s dialect and their ways of being demonstrates how the researcher values their 

histories and culture. The study reveals who some Brazilians are and what attitudes shape 

their use of the available languages. Despite the value she places on their histories and 

non-standard speech, she warns us that a lot has to be done in terms of education for 

disenfranchised people “to know their histories, their culture, re-visit their realities, and 

ultimately value them” (126, translation mine).38 I share the same concern; as people 

perceive that they are disempowered by their dialects, they do not value them. Ignoring 

people’s languages and histories by trying to make univocal the use of the standard 

language and the official history in school will impoverish our knowledge of who 

Brazilians are. Worse, it will make people perceive their dialects as lesser varieties. 

Varieties and dialects function not only as cultural identification, but also as a 

stigmatizing factor. Sandra B. Koelling has a study on the nominal agreement in Porto 

Alegre, RS. Her linguistic research proves that nominal agreement in this southernmost 
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capital of Brazil shows similar results as other studies in other regions—plural agreement 

in the utterance of speakers varies depending on linguistic and social factors. One of the 

social factors she points out is schooling. The more schooling the participant had (nine to 

eleven years), the more he/she would use plural agreements according to the standard 

(87-88). Koelling asserts that “despite modern educational theories and linguistic 

theories, the conservative space of school endorses grammar traditions. School books are 

written in privileged forms contributing to stigmatize varieties of these forms. Thus, 

literature and grammar books turn the privileged forms into the standard and reinforce 

them” (35-36, translation mine).39 Plural agreement is one of the markers of education; it 

culturally identifies people and their educational background as well as it serves to 

disenfranchise people based on their lack of knowledge of the privileged use. 

Sociolinguists are the ones who point out how these diverse dialects are 

embedded in asymmetrical power struggles. Brazilian sociolinguists Marcos Bagno 

(2000) and Maria Marta Scherre (2005) counter the seemingly factual appearance of 

descriptions of linguistic varieties. They claim that non-standard varieties mark social, 

economic, cultural, and ethnic groups. Both scholars denounce the media for identifying 

prescriptive grammar to correct vernacular grammar usages excluding most of the 

Brazilian population from the group of people who speak and write the elite Standard BP. 

Brazil holds the tenth most strong economy in the planet. However, in terms of 

distribution of wealth, Bagno mentions the UNICEF report in the late nineties that 

classified Brazil’s wealth distribution as one of the worst in the planet (39). Brazil’s 
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poorest were forty percent of the population, and they made eight percent of the national 

income. The richest accounted for twenty percent of the population earning sixty-four 

percent of the national income. The gap of economic means between the poorest and 

richest is enormous in a country with abundant natural resources. Certainly, wealth 

distribution reflects on linguistic asymmetries. Few Brazilians know Standard BP or use 

it in the appropriate context. The problem with a media that endorses the correctness of 

prescriptive grammar is that they are not using it to educate people about one standard of 

the language or even to assimilate the people. Rather, the media prescribes what is right 

and what is wrong according to Standard BP to discriminate groups. Because most of the 

population does not share the standard, most of them speak or write incorrect Portuguese. 

Except for the indigenous and African lexicon that made its way into Standard BP, all 

geographical dialects and varieties of BP fall into what Bagno and Scherre call class 

discrimination on the basis of linguistic differences. The widespread understanding of 

Brazilian non-standard varieties as erroneous promotes the use, teaching, and 

reproduction of a univocal Standard BP. 

Scholarship on varieties and dialects of BP are extremely important to 

characterize worldliness—when a language is molded by various languages and various 

local histories as people resist, transform, and play with the language. I posit that 

knowledge of dialects should be accompanied by knowledge of cultural ideologies that 

surround these dialects—how they serve as moments of resistance, change, adaptation, 

and reformulation of Standard BP and how they represent speakers’ ownership of their 
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language. Another scholar who reports on more recent studies about regional dialects is 

Jacyra Andrade Mota who describes how dialects are marked according to the vowel and 

consonant use of each area. She claims that linguists have engaged in dividing BP in 

dialect areas since the 1960s.  They have published seven atlases of linguistic areas of BP 

and they are preparing another eight. They study how each state is divided in geo-social, 

ethnic, and urban and rural areas (308). This rich body of scholarship portraying varieties 

of BP should be an intrinsic part of the teaching of writing at higher education. Not only 

knowledge of prescriptive grammar should inform how students write, but knowledge of 

their own ways of actively modifying, contesting, assimilating, and re-creating language.  

I turn to the concept of worldliness to re-think the linguistic discrimination of BP 

varieties. Varieties of the language should be considered an asset when understood as 

ways of owning, changing, resisting, re-creating the world. They are representations of 

ways of being, living, and knowing the world that should also be an intrinsic part of 

writing at the university. In order to re-think the multiplicity of languages (languages, 

varieties, dialects), we need to change the way we envision higher education and the 

ways we reinforce prescriptive grammar when teaching writing. Before I turn to how 

participants describe their classroom practices, I examine how Brazilian higher education 

is structured. 
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Language Transparency in Higher Education 

Current practices in higher education do not cater to the linguistic diversity of 

teachers and students. Even though in chapter two I examine languages policies that 

specifically deal with the diverse spelling system in Brazil and Portugal, these policies 

seem to be the only ones that address Portuguese varieties. Scholars’ and politicians’ 

anxieties around the spelling system portrays how writing is viewed as a discrete skill in 

which changing the spelling will improve the way people write. Brazilian higher 

education policies do not mention language use or teaching. Educational policies treat 

language as “transparent.”  Indeed, language policy is an implicit matter except for the 

assertion that Portuguese is the official language of Brazil in the Brazilian 1988 

Constitution.40 Perhaps the constitutional text reveals the national pride associated to a 

univocal Portuguese that represents Brazilian identity. The language that bonds us all is 

perceived as cohesive as the people should be. Even though the various BP dialects and 

varieties may not hinder communication, they are multiple. And so are the indigenous 

languages. Maybe the reinforcement of a univocal Portuguese tie peoples and cultures 

together to form the Brazilian identity as Freyre suggests in the lusotropical theory. 

However, the cohesiveness and transparency of the language should be examined if we 

are to imagine a more expansive higher education and attend to the demand for access. 

First, I define language transparency; then, I examine how higher education policies fail 

to examine the role of language in education; finally, I examine the privatization of 

higher education. 
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Language transparency pervades the US school system according to David R. 

Russell. In Writing in the Academic Disciplines, 1870-1990: A Curricular History, 

Russell posits that, before printing, if people mastered the conventions of orthography, 

they would master writing. Because language was embedded in the oral practices of a 

class, it was seen as transparent since very little instruction was necessary for people to 

write well (4). Their oral practices would naturally translate into their written practices. 

However, with printing and the expansion of higher education, writing became “a 

complex and continuously developing response to specialized text-bases discourse 

communities, highly embedded in the differentiated practices of those communities” (5). 

In the expanded higher education scenario, language cannot continue to be transparent 

since the rhetorical practices of discourse communities define what writing rules students 

should be learning. However, because there is a tacit understanding that “writing [is] a 

generalizable, elementary skill and that academia [holds] a universal, immutable standard 

of literacy,” language is not associated to a specific class, profession, discipline, or 

institution (6). As a result, the rhetorical practices of writing in academia are not 

examined. As students with diverse class affiliations, ethnicities, and languages populate 

higher education, their oral practices do not naturally become an academic written 

discourse. Hence, language needs to become visible; it needs to be examined so that the 

rhetorical functions of the teaching of writing at the university can be addressed. 

The transparency of language is better explained when Russell contrasts how 

language is seen as a transparent recording “of thought or physical reality” and how it 
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should be seen as rhetorical practices (10). Drawing on Charles Bazerman’s explanation 

of how the writing of community happens only in the community’s activities, Russell 

lists the rhetorical practices that writers and readers have to engage in order to 

meaningfully write to the community. Russell posits that writers and readers need to 

understand writing according to “the issues it addresses, the purposes it serves, the 

concrete objects it manipulates, the questions it has excluded or already answered to the 

satisfaction of the community, the things that can be left unsaid because of the 

community’s history and activity, or the things that might be said to accomplish its 

objectives” (13). These rhetorical practices need to be examined so that students can 

engage in meaningful writing and construction of knowledge. “The transparency of 

writing masks that the rules of the game are, in many ways, rhetorical,” writes Russell 

(29).  The contrast between how writing is viewed as transparent by teachers and students 

and how writing should be imagined according to the rhetorical situation can function as 

a heuristic to examine the Brazilian higher education, even though Russell writes about 

the US higher education.  

 As I mentioned before, higher education policies treat language as transparent. 

Language is never an issue to be addressed. Thus, issues such as expansion higher 

education, increase on minorities’ access, improvement of quality of research, and 

training of more teachers are not in any way related to students’ languages, to writing, or 

to literacy in general.  Instead, higher education policies aim at changing social values 

and promoting social inclusion. Serving clear political ends, these policies seem only to 
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reflect social values that delay changes and exclude people as private institutions expand 

at a much higher rate than public institutions.  

One of the political ends for the expansion of higher education is to establish 

Brazil’s competitiveness in the international arena by creating a strong scientific 

community. The current Law 010172/2001 called Plano Nacional de Educação (PNE) 

[National Plan for Education] is the major law that shapes policies and procedures in 

education in the public and private sectors. The law serves as a guideline to attend to the 

demand for access and to invest in science and technology. It establishes that a country 

should have a strong higher education system to be developed and independent. It also 

affirms that the production of knowledge based on scientific and technological 

development is fundamental for a dynamic society (PNE).41 Scientific research 

determines how universities are ranked and how countries’ economies are measured 

globally.  When the present law associates production of knowledge to science and 

technology, it may not only disregard language studies as lesser forms of knowledge 

production, but also leave language unexamined. 

This positivistic association of science and technology to development 

corroborates the idea that language is a discrete skill that can be easily learned at the 

university. Instead of understanding this objective of development and international 

projection as a threat, language scholars should perceive it as a challenge. Scholars may 

feel threatened by the goals of PNE to heavily invest in science and technology, but they 

open a new possibility for language scholars to re-envision their fields. However, the best 
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course of action is to strategically position linguistic concerns as an intrinsic part of how 

science and technology is written, shared, and published and who the writers of science 

and technology are in Brazil. The rationale is that higher education would function as a 

way to narrow the social gap among Brazilians and create wealth to ensure the country a 

place in the international arena. The strategies to improve and expand higher education 

are to give access to minorities, to prepare more teachers, to improve the working 

conditions at the universities, to create more opportunities for research, and to fund 

graduate work. However, higher education improvement will only happen if professors 

take active roles in the transformation to come, if they re-imagine how their fields, their 

departments, their relations with the student body, and their work functions within the 

larger goals of the country. 

Implementing the above changes in higher education to make the country 

competitive is a daunting task considering the low number of undergraduate and graduate 

students who make into higher education. Studies show that access to higher education in 

Brazil is the lowest when compared to Latin American countries. In Brazil, the number of 

students between eighteen and twenty-four years old in higher education is lower than 

12% (PNE).42 One of the objectives of the PNE law is to improve these numbers. By the 

year 2010, the goal of the bill was to increase the number of students to 30%. The next 

census will shed light on the achievement of this goal. For now, sociologist Carlos B. 

Martins posits that there were 4.7 million enrolled undergraduate students in 2006 (27). 

About 12% of the youth attend higher education in Brazil, as compared to 60% in 
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Western countries (Martins 29). That means that the student body has not increased since 

the PNE bill was implemented in 2001. But five years or even a decade is a short period 

of time to see such drastic change of over 50% increase in the undergraduate student 

body.  

The numbers are not much different for graduate students who should be the ones 

who will become teachers and professors. Jorge Balán at the Ford Foundation points out, 

“Today, almost 100,000 students are enrolled in accredited master’s and PhD programs in 

Brazil, most of which are oriented towards training university professors and researchers 

in all academic fields, and almost half of them supported by fellowships with public 

funding” (232). That means less than 1% of the population of Brazil is enrolled in 

graduate school. The number of graduate students is relatively low vis-à-vis the increased 

number of undergraduates and demand for access. If the expansion of higher education is 

a priority of the State, one primary concern should be more graduate courses to capacitate 

professors to teach at higher education institutions. The funding of graduate students is 

one of the pillars to better improve higher education as it fosters undergraduate interest to 

continue studying. Here I want to show that the literature on educational reforms reflects 

the ideas of one participant who is a professor at a southern federal university at the 

college of Education. According to Maria José Andrade, President Lula da Silva has 

increased the number and raised the amount of graduate scholarships in the last seven 

years (Andrade).43 Nonetheless, the data Balán presents on the few graduate students in 
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Brazil shows that more graduate programs and better incentives for graduate students 

need to be offered in order to improve and expand higher education. 

The expansion of higher education has been synonymous to privatization since 

the 1967 educational reform mainly because public institutions have not expanded as 

much as private institutions.44 And privatization tends to perpetuate social inequality by 

qualifying research institutions and by increasing the number of training schools. Private 

and public institutions polarize the debate on how to fund higher education. On the one 

hand, the model university that concentrates its resources to research, teaching, and 

service are mainly composed by federal and state universities and some private religious 

universities. These institutions are “dominated …by the schools for training in the liberal 

professions” (Balán 230). The 1988 Constitution sets forth guidelines that attribute to the 

federal government the responsibility to regulate and fund public universities because 

they should model research, educate future teachers and professors, and serve as a model 

institution for the private educational sector (PNE).45 The last years have been important 

to strengthen the public system. Martins claims that President Lula da Silva opened new 

institutions, offered new lines of hire by public contest, and increased salaries (26). 

Andrade, the participant I mentioned earlier who works at a public institution in the south 

of Brazil, says, “I always tell people that I was the last batch of hires in 1994. After that, 

they had locked the doors so that nobody else would get in. That has changed with Lula’s 

policies. My friends who were struggling to find secure teaching positions were hired in 

the last few years” (Andrade, translation mine). Increase in the number of institutions and 
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hiring of scholars parallels the increase in access. Martins points out that 2007 has been a 

significant year to expand access to federal universities (one of the goals of PNE) with 

the creation of Programa de Apoio aos Planos de Reestruturação e Expansão das 

Universidades Federais (REUNI) [Program to Restructure and Expand Federal 

Universities] (27). The increase in the investment made in the public sector aims at 

achieving the goal of being internationally competitive, since these are the places that 

should model what research universities should look like in Brazil. Even though there is 

an excitement in the public sector with more hires, salary increase, and access, inequality 

seems to persist because the rate of the expansion has not accompanied the rate of the 

demand.  

Research institutions have not expanded at the rate of the increased demand for 

higher education helping aggravate the problem of social inequality. According to Carlos 

Roberto Jamil Cury, the 1988 Constitution establishes that the State is responsible to 

promote social equality. Cury asserts that the process of universalizing primary and 

secondary schooling “made clear who the subjects of social inequality are: blue collar 

workers, rural workers, blacks, browns or mixed-race individuals (pardos), indigenous, 

elderly, and dwellers of poor neighborhoods and shantytowns” (1195, translation mine).46 

These minority groups are the ones who have not been granted access to research 

institutions. Balán calls public institutions “academic oligarchies” because they do not 

attend to the social demand for access. He reiterates, “They fought to maintain power and 

ignored the need for change” (235). PNE establishes the rationale for the role of public 
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institutions in higher education. Even though the PNE law explicitly sets forth the 

objectives of identifying minorities and creating scholarship programs, that is yet to 

happen in large scale. Known for being spaces of high theories and innovative 

technologies, public research institutions have neglected social changes and the increase 

in demand for access. They are now facing the problems of ensuring open access, 

preparing students for academic work, and retaining students.  

On the other hand of the polarized debate on how to fund higher education is the 

exponential growth of private institutions. Private institutions focus on training “for less 

prestigious professions and the workforce, including teaching,” points out Balán (230). 

Education scholar Valdemar Sguissardi demonstrates how the private sector has grown in 

recent years. He asserts that in 1999, 11% of the universities were public (federal or 

state), 19% were private research, teaching, and service institutions, and 70% were 

training institutions (1000). To paint an even direr picture, Sguissardi shows how students 

prefer private training schools. During 1999 to 2006, registration has dropped in public 

and private research institutions (public institutions dropped registration from 35% to 

about 26% and private institutions from 37% to 33%) while private training schools have 

had an enrollment increase of 195% (1002-03). The preference students demonstrate 

towards training schools may well be explained by difficulty in access in research 

universities. Because there is an increase in demand and research universities have 

limited openings for students, the entrance exam becomes extremely selective. Martins 

presents another way to look at these numbers. He emphasizes the difference of 
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enrollment between the public and private sectors. He confirms the low enrollment in the 

public sector (12% in federal institutions and 10% in state institutions) and the high 

enrollment in the private sector (74% mostly in training schools) (27). Despite the 

different ways scholars interpret the data, they cannot deny a massive privatization of 

education.  

Some private institutions are research universities; nonetheless, the data indicates 

the expansion of training schools in the private sector. Scholars may have a reason to be 

worried about the quality of education training schools can provide. The perception about 

training schools is that they prepare students for the workforce and do not promote 

critical thinking. Besides that teachers’ working conditions are strained due to increased 

workloads. According to Martins, the government reformed federal universities as 

research institutions and private institutions as professional schools: one forms critical 

thinkers, the other forms workers. Martins asserts that the rise in number of student who 

finished secondary school and the limited enrollment created a high demand for higher 

education since the 1967 reform (19). In the 1980s, this top-down reform at the research 

universities did not respond to the social demand for access and led to the void in which 

the private professional schools proliferate. Sguissardi also points out that Decree-Law 

2306/1997 has established that these institutions be treated as private companies and be 

subject to commercial laws (1001). Martins suggests that private education companies 

expanded their teaching from primary and secondary education to higher education. 

Unfortunately, they modeled scholar treatment to the one they granted to teachers in 
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schools. They controlled behavior and ideology (23). Training schools are an extension of 

secondary school functioning to train students for a less prestigious profession, suggests 

Sguissardi. If training schools compromise quality in higher education, they will 

perpetuate social inequality even among the few who enroll in higher education.  

Lalo Watanabe Minto posits that new educational proposals reflect social values 

instead of promoting changes to address social inequality. He reviews José Rodrigues’s 

book Os Empresários e a Educação Superior [Entrepreneurs and Higher Education] to 

argue that the book is a starting point to understand the commercial aspect of education in 

the proposals that transit in Congress. Minto believes that the new trend of the Brazilian 

elite who associates education to merchandise is dangerous because it puts knowledge at 

the mercy of capital with little control from the State. One proposal suggests no State 

control and the other minimum State control. Both proposals value capital and 

competitiveness among schools and both value education as a form of making Brazil 

stand out in the international arena as they form qualified professionals. The tendencies 

of these proposals can be advantageous because they would expedite management of 

educational institutions making the hiring process easier, and creating integrated models 

of research, courses, and majors. One point of this development is the reorganization of 

public funding to make university staff produce more research and engage with the 

private sector to sell their research. Despite the advantages, the proposals may increase 

professors’ workload and companies may dictate course offers. Minto warns that the 

understanding of education as merchandise is an invitation to social chaos in which 
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teachers and students become labor forces that need to produce according to the demands 

of the market.  

The problem of inequality is a reflection of the privatization of higher education. 

The country has a relatively small undergraduate and graduate population when 

compared to the size of the population. Public institutions that are models for research, 

teacher training, and service have not attended to the demand for access, keeping their 

selection process extremely competitive. Private institutions try to commercialize on the 

high demand and accommodate minorities that are left out of the public system. As new 

proposals for higher education are examined, Minto points out that they do not address 

the problem of social inequality, but only the optimization of gains and 

commercialization of profit. Higher education policies eschew from treating language as 

one of the major components in the production of scientific and technological knowledge 

as well as in students and teachers’ engagement. Legislation alone cannot transform 

higher education or guarantee social justice and equity. To implement changes in higher 

education that will address the problem of social inequality, teachers and students need to 

examine the role of language in education. To ignore students’ linguistic diversity or how 

they do not assimilate the language of academia or their disciplines is to treat language as 

transparent. We should develop language policies to examine the use of language in 

academia if we are to engage the new students who will populate higher education. 

Professors have to re-think how language creates knowledge at the universities, how to 

work with the linguistic diversity of students who are now gaining access, and how to 
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prepare teachers for the privatized scenario of higher education. How teachers understand 

the importance of language and students’ linguistic diversity in academia will shape the 

university in the years to come.  

 

Confronting Myths about Writing 

In higher education, language teaching follows the model in which written 

language should observe prescriptive grammar while it should also assimilate speakers of 

vernacular varieties. The rich scholarship on linguistic varieties documents how 

populations use language outside of higher education circles. Their dialects and varieties 

appear in many books, but they are not the ones occupying the university benches. If they 

have access to higher education, they should learn written Standard BP. The university 

seems to be a contentious site in which students bring to the university an array of 

dialects and varieties and teachers confront them with prescriptive grammar and 

academic discourse.  In a way, students should give up the creative and generative ways 

in which they transform, adapt, and resist Standard BP as teachers experience the 

challenge of proposing language as univocal. The acquisition of a univocal written 

standard may not imply students’ loss of vernacular uses, but it implies that their 

vernaculars cannot be part of academic writing. 

To better understand the ways in which teachers accommodate students’ linguistic 

diversity, I interviewed five professors who have experience teaching Portuguese writing 

in major universities in the southeast and south of Brazil. I sent out e-mails to about ten 
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university professors in these regions of Brazil explaining about my project and my 

interest in learning more about how professors of Portuguese are dealing with students’ 

linguistic diversity in the classroom. Some of these scholars contacted other scholars who 

could help circulate my call for participation. I also sent out an e-mail for a professor 

whose focus is on World Portuguese. I had asked these professors to circulate my e-mail 

to their academic peers, associations, groups, e-mail lists. I attached my IRB approval, 

the questionnaire teachers would be asked to answer, and a brief explanation of my 

project to the e-mail I circulated. I got responses from teachers who showed an interest in 

the project. I believe the e-mails were largely circulated because I exchanged 

correspondence with teachers working in Macau, Angola, and Portugal. My interest was 

to gather full responses from only five teachers, a little sample that I could manage as a 

section in a chapter. I am not observing classes or interviewing students about their 

reactions and responses to writing methodology because my interest lies in how teachers 

are experiencing and reacting to linguistic diversity. Even though I got many responses in 

which teachers showed interest in the project, I was only able to gather seven responses 

to the questionnaire (see Appendix 1). I chose five complete responses that had examples 

to use in this study. The other two responses did not contradict or add to the responses of 

the five professors I present here. 

All participants are full professors at research one federal and private universities 

in the south and southeast of Brazil. I changed participants’ names to preserve their 

identities.47 I do not organize this section by participants, but by the myths about writing 
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they sponsor. However, I introduce the participants in the order I analyze their responses 

and present some of their professional and linguistic background: 

Úrsula Rodrigues identifies herself as a veteran teacher of fifty-three years old. 

She directs the program Brazilian Studies in a southeastern university and she 

considers herself multilingual. She reveals that she speaks both English and 

Portuguese in her introductory e-mail (Rodrigues). She does not disclose if she 

has a master’s or a doctorate. We exchanged e-mails in which she expresses her 

ideas on how writers need to attend to both structure and content. I translate her 

responses. 

Zezinha Melo has taught Portuguese at a university in the southeast of Brazil. 

Now, she teaches Portuguese grammar and linguistics at a university in France. 

She has a doctorate in linguistics. She speaks Portuguese, French, English, and 

Spanish. She is Brazilian, but she does not reveal what Portuguese standard she 

speaks (BP or EP) (Melo). We exchanged e-mails in which she sent her 

responses. I translate her responses. 

Clara Coelho also has taught Portuguese at a university in the southeast of Brazil 

before moving to France. Now, she teaches Portuguese grammar and linguistics at 

a university in France. She has a doctorate in linguistics. She is interested in 

linguistic diversity and pedagogical practices that address how to deal with 

students’ plurilinguism. She is Brazilian and comments that she speaks 

Portuguese and French, but she reveals that she reads well in English as the 
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description of the research I sent her was in English. She sent her responses in an 

attached PDF file. I translate her responses. 

Maria José Andrade teaches at the College of Education at a southern federal 

university in Brazil. She is a tenured professor; she has been a university 

professor for about fifteen years. She is ABD writing about the 

internationalization of higher education. I interviewed her in person in the US 

during her vacation. I translate her responses. 

Piedade Cruz teaches at a southern private research one university in the south of 

Brazil. She has a master’s in English linguistics and is ABD in English literature. 

Even though she has been teaching at the same institution for over ten years, she 

is not tenured. The process for tenure differs at private universities. I interviewed 

her in person when I went to Brazil and we also held phone conversations 

following the interview. Both interviews and phone conversations were done in 

English. 

The questions I asked these professors were geared towards three topics: the kinds of 

methodologies professors use to teach writing, the perceived linguistic diversity in the 

classroom and how they worked with it, and how education serves as a way to succeed 

professionally or to climb the social latter (see Appendix 1).  

The participants in this study indicate that academic language is as an expression 

of the elite—a standard only to be acquired, used, and reproduced by students who wish 

to be assimilated. It is not solely the acquisition of a style in which speakers do not give 
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up their native dialects. What the teachers have expressed is that once students are able to 

write the privileged standard, they are accepted into a select group who disavows the use 

of written vernaculars. In my discussions with faculty, I found three common themes 

about writing: 1) students who do not write well have nothing important to say; 2) 

students who do not write well are beyond help; and 3) only knowledge of grammar can 

assure good writing. I posit that these beliefs function to devalue students’ intellectual 

contribution and fail to engage them to critically join the academy. I believe that 

language teaching in higher education should attend to the richness of students’ linguistic 

diversity as a classroom asset and not as a deterrent to the teaching of Standard BP if the 

goal to expand higher education and increase minority access is to be observed. Here I 

examine the three common themes and relate them to the scholarship of composition. I 

understand these themes to be myths about writing that teachers need to confront in order 

to better attend to the needs of the student population. I also examine how the teaching of 

writing is a territory that has not been claimed by any specific department and how 

different perceptions on language determine teachers valorization of prescriptive 

grammar. 

 

First Myth: On the Relevance of Ideas 

The first myth professors should confront is the one in which correct form 

indicates how relevant students’ ideas are; that is, if students do not know grammar rules, 

they have nothing important to say. The problem is that correct grammar is associated 
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with good writing. Professors face the challenge to disagree with the majority who 

reinforce prescriptive grammar as a premise of membership to the university. Ensuring 

that students write “correctly” is repeated through the five interviews. That seems to be 

the job of professors—to enforce correct grammar. Professors should be guardians of 

standard language according to some interviewees. Educational institutions, grammar 

books, dictionaries, and literature (professors’ instrument of work) have always been the 

guardians of the standard. Úrsula Rodrigues, a professor at a university in the southeast of 

Brazil, states that “escaping the standard can compromise the work itself—form and 

content complete each other, don’t they?” (Rodrigues, translation mine). She is direct in 

maintaining that a poor knowledge of prescriptive grammar undermines the ethos of 

student writers. And she summons me, a researcher of language usage, to agree with her 

position when she uses the tag question. That seems to be a position to be defended by 

the professional group. If you want to belong to the group of professors and researchers 

of languages, you should agree that for a subject matter to be relevant, it should be 

written in Standard Portuguese. Even though my dissertation is written in English, the 

contact I had with participants was in Portuguese and I had Portuguese experts looking at 

my text as soon as I had the reply from Rodrigues pointing out how important form is. I 

was afraid to infringe Portuguese rules and be ostracized for doing so.  According to 

Rodrigues, if the form is not correct, the content would be discredited however 

interesting and engaging it were. She maintains that the incorrect use of grammar, 

spelling, accent markers, nominal and verbal agreement shapes how a reader perceives 
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the ethos of the writer. If the standard is not used to convey an idea, Rodrigues believes 

that the idea has no worth. Thus, what determines good writing seems to be form—the 

correct usage of the standard language. If only correct grammar will appease a reader, 

then the teaching of prescriptive grammar seems to be the job of a professor. The ethos of 

a student writer seems to be profoundly marked by his/her ability to write Standard BP.  

Grammar correctness is an instrument of power. The use of grammatical error to 

discredit students and other professionals has been largely examined by Scherre in her 

book about linguistic varieties, media, and preconceptions Doa-se Lindos Filhotes. She 

claims that error is a concept strictly related to power and social class. Scherre’s interest 

on the study of agreement was sparked when she read a newspaper article. The article 

reported that a patient had checked out of a hospital when he concluded that the doctor 

who missed grammar agreements could not know how to perform a surgery (21). Scherre 

points out that linguistic prestige of some forms such as nominal agreement of plural 

forms in BP determines the ethos of professionals and students alike. The standard 

language becomes an instrument of power to oppress the more disenfranchised social 

class (31). As a sociolinguist, Scherre does not condemn the teaching of prescriptive 

grammar, but she opposes the “blind veneration of it, its twisted usage, humiliating 

people on their essence: the knowledge of their own language” (71). Scherre’s view of 

prescriptive grammar being an instrument of power reflects Rodrigues’s understanding of 

her job as a professor. University students should learn “form” or prescriptive grammar 

well regardless of the meaning they want to convey. Social prestige within the university 
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group will only come if correct writing is in place. Brilliant ideas may be eschewed 

because they present errors. One can counter the argument that without correct grammar 

the content loses its edge by teaching writing as a process. In process writing, the 

attention to form will still be there, but it will become one of the last steps when drafting 

papers. If a student turns in a writing assignment with grammatical errors, then the 

assumption is that there was no careful attention to crafting instead of the assumption that 

the student’s ideas are not worthy of consideration.  

 

Second Myth: Writing Cannot Be Taught 

Another myth professors need to confront is that writing cannot be taught; that is, 

students who do not write well when they enter university are beyond help. Professors 

face the challenge of how to change the pervading perception that there is nothing to do if 

students do not write well. Changing this perception would not change how students 

write, but it would allow professors to engage with the students’ linguistic knowledge 

when they enter college. Acknowledging that students are basic writers and introducing 

reflective pedagogical practices may help professors teach writing and not only grammar 

so that students can build a sense of authorship. Zezinha Melo, a professor of a southwest 

university who is currently teaching in France, asserts that students should know enough 

standard Portuguese to write “correctly” when they enter college. She explains that 

knowing prescriptive grammar is the students’ responsibility. When asked what kind of 

language exercises she proposed to deal with linguistic diversity in the classroom, Melo 
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bluntly states, “None. They are university students” (Melo, translation mine). What she 

implied in that short and straight-forward answer is that university students should know 

better than write non-standard Portuguese. Teaching university students how to write 

standard academic Portuguese is not her responsibility. Students should learn how to 

write Standard Portuguese on their own. Teaching in France at the moment, Melo have 

students whose language is European Portuguese, Brazilian Portuguese, and as she puts it 

“African” Portuguese from Angola and Cape Verde. Despite the perception that there are 

four Portugueses being used in the classroom, Melo does not think it is part of her job to 

teach prescriptive grammar. Melo reinforces the transparency of language, even though 

the students’ backgrounds clearly demonstrate that their linguistic diversity may hinder 

their uses of the standard. Learning the standard becomes an intuitive task for students 

with such varied background. 

 However, one participant points out that the problem is not that students do not 

write well. She asserts that the problem is that professors do not know how to address 

what they perceive as students’ shortcomings. In other words, they do not know how to 

teach writing for a diverse population. Melo mentions that the general complaint most 

college professors have is that “students write poorly” (Melo, translation mine). Clara 

Coelho, another professor from a major southeast university who is currently teaching in 

France, explains, “Professors complain about students’ lack of knowledge of writing or 

have difficulties in helping them because they do not know enough about text 

production” (Coelho, translation mine). Knowledge of how to teach writing and 
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knowledge of the elements of composing seem to be missing in college professors’ vita. 

Professors at other departments may be clueless on how to help students succeed when 

the issue is academic writing. Conversely, Coelho mentions that her colleagues at the 

department do not complain about students’ inability to write because they confront the 

same difficulties she does. Language professors seem more equipped to deal with 

students’ various linguistic backgrounds, even though they may not yet know how to 

address them—how to teach diverse students to write for academia. 

Standard BP is a mark of prestige, the gate keeper for university performance as 

well as a mark of assimilation. The few 12% of the Brazilian youth who enroll in college 

should write in Standard Portuguese and uphold its use as a marker of social status. 

According to Guy and Zilles, education has been pivotal in disseminating the standard 

use of certain markers of vernacular BP. They state, “We have implicitly asserted …that 

vernacular [popular BP] speakers are responding to the higher social status and power of 

the dominant standard language when they increase their rates of agreement” (63). The 

belief that people who do not make standard nominal agreement do not know Portuguese 

or belong to a low-status class is evident in the data the authors present (63-64). In their 

example, a representative of the elite, a speaker of Standard Portuguese, demonstrates 

insecurities about not making the proper agreements since that would stigmatize him: 

“This bespeaks a powerful social stigma attached to lack of agreement. It is this stigma 

that is no doubt driving the assimilation evident in the data presented earlier” (64). Guy 

and Zilles call the teaching of standard academic writing a process of assimilation. As 
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students learn to write according to prescriptive grammar, they assimilate into a higher 

social class and should part with their vernacular expressions. The college professors I 

interviewed seem to embrace the idea that vernacular Portuguese should be eradicated 

from writing. Teaching prescriptive grammar and ensuring “good” writing as the major 

part their jobs, professors are teaching students not how to think about Portuguese 

varieties, but to assimilate into a higher social class. 

 

Third Myth: On the Relevance of Grammar 

The third myth professors need to confront is that good writing comes with the 

knowledge of Standard BP norms; that is, only knowledge of grammar will assure good 

writing. Professors face the challenge of how to respond to students’ writings without 

focusing only on how students misconstrue sentence structures. By focusing on other 

elements of writing, professors would engage students in critical thinking—how their 

ideas and the words they use to express them are intricately connected. Teaching students 

how to become academic writers could be the answer to what Coelho calls “the 

difficulties” language professors face. Coelho contends that her difficulties are how to 

work with linguistic diversity and also how to address topics that may improve students’ 

writing. She focuses on text production and the elements of text, even though she teaches 

courses that are called Portuguese Grammar and Linguistics. She asks for weekly written 

assignments that are revised at least once, and they are usually assigned as homework 

(Coelho 1). As Coelho describes her teaching, she seems to be teaching students how to 
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become writers as they reflect on readings and work on prescriptive grammar points that 

are relevant to the group. Then, she assigns regular writing pieces as homework. 

Nonetheless, as she shows me one of her comments on a student’s work, I question how 

revision and commenting are taking place. She seems to be reinforcing correct usage only 

and not a reflection on what they mean. She writes comments mainly on word choice and 

grammar errors. For example, the student writes “tralala de casa” as a heading for her 

homework assignment and she comments that the word “tralala” does not exist. It does 

not exist in dictionaries; one way to address “homework” is “trabalho” or “tarefa” (work) 

“de casa” (home) (Coelho 2, translation mine). However, I have heard “tralala” being 

used as a term similar to “thingy,” a term that may serve many purposes in informal 

speech when you cannot find a more appropriate word. I would think the use of the term 

“tralala” is witty and shows a certain comfort and ownership of the language because it 

portrays irreverence towards formality.  

Comments on correctness alone do not invite students to reflect on the rhetorical 

choices they make. Neither does it help students gain a sense of authorship. If the 

professor wants to establish a conversation with the student and respect his/her choice of 

vocabulary, the comment should gear on the appropriateness of usage in that context and 

the meanings it creates. Pure grammar comments do not seem to respect students’ choices 

or their informal/vernacular uses. If we are to consider students university writers, we 

have to enter in a conversation with the language they bring. Desiree Motta-Roth, a 

linguist from Universidade Federal de Santa Maria in the south of Brazil, has done a 
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study on the teaching of academic writing. She points to the importance of students 

becoming writers. She teaches academic writing to graduate students. Her study is about 

her classroom practices as she prepares students to write, reflect, and talk about their 

writing at the university. She posits, “From a critical perspective, the class should work 

with the concept of authorship so that learners can become authors themselves, writing 

texts that hold connection with the activities of their daily academic life” (20). Only by 

gaining authorship students develop analytical competencies and discourse awareness to 

join academic conversations. One way that Coelho could ask students to assume a 

writer’s identity would be to ask them to reflect on their choices as they draft. 

Despite the teaching of writing Portuguese faculty do, teaching writing still 

depends on the initiative of individual professors. Writing has not yet been claimed by 

any department. Writing programs are not part of the Brazilian higher education system, 

thus writing is a subject that does not belong to a specific department. Some professors, 

such as Motta-Roth who is affiliated with the English department, teach Portuguese 

academic writing or develop Portuguese or linguistics courses that teach academic 

writing. She points out, “Full-fledged writing programs are seldom found in Brazilian 

universities. Very often what we find are individual or collective initiatives situated in 

specific institutions that have survived defying all the odds (e.g., lack of personnel and 

financial resources)” (2). Motta-Roth understands that writing should be under the 

umbrella of linguistics or the college of humanities, but she asserts that the teaching of 

writing depends on the individual effort of the faculty. The teaching of writing for 
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graduate students who need to publish in their respective areas follows the government 

plans. One of the objectives of the Brazilian Ministry of Education stated in the National 

Education Plan (PNE) is to develop graduate schools and research (33). Research and 

graduate schools should generate publication and satisfy the government plan to project 

the country as economically viable in the international arena. Motta-Roth contends that 

“the Brazilian Ministry of Education …holds quantitative and qualitative expectations 

about academic publication but …offer no substantial line of financial support in return” 

(2). Increase publication is one of the goals of higher education policies, even though 

Motta-Roth claims that monetary incentive has been an issue and that the teaching of 

writing has not been a national educational concern. Hence, the teaching of writing is not 

fully supported by governmental policies or sponsored by departments. The teaching of 

writing is the sole initiative of some professors. 

Professors in the Humanities, Linguistics, and Education teach writing classes. 

Maria Jose Andrade, a professor of Education, tells me she teaches a course called 

“Research Methodology.” As she describes her pedagogy, it becomes clear to me that she 

teaches writing. She explains what she wants her students to know and how she created 

the course: 

I want students to know how to create an interesting introduction, how to develop 
a line of reasoning in the body paragraphs, and what a conclusion should entail. I 
devote half a semester to that. The other half I teach epistemology. I don’t teach 
only how to format papers. Some teachers only do that, maybe because that is the 
only thing they know about writing. But I have established my territory as a 
writing teacher and professors from other disciplines respect my work and want 
me to be teaching Research Methodology.  It is an interdisciplinary course that I 
built from scratch. I learned by doing it and I created the course as professors 
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from other disciplines demanded better writers. It was not easy as I had to 
participate in meetings in various colleges and departments and determine what 
students should be learning. I asked for help, though. I have good friends in the 
college of humanities who indicated some writing theories. (Andrade, translation 
mine) 

 

Andrade addresses two clear points. First, she establishes that she is a writing teacher by 

describing the parts of academic writing and what she wants her students to learn about 

writing. What she does seems similar to what full-fledged writing programs offer since it 

involves students from various departments and colleges and addresses how to write for 

the university. Secondly, she establishes that writing is a “territory” that is vacant—

whoever professor demonstrates interest can teach it. She claims that the teaching of 

writing is an individual self-imposed task. She understands that what she does is her 

work, not the work of a department or a college. She is the only one doing that at the 

university she teaches. As she poses that she built the course and she learned by teaching, 

it becomes clear that there is no organized system in the departments or the university 

that would give continuity to the work she started. Andrade is alone on the work she does 

at her university in spite of the help and support she receives from professors in various 

departments.  

Andrade’s case as an Education professor teaching writing is not isolated. The 

trend of having Education professors working with professors from the Humanities, 

however, causes some animosity. Piedade Cruz, a professor of Linguistics, English, and 

Portuguese at another southern university, resents the fact that she shares the teaching of 

writing with Education professors. “They are not aware of discourse elements or 
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textuality,” she blurts out (Cruz). Her major concern, however, is the fact that Education 

professors do not value prescriptive grammar. She says, “I do not like to teach courses 

that involve meetings at the College of Education. The professors come with those 

Freirean theories of language equality that do not apply to our higher education system. 

Oral language can be varied, but not written language. How are students going to learn if 

nobody tells them that they are not writing according to the written standard?” (Cruz). 

Cruz is not only bitter at the fact that another area of study (Education) has claimed the 

teaching of writing (what should be a Humanities or Linguistics concern), but she also 

disagrees with how Education scholars use Paulo Freire’s theoretical framework.  

Cruz and Education scholars differ not on their goals—teaching academic writing. 

But they have distinct notions on how to achieve them. For Cruz, knowledge of grammar 

equals knowledge of writing. She uses Paulo Freire as the example of a writer who not 

only beautifully constructs his sentences to convey his message, but who has a great 

command of written BP. She claims that Freire does not advocate for professors to accept 

any kind of written production as authentic or any style of writing as engaging, but raise 

their awareness in terms of how to use the standard code. Silva reasons, “How can they 

say that Freire advocates for mediocrity? He is a good writer; he wouldn’t settle for texts 

that lack critical awareness or beauty” (Cruz). Cruz seems to have a point—Freire writes 

poetically and he advocates for critical awareness in the usage of words. In Pedagogy of 

Hope: Relieving the Pedagogy of the Oppressed, he explains his theory on language 

before writing about methods and pedagogies. Freire rejects verbosity (emptiness of 
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thinking), formalism (lies of incompetents), and belletrism (cynicism of elites in power). 

Only when words have authentic values, one can believe that human communication, 

dialogue will foster critical consciousness, liberation from oppressive social forces, 

justice, and democracy. Cruz and Education scholars disagree on how to achieve critical 

consciousness. Cruz believes critical consciousness can only be achieved when students 

have a good grasp of correct grammar while Education professors may indicate that both 

are simultaneous processes. Education scholars do not expect correct grammar when 

students are still working with maturity of thought; they happen concomitantly. 

Therefore, Education scholars may be what Cruz calls “nicer” towards basic writers 

because they are more worried about what ideas students present instead of the form they 

present them.  

This clash on how to read Freire could be explained by how Cruz and Education 

professors perceive the duo word/world. Freire reaffirms that words precede thinking the 

world. He writes, “It is idealistic to expect that the world radically changes before we 

start changing the word. Changing the word is part of the process of changing the world. 

The relation word/though/world is dialectic, process-oriented, and contradictory” (68).  

“Word” and “world” are mediated by the term thought. As students become conscious of 

the world around them, they start to consciously name it. Or as students carefully 

consider naming the world, they realize how words change the world. And the 

alternatives on how the process goes may be endless, because it is dialectical. It will 

occur simultaneously in various directions as thought may inform how students name the 
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world, or how they see the world to name it differently; as words may inform how 

students think about the world and how they need to change them if they are to change 

their perception of the world; or as the world may influence the way students think and 

use words. They simultaneously affect one another in dialectical and contradictory 

processes. Thus, the idea that teaching grammar will enlighten the ways in which 

students reason and understand the world, or the ways students name their world is too 

“neat.” It lacks the messy and entangled dialectical processes that entail thinking, 

naming, and creating the world around us. 

Engaging in critical thought and writing according to the standard can be 

simultaneously achieved when students write for the university. Cruz’s practice of 

narrative teaching illustrates not only how professors engage with students’ world and 

words, but also how they stall the engagement when they insist that feedback should 

consist of grammar correction.  Cruz assigns a narrative essay in which students have to 

follow a model of a story by Dalton Trevisan, a southern Brazilian writer. Students 

should first imitate his style and orally construct a collective narrative; then, students 

should write the story in class. She explains, “I expected the students to be weak in 

writing concerning the influence of oral language in written language because this has 

been a sad pattern lately. So, I devised a task in which both oral and written could be 

confronted and compared” (Cruz).  Cruz’s reasoning to point out differences in oral and 

written language has been a common theme in linguistic studies. Scherre points out,”We 

cannot mix up speech and writing in terms of grammatical unities or linguistic 
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competence. Grammatical unities in speech are not the same as grammatical unities in 

writing” (101, translation mine).48 Contrasting differences between oral and written 

language would give students a place to start thinking their own writing. Scherre states 

that “what professors teach is not the language because they can’t teach what students 

already know,  but they teach prescriptive grammar, writing, reading,” (42, translation 

mine).49 Cruz shares Scherre’s view as she reasons that students need to learn that oral 

and written language are different; they are at college to learn how to express themselves 

in writing. Exposing students to the differences in oral and written language, Cruz points 

out, would boost their self-esteem. As students feel confident that they can do the activity 

orally, students may carry that enthusiasm to their writing of the story. 

Nonetheless, the ways in which professors comment on their students’ 

assignments is what may boost their self confidence because basic writers will not 

automatically transfer oral knowledge to written knowledge. Their oral speech patterns 

are not the ones privileged in writing. Thus, to imagine that their knowledge of oral 

Portuguese will transfer to their written Portuguese is to imagine language as 

transparent—the student does not have to understand the rhetorical situation, just think 

and thoughts will become writing. This perspective of seeing language as transparent can 

be eschewed when giving feedback. Giving feedback is the way professors listen to 

students’ writing in a Freirean model. Freire’s liberatory pedagogy comes from the 

oppressed; it should be an act of listening to interact with the students in their own words, 

anxieties, constructions of the world to offer them a sophistic outlook of how students 
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can perceive and act on the relation word/world (Freire). Cruz misses the chance to start 

where her basic writers are. When Cruz focuses on giving students feedback what she 

reports is that she “point[s] out their major flaws” (Cruz). She explains that “some of 

them weren’t aware of their faults in punctuation, vocabulary, accuracy, appropriate verb 

tenses, and structure. Their anxiety was to finish the given task, not in the learning 

process. This is a big problem created by our school methods that focus on results (grades 

instead of developing a text)” (Cruz). Cruz seems unaware that her focus on grammatical 

error as part of the feedback contributes to students’ perception that all there is to a 

written text is grammatical knowledge. The fact that they cannot perform well indicates 

that they do not belong to that select group. She places the blame on the grading system 

without realizing that except for the fun in creating a collective story orally, there was no 

work on the crafting of elements of a written story such as creation of characters, 

description of setting, envisioning events, and expanding and shrinking time. Albeit the 

wonderful idea of contrasting oral and written language and using dialogue as a 

comfortable starting point, Cruz failed to invite students to understand the rhetorical 

situation of writing stories. Written work demands more than being able to orally create 

stories or the knowledge of prescriptive grammar.  

Confronting the myths that students who cannot use grammar equal students who 

cannot think, that writing cannot be taught, and that knowledge of grammar will ensure 

good writing will help scholars actively engage with linguistic diversity in their 

classrooms. In these interviews, knowledge of prescriptive grammar dominates the field 
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of teaching language. This uncomplicated, straight-forward, and orderly way of thinking 

language needs to be challenged. It not only devalues the language students bring to the 

university, but it also fails to engage them into more intellectually challenging work. 

Composition theory or rhetorical theory could enlighten how to re-think the ways in 

which writing is produced in dialectical and complicated ways. I am not claiming that we 

should transplant writing. I am suggesting that looking at the international scholarship on 

writing research that I have mentioned in chapter one and in this chapter may be a way to 

re-envison how to work with the stigmatization of linguistic varieties, increased access of 

basic writers to the university, and textual production.  Using the scholarship available to 

triangulate these variables may be a place to start. The few professors I interviewed are 

all accomplished writers and teachers. They have experience as writers and as teachers. 

The ways in which they were trained as writers and teachers, however, they should not 

reproduce anymore. They are faced with, as Andrade puts it, “a new breed of students” 

(Andrade). She explains, “I thought the students did not know how to write because they 

were from smaller towns since I teach in a federal university that is not in one of the 

capitals of Brazil. I was wrong. I realized they are the new generation. Perhaps they just 

don’t know as much as we did or aren’t as curious as we were to learn, to discover” 

(Andrade, translation mine). Maybe the previous generation was better trained in 

prescriptive grammar which might be another myth. However, the significance of 

Andrade’s revelation is that teachers should observe the population of students in their 
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classrooms. In doing so, teachers may feel more comfortable in re-assessing settled myths 

of writing and engage with students’ linguistic diversity as a contribution to their classes. 

 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, I examine how linguists suggest that varieties of BP may serve as 

a venue to stigmatize people. I add that beyond theorizing about the stigmatization of 

linguistic varieties, we should examine them from Pennycook’s perspective of 

“worldliness.” The richness of BP lies in the many ways in which people use BP as a site 

of resistance, change, adaptation, and reformulation. Both BP and EP are acknowledged 

as metropolitan varieties; however, acknowledging these varieties may be a way to 

discard other varieties of Portuguese such as African Portuguese as non-significant or 

non-existent marginalizing groups that may speak and write in it. Here I use the term 

“African Portuguese” openly to designate the possibility of yet another continental 

variety. There might be varieties of African Portuguese or maybe the characteristics of 

Portuguese spoken and written in Africa cannot yet constitute a variety. Moreover, I have 

examined how BP lexicon is influenced by indigenous and African languages since these 

languages were associated with the asymmetries of colonial encounters. Indigenous 

people still grapple with BP as a place of contention. African linguistic traits are more 

difficult to trace because of the lack of documentation on which languages arrived in 

Brazil. Regional dialects are also important for the composition of BP. They reflect clear 

moments of language as sites of dissention or assimilation. Looking at the array of BP 
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varieties, I posit that they should be considered an asset, a testimony of people’s 

creativity, their sense of ownership, and ways of being. In this regard, these varieties 

could also be an asset in academic writing. Such numerous varieties of vernacular BP 

could enrich the written standard in higher education. 

Moreover, I posit that language goes unexamined in educational policies as if BP 

was a homogenous language that did not reflect class stratification, ethnicity, or regional 

affiliation. Instead, educational policies sponsor values that delay social inclusion. 

Because Brazil strives for recognition in the international arena, educational policies aim 

at improving Brazilian research capabilities and preparing more teachers for a future 

expansion of higher education. Unfortunately, both are happening in a slow pace. Private 

higher education institutions grew at an exponential rate responding to the demand for 

access. Despite the investment in public institutions (new hires, increase in salaries) made 

by President Lula da Silva, public institutions did not meet the demand. Increase in 

demand and students who prefer four-year private institutions help aggravate the problem 

of social inequality—fewer students have the privilege to enroll in free public universities 

and reap the benefits from graduating from more prestigious research institutions. I posit 

that even though legislation alone cannot transform higher education or guarantee social 

justice and equity, there should be a preoccupation with language and how an expanded 

system will deal with the large linguistic diversity of students who join higher education. 

An attention to language and language policies would be in order to address this scenario 
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of the expansion of higher education and access of a more linguistically diverse student 

body. 

Reflecting on the stigmatization of dialects and varieties and the increase of 

students with diverse linguistic background in higher education, I analyze how a few 

professors of writing still insist on the validity of three myths of writing. First, one 

professor declares that students who cannot express themselves in writing lack significant 

content. Only students who show significant content in a correct form can be taken 

seriously as if editing for grammar and mechanical correctness was the most important 

task of a writer. When professors determine a student’s writing ethos by form and style, 

the ideas and content assume a lesser importance.  As a result, drafting for style and 

correctness becomes the only important writing task. Here the problem is that writing is 

still seen as a product and its process not considered fundamental in the teaching of 

writing. Secondly, another professor observes that writing cannot be taught. Here this 

professor expects that students would enter college with a good knowledge of grammar. 

There is an expectation that students share social class, ethnicity, urban leaving style, and 

schooling. If those were the students, professors would not have to teach writing. Their 

oral uses of language would be easily translated to their written uses. But students are 

linguistically diverse even in the private and public research universities where the few 

professors I interviewed teach.  These universities are more selective either for their high 

tuition in the case of the private sector or the high standards of their selective process; 

however, they house students with diverse backgrounds—elite, high-middle class, low-
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middle class, urban, rural, Portuguese, African Brazilian, German, Italian, Polish, 

Japanese, Spanish descents, young, middle-aged, full-time students, part-time students. 

These eclectic backgrounds contribute to students’ linguistic diversity. Perpetrating the 

homogeneous belief that only the elite is represented in research universities will make 

professors deny that the teaching of writing deserves careful examination as access 

increases and higher education expands. Writing can be taught at the university level. It 

seems that expansion in higher education has allowed basic writers to populate the first-

year writing classroom and teaching them to engage with academic knowledge has 

become the pressing issue at the university.  

Professors sponsor another myth: they presuppose that writing can only be taught 

if they teach grammar. Even though professors propose eclectic assignments, responding 

to drafts seems to be a pure grammatical exercise for them. They comment on grammar 

as if a better knowledge of the structure of a sentence would allow students to create 

better arguments or narratives. Even though professors seem to report on their awareness 

of linguistic diversity and their orientation to examine pedagogical ways to work with it 

in the classroom, they still sponsor some beliefs about writing that may undermine their 

larger project. Of course, more personal interviews with professors, the triangulation of 

this data with students’ responses to classroom practices, and classroom observations 

would better elucidate if these myths are perpetuated as a collective understanding or if 

they are singular to these professors. Nonetheless, despite the limitations of this study, the 

ways in which professors perceive writing obstruct more generative ways to address the 
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issue of linguistic diversity in the classroom and engage this new generation of students 

with academic writing. 

The linguistic democracy Scherre imagines cannot be achieved if we continue to 

stigmatize dialects and languages. She writes, “If one day we practice linguistic 

democracy…we will have the opportunity to hear thousands of silenced voice that are 

stigmatized” (142, translation mine). “If we could hear students” could be extended to “if 

we could read these students.” That is, if we could read what students write without first 

looking at how they fail to observe the grammar of Standard BP, maybe we would be 

able to understand their position better. The myths teachers sponsor demonstrate how 

linguistic democracy is hard to be achieved. If we could read students’ writing with the 

perspective that they are not only novice writers but that they bring an array of dialects 

and maybe languages into our classrooms, our pedagogies would be enriched because we 

would meaningfully engage with the students’ ways of creating the world and using 

language.  A multilingual paradigm—considering various dialects and languages as a 

characteristic of multilingualism—for the teaching of language would help us have a 

better understanding of the rhetorical practices students are bringing to the classroom. I 

believe that valuing diversity in the classroom fights the globalizing tendency to 

homogenize language and perpetuate social, racial, and economic inequalities.  

In the following chapter, I examine the linguistic scenario of Cape Verde and 

teachers’ practices of the teaching of European Portuguese. I am interested in the ways in 

which the teaching of a homogenous Portuguese contributes to disenfranchise people. I 
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triangulate the socio-historical and linguistic context in which two codes are 

simultaneously used, the Cape Verdean Creole and European Portuguese; the educational 

policies that support European Portuguese as the official language; the scholarship that 

calls for Cape Verdean Only as the language for education; and how European 

Portuguese teachers negotiate both languages in the classroom. I turn to Walter 

Mignolo’s theory of border thinking to examine how linguistic ambivalence pervades this 

recently independent African country.  Mignolo proposes that we drop dichotomous ways 

of thinking in order to fully experience and understand postcolonial sites. 

 

Notes 

                                                 

25 All translations are mine. This is Scherre original text: “Se um dia colocarmos em 
prática a democracia lingüística… teremos a oportunidade de ouvir milhares de vozes 
silenciosas, que carregam injustamente o stigma de ‘não falar português’, ‘de ter 
dificuldade de se expressar’, de não saber pensar” (Scherre 142). 
26 “As pessoas têm direito a aprender a norma-padrão e a aprender a escrever segundo as 
convenções de seu tempo. Ensinar a norma-padrão e ensinar a escrever de forma eficiente 
éum dever do Estado” (Scherre 142). 
27 I changed participants’ names to preserve their identity. I re-name them after family 
members in Cape Verde as a way to honor the women in my family and bring them close 
to me. They are the names of my sisters-in-law: Maria José da Silva Melo, Clara Coelho 
Morais, Maria José Andrade, Úrsula Coelho Rodrigues, and Piedade da Cruz Silva. 
28 “É possível que tenha havido diversas criolizações leves em diferentes períodos de 
tempo, mas as suas inovações teriam sido absorvidas ou diluídas. Porém nao apoiamos a 
teoria de que houve alguma vez um crioulo de base portuguesa estável e amplamente 
difundido (BAXTER, 1998)” (Lucchesi et al. 195). 
29 “A posição que defendemos aqui e a de que o contato do português sobretudo com as 
línguas africanas teve um importante papel no desenvolvimento do português do Brasil, 
decisivamente em suas variedades populares…A aquisição do português por falantes das 
línguas indígenas e africanas desencadeou um processo de transmissão lingüística 
irregular do português de tipo mais leve do que o que se dá na pidginização/crioulização 
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típica. Nesses processos menos intensos, predomina a perda de substância grammatical 
…, sendo raros e marginais os casos de reestruturação original da gramática. Nesse 
sentido, não consideramos plausível a transferência de estruturas das línguas de substrato 
para o português” (Lucchesi et al. 172). 
30 Zezinha Melo is not her real name. I am honoring my sister-in-law, Maria José da Silva 
Melo. 
31 Clara Coelho is not her real name. I am honoring another sister-in-law, Clara Coelho 
Morais. 
32Language and identity are closely related matters: “Grimes claims that indigenous 
populations are multilingual and they choose one main language according to how they 
identify themselves” (Heye and Vandresen 387).  
33 Some of the words in BP that have a Tupi-Guaraní origin are: caipira, cacique, pipoca, 
aipim, maracujá, jacaré, jaguar, pitanga, goiaba, tapera, Iracema, Paraguaçu, Maracanã 
(Castilho 10). 
34 There was one language spoken  in the São Paulo area called Língua Geral Paulista 
and the other in the north called Língua Geral Amazônica—Nheengatu (Castilho 11). 
35 These words describe African religious ceremonies. 
36 Naro and Scherre have a great study opposing the idea of BP as a creole language. 
37 An example of Chiquinho’s Caipira style can be found at the site: 
<http://www.monica.com.br/ingles/comics/tirinhas/tira121.htm> 
38 “Para tornar conhecida, para os habitants, a formacao histórica e cultural da região, será 
preciso envidar esforços para concretizar o desejo de fazê-los rever a sua realidade, 
valorizando-a” (Careno 126). 
39 “Apesar das modernas teorias educacionais e dos avanços da ciência da linguagem, a 
escola ainda constitui ambiente conservador que se apóia na tradição grammatical. Isto 
porque os livros escolares registram formas de prestígio e, simultaneamente, contribuem 
para a reação negativa quanto as formas variantes, que passam a ser estigmatizadas. 
Portanto, a literatura e as gramáticas transformam a forma prestigiada em norma a ser 
ensinada e aprendida” (Koelling 35-36). 
40 “Art. 13. A língua portuguesa e o idioma oficial da República Federativa do Brasil” 
(Constituição Brasileira). 
41 “Nenhum país pode aspirar a ser desenvolvido e independente sem um forte sistema de 
educação superior.…Instituições de ensino superior [são] a base do desenvolvimento 
científico e tecnológico e estas é que estão criando o dinamismo das sociedades atuais 
(PNE). 
42 “No conjunto da América Latina, o Brasil apresenta um dos índices mais baixos de 
acesso a educação superior, mesmo quando se leva em conta o setor privado. Assim, a 
porcentagem de matriculados na educação superior brasileira em relação à população de 
18 e 24 anos é de menos de 12%” (PNE). 
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43 Maria José Andrade is not her real name. I am honoring another sister-in-law. I will 
introduce her later in the chapter.  
44 The 1967 educational reform was promoted by the military rule to internationalize 
higher education. Since American scholars were invited to re-think the university system, 
some of the reforms were based in the American model of university, for example, 
creation of departments and credit system with mandatory and elective courses. Despite 
modifications that pointed to a more internationally driven intellectual community, the 
military rule denied academic freedom and extradited many intellectuals.  
45 “A União atribui-se historicamente o papel de atuar na educação superior, função 
prevista na Carta Magna…As universidades públicas têm um importante papel a 
desempenhar no sistema, seja na pesquisa…, seja como padrão de referência…Além 
disso, cabe-lhe qualificar os docentes” (PNE). 
46 “Esse processo de produção da desigualdade, de cujo peso a realidade atual ainda é 
detentora, vai nos mostrando a face dos sujeitos da privação: as classes populares 
traduzidas nos diversos retratos de trabalhadores manuais, migrantes do campo e de 
regiões mais pobres do país, negros, pardos, povos indígenas, moradores de bairros 
periféricos e pessoas fora da faixa etária legal” (Cury 1195).  
47 I re-name the participants after family members in Cape Verde as a way to honor the 
women in my family and bring them close to me. They are the names of my sisters-in-
law: Maria José da Silva Melo, Clara Coelho Morais, Maria José Andrade, Úrsula Coelho 
Rodrigues, and Piedade da Cruz Silva. 
48 “Não se pode confundir fala com escrita, seja no plano das unidades gramaticais, seja 
no plano do desempenho lingüístico. Unidades gramaticais da fala não são 
necessariamente as mesmas que as unidades gramaticais da escrita” (Scherre 101). 
49 “Não se ensina língua portuguesa, porque não se pode ensinar o que já se sabe. Ensina-
se, sim, gramática normativa da língua portuguesa, escrita da língua portuguesa ou leitura 
em língua portuguesa, mas não se ensina língua portuguesa” (Scherre 42). 



172 

 

CHAPTER FOUR: RE-ENVISIONING LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN CAPE VERDE 

 

In the previous chapter, I analyze the Brazilian linguistic context. I demonstrate 

that linguists highlight how people are stigmatized on the basis of their linguistic varieties 

whereas educational policies focus on the expansion of higher education. On the one 

hand, linguists focus on how language structures vary according to ethnicity, class, and 

region. On the other hand, educational policies disregard issues of linguistic diversity or 

the teaching of academic literacies while focusing on the expansion of the university. 

Classroom pedagogies reflect both contradictory visions. Educational policies suggest 

that the expansion of the university could happen without a close attention to how 

students’ linguistic diversity shapes students’ ability to acquire academic literacies. Also, 

professors acknowledge students’ lack of access to the standard and not students’ diverse 

linguistic background as a problem to their acquisition of the linguistic academic 

standard. While professors try to empower students to gain access to the standard 

language, they ignore students’ linguistic varieties. As a result, policies that ignore how 

linguistic diversity is a characteristic of the students reinforce pedagogies that exclude 

students on the basis of their linguistic diversity. For example, when scholars focus on 

grammar correction, they enforce the myth that only knowledge of grammar makes good 

writers. On the other hand, when scholars ignore that the difficulties students encounter 

in writing Standard Brazilian Portuguese spring from their linguistic diversity, they foster 

the myth that diverse language users cannot acquire academic literacies. As a result, 
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scholars fail to resort to linguistic diversity as a pedagogical asset. Hence, they perpetuate 

yet another myth; that is, students who do not write well are beyond help. I argue that 

these beliefs function to devalue students’ intellectual contribution and fail to engage 

them to critically join the academy. 

In the Portuguese-speaking African country Cape Verde, the linguistic situation is 

similar to the Brazilian stigmatization of vernacular language. Affected by the recent 

history of independence, the country adopted two languages: the official European 

Portuguese and the national Cape Verdean Creole—Crioulo Caboverdiano, Lingua 

Kabuverdianu, or Kriolu. While European Portuguese is the public language of 

education, administration, business, and media, Cape Verdean Creole is the private 

vernacular language. For centuries, Cape Verdean Creole has been the spoken language 

while students learn to speak and write Portuguese when in primary and secondary 

schools. For the most part Portuguese only is the medium and subject of study. Indeed, 

the language of school has been the colonizer’s language. As a result, the language might 

still remind people of colonial power, ruling, and arrogance.  

As scholars and teachers confront these colonial legacies, they are able to imagine 

a linguistic situation that breaks away from dichotomous ways of thinking. Within the 

past decade, scholars have fostered a more nuanced understanding of linguistic diversity 

in which linguistic borders become more fluid and porous. For example, teacher-

researchers with linguistically diverse students have attempted to address linguistic 

imperialism with the practice of shuttling across languages (“Shuttling” Canagarajah). In 
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this regard, border thinking creates a generative space for valuing both the home/private 

language and the school/public language, rather than supporting a linguistic hierarchy 

with a dominant/subordinate structure.  

Here, I offer a study of language education in which European Portuguese poses 

as a world language while Cape Verdean Creole fosters local knowledge.  I examine how 

border thinking elucidates the ambivalent use of languages. Border thinking is Walter 

Mignolo’s theory of the generative spaces of borders; that is, postcolonial borders offer 

more than dichotomous reasoning, they offer multiple ways of experiencing and 

experimenting with languages. Then, I analyze the Cape Verdean context and the 

linguistic ambivalence in the call for Creole Only in education. Finally, I examine how 

scholars and teachers deal with the “contact zones” they encounter in the classroom. I 

interviewed five professors who teach Portuguese at higher education in Cape Verde. I 

examine their perceptions on students’ linguistic diversity and their practices on teaching 

writing. I will discuss later in this chapter how I collected the data. In doing so, I argue 

that European Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole should both be languages accounted 

for in education. If the public educational language continues to be European Portuguese, 

the private national Cape Verdean Creole should be examined and accounted for as it 

entangles with the learning of European Portuguese. As Cape Verdeans embrace the idea 

of ownership of European Portuguese and value Cape Verdean Creoles, they should 

respect the ways in which both languages co-exist, mingle, and mesh. Teachers should 

also honor the entangled co-existence of both languages in writing in order to 
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accommodate global and local forces. If they do so, Cape Verdean teachers will envision 

World Portugueses incorporating the nuances, vocabulary, rhetorical styles of Creoles.  

 

Understanding Language Use through Border Thinking 

Five centuries of colonial enterprise mark the history of Cape Verde. In fact, Cape 

Verdeans only achieved their independence from Portugal in 1975. This long history of 

colonialism affects how people understand and represent their realities and identities. 

Language use is one of the venues deeply affected by colonial perspectives. As a result, 

ambivalent language use characterizes the postcolonial experience. Cape Verdeans use 

both European Portuguese (EP) and Cape Verdean Creole (CVC) in ambivalent ways. 

These languages are intertwined with how people perceived their identities in colonial 

times and how they envision their independent future. I draw on Walter D. Mignolo’s 

concept of border thinking to further examine the linguistic ambivalence of EP and CVC. 

Border thinking is the use of knowledge and processes of knowledge making that are at 

the crossroads of two or more cultures. Those borders tend to be fluid and porous 

allowing for various ways of thinking and meaning making to co-exist. 

Mignolo’s concept of border thinking elucidates how Cape Verdeans should 

examine their ambivalent use of languages in order to re-think, re-define, and construct 

their independent nation. As Mignolo moves beyond the dichotomy of 

colonizer/subaltern or center/periphery, he establishes that the colonial difference—the 

ambivalent uses of cultural features of both center and periphery in postcolonial places—
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is a generative site of border thinking. Border thinking allows us to destroy fixed borders, 

for example, pre-conceptions that EP stands for the language of educated people and 

CVC represents only the vernacular or the language of the unschooled. Here, I extend 

Mignolo’s theory of border thinking beyond Central and Latin America to postcolonial 

Africa. I move from how he counters the idea of a center/periphery dichotomy to define 

the colonial difference and the remapping project. I argue that Mignolo’s border thinking 

theory—imagining porous and fluid borders—is a way to re-envision people’s relations 

to their languages.   

The postcolonial era functions to destroy rigid dichotomies such as 

center/periphery. In  Local Histories/Global Designs: Coloniality, Subaltern Knowledges, 

and Border Thinking, Mignolo proposes ways of thinking and making knowledge in 

Central and Latin America that go beyond the center/margin dichotomy of colonial ruling 

and its respective colonies. The center/periphery dichotomy was established with the 

colonial enterprise with Europe standing as the center and the colonies representing the 

periphery. The center holds the standard and knowledge that should, to some extent, be 

passed to the periphery. In this regard, because the colonies are places that use the 

standards and knowledges of the center, they can engage with the center holding a 

subaltern position. Despite independence, most countries that were once colonies find it 

hard to efface the subaltern position. The dependence on Europe seems to continue since 

the standard and parameters that once were honored do not simply cease to exist; they are 
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incorporated into the new valued cultural ways. Mignolo proposes an analysis on how the 

rigid dichotomy of center/periphery is imposed, contested, appropriated.  

The Cape Verdean linguistic situation is a suitable example of center/periphery 

border crossing. The simplistic dichotomous view would be that EP has been the 

language of the colonizer while subalterns speak CVC. Indeed, language positions the 

speaker as colonizer and subaltern; that is, colonizers are monolingual EP speakers while 

subalterns are speakers of both EP and CVC. In a postcolonial situation, EP continues to 

be the language of the center; however, Cape Verdeans also make EP the official 

language of the country. Even though EP stands at the center, it assumes a more fluid 

position—it also stands for the language of education, administration, and businesses in 

Cape Verde. CVC rises to the status of a national language for elite and people alike 

(ALUPEC). Even though I will discuss participants’ views on language teaching later in 

this chapter, at this juncture I would like to share one participant’s  perspective on how 

learning EP might help students. I changed her name and I do not reveal at which 

institution she teaches since there are few higher education institutions in Cape Verde. 

Maria Fonseca teaches Portuguese in a university in Cape Verde.50 Maria Fonseca claims 

that “learning how to write Portuguese reflects in any professional area the students 

chooses, because in any professional area the student will have to write in Portuguese” 

(Fonseca, translation mine). Conversely, monolingual EP and Creole speakers lack 

linguistic competence to actively participate in a society that values the shuttling across 

languages. In postcolonial Cape Verde, rather than having distinct linguistic borders, gray 
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areas surface as the uses of both languages matter to experience and understand the Cape 

Verdean context.  

Mignolo acknowledges undefined borders of center/periphery to propose criticism 

centered on the colonial difference—the ambivalent uses of cultural features of both 

center and periphery in postcolonial places. That is, the colonial difference is criticism 

concerned with the perspective of subaltern knowledges (323).  The colonial difference 

intersects Western knowledges and “the multiple non-Western principles governing 

modes of thinking” that have been in contact with Western thoughts (326). As a result, 

the colonial difference places knowledge outside the modern/colonial world; it is a 

perspective that cannot be understood or explained from Eurocentric ways of making 

knowledge (315). Indeed, postcolonial lived experiences and knowledges cannot be 

understood or explained in full from a Western view point because this perspective leaves 

out the social, ethical, linguistic, political, religious knowledges intrinsic to cultures and 

peoples.  

Mignolo proposes remapping colonial differences to introduce border thinking as 

an intellectual and political project that moves away from projects of authenticity. Border 

thinking ensures that local knowledges will not be universalized or imposed as a world 

truth upon other local knowledges (318). Throughout his work, Mignolo counters 

European local knowledges that were made universal and imposed upon other local 

knowledges. Rather than only opposing global designs, he also counters regionalism—the 

blind understanding that local histories do not “engender or enact global designs as 
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universal models” (317). Moving away from universal designs and from claims of 

authenticity, Mignolo envisions border thinking as knowledge production in specific 

geopolitical locations and the historical forces and contexts that shape those communities. 

Border thinking moves beyond the dichotomy of global designs/local histories as it 

considers how global forces act on local histories and how local memories resist, adapt, 

adopt, and/or transform global forces. Mignolo’s border thinking project is about the 

entangled relations and encounters produced in the borders of global designs and local 

histories. Border thinking happens when colonial differences are remapped from local 

histories reacting accordingly/to/against global designs.  

Border thinking offers an alternative to people who are struggling between global 

designs and their local histories. That is precisely the case of Cape Verde. The 

Community of the Portuguese-speaking Countries (the institution of the eight Portuguese-

speaking countries joined in effort to solidify the legacy of the Portuguese language) has 

a global design to ensure the place of Portuguese as a world language by maintaining 

Portuguese as the language of communication among member countries and projecting 

an image of univocality. Conversely, the people of Cape Verde attempt to consolidate 

their culture, identity, and history in their national language—CVC. They created a 

written code for CVC, they have published dictionaries, and grammar books (ALUPEC, 

Santos).51  Remapping layers of colonization would address how local histories embrace 

both traditions—the ones from the center and periphery; that is, global designs and local 
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histories. In the following paragraph I give an example of how remapping would function 

in Cape Verde. 

The ambivalent use of Portuguese and Creoles do not seem to have an either/or 

solution. On the one hand, valuing EP, the language of the center, as the only language 

for education may leave out a historical, social, and cultural world that cannot be spoken 

of, written in, or easily translated to a language that was used to subjugate the subaltern. 

Despite the wonderful Cape Verdean literature in EP, the colonial difference cannot 

surface only in the colonizer’s language.  Banishing Portuguese would mean cutting ties 

with discursive communities in the Portuguese-speaking countries and isolating citizens 

who are monolingual Portuguese speakers. On the other hand, if only CVC is the 

language to represent Cape Verde’s unique situation, it will function to efface the 

histories and memories in EP. For example, Cape Verdean writers such as Baltasar Lopes 

who appropriates EP to tell the Cape Verdean story of emigration in his book Chiquinho 

or Amílcar Cabral who leads its people to independence by writing in EP and addressing 

the people in CVC would be silenced. These authors represent a recent past that should 

empower future generations to proudly and critically examine their histories and the 

effective use of both languages. Banishing Creole would deplete people of their identities 

if that were a possibility. Consequently, embracing the uses of both languages should 

construct Cape Verdeans’ understanding of themselves, their histories and cultures. 

Orally that is what happens. However, I understand that this ideal could also be extended 

to education, specifically to writing classes.  
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 If we are to understand literacy in Cape Verde, both languages need to be 

examined, confronted, and meshed. Scholars cannot map knowledges with Eurocentric or 

dichotomous Western thinking in which one language stands for oppression and the other 

for independence because these dichotomies fail to address the fluidity of borders in 

postcolonial spaces. Border thinking functions to move beyond dichotomous ways of 

thinking Western/non-Western knowledges. Based on the colonial difference (ambivalent 

use of global designs and local histories), Mignolo proposes remapping layers of 

colonization to imagine more porous and fluid borders. In Cape Verde, re-envisioning 

linguistic borders help us examine ownership and usage of EP and CVC as they permeate 

local communities. In order to situate the ambivalent and fluid ways language is used in 

Cape Verde, I briefly examine the historical and linguistic formation of the country.  

  

A Portrait of Socio-historical and Linguistic Context in Cape Verde 

Historian Basil Davidson calls the islands of Cape Verde the “fortunate” islands. 

Despite a history of extreme poverty, draughts, isolation, and colonial oppression, 

Davidson sees fortune in the people because they endure hardships, resist oppression, and 

believe on a prosperous future for their country. From a linguistic stand point, people’s 

local language has been solace or fortune since early colonization. Because of the diverse 

colonization, people developed a lingua franca that functioned to guarantee them an 

intermediary status between Portugal and other African colonies. This language evolved 

in what we know today as CVC. While EP has been the language of the center defining 
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clear hierarchies between colonizer and colonized, CVC has been the language of the 

periphery, the language of resistance, the language of the people. For that reason, EP and 

CVC compose the history and identity of Cape Verdeans. The colonial history highlights 

how CVC and EP have been intertwined with the geographical isolation of the islands, 

the erratic colonization, and the islands’ scarce resources. Hence, I examine some socio-

historical and linguistic features to contextualize the use of the national language—

CVC—and the official language—EP—in these fortunate islands.  

The geographical location points to isolation of people and characterizes linguistic 

diversity in Cape Verde; that is, the geographical isolation explains the distinction of nine 

dialects in the ten archipelago islands. Cape Verde is a small archipelago country located 

off the coast of West Africa, more specifically, off Senegal in Northwest Africa. Perhaps 

the position of the islands is easier to comprehend in relation to other islands; Cape Verde 

is located north of the Equator, southwest of the Canary Islands in the Atlantic Ocean. 

The archipelago of Cape Verde is made of ten desert islands; they are distinguished by 

location and wind: the Barlavento (windward) islands in the north and the Sotavento 

(leeward) islands in the south (see illustration 5). The southern islands were the first to be 

populated by the Portuguese and continue to be the most populated ones. In this regard, 

isolation by sea influenced people’s language development in the nine islands; that is, 

isolation consolidates nine distinct Cape Verdean Creole dialects. Nonetheless, in this 

study, I do not distinguish among the different dialects; I write of Cape Verdean Creole 

(CVC). From the ten islands that form the Cape Verde archipelago, only nine are 



183 

 

habitable; the isolation of the islands and rudimentary transportation among them makes 

for the differences among the Creoles they speak.  

 

 

Illustration 5. Map of Southern and Northern Cape Verdean Islands (USDS). 

 
A diverse colonization shapes the Cape Verdean people, their languages and 

dialects (Baptiste 19). In the fifteenth century, the Portuguese lead the European 

enterprise of discovery and settlement in Africa, the Indies, and the Americas taking 

possession among other places of the Cape Verdean islands. According to Davidson, 

Portuguese sailors found no people in the desert islands in the 1640s. That is the official 

date and historical version of the discovery. However, other scholars claim the existence 

of the Jalofo African tribe in the islands and of some maps that indicate that the islands 

were populated in the first half of the fifteenth century (Carreira 301). Still, in the 1640s, 
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the Europeans (Portuguese, Genoese, Jews from Spain, and French) could not populate 

the islands because of the adverse climate and soil for the production of grain-based 

cultures (Baptiste 14). Rather, the colonizers enslaved West Africans to populate and 

work the islands. Davidson posits that African peoples were forced into captivity: 

“Mandjak, Mandinka, Fula, Balante…[were] bought or beaten into slavery”  (11).  The 

few white Europeans who did not run away from droughts could profit from slavery. 

Hence, the population consisted of a few white Europeans and a great majority of 

Africans. As a result, interbreeding gave rise to a brown people who by 1700s were a 

Cape Verdean people (Davidson 11).  

In light of the various peoples who colonized and inhabited the islands, people 

adopted a lingua franca—a medium of communication in posts where diverse peoples 

speaking various languages circulate for trade and exchange of goods. Indeed, it is the 

colonization that gives birth to a lingua franca that later becomes CVC as the language of 

communication and the language of the people. Nelson E. Cabral points out, “The 

originality of West African Creole lies in the gradual symbiosis of dialects from different 

parts of Africa and Portuguese…The Creole of the Cape Verde Islands, despite the more 

marked ‘Lusitanian’ influence, jealously preserves its African-inspired conceptual 

structure” (79). CVC is marked by symbiosis preserving a Portuguese vocabulary in 

structures of African languages. In this regard, Creole serves as a medium between 

peoples who do not have a common language for communication—Portuguese speakers, 

other European language speakers, and diverse African language speakers. Because of 
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the multilingual environment, Cape Verdeans adopted Creole as their mother tongue 

distinguishing it from pidgin because Creole entails the presence of native speakers 

(Ashcroft, Griffins, and Tiffin 160-161). In the multilingual environment of the isolated 

islands, people developed their own version of Cape Verdean Creoles in each of the nine 

habitable islands by the end of the nineteenth century. 

Cape Verdean Creole is a Portuguese-based language that incorporated elements 

of African languages. A contemporary linguist of the Kriolu language and the Sotavento 

varieities, Marlyse Baptiste writes that “the languages which have greatly contributed to 

the genesis and formation of Kriolu are varied: besides Portuguese, which contributed to 

its lexicon, the African element is mostly represented by the Niger-Kordofanian 

languages, the West-Atlantic languages, and the Mande languages” (19). The various 

African peoples who colonized, were born, traded in, and passed through Cape Verde and 

the languages they spoke contributed to the formation of Creole. Baptiste’s hypothesis is 

that the key people in language transmission in Cape Verde were ladinos (slaves who 

were thought Portuguese), free African Blacks (men who accompanied traders, 

missionaries, and sea captains), lançados (marginalized Jews or criminals who were 

intermediaries in the slave trade and settled in the islands with African Black wives), and 

grumetes (Christianized Africans who were intermediaries in the slave trade) (17-18). 

They were intermediaries who spoke Creole as the common language. Baptiste’s 

hypothesis suggests that speakers who were able to shuttle across languages and cultures 

(lived among African people or were African themselves) were the main carriers of CVC. 
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As a result, it seems that the main element of a Creole language is people’s ability to 

adapt, mix, and mesh languages to communicate. 

Nonetheless, the colonizers established asymmetrical power relations with people 

in Cape Verde and used language as an instrument of oppression. The linguistic tension 

was built upon years of Portuguese colonization and exploitation of people’s labor and 

the islands’ scarce resources. As Ashcroft el al. point out, “The relation between the 

colonizer and the colonized was locked into a rigid hierarchy of difference deeply 

resistant to fair and equitable exchanges, whether economic, cultural, or social” (40-41). 

As a result, linguistic relations were also asymmetrical; that is, language was yet another 

instrument to maintain the unfair exchanges between colonizers and subalterns. 

Knowledge of Portuguese language guaranteed some people power over the ones who 

could only speak Creole. Only Cape Verdeans who could shuttle across Creoles and 

Portuguese were empowered in the islands. They became instrumental to the Portuguese 

colonizers as they supplied personnel with managerial and bureaucratic skills. They could 

understand Creoles, translate rules into Creoles, and report back to the colonial power in 

fluent Portuguese. Linguistic hegemony shaped the colony: slaves and working people 

spoke Creoles, bilingual speakers controlled the islands, and monolingual Portuguese 

speakers ruled from Portugal. The Portuguese language of the rulers and Cape Verdean 

elite has clashed with Cape Verdean Creoles; Portuguese language has been imposed as a 

superior language—the language of literature, economics, and politics. Hence, the status 
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of the Portuguese language as superior—the colonizer’s language—contrasts the lesser 

status of Creole—a language associated to the colonized.  

Because of geographical isolation, arid lands, and a legacy of colonization, Cape 

Verde is economically vulnerable. Since 1977, the United Nations includes Cape Verde 

among the least developed countries (LDC) in the group called small island developing 

states (SIDS) (Atchoaréna et al. 169-172). That means that Cape Verde is socially, 

economically, and environmentally vulnerable and dependant on foreign monetary help. 

The isolation among the islands, draughts, and uncertain agricultural production mark the 

country’s dependence on external development aid and remittances. Although external 

aid is the bulk of Cape Verde’s monetary aid, remittances from family members who 

leave the islands to search for jobs also contribute to ease poverty. However, poverty is 

still high. For instance, in 2002, 57% of the population was considered to be living in 

poverty or extreme poverty. Although there has been economic growth since then, the 

unemployment rate reached a daunting 24.4% in 2005 (Atchoaréna et al. 173). These 

statistics show that Cape Verde is extremely vulnerable with more than half of its 

population leaving in poverty and a very high unemployment rate in spite of the external 

aid and remittances that they receive. 

Cape Verde’s challenge as an independent country is to economically compensate 

for not being food self-sufficient or to become food self-sufficient. Either task is daunting 

for a country that is only able to produce about “15% of the national food requirements” 

(Atchoaréna et al. 173). Nonetheless, the country’s strategic plan is to allocate its 
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resources to education, “invest in human capital” as it moves towards a knowledge-base 

industry (Atchoaréna et al. 173). The government’s goal is to reduce poverty through 

education by creating a more industrialized work force. In this sense, then, the belief is 

that an educated work force will create an industry-base economy less dependent on 

external aid and remittances; that is, Cape Verde will become a middle-income country as 

its population acquires educational literacies.  

Indeed, education has been Cape Verde’s government main concern to bring the 

country into a middle-income country category. Since 1990s education reform, Cape 

Verde has universal primary education, which accounts for 95% of the children studying 

until sixth grade with a dropout rate of 27% in fifth and sixth grades (Atchoaréna et al. 

174). Even with this high retention rate in primary education, there is a shortage of 

opportunities for students after they complete sixth grade. There are few secondary 

schools; students would have to migrate to other cities or islands to continue their 

education. However, few families will move for their children to continue studying as 

employment offers are scarce when they finish secondary school. Also, students have 

even fewer opportunities to join higher education; that is, about only 0.9% of the 

population has the opportunity to join higher education (“Configuração 2006-07”). 

However, there are eight institutions of higher education with the enrolment of 6,658 

undergraduate and graduate students in the year 2007-08; that is few students for a 

population of about half a million people (“Anuário 2007-08” 277).52 Higher education 

institutions are relatively new; that is, some of them were recently created such as The 
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University of Cape Verde that was established in August of 2000 (“Decreto-Lei 

31/2004”). These institutions have partnerships with universities in the Community of the 

Portuguese-speaking Countries and they promote exchange programs for scholars and 

students alike. The partnerships function to expedite the mission of creating knowledge 

of and on the region and serving the community. In other words, the exponential 

improvement of education in the primary, secondary, and tertiary levels reveals how 

Cape Verdeans invest in education to create a stronger economy. Cape Verde’s 

educational goals are creating universal secondary education and fostering access to 

higher education in order to promote a knowledgeable working force that can deal with 

the country’s dire environmental and economic conditions.  

To this end, Atchoaréna et al. argue that Cape Verdeans are resilient people who 

endured famine, poverty, and illiteracy under Portuguese ruling, and are combating 

famine and poverty through literacy and training programs. However, I believe that more 

than resilience is necessary to critically examine isolation, draughts, and a long history of 

colonialism to empower citizens through education. There seems to be no questioning, 

wrestling, or transformation in the term “resilience” but simply survival. If Cape 

Verdeans are invested in creating an educational system that will encourage people to 

critically study their realities, re-thinking language in education should become a priority. 

At this juncture, educators cannot be resilient—they cannot resort to the colonial ideals of 

linguistic competence based on asymmetrical relations. No longer can EP be identified 

with the language of colonizers or CVC be portrayed as a lesser subaltern language since 
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they are now the languages of the people of Cape Verde. The de-colonization of rigid 

linguistic borders takes an educational system empowered to dismantle these borders. 

Educators and students challenge is to re-imagine/re-map their languages and histories. 

Unfortunately, I did not come across statistics that reveal the percentage of the population 

who speaks CVC and/or Portuguese. However, if we consider the school population that 

learns Portuguese, we can form a vague idea about the population who is fluent in both 

EP and CVC. In the school year 2007-08, there were 76,007 elementary school students, 

76,007 middle and high school students, 1,548 students in professional schools, and 

6,658 undergraduate and graduate students (“Anuário 2007-08” 27, 155, 271, 277). 

Considering students, teachers, and the population who hold professional jobs, perhaps 

about half of the population is fluent in both languages. However, this is just speculation 

on studies that I have yet to come across. In the following section, I examine how Cape 

Verdeans start to re-imagine their culture and language after independence, specifically, I 

examine the language policy for the creation of the CVC alphabet. 

 

Linguistic Ambivalence in Language Policy 

The use of European Portuguese (EP) and Cape Verdean Creole (CVC) 

characterized asymmetrical relations in Cape Verde. EP was the language of the 

colonizer and the elite whereas CVC was the language of intermediaries and the people. 

The linguistic stigmatization that pervaded the use of both languages seemed clear—EP 

speakers were educated and in power while CVC speakers were the disenfranchised 
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illiterate peasants. After independence, however, the adoption of an official language 

(EP) and a national language (CVC) has functioned to create linguistic ambivalence; that 

is, the borders between the two languages become more fluid as people use of EP and 

CVC in new spaces. For example, Angelo A. Montrond usually writes some articles in 

CVC in the online newspaper A Semana, a publication that is in EP (Montrond). Indeed, 

CVC gains prestige since the people’s language becomes the national reference. Valuing 

CVC, however, does not efface diglossia—the hierarchical use of both languages. 

Instead, EP continues to be the language for public affairs, the formal language while 

CVC stands for the language of the private sphere, informal communication among all. 

Despite efforts to balance the status of both languages, EP is still the language of 

intellectuals because it is the language of schooling and CVC continues to be vernacular. 

Here I examine how the unified alphabet promotes CVC as a written language, but it also 

functions to deepen linguistic ambivalence.  

Linguistic ambivalence is present in language policies. The most significant 

language policy establishes the alphabet for CVC and also makes EP the official 

language of Cape Verde. The Decree-law 67/98 is popularly called the ALUPEC Law—

Alfabeto Unificado para a Escrita da Lingua Cabo-verdiana [The Unified Alphabet to 

the Written Cape Verdean Language]. ALUPEC approves the unified alphabet to 

standardize written Creole (Crioulo, Kriolu, or Língua Kabuverdianu). The rationale for 

the decree-law reads:  

Because Creole is an everyday language and an essential element of national 
identity, the development of the country depends on the development and valuing 
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of the mother tongue. However, development and valorization are only possible 
through an standard written Creole or Cape Verdean language. Hence, 
standardizing the alphabet is the first step to standardize the written code. 
(ALUPEC 1, translation mine)53 
 

ALUPEC establishes that Creole is part of Cape Verdean identity—the development of 

the country depends on valuing the local language by taking the necessary steps to 

consolidate CVC as a written code. Orality may endanger the existence of the language 

and of people’s identity as well. In fact, ALUPEC refers to how the confrontation with 

written Portuguese causes a de-creolization of the language (ALUPEC 2).  Thus, Cape 

Verdeans establish a decree-law to reinforce that language preservation is also the 

preservation of a people. 

Moreover, ALUPEC establishes a five-year timetable in which people can 

experiment the alphabet and the government can create the supplementary legislation to 

foster the writing of Creole. More than five years have elapsed since 1998 without 

subsequent legal measures to make written Creole the official language of education. 

Some of the measures proposed are 1) making Creole also an official language, 2) 

teaching educators the written code, 3) fostering the use of Creole by writers and 

journalists, 4) and making Creole an object of study at the universities (ALUPEC 11-12). 

The latter has been implemented; both Instituto Superior de Educação (ISE) [Institute of 

Higher Education] and Instituto de Estudos Superior Isidro da Graça (IESIG) [Isidro da 

Graça Higher Education Institute] established programs in Cape Verdean and Portuguese 

Studies (“Anuário 2004-05” 228, 234). Moreover, there are some journalists who write 



193 

 

only in Creole online, for example, the Nikulau Ferera’s article titled “ALUPEC Dja 

Pari” [The Birth of ALUPEC] at the online newspaper Liberal (Ferera).  

However, the delay on implementing a new official and educational language 

shows the complexity in formalizing Creole as a written language. Even though Creole 

has become a symbol of independence, the movement towards valuing the local language 

may have started with “Pedro Monteiro Cardoso, one of the pioneers of written Creole in 

the 1920s” (Cabral 78). Since then, writers have used Creole to identify with the people, 

scholars have created an alphabet, the United Nations has recognized Creole as a 

language by having the Declaration of Human Rights in CVC, and scholars have 

published dictionaries and grammar books (ALUPEC; UN; Santos). In this regard, 

Paulina Santos, one of the participants in the research, reveals that in the last decade the 

government has created study groups for implementing CVC as the language of 

instruction; however, the studies demonstrate that the country is not ready for switching 

educational codes (Santos). Perhaps Cape Verdeans cannot ignore the global design of 

univocal Portuguese and external forces that value the use of Portuguese as an instrument 

for international communication. However, it seems that practical educational concerns 

such as teacher-training, publishing of school manuals, popularity of the proposal still 

hinder the implementation of CVC as a language for education. 

Despite the fact that the ALUPEC fosters Creole as a written standard, the decree-

law is ambivalent towards both languages. ALUPEC also establishes that Portuguese is 

the country’s official language: 
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Two languages with different functions characterize the linguistic situation in 
Cape Verde: Portuguese is the official and international language and CVC is the 
national and mother language. The functions of formal communication—
administration, education, literature, justice, and media—are reserved to 
Portuguese. The function of informal communication, mainly orality, is reserved 
to CVC. (ALUPEC 1, translation mine)  
 

The decree-law sets both languages in opposition: EP is to be used in the public sphere 

and CVC is to be used in the private sphere. ALUPEC recognizes Creole as the “national 

and mother tongue”; yet, it reaffirms that the language to be used “for administration, 

education, literature, justice, and media” is Portuguese. ALUPEC suggests a contested 

postcolonial situation in which people experience how the uses of both languages are 

limited to certain spheres. In the public sphere, Portuguese is the more prestigious 

language. Portuguese continues to be the language one needs to learn to write and speak 

in order to be an educated, articulate person in Cape Verde. In the private sphere, CVC is 

the only language that grants access to local communities.  

Still, Cape Verdeans are ambivalent about the right to their own language mostly 

because of the limited use of both languages. Setting Creoles and Portuguese as two 

opposing languages in which only one can be used in specific situations hinders the 

dynamic and generative ways in which bilingual people think and make knowledge in 

postcolonial spaces. Here, I would like to bring the testimony of one participant in the 

study who shuttles between languages with ease. I will do that before I introduce her in 

the section of border thinking and the teaching of Portuguese to demonstrate how the 

ambivalence on the use of Creole is constructed. Paulina Santos reveals how she 

comfortably shuttles between both languages: “I speak Creole with anyone who speaks 
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Creole; I do switch to Portuguese to teach and to speak with someone who doesn’t speak 

Creole” (Santos, translation mine). Using language depending on the needs of her 

audience, Santos seems very respectful of people’s needs. She mentions how she also 

switches from Portuguese to Creole when explaining certain concepts to students in the 

classroom (Santos). Bilingual people, like Santos, make sense of the world in both 

languages. The idea that they can only interpret, critique, understand, make sense of their 

public and private spheres when using specific languages seems unreasonable because 

that would limit the various ways they think and reason in both languages. 

ALUPEC also perpetuates the dichotomy between elite and people’s languages. If 

Creole is the spoken language of the people, then Portuguese, the standard written 

language, becomes the language of the elite. The Cape Verdean elite are professionals 

who run administration, businesses, education, justice, and telecommunications; they 

promote the Portuguese language as the language of the elite. In order to become 

educated and hold professional positions, Cape Verdeans need to master Portuguese. 

Highly versed in Portuguese and other languages, the Cape Verdean elite is usually also 

versed in oral Creole. However, it might be difficult for the Cape Verdean elite to even 

entertain the idea of learning to write Cape Verdean Creole. They would have to learn 

how to read and write in the new code. For them it is one more language they would have 

to formally learn. When I interviewed Santos in Holland, she showed me how difficult 

reading CVC is. She pulled a book from her purse in which the author cites a poem in 

CVC with a translation in Portuguese. Santos read the poem out loud slowly sounding out 
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how she perceived each syllable. It took her a while to read four lines. She ended up 

resorting to the translation to understand the meaning of certain words. Santos is 

bilingual. She is fluent in Portuguese and CVC. However, Santos is a woman in her 

forties and she admits that it will be difficult to learn to read CVC. She thinks it will be a 

job for the generations to come (Santos). The Cape Verdean elite seem to perpetuate the 

global design of Portuguese as they fail to adapt to a new medium of reading and writing. 

However, Cape Verdeans are not alone in their struggle to understand what languages to 

teach in school. Cape Verdean Americans also contribute to the debate on which 

language is best suited for school. In the following section, I examinee the argument two 

scholars propose for Creole Only.  

 

The Case for Creole Only 

In the 1990s, there was an excitement about the national language—CVC. 

Scholars made their case for Creole to be considered the only viable language for the 

education of Cape Verdean speakers. The unified alphabet that came out in 1998 is a 

result of the concerted efforts to promote teaching in the national language. In the US, 

scholars Donald Macedo and Georgette Gonsalves support the Creole Only option and 

advocate that basic education should be in the students’ first language.  

Macedo advocates for Creole Only in Cape Verde because he sees EP, students’ 

second language, as an instrument of oppression. In “The Politics of an Emancipatory 

Literacy in Cape Verde,” Macedo posits that the Cape Verdean literacy program has 
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failed its revolutionary claim that was to transform a colonial educational system which 

depleted students of creative and critical thinking of their worlds. He examines how an 

emancipatory education should not use Portuguese as the educational language:  

Literacy in Cape Verde can only be emancipatory to the extent that it is conducted 
in the language of the people... The use of Portuguese language in Cape Verdean 
literacy programs weakens the possibilities for subordinate Cape Verdeans to 
engage in dialectical encounters with the dominant class.  Literacy conducted in 
Portuguese empowers the ruling class by sustaining the status quo. It supports the 
maintenance of the colonialist elitist model of education… Without the cultivation 
of their native language, and robbed of the opportunity for reflection and critical 
thinking, subordinate Cape Verdeans find themselves unable to re-create their 
culture and history. Without their reappropriation of their cultural capital, the 
reconstruction of the new society envisioned by Amílcar Cabral can hardly be a 
reality. (158) 
 

According to Macedo, critical thinking is only possible in the national language because 

speakers and writers would fall short of ways (vocabulary, expressions, verbs) of 

describing, understanding, and changing their reality in EP.  Students would be “unable 

to re-create their culture and history” because they could only portray them through a lens 

of subordination—the EP. Macedo is right when he points out that the “encounters with 

the dominant class” cannot generate dialectical exchange because EP and CVC are 

respectively restricted to public and private domains. When different languages are 

limited by spheres, the knowledge produced in the private domain of CVC does not seem 

relevant to the public domain of EP. As a result, the integration of both private and public 

knowledges is the core problem of bilinguals. If students do not have “the opportunity for 

reflection and critical thinking” of their private and public worlds because these worlds 
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are shaped by different language, then perhaps students will “find themselves unable to 

recreate their culture and history” (158). 

On one hand, students’ first language is restrictive because they do not think of it 

as a medium for intellectual work. Cape Verdeans’ perception of their language as 

unruly, popular, easier, simpler would be one of inadequateness if compared to 

Portuguese, an academic, intellectual, sophisticated language used in education, 

government, businesses. If these borders between private and public linguistic domains 

become more fluid, the knowledge students demonstrate in both languages can be used to 

reflect and think their realities. It seems that students would not resist the learning of EP 

if both EP and CVC functioned as languages for intellectual work. However, because 

CVC is still young in terms of a written code, students make the association that oral 

knowledge in CVC is not as valuable; that is, they cannot reconcile both knowledge 

systems—oral CVC and written EP. The Cape Verdean educational system could “re-

appropriate” CVC as an object of study to “reconstruct” the perception of its language as 

academic, grammatical, intellectual, and sophisticated. Students would be able to think 

about their Cape Verdean history, geography, music, and literature in Portuguese if the 

educational system fostered critical consciousness—how students’ knowledge of their 

environment and lives is shaped by global and local forces. However, because Portuguese 

is the only language of instruction, students are “robbed” of the validation of their own 

language. The validation that they can critically, intelligently, sophisticatedly, and 

academically think in CVC seems to be missing from the school system.  
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On the other hand, the problem seems to be how to promote ownership of EP as 

well. I agree that EP as any second language “weakens” possibilities for expression in the 

early stages of learning. Because EP is the only language of instruction and study, it 

might kill the whim students bring to engage in meaningful creative interactions with 

reading and writing.  As the only medium of instruction, a second language could 

“empower” and “support” the status quo of language superiority. Nonetheless, EP could 

become students’ language as well. If students associate EP to the language of the ex-

colonizer, the language of oppression, or even the language of superiority, this 

association will prevent them to own the language. Students resist the language of the 

colonizer or oppressor because it reinforces the idea of subjugation and lack of 

knowledge. Once students make the languages they speak and write theirs, they know 

that these languages become a part of them, become who they are. Ownership does not 

rid languages of certain linguistic stereotypes; however, ownership allows speakers and 

writers to freely experiment with languages, question them, and transform them.  

 Teaching CVC as a first language in schools has been a success in the 

Massachusetts school system. In “Language Policy and Education Reform: The Case of 

Cape Verdean,” Gonsalves writes that the Massachusetts school system favors bilingual 

education for minority students. However, she points out that despite the good intention 

of the law, teachers, administrators, and parents could not come to an agreement about 

the teaching of a heritage language to Cape Verdeans who attend the public school 

system in cities such as New Bedford, Brockton, and Boston.  The problem they had was 
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to decide which one was the first language of the students. If it were EP, the school 

system in Boston would replicate the Cape Verdean model to teach the colonizer’s 

language. If it were CVC, they would innovate and respect students’ heritage language. 

They settled for the latter. Moreover, the author reports that out of 10,000 students who 

were bilingual and attended the public school system, 700 were Cape Verdeans. The 

bilingual program for Cape Verdeans in the Boston area started in 1973, two years prior 

to Cape Verde’s independence in 1975. While in Cape Verde the school system remained 

based on the teaching of Portuguese as the language of instruction and study, in the 

Boston area teachers experimented the teaching of CVC. 

 The Bostonian case for the teaching of CVC matters because it is based on the 

declaration of CVC as a language of “public interest.” As a result, Cape Verdean 

Americans study their heritage language while Cape Verdeans continue studying 

Portuguese. Gonsalves states, “To date, the Boston school system is the only one offering 

a comprehensive bilingual kindergarten through Grade 12 program for Cape Verdean 

speaking children in the US and, so it seems, in the world” (33).  The Bostonian program 

is pioneer in the teaching of CVC and it is a result of the major goal to establish a public 

sphere for heritage languages. Instead of deciding on the alphabet or discussing the 

production of school manuals (all important steps to teach a language), the first legal 

procedure was to grant CVC the status of public language.  Gonsalves states that a 

“ruling in the Massachusetts House of Representatives called for the recognition of the 

Cape Verdean language for purposes of public interest, and most especially in education” 
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(33, emphasis mine). In fact, the American public recognition of CVC as a language 

suitable for school precedes Cape Verde’s legal attempt to recognize its national 

language. 

Despite fulfilling rewards, pioneering the teaching of CVC proved to be a hard 

task. First, Gonsalves mentions that teachers and parents do not think that Creole is 

suitable for educational purposes because it is an oral language, not a written one. The 

status of the heritage language plays a huge part on teachers’ and parents’ decisions of 

choosing Creole for education.  Gonsalves contends that “They confront the reality of 

their colonial history where their language was spoken but never heard in schools” (35). 

In Boston, the dichotomous ways of perceiving EP as a superior intellectual language and 

Creole an oral language for everyday life had to be confronted since Cape Verdean 

Americans have not experienced independence, and the subsequent social valorization of 

Creole. The perceived role of the language of the colonizer and the language of the 

people has made the teaching of Creole controversial. Another problem that Gonsalves 

points out is the lack of textbooks and literature books made CVC sound inferior to 

Portuguese in the early stages of the program. Nowadays, the scenario has improved with 

the unification of the alphabet and the publication of grammar books. Despite difficulties 

in the implementation, the Bostonian literacy program allows teachers, students, and 

parents to de-construct the colonial ruling of Portugal as they make Cape Verdean Creole 

their object and medium of study. 

In the US, Cape Verdean Americans are bilingual in English and CVC.  
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Gonsalves believes that “Language minority students may easily acquire a second 

language without jeopardizing their first, thus becoming bilingual and bicultural” (36). 

Despite the multiple ways in which there will be linguistic interference between English 

and CVC, Gonsalves promotes teaching in CVC. For her, teaching in the first language 

values students’ identity. “Under colonial rule and under sovereignty, the Cape Verdean 

language has been largely ignored in formal instruction; it is viewed as a slang or dialect 

that has no academic value in the classroom,” writes Gonsalves (33). Thus, teaching the 

vernacular is a logical way to value CVC academically without jeopardizing students’ use 

of American English. By confronting the myths that surround CVC, Gonsalves argues 

that the teaching of CVC as a heritage language in the US is successful because teachers 

invite students and parents to confront the postcolonial reality of their native land. 

Gonsalves proposes that Cape Verdeans should also consider teaching in the first 

language to reflect on the rich linguistic experience that students experience outside of 

the classroom. Fostering the “private” language of Creole to become a “public” 

classroom language would generate discussions, readings, and writings to question the 

role of language in public life. 

 Macedo and Gonsalves are scholars who advocate for the teaching of CVC in the 

primary and secondary school system. Even though they write from America and 

Gonsalves writes about an American experience, their claim that critical learning happens 

in the language students are more familiar with is also the claim that drives the 

establishment of a unified alphabet and the studies the Cape Verdean government has 
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promoted on how to implement the teaching of Creole in Cape Verde. Here I turn to how 

Cape Verdean teachers in Cape Verde see their roles as language teachers. 

  

Border Thinking and the Teaching of Portuguese 

In order to better comprehend the teaching of Portuguese, I interviewed five 

Portuguese instructors in higher education. I changed participants’ names to preserve 

their identities.54 I sent out e-mails to the presidents of the universities in Cape Verde and 

got the response from one of them who kindly forwarded my e-mail to the professors. In 

the e-mails I explained about my project and my interest in learning more about how 

professors of Portuguese are dealing with the linguistic diversity in the classroom. I 

attached my IRB approval, the questionnaire teachers would be asked to answer, and a 

brief explanation of my project. Some teachers demonstrated interest, we exchanged e-

mails, but none of them answered the questionnaire. So, when I was visiting family in 

Holland where there is a large Cape Verdean community, my sister-in-law introduced me 

to a Portuguese professor, Paulina Santos, who was spending vacation there. I 

interviewed her there. Later, she contacted her colleagues in Cape Verde for me. We 

exchanged e-mails in which I sent her the questionnaire and she collected the written 

responses for me (see Appendix 1). She sent the answers she had gathered from her 

colleagues in a PDF file. My interest was to gather responses from five teachers, a little 

sample that I could manage as a section in a chapter. I am not observing classes or 
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interviewing students about their reactions and responses to writing methodology because 

I am interested in how teachers are experiencing and reacting to linguistic diversity.  

I organize this section by how participants’ views clash with the dynamics of 

linguistic border thinking; I do not organize this section by participants. However, I 

introduce participants in the order I analyze their responses: 

Paulina Santos is a college professor who teaches Portuguese in Cape Verde. She 

speaks Creole from the São Vicente island and Portuguese. She spends vacation 

in Holland visiting family members, but she does not speak Dutch. I interviewed 

Santos in Holland over two days. She also informally invited me to participate in 

some of the Cape Verdean events during the week I was there. At this time, I 

asked many questions and wrote about it when I got home. 

Maria Fonseca is a teacher contacted by Santos. They work at the same 

institution. She identifies herself as fluent in both Portuguese and the national 

language Cape Verdean Creole. I received her questionnaire through an e-mail 

that Santos sent me. 

Dilma Mello Vieira is also a teacher contacted by Santos who works at the same 

institution. Vieira is multilingual; she identifies herself as a speaker of one Cape 

Verdean dialect (Barlavento variety) who can communicate in another variety 

(Sotavento variety). I received her questionnaire through an e-mail that Santos 

sent me.  
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Fernanda Arzuaga was another teacher contacted by Santos. They work at the 

same institution but in different islands. She is a monolingual Portuguese speaker. 

I received her questionnaire through an e-mail that Santos sent me.  

Diloá Mello was contacted by Santos. They work at the same institution but in 

different islands. She is also a speaker of Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole. I 

received her questionnaire through an e-mail that Santos sent me.  

After examining the responses the teachers shared with me about their beliefs and 

practices on the teaching of Portuguese, I posit that the choice of one language (either 

CVC or EP) reinforces linguistic dichotomies and functions to efface multilingualism—

the ways in which people negotiate languages (Creoles and EP) on a daily basis.  

Teachers look at EP as a way to be competitive in a global economy and have a hard time 

making sense of how CVC interferes with students’ writing in Portuguese. I turn to 

Mignolo’s theory of border thinking—imagining fluid borders and listening to the local 

voices— to analyze how teachers’ talk about their practices and students’ linguistic 

diversity. Border thinking may offer a way to go beyond this dichotomous ways of 

thinking in which one can only speak or write either Portuguese or Creole—one can only 

code switch. Mignolo denies the existence of incorruptible dichotomies in border 

thinking; that is, all borders are fluid and porous allowing for the exchange of 

knowledges.  Mignolo specifies what borders he imagines and where they are located: 

What I needed to argue for was a way of thinking in and from the borders of the 
colonial differences in the modern/colonial world: the borders between enacting 
and desiring global designs; the borders between transforming received global 
designs into local projects; the borders between subaltern and hegemonic 
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knowledges rearticulated from the perspective of subalterns. (327, emphasis 
mine) 
 

In the case of language teaching, Cape Verde’s adoption of two languages (a national and 

an official one) should move beyond the clash between EP and CVC. Border thinking 

would imply moving beyond argument/counter argument for the use of one or the other 

language; that is, adopting both. In this section, first I point out that border thinking can 

apply to language education as I examine how teachers enact and desire EP as a global 

design. Then, I suggest that teachers could re-articulate CVC and EP knowledges if they 

could go beyond the conception of language interference as deficiency, error, or linguistic 

immaturity and re-imagine students’ use of EP and CVC as a negotiation and shuttling 

across meanings and cultures.  

 Teachers look at EP as a way to be competitive in a global economy. In doing so, 

they enact the global design of a univocal EP standard to clearly distinguish between the 

uses of EP and CVC. This design implies that people who allow for linguistic 

interference lack linguistic competence; that is, a speaker should either use one or the 

other language and never mix them. A language has to be stripped of the quaintest 

cultural demonstrations to suit the international community; there should be no linguistic 

interference between languages such as in the use of some borrowed words. As a result, 

teaching EP in Cape Verde would mean to strip it from cultural markers. So, bilingual 

speakers would switch codes whenever the context and audience required; CVC or EP 

would be two completely isolated languages. This is how most teachers envision the use 

of Portuguese in Cape Verde. As students acquire EP, they are expected to use EP and are 
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asked not to use CVC at school; linguistic interference would be considered lack of 

linguistic competence. 

 Teachers enact the global design of univocal EP as they seem proud of their 

ability to speak either CVC or EP. However, this dichotomous way of understanding 

language makes it difficult for teachers to make sense of the linguistic diversity they 

experience on a daily basis. Most instructors of Portuguese are bilingual speakers. When 

asked about their knowledge of languages, four instructors claim to communicate in CVC 

and EP. However, one teacher is a monolingual EP speaker. Similar to most of the 

population, teachers are at least bilingual since they communicate in EP and CVC from 

one of the islands. Some of them are multilingual as they shuttle across Creoles from 

different islands. Paulina dos Santos reveals that she is bilingual; she speaks Creole from 

the São Vicente Island and EP. She says, “I speak Barlavento Creole variety, not the 

Sotavento Creole variety because I am from the São Vicente Island. People who are from 

the Santiago Island speak the Sotavento variety. I would have to learn the Sotavento 

variety because the people in the Barlavento Islands don’t really understand the 

Sotavento variety” (Santos). Santos acknowledges that she does not speak or understand 

some of the varieties of Creole in other islands. She indicates that proficiency in different 

varieties of CVC is a task for multilinguals. Even though teachers imagine clear linguistic 

borders describing themselves as bilingual speakers, they live in a multilingual context 

exposed to different Creole dialects, EP, and Brazilian Portuguese (BP) (Fonseca). 

Fonseca makes a reference to BP being present in Cape Verde because of the popularity 
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of Brazilian TV soap operas, shows, and mini-series. Consequently, teachers seem to 

enact the global design distinguishing between EP—a language that should not be 

influenced by local uses—and CVC—their local language not transformed by EP and BP 

input. Even though this is most unlikely, that is how teachers seem to imagine their two 

languages. Nicolas Quint, a specialist of CVC and contact languages, posits that even 

though there is a constant influence of EP on CVC, this influence does not necessarily 

leads to de-creolization. Instead it contributes to CVC’s enrichment and lexical expansion 

because they are distant languages even sharing most of the lexicon (83). Still, teachers 

live in a thriving multilingual location in which linguistic borders become more fluid. 

Border thinking would embrace the concept of multilingualism—the ability to negotiate 

two or more languages and their varieties—while it would refuse the concept of 

bilingualism—the ability to switch languages in distinct contexts. 

Teachers limit the boundaries of the public language (EP) and the private 

language (CVC) as they rely on dichotomous understanding of language. Here they also 

enact and desire the global design of Western dichotomies. Setting languages in such 

restricted spheres (public and private) functions to delegitimize CVC in educational 

contexts. Teachers who use both Portuguese and Creole should be well prepared to teach 

Portuguese to Creole speakers since their linguistic experience could be similar to the 

students. However, the ability they have to shuttle between at least two languages does 

not translate into teaching students how to negotiate the public use of EP and the private 

use of CVC. Santos tells me that she teaches Portuguese, and only uses Portuguese in 
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school. She states, “Subject matter is taught in Portuguese, we do not use Creole in the 

classroom” (Santos, translation mine). Portuguese is the medium and target language; 

students should learn the language and also learn subject matter in the target language. 

She reiterates that instructors reinforce the use of Portuguese in the classroom as they set 

an example for students on how they should use Portuguese only. Santos seems to have 

an understanding that crossing borders when using EP or CVC characterizes a linguistic 

offense.  It is clear to me that the global design of a univocal EP is at work here. In order 

to disrupt this parameter, teachers should subvert the established linguistic order in which 

the language of the classroom can only be EP and interference between EP and CVC is 

an offense to an educated person.  

As a result, teachers attribute lack of linguistic competence to students who cross 

borders of public and private speech. When students fail to negotiate EP and Creole in the 

classroom, some teachers seem unable to relate to them as if crossing borders (meshing 

EP and CVC) were sins they did not commit. Maria Fonseca uses the term “deficient” to 

refer to students’ poor use of the language. Fonseca writes, “Most of the students are 

deficient. They have problems with poor vocabulary, pronunciation, orthography, and 

grammar mistakes” (Fonseca, translation mine). This teacher’s approach is to identify the 

students’ learning processes as “deficient”—lacking in EP linguistic knowledge.  

Consequently, the teacher addresses how the students incur in errors, not the ways in 

which students negotiate both languages in the classroom in order to acquire EP. 
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Not only the use of both languages seems deficient, it also becomes erroneous. 

Teachers acknowledge that students have problems in learning Portuguese because 

students are exposed to more than one language. However, they choose to interpret 

students’ inability to switch from one language to the other as erroneous and not natural 

in language learning. Dilma Mello Vieira shares, “[Students] use Portuguese heavily 

influenced orally and in writing by their first language [Creole]. In writing, you can 

observe oral influence, most of them write as if they were speaking” (Vieira, translation 

mine). Another teacher, Fernanda Arzuaga points out, “Students bring Creole to class and 

they mix them [EP and Creole]” (Arzuaga, translation and emphasis mine). According to 

these teachers, even though students are influenced by Creole when learning Portuguese, 

teachers envision their jobs as having to correct the fact that they use both languages and 

that they mix them. Teachers do not envision that the mixing of languages is the reality of 

language speakers who live in multilingual contexts; instead, they deal with it as if 

students were “deficient.” What teachers need to reflect on is how to work with the 

knowledge students bring to class.  

Fonseca illustrates how difficult it is for teachers to understand the perspective of 

the students despite their multilingual context. When asked what difficulties students 

present in order to follow standard EP, Fonseca writes, ‘“Students mix Creole, EP and 

also BP words and expressions that they hear in Brazilian soap operas” (Fonseca, 

translation mine). She provides a good example of what she describes as “deficiency” in 

writing—the mixing of languages. A student writes, “Eu vai passar as férias em Europa. 
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Falei disso com a Vânia e ela disse-me vámo nessa que eu tambem vou pr’os Europa” [I 

go have vacation in Europe. I talked to Vania and she told me let’s go I am also going to 

Europe] (Fonseca, translation mine). First, let me analyze the first sentence “Eu vai 

passar as férias em Europa” [I go have vacation in Europe]. In this sentence, the student 

forgets the agreement between subject and verb (it should be “Eu vou” instead of “Eu 

vai”). The student is using the Portuguese pronoun “Eu” (I) and the Portuguese verbs “ir” 

(go) and “passar” (spend). The student misses the Portuguese agreement maybe because 

in Creole the agreement happens with the verb ending in “ai”. The student is not using 

the Barlavento or the Sotavento varieties in which the pronoun “I” is the sound of the 

letter “m” and the verb “go” becomes “’ta bai” or “’sta bai.” Thus, in Creole the student 

would write “Mm’ta bai passa feria n’Europa” or “M’sta bai passa feria n’Europa.” The 

structure works well in Portuguese except for the agreement. 

Secondly, the problem with the following sentence seems to be lack of 

punctuation to indicate when the student is using EP and BP. The sentence reads, “Falei 

disso com a Vânia e ela disse-me vámo nessa que eu tambem vou pr’os Europa” [I talked 

to Vania and she told me let’s go I am also going to Europe] (Fonseca, translation mine).  

If the student had used quotations to mark the informal answer of the friend, the Brazilian 

influence of the expressions “vamo nessa” (let’s go) and “pr’os Europa” (to Europe) 

would be properly indicated. The latter is a vernacular way of making the preposition 

(para) and the definite article (a) join by changing both of them. “Para” becomes “pr’” 

and “a” becomes “os.”  The latter indicates that, even though Europe is a singular word, it 
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is viewed as a plural concept. Moreover, the use of Europe as an abstract construction is a 

Brazilian way to refer to a distant, mostly imagined place. Cape Verdeans usually refer to 

specific countries in Europe. They do not spend vacations in Europe, but maybe in 

Portugal, Holland, or France. 

Teachers should look at errors not as a sign of problem, but as a sign of active 

engagement with the languages students speak. Teachers acknowledge students’ 

linguistic repertoire. Indeed, as teachers identify the causes for students to incur in errors, 

they attempt to correct errors or students’ “deficiency.” Fonseca attributes errors to 

“laziness.” She writes, “[Students] suffer from mental laziness. They don’t have the 

motivation to read books even though we have a wonderful library with both Portuguese 

and Cape Verdean books” (Fonseca, translation mine). Unfortunately, the reality is that 

students are basic writers in Portuguese. Reading and writing are difficult tasks for 

students who are building vocabulary and knowledge of structure. Fonseca bluntly 

defines students as being “deficient” and “lazy.” She is proud of speaking CVC; she 

writes that she speaks the “national” language. She seems to culturally identify with the 

CVC project. However, her choice of words reveals strong linguistic discrimination. This 

kind of linguistic ambivalence is part of border thinking. Fonseca is proud of the national 

language, but believes certain rhetorical situations demand the use of Portuguese. The 

classroom is one of these situations. When students bring their national language to the 

classroom and cannot gracefully use Portuguese without Creole interference, they 

become “mentally lazy.” Fonseca has a clear vision for what are appropriate situations to 
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use one or the other language; indeed, when students code-mix, code-switch, or code-

mesh, Fonseca considers that a “deficiency.” Instead of labeling students, Fonseca should 

address ways in which she could envision students’ text production as a result of their 

multilingual context.  

The evaluation of texts that incorporate both EP and CVC should focus more on 

content and ideas than on pristine linguistic use. Instead of using Fonseca’s model of 

evaluating structure, Vieira and Santos have better suggestions. On one hand, Fonseca 

believes a text should exhibit linguistic competence. Fonseca describes an exercise she 

uses to help students gain competence in the language. She gives students a passage from 

a book. She asks students the genre, and then, she asks them to analyze grammar and 

syntax. She assigns writing exercises weekly and her criteria of evaluation are grammar 

and vocabulary. On the other hand, Vieira proposes a process approach. She proposes 

that students write an argumentative text. First, she analyzes argumentative texts for 

students to get acquainted with the elements of the genre argumentation. Then, she 

analyzes the kinds of arguments that are present in the text and how they are organized in 

the text. After that, students choose a topic of their interest to write an argumentative 

essay.  Then, students make an outline of the kinds of arguments they will use. Based on 

the outline, each student or group of students writes an argumentative text. Vieira 

evaluates the texts according to the structure, cohesion, and coherence. Items weigh the 

same, because she believes a text should be looked at as a whole. Vieira has not 

mentioned grammatical structure as one of her worries. She seems to be more 
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comfortable with students’ negotiation of both languages. Another teacher assumes a 

conciliatory position as she balances both textual and grammatical structures. Diloá 

Mello assigns diverse genres such as opinion pieces, argumentative, and technical 

writing. She evaluates these texts for the ideas they carry, but she also pays attention to 

structure and grammar. “If I assign students to write an ad, a percentage of the evaluation 

goes to genre, another to originality, another to format, and another to linguistic 

correctness” (Mello, translation mine). These different ways of evaluating students’ texts 

reveal how teachers perceive linguistic diversity as a problem or an asset in the 

classroom. 

In terms of reading assignments, teachers seem more prone to promote linguistic 

diversity. Choosing texts from various genres, authors, countries, the teachers expect that 

the students gain a more nuanced understanding of World Portugueses. Of course, these 

readings are published texts in which the authors demonstrate an acute knowledge of the 

languages they use. Thus, they would not be mixing or meshing codes without a clear 

purpose behind it. Teachers ask students to read different genres such as prose or opinion 

pieces, articles from newspapers and the internet, and these texts reflect different 

standards. Vieira writes that she wants students to have the opportunity to know different 

standards of Portuguese to learn to respect and acknowledge varieties of the language. 

Moreover, they are known authors from different countries and regions (Vieira).  

National discussions on what language is appropriate for Cape Verdean education 

might have interfered with students distinguishing which languages should be used in 
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distinct contexts. Santos suggests that governmental studies for implementing Creole as 

the language of instruction has faced some resistance: 

About three years ago the government has sponsored a study on how to 
implement Creole as the language of instruction, but they seem to want the variety 
from Santiago…[However,] they realized that it would be difficult for the 
teachers in the Barlavento islands to use the Santiago Creole as the medium of 
instruction. They published a dictionary and the grammar book of the Santiago 
Creole…I would have to learn that variety to be able to teach it. (Santos, 
translation mine)  
 

Santos suggests that having Creole as the language of education and instruction may not 

be feasible. Her resistance to this project is that she is one of the many teachers who 

would have to learn how to speak, read, and write Santiago Creole. When Santos was in 

school, she studied a semester of Cape Verdean Creole and four semesters of Portuguese. 

She studied Creole because she is a language teacher; her daughter who went to Medical 

School studied Portuguese only.  

In Cape Verde, language teaching is intrinsically related to the ways in which 

languages have been an instrument of colonization. Even though more than thirty years 

have elapsed since independence, language dichotomous beliefs cannot be radically 

transformed in such a short period of time. Cape Verdeans have made significant strides 

towards the valorization of the local language. For example, the theatrical group called 

Juventude em Marcha [Marching Youth] has produced a series of educational 

documentaries reconstructing popular stories and fables of Cape Verde and instructing 

the youth on health issues such as HIV. Extremely popular among Cape Verdeans, these 

documentaries are in CVC and occasionally there are some dialogues in EP to reference 
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the old colonizer. Santos has shared O Rabu da Bruxa [The Tail of the Witch] with me to 

show me how CVC is a national pride. Indeed, the new film production, the rich music 

industry, and the prolific literature in Creole are a testament to how linguistic borders 

have become more fluid and how respected and acknowledged Creole has become. 

However, when it comes to the teaching of language, dichotomous ways of thinking EP 

and CVC still prevail. One the one hand, CVC is a thriving invigorating spoken local 

language with nine varieties. On the other hand, EP is the official educational language of 

the country. The tension between the borders of Creole and Portuguese should create a 

generative space for critical pedagogy. Instead, the tension between the borders of these 

languages promotes the separation of the two languages in school perpetrating 

perceptions that “good” speakers and writers are the ones who can beautifully code 

switch.  

 

Conclusion 

 Cape Verde presents an exciting linguistic scenario with its private national 

language and its public official language. Marked by a long history of colonialism, Cape 

Verdeans still struggle with colonial dichotomous ways of thinking the languages they 

speak, write, and understand the world they live in. EP is seen as an academic language, 

the language of intellectuals whereas CVC is perceived as the simple language of the 

people. This divisive way of thinking both languages constricts the teaching of EP 

because it does not resort to the many ways in which teachers and students use, resort to, 
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and mix both languages in their everyday lives. Most people speak both languages being 

able to participate in various discourse communities. Moreover, most multilinguals 

experience the languages they speak in a complex manner; that is, the languages co-exist. 

Sometimes multilinguals mesh the codes, sometimes they aptly shuttle across languages 

and contexts. And these are strategies that come up in the classroom. The learning of one 

language usually affects the other, as the repertoire of one language expands, the ways of 

thinking the other language also expand as if possibilities of meaning making would 

exponentially duplicate. 

 These complex and confusing realities of multilingual speakers and writers need 

to be accounted for when valuing CVC and fostering ownership of EP. One teacher I 

interviewed was generous to share with me how multilingualism plays out at the sentence 

level—students mix codes. They insert vocabulary from one language while they write in 

another language. They create structures that resemble a Portuguese variety while using 

yet another variety. And they seem to do it all in an unruly, entangled way. However, 

students are experimenting with the languages they know and using school as a safe place 

to better understand the strict distinctions of using languages for specific contexts in 

specific discourse communities. If teachers continue to label CVC interference as lack of 

EP knowledge, they will not value CVC, nor foster a sense of ownership of EP. The 

complex reality of a postcolonial multilingual context requires that teachers of language 

identify with global designs to re-articulate local knowledges. In doing so, they will be 
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able to create a generative learning environments that foster students’ critical engagement 

with the languages they speak.  

 In the previous chapter and this chapter, I demonstrate that Lusophone spaces are 

peculiar in their socio-historical and linguistic formation and composition despite the 

common heritage language and colonial history. The Portuguese who interacted with 

indigenous people and brought enslaved Africans to Brazil and the Portuguese who ran 

the slave trade, did business, and settled in Cape Verde adapted and transformed 

according to the circumstances of each environment. It is a similar beginning that was 

transformed with all the peoples who inhabited those places. Even the lingua franca in 

Brazil and Cape Verde did not have the same roots. In Brazil, it was an indigenous 

language made into lingua franca; in Cape Verde, the base was an African language. 

Brazilians transformed European Portuguese into Brazilian Portuguese; Cape Verdeans 

created the Cape Verdean Creole out of various African structures with a Portuguese-base 

vocabulary.  

 Thus, the richness encountered in the former colonial spaces of Portugal could be 

endangered when the foundation of a transnational organization promotes the union of 

former colonies and the Empire based on the ideal of World Portuguese. I argue that to 

imagine World Portuguese is to strip former colonies and the Empire of what is the core 

of the identity of their people—the various Portugueses they have forged during five 

centuries. The construction of World Portuguese denies locality to language. World 

Portugueses are the languages that have been resisted, transformed, re-created, entangled 
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with others by multilingual users of the tropics. The exceptionality of the Portuguese in 

the tropics should be acknowledged not by how they are able to forge homogeneity, but 

by how they welcome entanglement, clash, contention that creates unique pockets of 

cultures in the various spaces they populated around the world. 

 In the final chapter, I examine how such a vibrant multilingual context can invite 

the classroom practice of code meshing—seamless combination of codes as effective 

academic prose. In order to use the practice, teachers and students need to deeply 

understand the context, the formation, and the rhetorical practices that each code 

promotes.  Code meshing is then an exercise of knowledge making in which the writer 

needs to feel comfortable with the idea that meshing is not a deficiency or simply 

linguistic immaturity. The writer also needs to understand the possibilities and nuances of 

the codes, know the limitations of an audience who does not partake of both codes. The 

purpose of code meshing is to come into writing to share an identity, to not hide the 

multiple ways in which multilinguals envision and make sense of the world. 

 

Notes

                                                 

50 I honor one of my grandmothers by changing the name of the participant to Maria 
Fonseca. 
51 Paulina Santos is one of the participants I interviewed who talks about the studies on 
the implementation of CVC as a language in education. I will introduce her later in this 
chapter. I honor my other grandmother by naming the participant after her. 
52 The eight higher education schools are: “Instituto Nacional de Investigação e 
Desenvolvimento Agrário, Instituto Superior de Engenharia e Ciências do Mar, Instituto 
de Estudos Superiores Isidro da Graça, Instituto Superior de Ciências Econômicas e 
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Empresariais, Instituto Superior de Educação, Universidade Jean Piaget de Cabo Verde, 
Mindelo Escola Internacional de Artes, Instituto Superior de Ciências Jurídicas e Sociais” 
(“Configuracao 2006-07” 1). 
53 “Sendo o Crioulo a língua do quotidiano em Cabo Verde e elemento essencial da 
identidade nacional, o desenvolvimento harmonioso do País passa necessariamente pelo 
desenvolvimento e valorizacao da lingua maternal. Porem, esse desenvolvimento e 
valorização não serão possíveis sem a estandardização da escrita do Crioulo ou seja da 
Língua Cabo-verdiana. Ora, a estandardização do alfabeto constitui o primeiro passo para 
a estandardização da escrita” (ALUPEC 1). 
54 I changed the names of the participants to preserve their identities. I named them after 
the women in my family to honor them. I am honoring my grandmothers, Maria das 
Dores Fonseca Vieira and Paulina dos Santos Mello; my mother, Dilma Mello Vieira; my 
aunt, Diloá dos Santos Mello; and my sister-in-law, Fernanda Arzuaga Vieira. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CODE MESHING: A TRANSCULTURAL RHETORICAL 

STRATEGY FOR MULTILINGUAL CONTEXTS 

 

In the previous chapters, I examine the implications of globalization and 

internationalization for world languages (Englishes and Portugueses) and I also examine 

the reactions of language teachers in two Portuguese-speaking countries in relation to the 

multilingual contexts of their classrooms. In doing so, I joined compositionists in their 

call for a rhetoric of multilingualism to think of languages/codes in relation to other 

languages/codes. It is this rhetoric of multilingualism that drives this study. How can 

language teachers help themselves and their students to understand the multilingual 

contexts that they live in and to incorporate multiple codes in their teaching?  

 My analyses reveal that linguistic diversity is still considered problematic. Even 

though a group of American compositionists advocate for pedagogies that accommodate 

how students shuttle across languages and how their grammatical errors are, in fact, 

rhetorical choices as they juggle multiple languages, this rhetoric of multilingualism still 

encounters a lot of resistance. For instance, in the 2009 Conference on College 

Composition and Communication (CCCC) caucus Transnational Composition lead by 

Bruce Horner, Jonh Trimbur, and Paul K. Matsuda, teachers demonstrated anxiety about 

other languages when defining the term transnational. They questioned if “transnational 

composition” should be limited by the work of teachers and researchers who use 

Englishes as medium of writing and teaching or if the term could be expanded to the 



222 

 

work teachers and researchers do using other languages. One teacher pointed out that the 

forum for international research done in languages other than Englishes was Charles 

Bazerman’s International Research Conference, not the CCCC. By that time, I was 

starting to write this study on how multilingualism is accounted for in education. The 

anxiety in the room was about the invasion of other languages (not other Englishes) in the 

writing classroom and the significance of internationalist research to the teaching of 

English composition.  

In the same conference when I presented my paper on the possibilities of the 

rhetoric of multilingualism (a version of chapter one), one teacher in the audience 

strongly reacted against my argument that teachers should allow students to bring their 

codes to the classroom to promote more inclusive teaching. The teacher had a foreign 

accent that sounded similar to an Indian accent, and he taught business and technical 

writing. At that presentation, I learned how controversial the topic is as the teacher 

vehemently opposed my claim as a disservice to students who want to become better 

writers in order to get better jobs. He spoke in a loud voice about his teaching and what 

his students demanded of him, stood up, came to the front to be closer to me, and pointed 

his finger at me as he spoke. I imagine his anxiety is the same as mine when I face a 

classroom of American students and propose activities that do not involve Standard US 

English. As a speaker of other languages with a foreign accent, I sometimes feel that 

students might doubt my knowledge of either Standard US English or teaching of writing 

because I am asking them to experiment with other dialects or languages. Anyway, 
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because of the teacher’s frustration with my timid claim, a review of how compositionists 

have been thinking of multilingualism, he would not listen to any of my attempts to 

answer the question I imagine he was asking “How can we prepare students for the 

market and still let them keep the identities imbedded in their codes?” My response 

would be based on Vershawn Ashanti Young’s response to teachers who propose that 

only the teaching of Standard US English will benefit students. Young writes, “Teachers 

should be more, not less, critical of the ‘marketplace.’ We should prepare students for 

societal change, not merely to fit in…We should struggle for [languages/codes] to be 

thoroughly mixed together in the marketplace” (112). I know that this wise answer would 

not have appeased the teacher, because our ideological differences seemed significant. He 

wants students to learn to code-switch, to learn the standard and use their other codes 

privately. I want students to learn to code mesh, to learn how to bring the codes they 

speak and write together without having the schizophrenic feeling that somehow the 

reasoning or ways of making meaning associated with your home code is simply wrong 

or horrible.  

In this chapter, I propose Young’s concept of code meshing as a strategy to 

accommodate multilingual teachers and students’ identification with codes other than an 

academic standard.  Teachers cannot ignore the multilingual context of their classrooms 

anymore; that is, it is not a temporary matter that will disappear in the years to come. As 

international relations straighten and new global connections are forged, speakers of 

various languages develop professional and personal networks that ask of them to shuttle 
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across diverse contexts, languages, creoles, dialects. This reality affects the language 

classroom. More teachers and more students become aware of the multiplicity and 

diversity of their linguistic range. Pedagogies that privilege one written standard without 

taking into account the many oral and written standards that students bring to the 

classroom are doomed to fail; I mean, they are doomed to be effective with few students. 

That is problematic because that is not an inclusive practice. When higher education is 

expanding and consequently accepting more students with a wider range of linguistic 

habits, the maintenance of pedagogies that privilege the written code of a few students 

promotes exclusion. In order to promote inclusion, teaching multilingual students should 

become a priority. Prioritizing multilingualism in the language classroom will not 

disenfranchise monolingual students since they also shuttle among many standards or 

dialects. It will, however, change the paradigm for the language classroom. A 

multilingual classroom demands that teachers and students attend to the linguistic 

diversity by closely examining how multilinguals shuttle across languages, make 

rhetorical choices, or simply code mesh. 

When we stop thinking of language as “transparent,” we will be able to 

acknowledge that individuals in postcolonial spaces are multilingual. Students cannot 

learn the language by simply learning grammar rules and standard structures because 

usually that learning does not address the most common rhetorical strategy of a 

multilingual which is to code mesh. And students code mesh when they are learning 



225 

 

academic literacies and they code mesh when they are experts of academic literacies. 

Code meshing is a characteristic of a multilingual individual. 

I draw on Young’s work on code meshing to examine what are some of the 

linguistic strategies he presents as code meshing. He defines code meshing as a blending 

of dialects that may encourage students to view their local languages as prestigious 

varieties of a standard language. He claims that code meshing can accommodate the 

dichotomy of local and global forces. Such is the case in English and Portuguese 

teaching. I propose that the classroom use of code meshing would help preserve the 

standing of Portuguese as a world language as it incorporates the nuances and rhetorical 

styles of various Portugueses (standards, varieties, and creoles). I argue that code 

meshing is the kind of strategy that can help multilingual teachers and students to make 

sense of their linguistic diversity and use multilingualism as an asset to the teaching and 

learning of writing.  First, I expand on the multilingual strategy of code meshing to 

demonstrate how multilingual teachers shuttle between codes. I demonstrate how Young 

presents us with an array of possible uses of code meshing, even though he does not 

explicitly do so in his book. I also examine how code meshing is a strategy that the 

participant Paulina Santos used in her conversations with me. Then, I examine how the 

rhetoric of multilingualism and the lusotropical rhetoric are overarching ideologies that 

influence the pedagogies of Brazilian and Cape Verdean teachers.  
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Code Meshing: A Multilingual Rhetorical Strategy 

 In Your Average Nigga: Performing Race, Literacy, and Masculinity, Vershawn 

Young proposes code meshing the vernacular and the standard to dispute the belief that 

students need to rid themselves of the vernacular to succeed academically. He writes, 

“Since BEV [Black English Vernacular] ain’t goin nowhere, it only makes sense that we 

should allow students to combine it with the discourse we’re required to teach, a strategy 

I call code meshing” (105).  He proposes code meshing as an alternative for students who 

speak Black English Vernacular (BEV) and refuse to engage in writing produced in 

Standard English because that would mean to deny the identities associated with the 

vernacular—African American and masculinity. With code meshing, Young proposes a 

mixture, a combination, a blending of two standards that can be rather powerful and 

poetic. Even though Young uses the example of an American dialect and standard, he 

does not limit what code means. As a result, he opens possibilities for the term to be used 

in a very inclusive manner. One may code mesh languages, standards of a language, 

dialects, creoles, pidgins—whatever communicative repertoire the students and teacher 

bring to the class.  

Indeed, Young code meshes in his text to show how serious academic work can 

elegantly incorporate this strategy. He introduces his definition of code meshing with a 

BEV clause “Since BEV ain’t goin nowhere.”  That makes it a rather pungent call for the 

possibility of using code meshing in the classroom. Besides that, the clause is embedded 

in a cause and effect sentence (since x, y happens), which does not disrupt any logical 
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written structure. His definitional sentence is a “seamless mixture of BEV and White 

English Vernacular (WEV) that leads to more natural, less artificial, well-expressed 

prose” (106). 

Code meshing goes beyond the acceptance of more than one standard 

incorporated in academic work. It means that teachers would have to rid themselves of 

dichotomous ways of thinking codes. Young explains that “Accepting code meshing 

would mean abandoning the Ebonics approach…where students are either instructed in 

BEV and then required to translate it into standard English or are given a choice to use 

vernacular in creative assignments but not in formal papers” (107). In Young’s example, 

BEV becomes part of formal papers, it is neither the only standard used to teaching 

African Americans, nor reserved to creative writings or oral use. The rigid borders of 

when to use the vernacular or the standard would be disrupted. Speakers of BEV would 

not only be allowed but also welcomed to sharing their linguistic expertise with an 

audience that may not share the same linguistic repertoire. Here, Young refutes the idea 

that writers need to preserve the codes they know or are learning for distinct functions—

use one code to think and elaborate ideas and another code to formally present the ideas. 

As a cross-dialect user, Young suggests that neatly separating codes is not realistic to 

multilingual students. We do not think in one code to, then, translate to another code; we 

think sometimes in one or another code and most of the times in both codes. What 

happens with writing is similar. Because we think in both codes, we resort to both codes 

when writing. Sometimes we incorporate rhetorical features, expressions, words from one 
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code when writing another code. It is hard to precisely and neatly isolate codes. Thus, 

Young posits that code meshing is the natural ability students have of resorting to the 

code(s) they are familiar with when learning a new code. What he proposes is that the 

natural ability multilingual students have should be welcomed in the writing classroom. 

 Young contends that code meshing is a refutation of dichotomous ways of 

thinking codes as isolated units. He reacts against code-switching—the ideal that 

multilingual speakers should be able to switch languages without signs of interference to 

prove linguistic competence in the languages they speak or write. He rejects the idea that 

BEV should be reserved to only certain functions such as private communication outside 

the classroom. Braj B. Kachru defines that code switching is one code alteration that 

multilingual speakers tend to use. Kachru writes that, “the strategy of switching tends to 

be used, for example, as an aside for explanation, for establishing communicative 

intimacy, or as a bond of identity. Formally, such switches result in embedding one or 

more sentences in a verbal interaction” (The Alchemy 62). By resorting to a code that 

might be more familiar, the speaker intends to establish a closer contact with the listener; 

however, code switching implies that the codes are identifiable in sentence units. One 

cannot code-switch within a sentence. Kachru explains that “Code alteration of this type 

indicates the bilingual’s facility with several codes, and their use in appropriate contexts 

with relation to the participants, setting, and for specific effect…Each unit is a complete 

utterance in a specific code” (The Alchemy 63). Basically, Kachru is saying that code-

switchers demonstrate linguistic competence in various codes because they manage to 
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keep the codes separate. Codes should not mix or mesh if a speaker acquires linguistic 

competency in both codes.  

However, Young’s suggestion is that setting codes in opposition (code-switching) 

is harmful to students. He illustrates his claim by analyzing the works of Victor 

Villanueva and Gerald Graff. Their works function as evidence that teachers impose 

code-switching when they ask students to privilege one code over another while they 

surrender the identity of the underprivileged code. Young examines how Villanueva 

opposes Richard Rodriguez’s assimilation of Standard English and the consequent denial 

of his Spanish language and Mexican culture.  Villanueva points out that code-switching 

does not work because it limits “the students’ language to the playground and 

home…[and it] still speaks of who’s right and who’s wrong, who holds power” (qtd. in 

Young 112). In other words, code-switching serves to exclude one code by limiting it to 

certain functions such as the more private sphere of home and privileging another code 

for public functions such as school. The other example Young uses is Graff’s argument 

that instruction that does not value students’ linguistic particularities do “a disservice to 

all students, particularly blacks” (106). Graff examines how African American students 

have sound arguments when their responses are not mitigated by the use of Standard 

English. Thus, Graff advocates that languages should be integrated and not segregated as 

is the case with code-switching. When asked to confine their classroom input in the 

Standard English (to switch codes), African American students are asked to let go of their 
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identities in order to acquire academic literacies. Hence, Young forcefully claims that 

code-switching harms students understanding of their linguistic diversity. 

Despite Young’s detailed explanation of how code meshing should not be 

mistaken by code-switching, he does not define code meshing allowing an open-ended 

definition of code meshing. Code meshing could be labeled code-mixing, but code 

meshing goes beyond mixing spoken codes and the stereotype that may be associated 

with it. Kachru points out that in code-mixing “there is an ‘absorbing’ code and an 

‘absorbed code. The ‘absorbed’ code is assimilated in the system of the ‘absorbing’ code. 

There is rarely a situation in which the user of such a mixed code cannot identify the 

‘absorbing’ and ‘absorbed’ codes. The transferred units may be morphemes, words, 

phrases, clauses, and what are traditionally called ‘idioms’” (The Alchemy 64). Kachru 

illustrates his description of code-mixing with Tex-Mex, Spanglish, and Hinglish; these 

mixings of codes are cohesive and function in specific circumstances and may be termed 

“educated code-mixing” depending on the prestige of the group who speaks in such a 

manner (The Alchemy 65-71). As he examines code alterations such as code-switching 

and code-mixing, Kachru points out that linguists should undertake the task of writing 

grammars and describing the uses multilingual speakers make of diverse codes because 

this is the linguistic reality ahead of us.  A cultural theorist and a rhetorician, Young does 

not undertake the task of describing specific uses for code alteration, but his seamless use 

of BEV and WEV are an example of how codes can be mixed, meshed to create written 

meaning in and from academia.  
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Code meshing is more than intrasentence and intersentence mixing; it seems to 

require cultural and rhetorical knowledge of the written codes. Young’s text works as an 

illustration of how BEV and WEV are meshed, how Young’s cultural identification with 

both black vernacular and academic standard prose mark his writing. Kristen Hodge 

reviews Young’s book and claims that “Because of Young’s emphasis on the limitations 

of code-switching, his arguments in favor of code meshing fail to parse the nuances of 

BEV and under develop the concept of code meshing” (305). Hodge seems not to take 

into account that because his text is code meshed, Young offers an example of how it can 

be done. However, he does not define or draw specific features of code meshing allowing 

for future researchers and teachers to experiment with the possibilities code meshing 

could offer. Instead of a failure, I understand Young’s omission from defining code 

meshing as a generative contribution to the field of composition. 

I illustrate my point with an analysis of how Young code meshes and what his 

text can offer teachers in terms of imagining code meshing uses for the classroom. 

Reacting to a colleague who puts him in the spot for speaking Standard English while 

advocating for code meshing, Young reflects on how BEV is intrinsic to his ways of 

thinking and writing:  

Although I had anticipated this ghetto-black versus middle class juxtaposition and 
had come prepared to discuss its role in aggravating the gap between classes, my 
anger got the best of me; I was all set to go ghettomatic and eat Diane up. I was 
set to signify on the fact that she wore a fur coat in early-November before it 
seemed necessary, a symbol for me of middle class pretension. I was also going to 
point out her ultra proper talking racial performance; the way she always 
pronounced the with a formal sounding long E…I placed this speech habit within 
the same realm as Momma’s (and my own) ‘Talkin’ Proper.’ That is, there are 
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times when Momma deliberately affects both intonation and speech patterns 
commonly associated with white people when she thinks someone white or at 
least important is on the phone. These were idiosyncrasies of Diane’s that flared 
up during our discussion as traits to knock. But I kept quiet because Momma had 
taught me better. ‘if you ain’t gona say nothing good ‘bout a person, go on ‘head 
‘bout your business,’ she’d say, putting a black spin on the old saying. (108) 
 

In this passage, Young presents us complex code meshed rhetorical moves demonstrating 

his ability to mesh and seamlessly navigate both codes. First, he exposes what he calls 

Diane’s idiosyncrasies; that is, her ambivalence in advocating for the teaching of the 

standard only while she resorts to a fallacious argument common to BEV that should be 

frowned upon in academia. On the one hand, his colleague said that Young was a 

personification of what he was preaching against; that it is possible to learn the standard 

and become “well-dressed, well-rehearsed, polished, articulate, black male college 

professor” (107). Diane is using a guilty by association argument in which she associates 

what she presumes are positive aspects of Young to an academic persona. On the other 

hand, Young combats the fallacious argument with a similar argument. He is ready to 

“eat Diane up” and “signify” on her “fur coat in early-November”; thus, he associates her 

way of dressing and her “talking racial performance” to a “middle class pretension” 

(108). She associates his way of dressing and speaking to that of scholars whereas he 

associates hers to pretentious middle class people. However, he brilliantly exposes the 

fact that she is using a BEV argument as he responds with BEV terms such as “eat up” 

and “signify” to respond to her on the same terms.  

 Secondly, while Young might be discrediting BEV by exposing a common 

fallacious argument, he also counters what he calls the “ghetto-black” response with 
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another “ghetto-black” response. In doing so, he restores the credibility of BEV as a code 

to be used in academia. In other words, his attack on Diane is based on his anger as he 

points out, not on his academic reasoning. However, the attack is just a reflection of what 

could have happened at the moment because there are other “ghetto-black” responses that 

he could use. He decides not to attack his colleague resorting to a guilty by association 

argument not because he reasons as a scholar, but because he reasons like African 

Americans. Instead of resorting to the same “ghetto-black” response, he resorts to his 

mother’s “ghetto-black” response. He presents his mother’s words in BEV as evidence 

that the kind of reasoning he resorts to is a characteristic of BEV.  She says, “If you ain’t 

gone say nothing good ‘bout a person, go on ‘head ‘bout your business” (108). He uses 

double negatives as in “ain’t gone say nothing” and lots of contractions to show omission 

of sounds and BEV’s characteristic pronunciation.  His mother’s advice is not to resort to 

personal offense or ad hominem. In doing so, he proves the point that there is sound 

reasoning in any code. While he would like to resort to a BEV argumentation style to “eat 

Diane up,” he ends up resorting to his mother’s BEV reasoning to uphold an academic 

discussion. Young demonstrates that without using his academic cultural knowledge, he 

probably sounded like he was utilizing scholarly argumentation strategies. Nonetheless, 

he meshes two BEV styles of argumentation as evidence that reasoning is not a property 

of the standard code.   

 The third interesting point about Young’s illustration of code meshing is that he 

actually “eats Diane up” on a scholarly publication; he shows that her attempts to code-
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switch do not work. Instead she should embrace code meshing. Young uses writing to 

finally answer Diane. The print form of an academic work becomes his response. His 

academic work and response are on the possibilities that code meshing can offer. Not 

only he uses BEV vocabulary such as “ghettomatic, signify, eat up” and BEV sentences 

such as when he makes his mother speak, but he also exposes Diane’s ambivalence in 

relation to the uses of BEV and WEV.  He effectively demonstrates that Diane fails to 

code-switch as she utilizes the guilty by association argument that should not be used in 

an academic setting. She also performs her accent. He calls the latter “Talkin’ Proper.” In 

other words, he points out that Diane was overusing what he classifies as white speech 

pattern on the pronunciation of “the” to suggest that she does not successfully code-

switch. Young does not point this out because he knows WEV, but because he knows 

BEV. Again his mother is the source of his knowledge of the “home” dialect. He 

demonstrates that his mother uses the strategy to adjust her speech to a white audience. 

Affecting her accent to address an academic audience, Diane consciously gives away that 

it is hard to code switch, it is hard to hide your home code.  Diane seems limited in 

options while Young freely experiments with diverse ways to use both BEV and WEV in 

his writing. 

Imposing a standard code and effacing traces of the codes students’ use on a 

regular basis is a characteristic of segregation, Young posits. He illustrates the harm that 

the imposition of a standard code may cause when he presents Diane’s poor use of code-

switching.  Young suggests that code meshing “will help teachers avoid imposing the 



235 

 

harmful effects of American racialization on students, which happens when we view their 

linguistic habits as subliterate, fundamentally incompatible with what’s considered 

standard” (106). Young posits that the use of vernacular forms in school is usually 

associated with ethnicity or class; that is, when teachers reject students’ vernacular forms, 

they are rejecting their racial identity or their class affiliations. With the incorporation of 

code meshing strategies, Young proposes that it is possible to help students maintain their 

identities and associations as long as teachers welcome the codes they bring to the class 

as legitimate codes for academic reasoning and written production.   

Of course, to code mesh like Young, one needs to be versed in at least two written 

codes and have experimented writing in both codes to gracefully move between them. I 

believe that it may take time for teachers to prepare students for such fluid idea of 

crossing borders to see students code mesh in formal essays. However, teachers might 

start by proposing sentence level structuring of codes, for example, code meshing 

vocabulary, phrases, and idioms. I believe that it may take time for teachers to enjoy the 

idea that students code mesh in formal essays. For instance, the participants in this study 

provide students’ samples to show students’ linguistic “immaturity.” Instead of reading 

their pieces as “subliterate” or linguistically “immature,” teachers could read them as 

code meshing papers in progress. That alternative would allow teachers to look at 

students’ work through another light. It would allow them to change their reading 

paradigm. Multilingual teachers and students should not expect to read monolingual 

papers. Multilingual rhetorical strategy of code meshing or border crossing would allow 
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teachers and students to accept the use of vocabulary, sentences, and rhetorical strategies 

from non-standard codes in the classroom. Teaching students to reflect upon their use of 

code meshing could result in more forceful and genuine thinking and argumentation 

about not only the languages we use but also about the political and cultural significance 

of the languages we use. In the following section, I examine how one participant timidly 

code meshes to share with me her Cape Verdean culture. 

 

Code Meshing in the Cape Verdean Context 

In the Cape Verdean context, code meshing happens when speakers describe the 

Cape Verdean spirit and will. It is a mark of orality. In the Cape Verdean literature 

written in Portuguese, writers use Cape Verdean Creole only to represent how a character 

would speak; the text is usually marked by quotations and dashes to introduce dialogues. 

Usually they choose in which language to write (if they can write in both) and do not mix 

them. For instance, Jorge Barbosa is a writer of the enlightenment period [Claridade] who 

wrote most of his poems in Portuguese and only five poems in Cape Verdean Creole. He 

did not mix the two languages (França 30).  In the Cape Verdean literature written in 

Cape Verdean Creole, writers do not resort to Portuguese. Sérgio Frusoni is a good 

example of a writer who only wrote in Creole (Lima 21). The dichotomy and apparent 

switch between European Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole reveals that to show 

competence in a language one has to keep it “pure.”  
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However, as I talked to one of the participants, Paulina Santos, in a more informal 

context, I observed that she meshed the two languages. It was a timid use of some Cape 

Verdean Creole terms, but they indicate how it is possible to rethink the use of 

Portuguese in Cape Verde. If a teacher who understands herself to code-switch, to use 

one or the other code according to the context and never mix codes, maybe code meshing 

is, after all, a useful strategy. Perhaps meshing Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole can 

become Cape Verdean Portuguese if Cape Verdeans decide to keep Portuguese as one of 

their languages. Even though the attempts to code mesh were oral, Santos portrays that it 

can be a useful resource for writing. Santos shares some sentences that illustrate what 

Cape Verdean Portuguese might look like.  

Santos uses code meshing at the sentence level to explain Cape Verdean 

philosophy. I believe what she does is more than code-mix because there is no hierarchy 

between codes but a fluent use of them to address her Portuguese-speaking audience 

(me). For instance, Santos told me that “A morabeza é uma característica do Cabo-

verdiano” [“Good life” is a characteristic of Cape Verdeans] (Santos, translation mine). 

She was explaining how certain cultural ideas make sense only if people who speak 

Portuguese also know Cape Verdean Creole. “Morabeza” is a typical Cape Verdean 

Creole term. It is a term that cannot be fully grasped by the context of what else is being 

said because it is a unique conception of Cape Verdean philosophy. “Morabeza” is not a 

colloquial term; the use of this term can be found more in literature or songs because it is 

a term used to reflect on an aspect of the Cape Verdean cultural identity. “Morabeza” 
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means the good life, the way of living that is based on peace, love, friendship that leads to 

respect for life and the free-spirit of an individual. Living the good life entails being 

responsible, resilient, and enduring hardships. However, it is a way of experiencing life 

that respects the rhythms of the body and the pleasures of the five physical senses. Good 

talking, laughing, eating, dancing should all be part of how hard-working Cape Verdeans 

experience life. Santos’s sentence is an example of a Cape Verdean Portuguese sentence; 

only the knowledge of Cape Verdean philosophy could account for the understanding of 

“morabeza.” When Santos uses a grammatical structure in Portuguese and has to resort to 

the term “morabeza,” she does so because European Portuguese is a limited language for 

her. European Portuguese does not include Cape Verdean history, context, and ways of 

being. If it does, it is still from the perspective of the colonizer. It does not include 

colonial differences—the ways in which the colonized think and understand their world.  

Santos shared some Cape Verdean traditions to exemplify what cannot be 

accounted for only in Portuguese. She tells me about the tradition of Saint John’s festival 

in mid June. Santos proudly describes Saint John’s festival as one of the traditions that 

had been prohibited during Portuguese ruling for being “uncivilized.” Of course, people 

still celebrated the festival with drums, food, and drinks, but the dance was prohibited 

and had to be done without the Portuguese authorities’ knowledge. After independence, 

the festival became public. Excited about the topic, Santos said “A festa de côlá de San 

Jôm é uma sabura” [Saint John’s festival and its dance is great] (Santos, translation 

mine). Santos pronunciation of Saint John was Cape Verdean Creole, but I will be 
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looking at the two terms which are specific to the Cape Verdean context: the dance 

“côlá” and the noun “sabura.” The first is a Portuguese word in which the context has to 

be described to define. “Côlá” is a dance with African origins. Christian Africans 

honored Saint John by celebrating his day with specific music and dance. In this dance, 

the partners face each other and move separately. They move backwards and forward 

following the beat of the drums, their steps are large, but they both move backwards and 

forward at the same time. When they move forward facing each other, they bump into 

each other’s navels mid-air, their hips join for a brief moment. Then, they separate and 

repeat the movement. That is “côlá”; it means to glue, to join together mid-air with your 

partner. Lima points out that most common partners are women and only recently more 

men would dance with a woman partner, but never two men (167). I have witnessed a 

man and a woman dance “côlá” and it looked like an acrobatic performance even though 

the dancers were not professionals and were just enjoying a party. The songs are long and 

the partners keep doing the backward/forward movement for a long time. That movement 

of joining navels together alone—having bodies in a position that reminds sexual 

encounters—explains why Christian Portuguese rulers banned the dance from Saint 

John’s festival. After independence, as people revive their African traditions, “côlá” 

becomes a symbol of Cape Verdean freedom that is exercised every June 12th.  

 The other term to describe the festival that Santos uses is “sabura.” “Sabura” is 

also a Cape Verdean Creole term. It is a colloquial form to express “sabor [taste].” Thus, 

the literal translation would mean to taste good, which is perfect when used to describe 
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food. It also means to sound good, feel good, and smell good. The term is used to 

describe the senses, any sense, in which a pleasant feeling is present. “Sabura” functions 

as a noun and would be the colloquial form to express “morabeza.” One cannot use the 

term “gostosa” [delicious] or “marvelous” to substitute for the term “sabura” because 

they are adjectives. Besides, they do not encompass the range of possibilities that 

“sabura” has.  When a pleasant feeling for doing something happens, people taste it in 

their mouths. “Sabura” is another Cape Verdean term that needs to be present when 

people speak European Portuguese if they want to express themselves respecting the 

Cape Verdean perspective and philosophy. When Cape Verdeans incorporate such terms 

in their Portuguese speech they are owning Portuguese, they are taking charge of the 

language.  

When I venture to speak both Brazilian Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole, I 

resort to some expressions that will make it sound that I know some of the culture. I do 

not speak Cape Verdean Creole yet. However, as I resort to some terms or phrases, I 

observed that Santos trusted me to be genuine in my interest in knowing more about the 

culture and language. Perhaps, I did not seem to be someone who would judge her 

simultaneous use of European Portuguese and Cape Verdean Creole. I said “O Cabo-

verdiano é sabe” [Cape Verdean people know how to live] (Santos, translation mine). I 

was talking about a Cape Verdean party in which I ate a typical Cape Verdean dish called 

“Catchupa” (corn and bean soup).  “Sabe” is the adjective form of “sabura.” “Sabe” 

means to know how to live, how to enjoy life, how to experience life in a pleasant way. 
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When Cape Verdeans cook, their delicious dishes are “sabe”; it is a pleasure to enjoy the 

food they prepare. Because I interviewed Santos more than once and met her in various 

circumstances over the period of a week, I experienced the full Cape Verdean tradition in 

wakes, parties, and social gatherings in which delicious food and drinks were constantly 

served. Santos was on vacation in Rotterdam, Holland where there is a large community 

of Cape Verdeans. I was there to visit family members; they put me in contact with 

Santos. Santos and I met in a very informal setting, but I believe that my willingness to 

learn Cape Verdean culture and language and my constant use of specific greeting 

expressions, some terms, and pronoun-verb agreement made her share with me more than 

classroom practices. When she shared the classroom practices while I tape-recorded her, 

Cape Verdean thinking, expressions, and ways of living were absent. And that is a rich 

tradition that European Portuguese alone does not have the scope and breadth to describe, 

to acknowledge, or to include. In this case, code meshing may be a way to start thinking 

how to own Portuguese. The timid incorporation of Cape Verdean Creole vocabulary into 

Portuguese sentences is an example of how a Cape Verdean Portuguese would better 

represent the people, their thinking, and their ways of living. It is this generative way in 

which I interacted with Santos and learned about Cape Verde and the Cape Verdean 

language that propelled me to think that languages and rhetorics should be meshed. The 

dryness of the interviews left me disappointed, but the richness of our conversations and 

the kind invitations I received to participate in the community were illustrations of how 

languages and rhetorics can be effectively entangled. 
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Meshing Rhetorics 

 Here I put into perspective my multilingual academic world—English, 

Portuguese, and Law. In chapters one and two, I mesh rhetorics of multilingualism and 

lusotropicalism—one originated from English scholarship, the other from social theory in 

Portuguese. Moreover, I mesh fields of studies to get at these rhetorics. To understand the 

rhetoric of multilingualism, I examine how historians, linguists, second language 

acquisition scholars, and compositionists theorize about English. To understand the 

lusotropical rhetoric, I examine social theories, laws, and international organizations. In 

doing so, I mesh the fields that at some point in my life drove my interest.  

 In chapter one, “Rhetoric of Multilingualism: Expanding World Englishes,” I tell 

the story of how scholars of English imagine the English language in contact in most 

parts of the globe. I examine how it becomes various Englishes and incorporates a 

worldly aspect as it is adopted, adapted, resisted, and transformed by speakers of other 

languages. Besides that I examine how compositionists appropriate the worldliness of 

Englishes in order to call for a practice centered on a rhetoric of multilingualism. Braj B. 

Kachru coined the term World Englishes (WE) to refer to the multiplicity of English 

standards around the globe. Naming WE was a significant step to engage other scholars 

in the debate about linguistic diversity and its implications for the teaching of English.  

Some compositionists point out that students would benefit from teaching that addressed 

linguistic diversity. Suresh Canagarajah proposes that teachers value (and incorporate) 
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other Englishes and languages that inform students’ writing while teaching Standard 

Anglo-American English writing. I call this approach rhetoric of multilingualism and 

argue that compositionists should incorporate students’ multilingual background in their 

pedagogies because “the starting point for teaching is the students’ world” (Dacanal 39, 

translation mine).55 Denying students’ multilingualism would not make it disappear; 

working with it may be a more inclusive way to teach language and may become a 

generative way to engage in knowledge production.  

While some scholars of English argue that the widespread use of English and the 

contact with other languages has transformed English into multiple Englishes, others still 

envision the center being England or a global standard of communication—a lingua 

franca (see Mesthrie, Crystal). However, with high percentage of multilinguals speaking 

English, the idea seems that as English becomes a local language it transforms, adapts, 

adopts other languages’ characteristics. Pennycook calls this contact with other languages 

“worldly.” It counters the idea of either the centrality of English or a possible global 

language that is not altered by contact with local peoples, languages, and cultures.  

 In the 1980s, Braj B. Kachru created the term WE to question the centrality of 

Anglo-American English. Even though his scholarship has promoted attention to 

localized Englishes around the globe, Kachru’s model of concentric circles still places 

Anglo-American English at the center of language relations. Speakers of Englishes 

gravitate around the Anglo-American standard. That is, L1 speakers populate the circle in 

the center while less proficient speakers start to distance themselves from the center. 
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What holds the centrality of Anglo-American English is the deference of L2 speakers to 

learning and acquiring language as an L1 speaker.  Later, Yamuna Kachru advances 

Kachu’s claim that speakers of various Englishes should learn Anglo-American English 

rhetorical moves. She claims that the relationship should be reciprocal, that speakers of 

Anglo-American English should also learn how the rhetorical moves that speakers of 

various Englishes use. The possibility to re-envision the relation of Anglo-American 

English to other Englishes has been launched by Y. Kachru, even though the scholarship 

of WE often accepts the centrality of Anglo-American English. 

 Compositionists question this positioning. They expand the idea of WE as they 

engage in the rhetoric of multilingualism. Canagarajah, Lu, and Horner and Trimbur 

propose pedagogies that acknowledge the linguistic diversity of students. Canagarajah 

posits that we need to investigate how published multilingual writers shuttle between 

languages, how they consider audience, context, and purpose in order to negotiate their 

preferred rhetorical strategies. By learning how writers use rhetorical strategies from 

various codes, teachers will be better prepared to work with their students’ attempts to 

shuttle across languages and to teach them strategies to cope with the linguistic 

negotiations they engage in. Lu posits that to be responsive and responsible in our 

teaching, we need to consider errors as multilingual speakers’ rhetorical choices. Horner 

and Trimbur extend the call and ask for a paradigm reorientation to posit multilingualism 

as the norm that should be upheld in the classroom. Investing in multilingualism, we have 

to examine how individuals shuttle across languages and cultures as well as how 
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individuals use transcultural rhetorical strategies. The idea that we need to reorient the 

language classroom to envision a paradigm shift in which languages, codes, dialects, 

creoles become multiple for teachers and students guides my investigation of the 

Portuguese-speaking linguistic context. 

 In chapter two, “Lusotropical Rhetoric: Resisting Linguistic Diversity in World 

Portugueses,” I examine the transnational Portuguese organization the Community of the 

Portuguese-speaking Countries (CPLP). I do so to understand the overarching forces that 

drive the understanding of language and language teaching in the Portuguese-speaking 

world.  I base my reading of the CPLP on Gilberto Freyre’s social theory of 

lusotropicalism. In doing so, I examine how the CPLP has been created on the basis of 

social homogeneity, exceptionality, and adaptability. Freyre proposes lusotropicalism 

based on the ideal of a homogeneous culture born from the diversity of the people and 

their languages. People are motivated to call upon their similarities and disregard their 

differences in order to create a cohesive identity. Exceptionalism supposedly springs from 

people’s natural tendency to adapt in the face of adversities and adopt new ways to live 

and think while harmoniously relating to others. Conversely, adaptability to new 

circumstances, environments, and ideas may be the key element to envision the CPLP as 

an inclusive institution. The CPLP was created on the basis of a common language and 

history of Portuguese colonization among countries in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and 

Europe. One of its foundational pillars is the fostering of a uniform spelling system for 

Portuguese. However, this call for homogeneity seems to disregard people’s cultural, 
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historical, social, and linguistic heterogeneity in territories in which the official language 

is Portuguese. The acknowledgement of diversities and differences in Portuguese-

speaking countries could provide a strong link that would keep the CPLP thriving in the 

years to come.  

The CPLP and its language institute, the International Institute for the Portuguese 

Language (IILP), are created under the ideal of exceptionality that enforces linguistic 

affiliation and uniformity. They suggest that the most important linguistic heritage is 

Portuguese since they thrive on the similarities of the peoples, their cultures, their 

histories, and the spread of Portuguese in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Some authors 

romanticize that the bonds among countries is a “voluntary identification” as if the 

lusotropical rhetoric of exceptionality were not in place. Portuguese-speaking countries 

can only be exceptional when their people highlight their similarities and downplay their 

differences, only when harmony and not clashes and differences mark peoples’ 

understanding of their multiple contexts. The CPLP aims at keeping World Portuguese as 

an influential international language. However, the various indigenous people who 

inhabit Portuguese-speaking countries may need to share their unique cultures, languages, 

histories, and identities that a Lusophone perspective effaces. Thus, exceptionality should 

be valued in creating an inviting atmosphere for linguistic diversity, not in creating 

cohesiveness around one heritage language standard.  

The CPLP imposes an orthographic reform that will unify the language to 

expedite the ideal of an exceptional group of Portuguese-speaking countries. They 
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suggest that the orthographic reform be fully implemented by 2012. However, I believe 

that adaptability should be valued as an acceptance of linguistic diversity instead of an 

adaptation to and adoption of spelling rules. The problem I see is that these nations have 

long diverged into linguistic heterogeneity that can no longer be reconciled through a top-

down decision of politicians and scholars. What the CPLP should promote is more 

exchange among the various countries for the differences in writing to become common 

knowledge. Respecting the ways in which Portuguese in each country is becoming 

pluralized would foster parity; that is, it would establish a solid foundation for 

collaboration instead of reinforcing asymmetrical linguistic relations. 

The CPLP was created on the premise of a lusotropical rhetoric because the ideals 

of exceptionalism, adaptability, and homogeneity have been organic and natural to 

Portuguese-speaking peoples. However, if we do not re-examine these values, we will 

continue to marginalize the various peoples who do not share Portuguese as a common 

language or do not partake in the knowledge of the standard version. We should re-

envision the CPLP as an institution to congregate the peoples, their histories, cultures, 

languages in Portuguese-speaking territories. Acknowledging linguistic plurality will not 

weaken World Portuguese, it will help postcolonial peoples abandon colonialist views in 

which their local languages are devalued and stigmatized while one univocal Portuguese 

represents the idealization of a global design. 

The rhetoric of multilingualism that I described in chapter one informs the way I 

counter the lusotropical rhetoric of the CPLP. I would like to see a thriving international 
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community that does not support a univocal Portuguese, but instead values the nuances of 

the languages, histories, and cultures in the eight Portuguese-speaking countries. No 

doubt our similarities (a somewhat common language, history, and culture) would serve 

as the spring board for us to more fully examine our differences, what makes us unique in 

our nations, our regions, our countries. However, we should not concentrate on finding 

common points to hold an international institution together. We should explore how our 

linguistic differences, histories, cultures are rooted in our other indigenous languages, 

histories, cultures. Plurality does not have to be divisive, it can be integrative. Freyre’s 

lusotropical adaptability suggests that in light of differences and diversities we can find 

common ground. However, we do not need to efface differences or to appraise only 

homogeneity to do so. We can adapt to the idea that we are various peoples, with various 

languages, histories, cultures without imposing homogeneity. 

 

Negotiating Portuguese and English 

My positioning might be perceived as a limitation. I am an L1 speaker of 

Brazilian Portuguese who is doing graduate work in English (L2) in the US. My 

affiliation is with the English department and for the last five years I have taught first-

year English composition at an American university. On the one hand, I am immersed in 

a culture and scholarly work that in many occasions values diversity while I come from a 

culture that often values a more cohesive and harmonious integration of diversity. Will I 

be questioned why I examined Portuguese sites when my field of study is English? My 
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reasons are simple. I am a speaker and writer of both languages, I not only shuttle back 

and forth across these languages since I was twelve, I resort to them orally and in writing 

in my daily life. I examined Portuguese-speaking sites to uncover the many layers of 

rhetorics, knowledges, and cultures that inform the ways Portuguese and English 

speakers and writers negotiate languages. The limitation of my argumentation in 

comparing rhetorics in relation the World Englishes and Portugueses may be that I 

reserve myself the right not to explicitly compare and contrast them, list the pros and 

cons of each, or put them in opposition.  

In chapter three, “Effacing Multilingualism in Brazilian Portuguese,” I examine 

the Brazilian language teaching in higher education juxtaposed to the American 

scholarship of multilingualism and the Lusophone ideal of lusotropicalism. I establish 

that linguists and sociolinguists have been exploring the historical, contemporary, 

regional, class, and ethnical linguistic diversity confirming a multilingual context in the 

country. Their studies suggest that the linguistic diversity needs more investigation and 

that some of these linguistic traits are being effaced in light of broader access to media 

and urban standards. Stigmatization of the linguistic varieties seems to be the major cause 

for their disappearance. Another layer of pressure such as the call to homogenize 

Portuguese in the international arena will intensify the linguistic stigmatization of 

vernacular speakers. As it is salient in the CPLP, the underlying belief teachers have 

shared with me is that language should be homogenous, that the standard should be 

taught, and that linguistic diversity should have no place in higher education. The 
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widespread understanding of Brazilian non-standard varieties as erroneous promotes the 

use, teaching, and reproduction of a univocal Standard BP.  

 The multilingual reality of Brazil should not be ignored in the language 

classroom, even though there is a subliminal belief that the standard language is 

somehow learned in college. As I examine professors’ descriptions of their pedagogical 

practices, I encounter the organic lusotropical value of homogeneity that prevents 

teachers from acknowledging the linguistic and academic reality of the country. The 

participants in the study might seem paralyzed by dichotomous thinking about the 

standard and vernacular varieties in the classroom. 

 In chapter 4, “Re-envisioning Language Education in Cape Verde,” I analyze the 

Cape Verdean socio-historical and linguistic context. In relation to the Brazilian situation, 

the Cape Verdean linguistic context is more apparent because they adopt two languages. 

It becomes easier to imagine linguistic borders when the languages are different. 

European Portuguese is the official language of public affairs (administration, justice, 

media, education, and business) and Cape Verdean Creole is the national language used 

in the private life on a daily basis. To situate Cape Verde’s multilingualism, I use 

Mignolo’s concept of border thinking in which knowledge proliferates in the intersection 

of linguistic borders. Dichotomous ways of thinking language means that a person is a 

speaker and writer of European Portuguese or Cape Verdean Creole. This kind of 

either/or thinking limits the scope in which these languages and their dialects co-exist in 

Cape Verde. Two American scholars claim that people can only significantly express 
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themselves in their first language (the Cape Verdean Creole) and because of that 

language education in Cape Verde should be in Cape Verdean Creole. Nonetheless, I 

posit that the opposition to the teaching of European Portuguese in the Cape Verdean 

school system may efface part of Cape Verdean history and silence many Cape Verdeans 

who are Portuguese speakers. In that context, both languages should be object and 

medium of study in higher education. However, Portuguese is the only school language—

students still study how to teach and write Portuguese. Indeed, teachers reinforce that 

students’ writings fail the objective of writing Portuguese only because students are not 

linguistically mature to avoid mixing and meshing both languages 

 In both chapters, I speak to the rhetoric of multilingualism in English as I examine 

two Portuguese-speaking sites. I accept the call to learn from sites that are beyond the 

periphery of English. I posit that the experience of peoples and cultures that are not 

former colonies of Britain, that have been in the margin, speak to the entangled relations 

of multilinguals. These experiences are relevant because it is in the borders of languages 

and cultures that we are able to interpret our own perspectives, locations, and ideologies 

as teachers of languages.  Learning with and from various languages is the experience of 

a multilingual. As Pratt writes, “To be multilingual is above all to live in more than one 

language, to be one for whom translation is unnecessary. The image of multilingualism is 

a multiplying force or unfolding of the self” (1527). Multilinguals need the context, 

rhetorics, and words of their languages in order to be in the world, to unfold and 

understand themselves. For this reason, teachers of language should welcome various 
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languages, varieties, and dialects into the classroom as an invitation to students’ 

identities.  

 Essentially, I am arguing that two principles should guide writing pedagogies in 

higher education. One principle is valuing students’ linguistic contributions as an asset to 

the classroom to invite more inclusive pedagogies. With the expansion of higher 

education, more linguistically diverse students will become. In order to welcome their 

codes, their rhetorics, and their reasoning, we need to value the contributions they bring 

and examine how viable, persuasive, and innovative meshing academic literacies and 

vernacular repertoires can become. The language use of code meshing could be used as a 

pedagogical practice and become a strategy to write academic discourse. A pedagogy 

advocating for code meshing goes after fluid conceptions of personal registers in 

academic discourse. The other principle that should guide writing pedagogies in higher 

education is thinking of writing as a rhetorical construction. We should not impose rigid 

models of language learning in which only the knowledge of prescriptive grammar can 

guarantee students’ future professional successes. Grammar and mechanical correctness 

should not be shape the creation of assignments and rubrics, commenting, or grading. 

Understanding the rhetorical situation—purpose, audience, and context—of writing at 

higher education and the positioning of the author as she spouses her codes and their 

philosophies should be the major teaching goals of writing teachers. 
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Notes 

                                                 

55 “É um princípio elementar do bom senso pedagógico que o aprendizado se dá a partir 
do mundo do aluno. Tal princípio é válido, antes de tudo e principalmente, no caso do 
ensino da língua” (Dacanal 39). 
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APPENDIX A 

Línguas Inglesas e Línguas Portuguesas no Mundo: A Política de Lecionar Redação  
Questionário para Docentes 

 
Obrigada por participar desta pesquisa. Escolha as perguntas que se aplicam a sua sala de 
aula e as quais você gostaria de compartilhar comigo.  
 
Você pode responder estas perguntas por e-mail enviando para katiav@email.arizona.edu 
ou enviar o número de seu telefone e o horário para eu contatá-lo(a). 
 
A pesquisa: Para melhor entender as práticas pedagógicas no ensino da Língua 
Portuguesa frente à diversidade linguística dos alunos e o papel atribuído à escrita no 
nível universitário, entrevistarei professores de Língua Portuguesa em Cabo Verde e no 
Brasil. As perguntas podem ser agrupadas em três: 1) quais atividades pedagógicas visam 
melhorar a escrita, 2) como os professores lidam com a diversidade linguística na sala de 
aula, 3) como os professores percebem a relação do ensino da escrita e o possível sucesso 
profissional dos alunos. 

 
Grupo 1: Quais atividades pedagógicas que visam melhorar a escrita? 
 

1. Que textos para leitura (prosa, filme, poemas, artigos de jornais, internet, etc) 
você usa em sala de aula e o que motiva a sua escolha?  

2. Quais são os textos que você pede para seus alunos escreverem? Por quê? 
3. Qual a frequência destes textos e são eles tema de casa ou trabalho de aula? 
4. Quais são os critérios de avaliação dos textos dos alunos? O que você valoriza 

mais gramática, vocabulário, expressão, idéias originais, outros fatores? 
5. Você pode descrever um de seus exercícios de escrita e como você faz a 

avaliação? 
 

Grupo 2: Como você lida com a diversidade linguística na sala de aula? 
 

1. Em que línguas, dialetos, ou crioulos você se comunica? 
2. Você trabalha com vários padrões linguísticos nos textos para leitura? Por quê? 
3. Qual padrão linguístico você pefere que os alunos escrevam? Por quê? 
4. Quais dificuldades os alunos apresentam ao seguirem o padrão proposto? Você 

poderia descrever alguns exemplos? 
5. Que tipo de exercícios você propõe para lidar com a diversidade linguística em 

sala de aula? Voce poderia descrever um destes exercícios? 
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Grupo 3: Como você percebe a relação do ensino da língua e o possível sucesso 
profissional dos alunos? 
 

1. Quais os padrões linguísticos que os alunos apresentam em sala de aula? Que 
variedade da Língua Portuguesa eles falam? E que variedade eles escrevem? 

2. Qual a dificuldade que os alunos apresentam em relação ao seu crescimento como 
escritores na/da universidade? Você poderia descrever uma delas? 

3. Os professores de outras disciplinas reclamam da escrita dos alunos? Por quê? 
4. Você acha que o sucesso dos alunos em aprender a escrever bem nas aulas de 

Língua Portuguesa reflete um possível sucesso profissional no futuro? Por quê? 
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TRANSLATION OF APPENDIX A 

 
World Englishes and World Portugueses: The Politics of Teaching Writing 

Questionnaire 
 
Thank for agreeing to participate in this research. Feel free to choose the questions that 
apply to your classroom and that you would like to share with me. 
 
You can answer these questions through e-mail sending the answers to 
katiav@email.arizona.edu or you can send me your phone number and the best time for 
me to contact you. 
 
The research: In order to understand teaching practices in Portuguese and the role 
attributed to Portuguese writing in higher education, I will interview teachers in higher 
education institutions in Brazil and Cape Verde.  The interview questions will be geared 
towards answering the following questions: 1) what pedagogical practices are used to 
promote writing, 2) how instructors work with linguistic diversity in the classroom, and 
3) how instructors perceive the relation between the teaching of writing and students’ 
possible professional success.  
 
Group 1: What pedagogical practices are used to promote writing? 

1. What reading texts (fiction, non-fiction, poems, newspaper articles, internet, 
films, etc) do you use in the classroom? What motivates your choice?  

2. What writing assignments do you ask your students to produce? Why? 
3. How often do you assign writing? Are the assignements homework or in-class 

work? 
4. How do you grade your students’ work? What do you value more? 

Grammar/structure, vocabulary, expression, original ideas, or other 
characteristics? 

5. Can you describe one of your writing assignments and how you evaluate it? 
 
Group 2: How do you deal with linguistic diversity in the classroom? 

1. What languages, dialects, or creoles do you use to communicate? 
2. Do you work with various linguistic standards in your reading assignments? 

Why? 
3. What writing standard do you prefer that your students use? Why? 
4. What difficulties do students demonstrate when they follow the writing standard? 

Can you describe some examples? 
5. What kind of activities do you propose to deal with linguistic diversity in the 

classroom? Can you describe one of these activities? 
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Group 3: How do you perceive the relation between students’ writing and their 
possible professional success? 

1. What linguistic standards do students bring to the classroom? What Portuguese 
varieties do they speak? What varieties do they write? 

2. What kind of difficulties do students demonstrate as they grow as writers at the 
university? Can you describe these difficulties? 

3. Do instructors from other disciplines complain about students’ writing? Why? 
4. How does students’ success in learning how to write the standard in the 

Portuguese classroom reflect their possible professional success? Why? 
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