Dear Dr. Broad,

Thanks a lot for sharing this very significant study with us. I have always found your engagement in political issues encouraging and your belief in democracy and our ensuing responsibilities unshakable. I myself have consciously tried to model this engagement in my own courses. You are always a role model for me.

NPR is also a source which has always seemed --at least in comparison to TV news coverage-- less biased, more diverse, and more inclusive in its coverage of the events happening both in the US and abroad. So, I am assuming that the study you are mentioning will be similar in its scope and perspective.

However, I cannot quite agree with the general premise of seeing "English Studies model as national security." Or to rephrase it better; the project you are proposing can be much more effective if the following is taken into consideration:

As a person who is currently working on my pedagogy synthesis on how to re-structure the English departments in Turkey and in post-colonial countries so that they are not seemed as cultural battle fronts of Western imperialism in "third-world" countries, I find the institutional history of the English departments quite telling on this matter. We need to remember that the history of the emergence and development of the English departments are inseparable from the colonial enterprise in the Middle East and Africa. General scholars of the field as famous as Graff and Eagleton or post-colonial names as specific as Spivak, Ashcroft and Viswanathan (let alone mentioning Said and Bhabha and Fanon) all indicate that teaching English literature both home and abroad also meant teaching "superior" English aesthetics in the service of creating "inferior" and "subservient" natives. There were many British colonial diplomats who truly argued for subsidizing financial sources to education in the colonial lands rather than on troops; and it truly turned out to be more effective in the long run. Even almost a century after the demise of the British Empire, the canon in Turkey and many other African, and Middle Eastern countries is more strong and conservative than it is in England or US. 

The English department has long strove to disassociate itself from these Arnoldian or Macaulayian sense of teaching Western (Christian) values, and I have seen the "English Studies" model (as opposed to "English Literature" or even "Literary Studies") as a natural and thus quite promising result of these waves of changes which followed  the metamorphosis that took place in the post-war and post-cold-war era in the English departments. (These changes never took place in many other countries.)
Thus, aligning English Studies with the much-debated and contested struggles initiated by quite a strong neo-conservative agenda does not seem right to me. 

Moreover, as John Esposito (professor of Islamic Studies and International affaris at Georgetown University, maybe the most productive scholar about these issues nowadays) and Dalia Mogahed (the advisor to the Obama administration appointed by the president himself regarding the foreign cultural policy on how to make better relations with the Muslim world--so as not to repeat the mistakes done in the Bush era) both point out in their groundbreaking study, "Who speaks for Islam?: What a Billion Muslims Really Think:" "jihad" is a misleading toy in the hands of the corporate and conservative media. For many Muslims it simply means a "quest to become a better person;" an inner struggle to lead a better life and do good things to others as a human being. The idea of killing "infidels" and innocent people is never appropriated by a vast majority of Muslim people (More than 90 percent believes that these people are terrorists.) Esposito and Mogahed and many other scholars stress that showing the teachings of Islam as synonymous with terrorism is an age-old tool for international domination. Thus, as much as we question the rhetoric of extremists whose brutal and inhumane ideas fueled by political animosities never represent an entire culture or religion, we should also question the rhetoric of the media on terms such as "extremist Islam" or "Islamist jihadists" or simply "jihad." The concept of "holy war," by the way originates from the Crusaders and "jihad" is thus a misnomer.

Therefore, rather than "national security," I have always seen English Studies as "international security", in the creation of generations who know well to co-exist by understanding and respecting each other. This modest department of the humanities might, after all, be the last bastion of true critical thinking stripped of national, racial, religious, political, gender-related and imperial ambitions. And this, I believe, is a much more effective weapon against all sorts of atrocities. 

I thought you'd prefer me to share these ideas with you rather than keeping them to myself.

Yours sincerely as always,
--[name withheld by Bob Broad].

P.S. The following might be used as case studies in the rhetoric of "jihad" from this perspective:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tlF5ED-gE5Y&feature=related (from the 8.40minute onwards) (All of the 4 pieces can be watched to learn more about this issue).

Esposito and Mogahed's book:
http://www.amazon.com/Who-Speaks-Islam-Billion-Muslims/dp/1595620176/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1267835725&sr=8-1

