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Abstract
The previous chapter presented and discussed a comprehensive framework for analyzing education reform dynamics from a post-colonial perspective in the context of globalization. The purpose of this final chapter is to go beyond that framework, that is, to come full circle, by returning to and extending points initially made in the introductory chapter. This chapter addresses two points in particular—first, the need to reflect on the limitations of the concepts that are commonly employed to characterize privatization, and, second, the need to further explore decolonial perspectives as a promising way forward. In order to situate our commentary on these two points, this chapter first summarizes what this book has tried to accomplish with regard to the development of the post-colonial framework featured in chapter eight, and then moves on to raising a series of questions and directions highlighting some of the many possible connections across the State, privatization, globalization, colonial logics, and education as suggestions for continued and future inquiry and action.

[bookmark: _Hlk85106243]A Post-Colonial Perspective on the State and Globalization
This book has touched repeatedly on how to understand the State in the context of globalization and global governance. As discussed in chapter one, the research on which this book was initially based departed from the perspective of critical international political economy (CIPE). This perspective emphasizes that education reform should be understood as occurring within, and as affected by, multi-level processes that are both formal (official) and informal (unofficial) in nature and wherein a range of actors participate and influence one another, including through ideational work, which refers to who produces the knowledge and discourse that is disseminated and used to guide and justify education reform. This range of activity is then also influenced by individuals acting from a strategic-relational perspective, meaning that they scan and interpret the institutional and political context in which they are located and then respond within the structural limitations they face. At the limit, the CIPE framework conceives that the aforementioned considerations are layered upon, or occur within, an international political-economic space (or field), with the implication being that research must seek to unpack the political and economic dynamics that underpin processes of reform and that differentially constrain and enable actors to exercise power across different levels. 
	The CIPE approach informed the insights shared in chapter three on policymaking processes and dynamics in Honduras, while chapters five through eight were then dedicated to going beyond this framework. As discussed extensively in those chapters, and as emphasized in our proposed framework, it is necessary to supersede the CIPE approach, despite its usefulness for describing and analyzing various dimensions of education reform processes as they occur in the context of global governance. Some of the limitations of the CIPE perspective that were highlighted are that it does not sufficiently clarify what it means by political-economic structures, that it is not attentive to the State, and, relatedly, that it is not explanatory in nature. The framework proposed in chapter eight seeks to address the weaknesses of CIPE by drawing on other political economy approaches, world systems theory, and the post-colonial lens. The added value of these other literatures, as noted, is that they provide the theoretical constructs necessary to explain the relationships among—and, importantly, the consequences for education of the intersection of—such things as colonialism, capitalism, the State, the post-colonial bureaucracy, global governance, and privatization. In this way, the proposed framework includes global governance considerations, in the sense of international actors and global processes affecting education policy in a given country, while also amplifying the field of vision to include other, deeper issues that are often out of view in studies of education reform and global education policy. 
The post-colonial framework was then applied in the latter part of chapter eight to the case of Honduras in order to extend the analysis presented in chapters two and three, which focused on types of privatization and the dynamics of policymaking—but which did not incorporate and problematize the concept of the State. This analysis (in chapter eight) contributes new insights that are essential for understanding the ways that the post-colonial State continues to be affected, for example, by colonial logics, practices, and relationships. Also highlighted by our framework—and explained in chapter seven for the context of Central America—is the fact that post-colonial States are embedded within, while also helping to constitute, the networks and institutions of the so-called transnational State. The final characteristic of our framework to underscore here is that the global education policy field, in turn, intersects and overlaps with those networks and institutions, as also discussed in chapters three and eight. By bringing these various dimensions into view and into conversation, we showed how education reform (including education privatization) is indeed affected by the State, but also that what we understand as the State (i.e., semi-autonomous apparatuses that have an administrative nature, take organizational forms, and are defined as “specifiable publicly financed institutions,” Dale, 1989, p. 54) is the result of historical and ongoing relationships, practices, and logics that span the colonial period to the present time while simultaneously being influenced by forces that can be characterized as global, national, and local in nature. 
Through the development and application of our framework, we have sought to make visible the nature of the State, to discuss and critique ways of addressing it, and to push analyses of the State further in the direction of incorporating post-colonial insights. In so doing, we have attempted to respond to the call made by Tikly (1999) over twenty years ago: “What is required … is a postcolonial re-reading of globalisation theory in education. This would start from the perspective that the colonial legacy is central to the ongoing processes of globalisation in education rather than marginal to it” (p. 616). Yet we still perceive that there is more work to be done, for while a post-colonial perspective helps to illuminate the way the State works, it is not sufficient, on its own, for adequately thinking beyond it. This is a point that was made at the outset of chapter one, and it is one of the main points of emphasis in this concluding chapter. However, before engaging with the larger question of thinking beyond the State, we first shift to revisit the discussion from chapter one on the different forms of privatization. 

[bookmark: _Hlk85106290]A Post-Colonial Perspective on Privatization
	The privatization of education tends to be discussed in a particular way. Some scholars think of privatization as a continuum (Patrinos et al., 2009). In this way of thinking, systems are characterized as being more public when the functions of provision, funding, and regulation are carried out by the government. At the other end of the spectrum, systems are thought to be most privatized through such schemes as vouchers, in which the provision and regulation of education is the concern of the private schools where students can use their vouchers, which themselves can be supplemented with additional funding from the family. In between are other forms of privatization that include public subsidies for private schools, contracts with private schools or private companies to provide an educational service, and private management of public schools.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For a critique of this way of conceptualizing education privatization and so-called private-public partnerships, see Verger and Moschetti (2017).] 

	Another well-known way of conceptualizing privatization, also discussed in chapter one, has been elaborated by Ball and Youdell (2008). Their conceptualization entails two privatization modalities. The first modality is privatization of education—or ‘exogenous’ privatization—where governments open up public educational services to private sector participation in order to design, manage or provide aspects of public education. The second modality is privatization in education—or ‘endogenous’ privatization—which involves the importing of ideas, techniques and practices from the private sector. Subsequent work by Ball (2012) has also underscored that privatization can occur “through” the making of education policy, not only in the sense that education policymaking can be influenced by private actors but can also be developed in and through spaces that are created and facilitated by private entities.  
	While these concepts for categorizing privatization represent advancements in the way that this phenomenon is understood, and while these frameworks are useful for nuancing what is meant by privatization, one contribution of the present volume has been to show that these concepts should be complemented by additional considerations. In line with the analysis presented in previous chapters, the argument we make is that it is necessary to consider the origins and nature of the State if one wishes to grasp the range of possible ways that privatization manifests. Thus, our focus on the State—and particularly the post-colonial State—raises the issue of context. This is important to note because the privatization concepts mentioned above have been discussed in the literature in the abstract—and therefore with implicit assumption that they are relevant in all contexts. While it may be the case that privatization in, of, and through education can be applied to all contexts, the resulting analysis will miss important dimensions of privatization if it goes no farther. 
	In all three cases—i.e., the privatization of, in, and through education—the assumption is that a public service or function of government is being privatized from the outside in. That is, the idea is that something “traditionally” provided for the public good by the government is being opened up to allow the infiltration of private actors, private logics, and private processes. However, in the case of the post-colonial State, drawing on the case of Honduras, we have shown that the State itself was, in a sense, privatized before there even existed a State as commonly understood, meaning a formally independent and territorially-defined political-legal entity. Another way of saying this is that, in the case of post-colonial States, the “contemporary” forms of privatization mentioned just above pre-existed—and have continued to exist since—the emergence of modern State apparatuses in the form of an underlying logic of private benefit for individuals and their networks. The concept of “ethos of privatization” was proposed to denote this phenomenon, which preceded but has also endured since the establishment of the modern State in Honduras. As explained, the ethos of privatization that permeates the post-colonial State started during the colonial period with the encomienda system, that is, with the introduction of an apparatus based on extraction and the abuse of power. Since the start of colonial conquest, the ethos of privatization has always been central to the dynamic between those who govern and those who are governed since the Crown never sought to invest in the funding of the colonial bureaucracy, only to siphon off what resources it could, through a knowingly corrupt government.
	Thus, before the importation of practices from the business world, which is still limited in post-colonial States, for reasons of legitimacy discussed in chapters six through eight, there was the implantation of colonialist-capitalist practices and logics. In that capitalist forces and constraints were essential to the formation of colonial administrations and to the formation of post-colonial States, it should be no surprise that such a logic is at the heart of the education system and of the State more generally. Put differently, the argument is that privatization is not an anomaly or a recent development in the context of neoliberal globalization but rather is, and has always been, central to the logic of the governing systems in post-colonial States. It should be remembered, though, that this form of privatization—the ethos of privatization—is not necessarily compatible, and is often incompatible, with other forms of privatization discussed above (privatization of, in, through), precisely because those forms of privatization would imply a relinquishing of the power and control of resources that are central to the way the post-colonial State operates. 
	The implication of the above discussion—and of the book more generally—is that studies of privatization need to take into account the way that that States have been formed and have evolved in order to overcome a certain tendency to produce dehistoricized analyses. This point has been addressed in the present text by applying it to the context of a post-colonial State. But the point is just as valid for countries from the Global North and elsewhere. Beyond a description of current privatization practices, an additional question that is just as, if not more, interesting is why privatization is advancing as it is in different contexts. A relatively recent book by Verger et al. (2016), entitled, The privatization of education: A political economy of global education reform, has made strides in this direction. This is so in that the explanations for increasing privatization in the different country cases do take into account—even if only as background factors—contextual features of a political, economic, and cultural nature. Here, too, however, more could be done, first, to make the concept of the State central to analysis, second, to go deeper into the historical dynamics that affected the State’s formation, and, third, to make connections between that formation and the ways in which privatization has been able to make inroads (or not). The book offers many valuable findings but does not produce the kinds of insights we are encouraging here. 
	As for post-colonial contexts specifically, we return to an observation made by Amin-Khan (2012), namely, that the colonial experience has not been uniform across world regions and across colonial powers. While we have argued that the framework for explaining education reform proposed in chapter eight is general and flexible enough to be applied across post-colonial States, we also acknowledge that there are differences across these contexts that should be carefully considered. Further research into the practices and legacies of colonial administrations is likely to generate novel and useful insights that help to nuance our understanding of the ways that the “ethos of privatization” manifests. 
As part of this effort, we also suggest that future research should be attentive to the manner in which colonial relationships, practices, and logics have intersected with privatization to differentially affect different groups. Noted in a previous chapter, the colonial State apparatus adapted not only Western technologies, modes of production, and political and legal structures, but also forms of social organization and cultural norms that discriminated on the basis of region, language, religion, and race. These practices created an environment that “promoted one colonized group over another, parceled privilege, and provided access to resources for select groups of the colonized elite, namely those who were willing to cooperate with colonial rulers” (Amin-Khan, 2012, p. 30). Moreover, it was noted that these practices served “not to foster indigenous capitalist development but to heighten imperialist domination of the colonized for the benefit of metropolitan capitalist expansion” (pp. 30-31). 
For us, there are two implications of these observations. The first is that the analysis of privatization in post-colonial contexts should be further nuanced with attention to the social considerations mentioned just above. As an example, one might ask not only if or how the phenomenon of low-fee private schools is advancing in post-colonial contexts, but also who is affected by this trend and how this reality may be connected to colonially-inscribed practices of inclusion and exclusion. The second and final implication is related to the fact that, from a post-colonial perspective, it is necessary, as Amin-Khan (2012) does in the quote above, to consider the intertwined histories of the colonizers and the colonies. More directly, what is being suggested is that it is necessary to think about how colonialism may have helped to provide a well-funded education in the Global North while simultaneously ingraining practices and logics that inherently promote an ethos of privatization in the Global South. This concluding chapter is not the place to offer an analysis of this nature. But, in keeping with the post-colonial perspective, it is relevant to highlight this line of thought as an avenue for future inquiry and elaboration. Just as the book, How Europe underdeveloped Africa, shows that European States benefitted from, and were built up by, the extraction of resources from colonial possessions, so, too, is it reasonable to suggest that the colonial relationship may have contributed to the development of the education systems of Europe in different ways (Rodney, 1972).

[bookmark: _Hlk85106307]The Decolonial Critique
	The framework presented in chapter eight notes that the post-colonial condition is based on colonial practices, relations, and logics. In this final section, we place emphasis on colonial logics. This decision springs from the recognition that logics often inform practices and relationships.[footnoteRef:2] The implication is that, going forward, it will be necessary to further explore and to supplant the logics, or the worldviews, from which colonial relationships (between colonizer and colonized) emerged and on which post-colonial States have been built. This suggestion is made based on the idea that critical scholarship—and a critical praxis (see, for instance, Cann & DeMeulenaere, 2020)—should engage with alternatives ways of understanding the world, knowing the world, and being in the world that depart from alternative onto-epistemologies, meaning those other than the Western worldviews (ontologies) and associated ways of knowing (epistemologies) out of which colonial dynamics and post-colonial States have emerged. [2:  We also acknowledge that practices and relationships, over time, can influence logics.] 

Extending this point, the connection between colonial logics and the State is powerfully made by Pasaram (2014), who writes:
The centrality of the state as a vehicle of colonial improvement earns its philosophical and methodological guidance from G.W.F. Hegel in the early 19th century. Hegel was instrumental in linking colonization to a moral project by positioning the state as a universal hierarchical marker of human civilization. The earlier enlightenment dictum, ‘people without writing are people without history’ evolved to read people without the state are people without history. The existence of ‘the state’ became a marker of civilization, understood to be a hierarchal model of social evolution, which enabled the logic of European supremacy to take on institutional forums. (pp. 58-59). 
One way of referring to this last phrase—specifically the part about the “logic of European supremacy” taking on “institutional forms”—is to speak of the coloniality of the State (Pasaram, 2014). Coloniality, in turn, is defined as the “logic, metaphysics, ontology, and matrix of power” that has resulted from colonization (Maldonado-Torres, 2016, p. 10). It is to this constellation of factors that we refer when we write, for example, that a decolonial perspective seeks to move beyond colonial logics.
	Before posing, later in this chapter, questions and suggestions for further reflection as a way of concluding, it is first necessary to sketch some of the characteristics of what is meant by colonial logics and, second, to comment on the connections between them and the logics that are at the core of modern (and especially post-colonial) States. These observations are not meant to be exhaustive but rather indicative of the kinds of logics to which a decolonial perspective would seek alternatives. It can also be pointed out that these observations complement the discussion in chapter eight, for while the framework presented in chapter eight focused primarily on the colonialist-capitalist practices and relationships that characterize the post-colonial condition, emphasis was not put on the dimension of colonial logics. To this end, we draw primarily on decolonial literature and, to a lesser extent, literature on settler colonialism.
	The question of colonial logics is addressed by Grosfoguel (2013). As he notes, in the conquest of the Americas, the logic which informed interactions between the colonizers and the Native peoples was thus: “1) if you do not have religion, you do not have a God; 2) if you do not have a God, then you do not have a soul; and 3) if you do not have a soul, you are not human but animal-like” (p. 81).[footnoteRef:3] This distinction between having a soul or not cleared the path for “State racism” (Grosfoguel, 2013, p. 82). It did so, first, by creating a new group—i.e., “Indians”—to refer to all those encountered in the new world without religion, and, second, by discriminating against them accordingly. As Grosfoguel (2013) writes, “[t]o question if ‘Indians’ have a soul or not was already a racist question that referred directly to the question of their humanity” (p. 82). Moreover: “In the 16th century Christian imaginary, this debate had important implications. If ‘Indians’ did not have a soul, then it is justified in the eyes of God to enslave them and treat them as animals in the labor process” (p. 82).[footnoteRef:4] The connection between this worldview and racism is pithily underscored through the statement that “epistemic inferiority was a crucial argument used to claim biological social inferiority below the line of the human” (Grosfoguel, 2013, p. 83; see also Maldonado-Torres, 2008).[footnoteRef:5] [3:  It is important to note that by “religion” colonizers meant Christianity. This point is further addressed in what follows.
]  [4:  It is important to note, as does Grosfoguel (2013), that “the social classification of the population based on racist social logics was a post-1492 process with the formation of the ‘Capitalist/Patriarchal Western-centric/Christian-centric Modern/Colonial World-System” (p. 82). ]  [5:  Maldonado-Torres (2008) carries this line of thinking forward by arguing that Western thought, that is, secular Enlightenment thinking layered upon the God-eye perspective of Christianity, naturalizes “the death ethic of war through colonialism, race, and particular modalities of gender differentiation” (p. 4). Put differently, “In the modern world, space is mapped by as a battlefield principally through colonialism, race, and dehumanizing ways of differentiating genders. War, in turn, is no longer solely found in extraordinary moments of conflict, but rather becomes a central feature of modern life-worlds” (p. 4). ] 

The fundamentally violent worldview described above is based on the notion that there is only one correct ontological perspective: that which is Christian in nature. In this regard, colonialism instituted “a spiritual/religious hierarchy that privileged Christian over non-Christrian/non-Western spiritualties in the globalization of the Christian (Catholic and later Protestant) Church” (Mignolo, 2011, p. 18). In writing on the topic of “authority and dissent” in relation to Christianity, Stefon (2021) explains that: 
Christianity, from its beginning, has tended toward an intolerance that was rooted in the understanding of itself as revelation of the divine truth that became human in Jesus Christ himself. … Those who do not acknowledge the truth are enemies ‘of the cross of Christ’ (Philippians 3:18) who have ‘exchanged the truth about God for a lie’ (Romans 1:25) and made themselves the advocates and confederates of the ‘adversary, the devil.’
Thus, the lack of a Christian worldview preceded but then intersected with and further justified racist, de-humanizing treatment of Indigenous populations and other subaltern groups who were exploited in the interest of capitalist accumulation. These forms of exploitation, which manifested as they did in the encomienda, repartimiento, and mandamiento systems (all discussed in chapter eight), then created the template upon which the ethos of privatization has endured and become ingrained in the systems of the post-colonial State.	
From a decolonial perspective, further implications of this acknowledgement are, first, not only that the Christian worldview served as the basis for the dehumanizing of those groups who operated from a different ontological paradigm but also that this perspective took hold within and outside colonial possessions, for these colonial logics traveled and were also used to justify racist treatment in the metropole. A second implication is that Western colonialism embedded into the origins of many modern States a Christian worldview, which is not often recognized due to the fact that it has been obscured through the (ostensibly secular) Enlightenment thinking that has been layered upon it (see Grosfoguel, 2013). The Enlightenment may have represented a political break, but culturally it did not sanitize its Christian origins. In writing on the classical liberal theorists of democracy, who emphasize, among other things, individualism, liberty, and equal rights, Carnoy (1984) provides the following essential insight:
the classical theorists retained a ‘divine’ basis for exercising power: the ‘common good.’ I say ‘divine’ basis for power because, although the classical doctrine overthrew divine rights in favor of a redefinition of natural and, from it, individual rights, the origin of all rights was still a ‘higher authority’—human reason itself came from God. Thus, the basis for new forms of the State was still divine reason and rationality inculcated in human beings from above. The ‘common good’ was inherent in the divine rationality of human beings; it was God in man; but rather than being revealed, its understanding could be acquired. …. At that point in history arguing that man was rational—that God gave him reason in the state of nature and that from there he was on his own—explicitly broke with the divine order of feudal society and specifically with the idea that people were put on an earth whose workings were totally out of their control. But from the perspective of the twentieth century, the religious aspects of the doctrine are striking (p. 14, emphasis added)
The third implication is that, in pursuing decolonial options, as Mignolo (2018) encourages us to do, it is imperative to explore other ways of being and knowing from outside of the Christian paradigm, that is, ways of being and knowing that accommodate a pluriverse reflective of different cultural and epistemic traditions. To understand the challenge that a pluriverse poses to exclusionary ontological perspectives like Christianity (and the States based on them), consider the words of Querejazu (2016): 
Taking the pluriverse as an ontological starting point, implies not simply tolerating difference, but actually understanding that reality is constituted not only by many worlds, but by many kinds of worlds, many ontologies, many ways of being in the world, many ways of knowing reality, and experimenting those many worlds.
One question that arises is whether it is possible to pursue a pluriverse within the structures of the State. In other words, if other, non-Christian worldviews were embraced, for example, by the Honduran State, would this be sufficient to undo the colonial logics that have led to the historical maltreatment of Indigenous peoples and other subaltern (i.e., black and brown) peoples more generally—and which have manifested, for instance, via the ethos of privatization, in the continued looting of the State for personal and clientelistic benefit? The answer is no. One reason, as noted above, is because the logic of discrimination based on (a lack of) Christianity was intertwined from the beginning with the issue of race, and there is no reason to believe that practice of discrimination based on race would cease even if other ways of understanding, knowing, and being in the world were promoted as equal. In other words, it is not clear how such acceptance, in reality, could be made possible, since it would conflict, both, with the dominant—and inherently exclusionary—nature of the Christian worldview at the core of many (post-colonial) States, especially in Latin America, as well as with the practices of discrimination that have developed over time as a result. A second reason is because the Christian worldview—and associated racism—was only one part of the intersection of forces that produced the dynamics that continue to characterize the post-colonial State. As emphasized in chapters six through eight, another of the forces is the capitalist system, in which States are embedded and on which States depend for their legitimacy and survival (Clapham, 1996). The decolonial perspective recognizes the centrality of capitalism—and the detrimental nature of its logics, rooted in self-serving behavior, the profit motive, and the destruction of the environment—and calls for the pursuit of “trans-capitalist” alternatives (Dussel, 2008). 
Thus, in addition to the fact that post-colonial (not to mention colonial) States have been created through dispossession of Indigenous lands, there are also religious, racist, and capitalist elements at the core of (post-colonial) States, all of which militate against the ability to live and to thrive within alternative onto-epistemological paradigms (Nichols, 2017). More than that, the drive to conquer, to dominate each other and nature, to think of oneself first and last, to seek profit, and to deny other ways of knowing and being is inherent to what might be called the onto-material foundations upon which many States have been built, in the sense that these practices emerge from the intertwining of Western (Christian) ontology with global capitalism.
	What is interesting and essential to highlight at this point is that the Christian-capitalist logics addressed here serve as the invisible background within which the socio-political logic (or, at least, language) of modern States operates. The American and French revolutions, with their focus on liberty (freedom from oppression), equality (in social, political, and economic terms), and (male) fraternity (sense of brotherhood with others), served as the inspiration for modern, liberal, democratic States and for the creation of individual rights. In writing on the French revolution, Robespierre argued that, if France could embody these ideals, it would “fulfill nature’s wishes, further the destinies of humanity, keep the promises of philosophy, …. [and] become the model for all nations” (Hobson, 2008, p. 462). However, settler colonial literature argues that, in the context of (post-)colonization, the benefits of individual and property rights are only extended or respected in the case of individuals (not, e.g., Indigenous groups or other groups that engage in communal stewardship of the land) that acquiesce to (i.e., are not seen as a threat to) the Christian-liberal-capitalist foundations of States (Nichols, 2017; Wolfe, 2006). 
Where this is not the case, i.e., where groups do not assimilate, the State works together—explicitly or implicitly—with settler colonialists[footnoteRef:6] as the two advance the interests of each other (e.g., through the acquisition of land and labor) (Aikau, 2019; Morgensen, 2011). In post-colonial States, it was already explained in previous chapters, drawing on Arnove et al. (1996), that: [6:  Settler colonialism is defined as “a specific mode of domination where a community of exogenous settlers permanently displace indigenous populations and sovereignties, and constitute an autonomous political body” (Veracini, 2019, p. 1)] 

the state bureaucracy derives its power from personalistic ties to a narrow band of elite individuals and institutions—a power that is usually backed by an intrusive military more oriented to internal control of dissent than to defense of the nation against external threats. (p. 142)
To this, and thinking here of the threat posed by alternative onto-epistemologies that seek recognition and realization in practice, it can be added that the State: 
weaponizes itself against the very threats that it has created: having deemed certain peoples external to the law (and outside of Eurosupremacist humanity), the very existence of those populations is understood as a perpetual, violent challenge to the stability of the [State], which then rationalizes the use of violence against them. State violence is framed as self-defense (Harney & Moten, 2013; Silva, 2016): for example, ‘We have to keep them out of our house to stay safe’; ‘We have to attack their house before they have the chance to attack ours’; ‘We have to maintain order inside our own house.” (Stein et al., 2017, p. 75)
The metaphor of the house in the above quote refers to modernity, but the point applies to the State as well, given that the State is not only one pillar of modernity (i.e., the liberal, capitalist world order) but is also responsible for maintaining its stability. 
	There is, thus, a tension between the values espoused by liberal States and the weaponization of the State noted just above. But more than being a simple tension, it should be noted that the ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity were not features of the colonial apparatus, and they should not be seen as principles that guide the behavior of the post-colonial State. What is more, these values are deeply at odds with colonial logics. Liberty? The colonial apparatus and post-colonial States have been built on oppression. Fraternity? There was no sense of fraternity with the Indigenous and subaltern men and women who were de-humanized and enslaved. As for equality, even in the best of circumstances, this concept was only ever meant to apply in social, political, and economic terms. Which leads to the point made by de Sousa Santos (2007)—that there can be no social justice without cognitive (i.e., onto-epistemic) justice. And as the present discussion has been suggesting, there can be no cognitive justice without recognizing and moving beyond colonial logics.

[bookmark: _Hlk85106317]The Impossibility of the “Nation”-State
	The difficulty of realizing this suggestion to move beyond colonial logics in the contexts of post-colonial States is spelled out by Quijano (2000). In writing on the context of Latin America, although with resonances elsewhere, Quijano (2000) makes the argument that the realization of the “modern nation-state” is “impossible” due to the way that States have evolved in this region (p. 564). Quijano’s (2000) perspective ties in tightly with what has been elaborated above and in previous chapters—and so we quote at length: 
At the beginning of independence, … approximately 90 percent of the total population was composed of American Indians, blacks, and mestizos. However, … those races were denied all possible participation in decisions about social and political organization during the process of organizing the new state. The small white minority that assumed control of those states sought the advantage of being free from the legislation of the Spanish crown, which formally ordered the protection of colonized peoples or races. From then on the white minority included the imposition of new colonial tribute on the Indians, even while maintaining the slavery of blacks for many decades. Of course, this dominant minority was now at liberty to expand its ownership of the land at the expense of the territories reserved for Indians by the Spanish crown’s regulations. In the case of Brazil, blacks were slaves and Indians from the Amazon were foreigners to the new state. (p. 564)
Quijano (2000) thus concludes, first, that “[t]he societies founded in colonial domination of American blacks, Indians, and mestizos could not be considered nations, much less democratic,” and, second, that they represent an “apparent paradox: independent states of colonial societies” (p. 565). 
While this last phrase might seem like a contradiction, it makes sense when one reflects on the characteristics of those in power. To that end: 
the small white minority in control of the independent states and the colonial societies could have had neither consciousness nor national interests in common with the American Indians, blacks, and mestizos. On the contrary, their social interests were explicitly antagonistic to American Indian serfs and black slaves, given that their privileges were made from precisely the dominance and exploitation of those peoples in such a way that there was no area of common interest between whites and nonwhites and, consequently, no common national interest for all of them. (Quijano, 2000, pp. 565-566)
The process of independence in Latin America, then, permitted not only the continuation of colonial relationships and practices, but also colonial logics, just as suggested by the discussion and framework presented in chapter eight. “Without decolonizing society,” as Quijano (2000) writes, “the process of independence for Latin American states … could not have been, and it was not, a process toward the development of modern nation-states, but was instead a rearticulation of the coloniality of power over new institutional bases” (p. 567). 
	It is because of this rearticulation, and the different worldviews that it buries, that Quijano (2000) further suggests that “[i]n no Latin American country today is it possible to find … a genuine nation-state” (p. 567), in the sense of reflecting a “homogenization of the population in terms of common historic subjective experiences” (p. 569).[footnoteRef:7] Discrimination on the basis of worldview and race is the source of the impossibility: [7:  To be clear, Quijano (2000) makes the same argument about Europe, where he writes that the formation of nation-States has been “imagined” (p. 569). We would suggest that the same argument can be made of other countries of the Global North as well, such as the United States. ] 

The structure of power was and even continues to be organized on and around the colonial axis. Consequently, from the point of view of the dominant groups, the construction of the nation, and above all the central state, has been conceptualized and deployed against American Indians, blacks, and mestizos. The coloniality of power still exercises its dominance, in the greater part of Latin America, against democracy, citizenship, the nation, and the modern nation-state. (Quijano, 2000, pp. 567-568)
In such a context, there can be no “homogenization of the population in terms of common historic subjective experiences,” and thus no possibility for the construction of a “nation,” though this is to say nothing of the State, which is, in any case, still free to use the resources available to it to ensure its dominance (Quijano, 2000, p. 569). In Amin-Khan’s (2012) words, “the state was created before a nation was even ‘imagined’” (p. 109).  Although the scope of the challenges implied by the impossibility of the nation-State is immense, if anything, it points to the need to further explore decolonial options.

[bookmark: _Hlk85106325]Decolonial Futures
	Among other authors, Walter Mignolo and Nelson Maldonado-Torres describe what it means to turn the decolonial critique into the pursuit of decolonial futures, or decoloniality. In the words of the former: “Decoloniality is the exercise of power within the colonial matrix to undermine the mechanism that keeps it in place requiring obeisance. Such a mechanism is epistemic and so decolonial liberation implies epistemic disobedience” (Mignolo, 2018, p. 114). Or, as Maldonado-Torres (2008) puts it, “[t]he de-colonial turn includes the definitive entry of enslaved and colonized subjectivities into the realm of thought at previously unknown institutional levels” (p. 8). Notably, these quotes speak both to thought and to action, that is, to the need, simultaneously, to engage with alternative onto-epistemologies while also pursuing critical praxis, that is, action that works to make space for decolonial options. Following Mignolo (2018), the terminology of decolonial options is meant to underscore that, in contrast to colonial thinking, many ways of seeing, knowing, and being are to be embraced: “Decoloniality … is one option among many. Each option … has its own imperatives. Imperatives are not universal. They are relevant to the option in and for which imperatives emerge and are enacted” (Mignolo, 2018, p. 115). 
In the quotes above, both Mignolo (2018) and Maldonado-Torres (2008) make clear that working towards decoloniality implies breaking with any notions of neutrality. To this end, Maldonado-Torres (2008) further elaborates that “while the theoretical attitude requires detachment and wonder, the de-colonial attitude … demands responsibility and the willingness to take many perspectives, particularly the perspectives and points of view of those whose existence is questioned and produced as dispensable and insignificant” (p. 8, emphasis added). The question, though, is how these perspectives can be advanced and can enter “unknown institutional levels” (Maldonado-Torres, 2008, p. 8). Mignolo (2018) makes the argument that “[d]ecoloniality is not, cannot be, state-led projects. They are projects by the people organizing themselves in their local histories and needs to delink from the colonial matrix” (p. 115). 
It is to be expected that the State will not go against its own nature, except in exceptional circumstances and, even then, only partially, as shown by Tarlau’s (2019) work on the Landless People’s Movement in Brazil and their efforts to transform the State and to achieve socialist land reform. The implication, then, is that the pursuit of decolonial futures falls to individuals, networks, and groups who are committed to decoloniality. The role for scholars in this project is to combine theory with politics: “The challenge of decolonial thinking and politics together is to work in the here and now, and build theory based on charting out the pluriversal possibilities that we are taught to believe are not possible” (Pasaram, 2014, p. 70). This perspective, on the need to innovate via decolonial thinking, extends the call made by Franz Fanon (1963) in the book, The Wretched of the Earth, when he writes:  
Let us not pay tribute to Europe by creating states, institutions, and societies that draw their inspiration from it. Humanity expects other things from us than this grotesque and generally obscene emulation ... if we want humanity to take one step forward, if we want to take it to another level than the one where Europe has placed it, then we must innovate, we must be pioneers. (p. 239)
In practice, there are many initiatives from around the world that seek to realize decolonial futures. In the context of the Americas, beyond the Landless People’s Movement, cited above, Pasaram (2014), in an article on post-colonial territory and the coloniality of the State, summarizes some recent examples: 
Indigenous activists across the so-called Americas have been enacting more explicitly decolonizing politics. Nations across what has been colonially territorialized as ‘Canada’ have been exercising sovereignty in defense of environmental sustainability, including putting their bodies on the line against the heavily armed and militarized Canadian police and army while fighting hydraulic fracking on their territories as in the case of the Elsipogtog First Nation, to establishing border check-points and patrolling their traditional territories in defiance of planned pipeline projects aimed at transporting bitumen to the Pacific as in the case of the Unist’ot’en First Nation. In Chiapas, Mexico, organized indigenous peasants rose up and seized control over their territory, and though political control has oscillated with the Mexican state, in terms of cultural power and articulating alternative pathways to modernity, the Zapatistas have been a global force. Linkages have been sown and fostered between Zapatista farming collectives, organized around horizontal labour practices, and anarcho-syndicalist organizations in the West with stated political and economic goals of supporting one another’s work.” (p. 70)
We mention these examples here just to substantiate somewhat the idea that decolonial futures are being pursued, even if they are not well-known. In the context of the present chapter, what is more pressing to address are possible directions for future development that build on the critiques delineated earlier.

[bookmark: _Hlk85106331]Decolonial Directions for Future Development
	The discussion in the preceding sections leads to a number of questions and suggestions for future development. Many, if not all, of the suggestions highlighted below have been, and continue to be, explored by other authors. We do not make these suggestions with any claim to novelty. Rather, we reiterate them here, perhaps in a slightly different way, and perhaps with more of an emphasis on education, given the focus of the present book, but always in the spirit of solidarity with the post-colonial and decolonial projects—meaning, first, that we recognize the intertwined histories of colonial and post-colonial contexts, and, second, that we support decolonial futures, that is, “delinking from coloniality, or the colonial matrix of power” (Mignolo, 2011, p. xxvii). These suggestions—which span and highlight connections across the State, privatization, globalization, colonial logics, and education—complement those mentioned previously in this chapter and, to be sure, reflect only some of the many possible avenues for continued and future inquiry and action. The broad questions posed below are followed by a brief discussion of the role of education in decolonial futures.
· In what ways, and for what reasons, has the colonial experience differed across regions and between colonizing powers—and how has this led to different manifestations of similar colonial logics?
· Where and how was Christianity, and thus Christian privilege, more deeply embedded? And what are the implications for State logics and behaviors—including in the field of education—as well as for the possibility of decolonial futures? More pointedly, how is the Christian worldview embedded in, and perpetuated through, education (and beyond) in ways that are unseen—due to its prevalence and the fact that its theological roots are no longer visible in societies that have been nominally secularized?  
· What other manifestations and consequences of colonial logics have been glossed over in the discussion above, for example, related to gender and sexuality? And how have these other dimensions intersected both with each other and with those mentioned previously (e.g., onto-epistemic discrimination, capitalism, racism, etc.), and with what effects, for example, in terms of who occupies State power and who suffers from it? 
· How does the critique of the logics at the heart of the State implicate, or complicate the way we understand, the system of global governance? That is, in that the system of global governance has been constructed by States, to what extent does this system itself reflect and advance the same colonial logics upon which States have been erected? And what opportunities exist for challenging those logics?
· What are the implications for the field of education generally, and for comparative and international education specifically, when it comes to how globalization is understood, as well as the relationship between globalization and education? Quijano (2000) has written that “[w]hat is termed globalization is the culmination of a process that began with the constitution of America [(i.e., the continent)] and colonial/modern Eurocentered capitalism as a new global power” (p. 533). What implications does this framing have for the way that globalization, often discussed without mention of its onto-epistemic dimensions, is defined and employed? 
· Moreover, what does the above framing of globalization imply for the way that this phenomenon is studied? Methodological nationalism is a critique leveled at research that explains education reform, or some other issue, without reference to the global (see Steiner-Khamsi & Waldow, 2018, for an updated and accurate critique). But, as Go (2016), notes, in writing on post-colonialism and social theory, there is another, “dubious methodological nationalism wherein imperial or colonial relations have no place, and which does not accord with history” (p. 84). The question, then, is what consequences and contributions would a break with this kind of methodological nationalism offer to such areas of study as comparative and international education, among others?  
· Also related to the above point on globalization, it can be asked: In what ways has education played a role not only in the diffusion of a common onto-epistemic framework around the world, but also in creating the “necessary precondition[s] for the subsequent spread of global governmentality” (Tikly, 2004, p. 189)? Years ago, Tikly (1999) asserted that “[w]hat is striking about this literature [on globalization and education] … is that very little attention is in fact given to the colonial legacy” (p. 617). We would suggest that more remains to be done. 
It is crucial to underscore that these questions can be read with multiple contexts in mind. They are certainly relevant to Honduras, to Central/Latin America, and to post-colonial contexts more broadly. There is no doubt about that. But they can also be read with an eye to the contexts of the colonizing powers. Not only are the histories of the colonizers and the colonized intimately and inescapably intertwined, but the same colonial logics that are so prominent and problematic in post-colonial contexts, have also been foundational to the colonial societies of the Global North, as suggested above. And, arguably, these spaces represent some of the most important frontiers for future work and theorizing, for the different forms of coloniality that continue to manifest are operating in the context of globalized and neo-colonial relationships in which we are all implicated.
	From this recognition springs the question of the role of education in moving forward. Although education was not addressed directly in each of the points enumerated just above, it is no doubt central to decolonial efforts, to the extent that it teaches about and critiques the logics, relationships, and practices not only of the current economic system but also the broader foundations of thought that have guided the development of the modern systems of States, global governance, and schooling. In other words, what should be explored is a decolonial approach to unpacking the features of modernity, for it is these foundations of thought that continue to affect the peoples of the Global North and Global South. In keeping with the definition provided previously, the idea behind a decolonial approach to is to understand the “logic, metaphysics, ontology, and matrix of power” that has resulted from colonization (Maldonado-Torres, 2016, p. 10). To be able to see these foundations, which often remain invisible, scholars and students should critically engage with a range of issues, including (but not limited to): 
(a) the colonialist and capitalist foundations of modern States;
(b) the racist and patriarchal nature (and legacy) of colonialism; 
(c) the exclusionary and violent character of the Christian worldview (in the sense that a central focus of Christianity is the conversion of peoples from other religions because, according to it, there is only one true God);
 (d) the ways that capitalism creates, reproduces, and exacerbates inequality and environmental destruction on a global scale (e.g., in that it always seeks out more land, labor, and resources without knowing any limits); 
(e) the limited vision embedded at the heart of modern States (which only ever had individual and social, as opposed to economic or cognitive/worldview, rights as their focus);
(f) the ways that each of the aforementioned, and intertwined, dimensions serve as the conceptual horizons and reproducing tendencies for both modern education systems and the system of global education governance that has been constructed through the cooperation of modern states (e.g., in the form of multilateral organizations such as the World Bank and the United Nations); and, 
(g) the historical and ongoing inter-relationships between the Global North (colonizers) and the Global South (post-colonial contexts), together with a consideration of the ways that we are all implicated in, and have a role in challenging, these inter-relationships and the ways that they preserve and extend coloniality.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Stein et al. (2020) have made contributions to this area of work and, in so doing, elaborate similar points to be addressed through a decolonial approach to education. ] 

The way of thinking suggested in this last point, and implied in the others, is what Go (2016) calls post-colonial relationalism, which he describes as a
relationalism that attends to the mutual constitution of the powerful and the powerless, the metropole and the colony, the core and the postcolony, the Global North and the Global South. It is relationalism taken to the geopolitical scene, scaled upward and outward to critically apprehend imperial interactions and their enduring legacies” (p. 142). 
Only by wrestling with these legacies and seeking to move beyond them is there a chance of progressing towards a world that is not satisfied with addressing the consequences of coloniality and so makes its mission an exploration of the possibilities inherent to alternative ways of being, knowing, and organizing society, with the ultimate goal of advancing beyond economic and social justice to achieve ecological and cognitive justice, by which we mean a system that recognizes and enables the flourishing of the planet and all its populations, including Indigenous and non-Western peoples whose ways of being, knowing, and social organizing do not align with the colonial, capitalist, Christian, racist, and State-centric tendencies addressed above. 
Of course, since education policy is a tool of the State, the implication is that, with few exceptions, the kind of learning suggested above is not likely to come from within it, at least not in an officially sanctioned form, not when the State has grown out of and is captive to the logics and practices of coloniality. The task thus falls to individuals, networks, social movements, and critically oriented organizations (a) to educate themselves and others about the nature, limitations, and implications of colonial logics; (b) to work together to experiment with alternatives; and (c) to pressure political and economic actors to take actions that will benefit those most adversely affected by the ongoing reproduction of colonial logics and relations. As was written in a recent article on the thought and legacy of Amílcar Cabral, one of the leaders of decolonization in Africa, “people must not only abstractly understand the interaction of forces behind the development of society, but they must forge an anticolonial practice that concretely, collectively and creatively see[s] themselves as one of those forces” (Malott, 2021).  Ultimately, as Mignolo (2011), states, “We, humans in the planet, cannot avoid conflictive coexistence and the solution is not to eliminate the difference but to decolonize the logic of coloniality that translated differences into values,” wherein the characteristics of some peoples are valued more than others (p. xxvii).[footnoteRef:9] [9:  For a pedagogical approach that seeks to move in this direction, see De Lissovoy (2010). ] 

To be sure, previous scholarship has brought attention to most if not all of the issues mentioned above. The purpose—and, it is hoped, contribution—of the present chapter has been to argue for the importance of pursuing each of them and their interconnections in the context of the inherent limitations of (post-colonial) States and the colonial logics at their core.
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