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ABSTRACT

Cultural diversity cannot be viewed as simply the celebration of selected cultural mani-
festations of subordinated cultures aimed at securing better relations with dominant
cultural groups. This view sustains a notion of ideology that systematically negates rather
than makes meaningful the cultural experiences of subordinated cultural groups who are,
by and large, the objects of dominant cultural policies. That is, the selective celebration
of subordinated cultural values outside of a power relations framework can never pre-
pare us to develop a deeper understanding of the tensions and contractions generated
by the almost always asymmetrical multicultural co-existence.

In this paper, | want to argue that, as we enter the twenty first century, one of the
most pressing challenges facing educators is the specter of an “ethnic and cultural war,”
which constitutes in my view, a code phrase that engenders our society’s licentiousness
toward racism. Central to the current cultural war is the facile call for a common culture
and the over-celebration of myths that attempt to inculcate us with beliefs about the
supremacy of Western heritage at the same time as the dominant ideology creates other
instruments that degrade and devalue other cultural narratives along the lines of race,
ethnicity, language, and gender.
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Introduction

In the past two decades or so, the issue of cultural diversity has taken
on a new importance among educators. Unfortunately, the debate that
has emerged tends to recycle old assumptions and values regarding the
meaning and usefulness of cultural diversity. The notion that cultural
diversity is a matter of celebrating, in a situated context, some surface
structure features of subordinated cultures still informs the vast major-
ity of multicultural programs and manifests its logic in the renewed
emphasis on viewing the cultural worth of others through the lens of
dominant Western cultures.

I want to reiterate in this paper that cultural diversity cannot be viewed
as simply the celebration of selected cultural manifestations of subordi-
nated cultures aimed at securing better relations with dominant cultural
groups. This view sustains a notion of ideology that systematically ne-
gates rather than makes meaningful the cultural experiences of subordi-
nated cultural groups who are, by and large, the objects of dominant
cultural policies. That is, the selective celebration of subordinated cul-
tural values outside of a power relations framework can never prepare
us to develop a deeper understanding of the tensions and contractions
generated by the almost always asymmetrical multicultural co-existence.
For this reason, I prefer to highlight some cultural facts that are seldom
incorporated in our facile understanding and implementation of multi-
cultural education programs:

1) Multiculturalism is never a mere co-existence of various cultural groups
organized symmetrically. In general, the co-existence of cultural
groups are mostly distributed asymmetrically. Thus, the comprehen-
sion of multiculturalism depends more on the power relations between
dominant and subordinated cultural groups than the understanding
of cultural behavior patterns of subordinated cultural groups.

2) Multicultural research is, by and large. a study about other cultural
groups as cultural objects. It is rare when research models provide us
the opportunity to study and analyze the cultural characteristics and
behaviors of dominant cultural groups that belong, in most cases, to
the white race. The ideological differences generate, on the one hand,
discrimination and,on the other hand, cultural resistance. As educa-
tors, we must analyze the tensions and conflicts produced by the re-
lationship between discrimination and resistance so that these ten-
sions and conflicts can more appropriately be negotiated pedagogi-
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cally. These cultural conflicts can only be understood through a rig-
orous analysis of the dominant ideology and its role in generating,
shaping, and maintaining cultural subjugation.

3) As Paulo Freire always indicated, cultural differences exist and they
are always cut by factors such as class, race, ethnicity, and gender.
We often treat culture as a monolithic entity and we have a predispo-
sition to ignore the intimate relationship between culture, class, eth-
nicity, race, and gender (Freire and Macedo, 1995: 377-402). For
example, in Boston, Massachusetts, we seldom discuss these differ-
ences when we analyze Puerto Ricans and we almost always collapse
these cultural factors into ethnicity. By doing so, we fail to under-
stand that the failure of Puerto Rican students in the Boston Public
Schools has more to do with their class position than their ethnicity.
Middle and upper-middle class Puerto Rican students enrolled in the
Boston Public Schools always succeed even when they experience
English language difficulties.

What never discussed in the multicultural school debate in the Unit-
ed States is the obvious fact known by most educators: school success
almost always depends on the class positions of the student popula-
tion. In other words, middle and upper class students generally suc-
ceed in school while lower class students tend to experience greater
school failure. When we confuse class position with ethnicity or race,
we can easily reproduce the myth that Puerto Rican and African-
American students are genetically wired to be inferior intellectually.

4) With rare exception, multicultural program development and research
presuppose that the study and analysis of subordinated cultural groups
can and should be done through the dominant languages and never
through the subordinated languages. The issue of language as a cul-
tural and political tool is seldom discussed. That is, the celebration of
the suborninated cultural values via the dominant language fails to
take into consideration how language can be used to reproduce dom-
inant cultural values. It also ignores the role of language in cultural
liberation. It is important to note that subordinated languages should
never be sacrificed since they constitute the best medium through
which subjugated students give meaning to their cultural experience
in the world.

Given the high level of racism and xenophobia we are witnessing in
the world today which are exacerbated by the rapid globalization, I will
attempt to situate my analysis of multiculturalism within a framework

COMPARATIVE AND INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION REVIEW m No 9



MULTICULTURALISM BEYOND TOLERANCE m 133

that brings to the fore the issue of race relations. By emphasizing race
issues, I do not, however, negate the importance of other important
cultural factors discussed above. I will, whenever possible, address the
interactions of multiple cultural factors that can either function to re-
produce the interests of dominant cultural groups or lead to cultural
production where specific groups of people produce, mediate, and con-
firm the mutual ideological elements that emerge from and affirm their
daily lived experiences.

Rare is the university or college that has escaped the debate over
multiculturalism and diversity. In some schools, the issue has given rise
to extraordinarily volatile contexts where racism, anti-Semitism, anti-
feminism, and ethnic xenophobia characterize campus life. In some in-
stances, the high level of xenophobia has so much poisoned the campus
environment leading to drastic measures such as the evacuation of “scores
of minority students from [the Trinity College] campus [in Chicago] after
menacing letters, including one in which a threat to shoot a black stu-
dent was made, were received by at least three minority students” (Fer-
kenhoff, 2005: A3). This current incident is the continuation of the ra-
cial violence that characterized, for example, “the University of Massa-
chusetts at Amherst —scene of some of the worst outbreaks of racial vi-
olence on campus in recent years— an African-American residential ad-
viser was beaten up by a white visitor and feces were smeared on the
door of his room. Enraged, scores of black students rampaged through
a 22-story dormitory. Police had to warn residents not to leave their
dorms” (Sanoff and Mimerbrook, 1993: 52).

In this paper, I want to argue that, as we enter the twenty first cen-
tury, one of the most pressing challenges facing educators is the specter
of an “ethnic and cultural war,” which constitutes in my view, a code
phrase that engenders our society’s licentiousness toward racism. Cen-
tral to the current cultural war is the facile call for a common culture
and the over-celebration of myths that attempt to inculcate us with be-
liefs about the supremacy of Western heritage at the same time as the
dominant ideology creates other instruments that degrade and devalue
other cultural narratives along the lines of race, ethnicity, language, and
gender.

In the last twenty five years a large body of literature has amply dem-
onstrated the advantages of multiculturalism that range from greater
cultural democracy to more harmonious intercultural relations. Ironi-
cally, while these studies unequivocally point to the underlining value
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of multiculturalism, Western hegemonic forces are imposing themselves
with arrogance and disrespect devaluing the dignity and integrity of
subordinated cultures that are still struggling to sever the yoke of cul-
tural imperialism. Against a backdrop of Western cultural hegemony,
conservative educators continue to demonize any and all forms of mul-
ticulturalism while many liberal educators have selectively embraced a
sloganized form of multicultural and diversity education as a means to
address the current dance of bigotry that characterizes education in most
countries, particularly in developed nations. In our conversation today,
I want to also argue that before we can announce the existence of mul-
ticultural programs based on a truly cultural democracy, we need to
denounce the false assumptions and naiveté that inform the present
development of multicultural education which often lead to a form of
“charitable paternalism.” For example, instead of developing a cogent
multicultural education that could teach us about the arduous and com-
plex process of coming to cultural voice, a process that invariably in-
volves tensions, contradictions, fears, doubts, hopes, and dreams, many
educators (including many liberals) usually reduce the process of com-
ing to cultural voice to a facile proposition such as “we need to empower
minorities” (an euphemism for the oppressed) or “we need to give them
voice”. What these seemingly progressive educators fail to realize is that
emergence of submerged voices almost always involves political clarity,
pain, and hope. In other words, voice is not something to be given
through an added on multicultural curriculum by those in power, for if
one has the power to give voice, one must also retain the same power to
take it away. What is important to understand is that cultural voice re-
quires struggle and the understanding of both possibilities and limita-
tions. For most subordinate cultural groups, coming to voice represents
a process through which they come to know what it means to be at the
periphery of the intimate and yet fragile relationship between the colo-
nizer and the colonized. It also means that the colonized becomes fully
aware that cultural voice is not something to be given by the colonizer.
The very discourse of giving voice points to the inherent power and
cultural arrogance which are usually inculcated in the psyche of the
colonizers as well as the colonized, particularly in those individuals who
remain unable to decolonize the mind. Thus, during the struggle to end
apartheid in South Africa one may have heard, for instance, “the White
South African minority government has decided to give the black ma-
jority the right to vote” where “to give the right to vote” is linguistically
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and psychologically structured as a gift package. The true reality is that
racial democracy in South Africa and elsewhere came about due to the
persistent struggles of citizens who courageously resisted the oppres-
sive yoke of white supremacy rule. We need to understand and coura-
geously announce that cultural voice cannot be prepackaged as a gift.
Cultural voice is a human right. Cultural voice is a democratic right.
Against a landscape of charitable multicultural education, I want to pro-
pose that the failure of most multicultural education programs and cur-
ricula to achieve cultural democracy is primarily due to two fundamen-
tal factors: 1) the teaching of cultural tolerance as an end in itself and 2)
the lack of political clarity in the multicultural education movement
which, in turn, prevents even the most committed educators from un-
derstanding how the school of positivism which many of them embrace,
informs and shapes multicultural program and curriculum developments,
often neutralizing the possibility for the creation of pedagogical struc-
tures that could lead to an authentic cultural democracy.

The Paternalism of Cultural Tolerance

A simple analysis will readily show that there is preponderance in the
field of multicultural education to teach tolerance. This posture is not
only paternalistic but it also fails to critique its underlying assumptions
so as to understand the power asymmetry that characterizes the con-
stellation of cultures within which we live, particularly in the age of
globalization. The emphasis on the teaching of cultural tolerance often
fails to denude the privilege inherent in such posture. In other words,
by promising the “other” a dose of tolerance so we can get along, not
only eclipses real opportunities for the development of mutual respect
and cultural solidarity but it also hide the privilege and paternalism
inscribed in the proposition “I will tolerate you even though your cul-
ture is repugnant”. The teaching of tolerance that is ushering multicul-
tural education into the 21st century has brought with it highly com-
plex and challenging realities that are still ill understood but have enor-
mous ramifications for a more humanized world. Not only has the teach-
ing of cultural tolerance not dealt with the great economic disparity
created by the widening gap between the so-called first and third worlds,
the resulting gulf between the rich and poor countries has manifested
itself in unpredictable immigration patterns which has exacerbated our
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already racist societies. For example, in the last few years, for the first
time in human history, over one hundred million people immigrated from
one part of the globe to another. With it, this exponential increase in
immigration has given rise to a dramatic increase of racism and xeno-
phobia. In France, the ultra-right National Front Party headed by Jean-
Marie LePen, has mounted an incessant attack on immigrants, particu-
larly the Muslims from former French colonies. In Germany, there has
been a significant increase in the number of neo-Nazi groups who have
been responsible for a number of house bombings against the Greeks
and Turks. The Turks, in turn, have remain no less violent against the
Kurds as they arbitrarily wiped out hundreds of Kurd villages killing
over thirty thousand people and sentencing the remaining Kurds to a
life of half-citizenry in the margins of ghetto existence. In Austria, Rus-
sia, and some Scandinavian countries, the level of anti-Semitism is also
on the rise. Israel, in turn, fueled by uncontained racism, has elevated
racist violence against the Palestinians and Lebanese to unacceptable
levels. In Portugal the discrimination and segregation of Africans from
the former colonies are attested by the inhumane ghetto reality that
characterizes shantytowns that dot some peripheries around Lisbon.
Similar levels of xenophobia are also found in Spain where Gypsies and
North African immigrants are a constant target. The violent eruption
against North Africans in the town of EI Ejido where 22 people were
injured point to the outbreak of racism in a country that always claimed
to be non-racist.

Even in Greece where many people would deny that racism exists,
we would have to acknowledge the discriminatory practices leveled
against Albanians and other recent immigrants. Against a backdrop of
increased globalized racism and xenophobia, I doubt very much that the
teaching of tolerance alone will enable us to critically understand how
capitalist forces construct, shape, and maintain the cruel reality of rac-
ism. I also doubt that the teaching of tolerance could equip educators
with the necessary critical tools to understand how language is often
used to ideologically construct realities that veil the raw racism that
devalue, disconfirm, and poison other cultural identities. Even within
the multicultural education movement, most educators fail to understand
the neo-colonialist ideology that informs the multi-cultural debate to the
extent that they almost always structure their arguments within a re-
ductionistic view of culture that has its roots in a colonialist legacy.

If we analyze closely the ideology that informs and shapes the present
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debate over multicultural education and the present polemic over the
primacy of Western heritage, we can begin to see and understand that
the ideological principles that sustain those debates are consonant with
the structures and mechanisms of a colonial ideology designed to deval-
ue the cultural capital and values of the colonized. It is only through a
full understanding of our colonial legacy that we can begin to compre-
hend the complexity of our multiculturalism in the Western countries.
For example, for most cultural subordinate individuals in the Western
nations, their multiculturalism is not characterized by the ability to have
two cultures. There is a radical difference between a dominant person
adopting a second culture and a cultural subordinate individual strug-
gling to acquire and be accepted by the dominant culture. While the
former involves the addition of a second culture to one’s cultural reper-
toire (for example, a middle-class white American student who goes to
Paris to learn French and enjoy the French culture), the latter usually
provides the subordinate person with the experience of subordination
in both his and her native culture which is devalued by the dominant
values and the dominant culture that he or she is attempting to acquire,
often under coercive conditions. This is the case for most lower class
immigrants in the United States, particularly those from Third World
countries. Both the colonized context and the asymmetrical power rela-
tions with respect to cultural identity in the United States (and other
Western countries as well) create, on the one hand, a form of forced
multiculturalism and, on the other, what could be called a cultural dra-
ma. That is, the reality of being forced to live in a borrowed cultural
existence. This is an existence that is almost culturally schizophrenic —
that is, being present and yet not visible — being visible and yet not
present. It is a condition that invariably presents itself to the reality of
cultures that have been subordinated — the constant juggling of two
worlds, two asymmetrical cultures, and two languages of which the
subordinate language is usually devalued and demonized. An example
par excellence concerning how our society treats different forms of
multiculturalism is reflected in our tolerance toward certain types of
biculturalism and lack of tolerance toward other bicultural realities. Most
of us have tolerated various degrees of biculturalism on the part of cul-
tural anthropologists and language teachers that range from a simplistic
form of anthropolizing the so-called primitive cultures to serious defi-
ciency in the mastery of the foreign language on the part of many for-
eign language teachers. Nevertheless, these cultural anthropologists and
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foreign language teachers, with rare exceptions, have been granted ten-
ure, have been promoted within the institutions they teach and, in some
cases, and have become “experts” and “spokespersons” for various
cultural and linguistic groups in our communities. On the other hand,
for example, if a teacher is a speaker of a subordinated language who
speaks English as a second language with an accent, the same level of
tolerance is not accorded to them. Take the case of Westfield, Massachu-
setts, when “about 400 people there signed a petition asking state and
local officials to ban the hiring of any elementary teacher who speaks
English with an accent” (Lupo, 1992: 19). because according to them,
“accents are catching” (The Boston Globe, 1992: 16). The petition was in
response to the hiring of a Puerto Rican teacher assigned to teach in the
system. As one can readily see, any form of multicultural education that
neglects to fully investigate this cultural drama and treat multicultural-
ism as having mere competencies in two cultures, invariably end up
reproducing those ideological elements characteristic of the relationship
between colonizer and colonized through which the colonized is always
and falsely discriminated, devalued, and demonized.

Fracturing Cultural Identities through Scientism

Oppressive dominant ideologies have throughout history resorted to
science as a mechanism to rationalize crimes against humanity that range
from slavery to genocide by targeting race and other ethnic and cultural
traits as markers that license all forms of dehumanization. If we did not
suffer from historical amnesia, we would easily understand the ideology
that informed Hans Eysenck’s psychological proposal which suggest that
“there might be a partly genetic reason for the differences in IQ between
black and white people” (Eysenck, 1971). It is the same historical am-
nesia that veils dangerous memories keeping us disconnected from Arthur
Jensen’s racist proposals published decades ago by the Harvard Educa-
tional Review.

One could argue that the above cited incidents belong to the dusty
archives of earlier generations but I do not believe we have learned a
great deal from historically dangerous memories, considering our soci-
ety’s almost total embrace of scientism as characterized by the success of
The Bell Curve, by Charles Murray and the former Harvard professor
Richard, J. Hernstein. It is the same blind acceptance of “naive” empir-
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icism that continues to fuel and shape both educational research and cur-
riculum development, including multicultural programs with a misguided
focus on testing and objectivity.

By and large the present debate over bilingual and bicultural educa-
tion in the United States is informed by the positivistic and management
models that hide their ideologies in the false call for objectivity, hard
data, and scientific rigor. This can be seen, for example, in the com-
ments of Pepi Leistyna’s term paper on the political nature of bilingual
and bicultural education: “These are unsupported politically motivated
claims! [the Harvard professor called for] a more linguistic analysis”
(Leistyna, 1998). As Leistyna recounts, this same professor told him: “I
hope you have been reading some hard science.” The false call for hard
science in the social sciences represents a process through which “na-
ive” empiricists hide their anti-intellectual posture — a posture that is
manifested either through censorship of certain bodies of knowledge or
through the disarticulation between theories of the discipline and the
empirically driven and self contained studies which enables the pseudo-
scientists to:

not challenge the territorialization of university intellectual activ-
ity or in any way risk undermining the status and core beliefs of
their fields. The difference [for scientists] is that this blindness or
reluctance often contradicts the intellectual imperatives of the very
theories they espouse. Indeed, only a theorized discipline can be
an effective site for general social critique — that is, a discipline
actively engaged in self-criticism, a discipline that is a locus for
struggle, a discipline that renews and revises its awareness of its
history, a discipline that inquires into its differential relations with
other academic fields, and a discipline that examines its place in
the social formation and is willing to adapt its writing practices to
suit different social functions (Nelson, 1997: 19).

As these theoretical requirements make abundantly clear, Pepi Leisty-
na’s professor arrogant dismissal of Freire’s social critical theories un-
veil the ideology behind the prescription that Leistyna should have been
“reading some hard science.” The censorship of political analysis in the
current debate over bilingual and bicultural education expose the almost
illusory and schizophrenic educational practice in which “the object of
interpretation and the content of the interpretive discourse are consid-
ered appropriate subjects for discussion and scrutiny, but the interests

YYTKPITIKH KAl AIEONHZ EKMAIAEYTIKH ENIOEQPHYH m TEYXOI 9



140 w DONALDO MACEDO

of the interpreter and the discipline and society he or she serves are
not” (ibid).

The disarticulation between the interpretive discourse and the inter-
ests of the interpreter is often hidden in the false call for an objectivity
that denies the dialectal relationship between subjectivity and objectiv-
ity. The false call for objectivity is deeply ingrained in a positivistic
method of inquiry. In effect, this has resulted in an epistemological stance
in which scientism and methodological refinement are celebrated while
“theory and knowledge are subordinated to the imperatives of efficien-
cy and technical mastery, and history is reduced to a minor footnote in
the priorities of ‘empirical’ scientific inquiry” (Giroux, 1983: 87).

The blind celebration of empiricism has created a culture in which
pseudoscientists, particularly in schools of education, who engage in a
form of “naive empiricism”, believe “that facts are not human statements
about the world but aspects of the world itself” (Shudson, 1978: 6),
According to Michael Schudson:

This view was insensitive to the ways in which the “world” is some-
thing people construct by the active play of their minds and by
their acceptance of conventional — not necessarily “true” ways of
seeing and talking. Philosophy, the history of science, psycho-
analysis, and the social science have taken great pains to demon-
strate that human beings are cultural animals who know and see
and hear the world through socially constructed filters (ibid).

The socially constructed filters were evident when Massachusetts, Ar-
izona, and California voters passed a referendum banning bilingual ed-
ucation. While the school administrators and politicians were gearing
up to disband bilingual programs, data from both San Francisco and San
Jose school systems showed that bilingual graduates were outperform-
ing their English-speaking counterparts (San Diego Union Tribune, 1998:
143). This revelation was met by total silence by the media, the propo-
nents of English Only and political pundits. This is where the call for
objectivity and scientific rigor is subverted by the weight of its own
ideology.

What these educators do not realize is that there is a large body of
critical literature that interrogates the very nature of what they consider
research. Critical writers such as Donna Haraway (for a comprehensive
and critical discussion of scientific objectivity, see Haraway, 1988), Lin-
da Brodkey, Roger Fowler, Greg Myers among others have painstaking-
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ly demonstrated the erroneous claim of “scientific” objectivity that per-
meates all forms of empirical work in social sciences. According to Lin-
da Brodkey, “scientific objectivity has too often and for two long been
used as an excuse to ignore a social and hence, political practice in which
women and people of color, among others, are dismissed as legitimate
subjects of research” (Brodkey, 1966: 10). The blind belief in objectivity
not only provides pseudoscientists with a safe heaven from which they
can attempt to prevent the emergence of counterdiscourses that interro-
gate “the hegemony of positivism and empiricism”, but it is also a prac-
tice that generates a form of folk theory concerning objectivity believed
only by nonscientists. In other words, as Linda Brodkey would so elo-
quently put it, “that any and all knowledge, including that arrived at
empirically, is necessarily partial, that is, both an incomplete and an
interested account of whatever is envisioned” (ibid, p- 8). In fact, what
these pseudoscientists consider research, that is, work based on quan-
titative evaluation results, can never escape the social construction that
generated these models of analysis from which the theoretical concepts
are always shaped by the pragmatics of the society that devised these
evaluation models in the first place (Fowler et al, 1979: 192). That is, if
the results are presented as facts that were originally determined by a
particular ideology, “these facts cannot in themselves illuminate issues
that lie outside of the ideological construction of these facts to begin
with” (Myers, 1986).

I would warn educators that these evaluation models can provide an-
swers that are correct and nevertheless without truth. A study that con-
cludes that African-American students perform way below white main-
stream students in reading is correct, but such a conclusion tells us very
little about the material conditions with which African-American stu-
dents work in the struggle against racism, educational tracking, and the
systematic negation and devaluation of their cultural histories. I would
propose that the correct conclusion rests in a full understanding of the
ideological elements that generate and sustain the cruel reality of racism
and economic oppression. Thus an empirical study will produce conclu-
sions without truth if it is disarticulated from the sociocultural reality
within which the subjects of the study are situated. For example, an
empirical study designed to assess reading achievement of children who
live in squalid conditions must factor in the reality faced by these chil-
dren as accurately described by “a boy named Daniel in the fourth grade
of an elementary school (1,500 children in attendance, 99 percent mi-
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nority) in the large and sprawling district of Los Angeles” (Kozol, 2005:
172):

The room smelled very bad and it made me sick to my stomach.
There was blood all over the place... “I saw a rat,” another child
in the class named Ashley whose friends reported seeing one of
the live rats climbing on her chair. “It was hard for me to breathe.
I asked the teacher to send me to the nurse.” “Ashley got sick
because of dead rats,” wrote another child (ibid, p- 172).

An empirical study that neglects to incorporate in its design the cruel
reality just described (and this is often the case in our supposedly col-
orblind and classless society) will never be able to fully explain the rea-
sons behind the poor performance of these children. While pseudosci-
entists will go to great lengths to prevent their research methodologies
from being contaminated by the social ugliness described by Kozol in
order so that they can safeguard their “objectivity” in, say, their study
of under-achievement of children who live in ghettos, the residents of
these ghettos have little difficulty identifying and understanding the root
causes of their misery described by children in one of these ghetto
schools:

I see lots of thinings in this room. I see new teachers omots every
day... I see pictures in my school .... I see arithmetic paper a
spellings paper. I see a chart. I see the flag of our America. The
room is dirty. ... The auditotium dirty the seats are dusty. The
light in the auditorium brok. The curtains in the auditorium are
ragged they took the curtains down because they was so ragged.
The bathroom is dirty sometime the toilet is very hard. The cellar
is dirty the hold school is dirty sometime... (ibid, p. 172).

What these children would probably say to researchers is that we do
not need another doctoral dissertation to state what is so obvious to the
people sentenced to live in this form of human misery. In other words,
by locking children in material conditions that are oppressive and dehu-
manizing we are invariably guaranteeing that they will be academically
underachievers. Once the underachievement is guaranteed by these
oppressive conditions, it is then very easy for research studies as de-
scribed in the Bell Curve by Richard J. Hernstein and Charles Murray
which, in the name of objectivity, are disarticulated from the political,
cultural, and social reality that shaped and maintain these oppressive
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conditions, to conclude that blacks are genetically wired to be intellec-
tual inferior to whites. Along the same lines, an empirical study that
concludes that children who engage in dinner conversation with their
parents and siblings achieve higher rates of success in reading is not
only academically dishonest but also misleading to the degree that it
ignores the class and economic assumptions that all children are guar-
anteed daily dinners in the company of their parents and other siblings.
What generalizations can such a study make about the 12 million chil-
dren who go hungry every day in the United States? What can a study
of this type say to thousands upon thousands of children who are home-
less, who do not have a table and who sometimes do not have food to put
on the table that they do not have? A study that makes such sweeping
and distorted generalizations about the role of dinner conversations in
reading achievement says little about children whose houses are without
heat in the winter, houses that reach dangerously cold conditions that
led a father of four children to remark: “You just cover up ... and hope
you wake up the next morning” (ibid, p. 39). If the father really believes
the study results, he will suggest to his children, after they’ve all made
it through another freezing night alive, that they should have a conver-
sation during dinner the next night since it will be helpful in their read-
ing development should they be lucky enough to make it through an-
other night alive. What dinner conversation would the Haitian immi-
grant, Abner Louima, have with his children after being brutally sod-
omized with a toilet plunger by two white policemen in a New York police
precinct? Would his children’s reading teacher include as part of his or
her literacy development the savage acts committed by the white New
York police against their father?

These questions make it clear how distorted empirical study results
can be when they are disconnected from the sociocultural reality that
informs the study to begin with. In addition, such distortion feeds into
the development of cultural stereotypes that, on the one hand, blame
the victims for their own social misery and, on the other hand, rational-
ize the genetic inferiority hypotheses that are advanced by such pseudo
scholars as Charles Murray and the former Harvard professor Richard J.
Hernstein. What empirical studies often neglect to point out is how easily
statistics can be manipulated to take away the human faces of the sub-
jects of study through a process that not only dehumanizes but also
distorts and falsifies the reality.

What needs to be fully understood is that educators cannot isolate
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their so-called scientific objectivity from social class, and cultural iden-
tity factors that ultimately shape such objectivity. That is, an honest ac-
ademic analysis must always include all pertinent factors (and their
interaction with one another) that produce, shape, and guide multiple
cultural realities — realities that usually exist in asymmetrical power
relationships.

Conclusion

As I have attempted to demonstrate, before we can announce a more
democratic pedagogy around multiculturalism based on a truly cultural
democracy (this obviously would involve languages as factors of cul-
ture), we need to denounce the false assumptions and distortions that
often lead to a form of entrapment pedagogy whereby dominant values
are usually reproduced under the rubric of progressive approaches.
However, to denounce invariably involves courage that, unfortunately,
is short supply. During a conference in which I attempted to unmask the
dominant ideology mechanisms involved in the present assault on bilin-
gual and bicultural education, a woman approached me and said: “Thank
you very much for your courage to say things that many of us are too
afraid to say.” Since I was taken by surprise, I did not know how to
respond but managed to make a point with the following question: Isn’t
it ironic that in a democracy to speak the truth, at least one’s truth, one
must have courage to do so? She squeezed my hand and politely said
goodbye. After she left I began to think that what I should have told her
is that to advocate for the democratic rights of subordinate students and
to denounce the inequities that shape their (mis)education, “it is not
necessary to be courageous; it is enough to be honest” (Cabral, 1974:
16). And to be honest would require that we denounce those reactionary
educators who believe that bilingual education [which is also a form of
multicultural education] “is highly contentious and politicized... and
there is a lack of clear consensus about the advantages and disadvantag-
es of academic instruction in the primary language in contrast to early
and intensive exposure to English” (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998: 29).
To be honest would also require that we denounce the research industry
that makes a living by pointing out the “lack of clear consensus” in the
multicultural debate without providing alternative pedagogies that would
effectively address the specificities of needs among subordinate students
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while the same research industry remains complicit with the very op-
pressive structures responsible for the poverty and human misery that
characterize the lives of a large segment of subordinate students who go
to inner-city public schools. Let’s take the Head Start research. Many
white Head Start researchers are rewarded by the dominant ideology for
their complicity with the doctrinal system. They are again rewarded
through large grant awards to study the early exposure to literacy as a
compensation for the poverty and savage inequalities with which many
of these white researchers remain in total complicity. Often, these stud-
ies end up stating the obvious, pointing to the proverbial “lack of clear
consensus” which, in turn, calls for more research. While the call for
more research ultimately benefits the researchers themselves, it invari-
ably takes away precious resources that could be spent to diminish the
adverse consequences of the savage inequalities that inform the lives of
most minority children. To be honest would require that reactionary
educators acknowledge the existence of the intimate interrelationship
between society’s discriminatory practices and the “savage inequalities”
that shape the (mis)education of most subordinate students. This would,
invariably, point to the political nature of education that reactionary
educators call “politicizing” education.

Politicizing education becomes a negative “shock word” to muffle rig-
orous academic debate concerning both the grievances and the educa-
tional needs of subordinate students. Only through a thorough decon-
struction of the ideology that prevents subordinate students’ sociocul-
tural reality from becoming an area of serious inquiry can educators who
want to falsely take politics out of education learn that it is erroneous to
think that “[s]peaking a non standard variety of English can impede the
easy acquisition of English literacy by introducing greater deviations in
the representation of sounds, making it hard to develop sound symbol
links” (ibid, pp. 27, 28). This position makes the assumption that stan-
dard dialects are monolithic and show no phonological variations which,
in turn, restricts the “deviations in the representation of sounds, mak-
ing [easier] to develop sound-symbol links” (ibid). Such posture is sus-
tained only by a folk theory believed only by non-linguists. Anyone who
has been exposed to the Boston dialect notices that its speakers almost
always drop the phoneme /r/ in the final position as in “car”, yet mid-
dle-class speakers of such dialect have little difficulty linking the dropped
phoneme /r/ and its respective graphemic representation. This form of
folk theory is possible due to the present excess in positivism whereby
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numbers are elevated to an almost mythical status which, in turn, dis-
misses other fundamental factors that have important pedagogical im-
plications that remain largely ignored. For example, as Celia T. Leyva
recounts:

Growing up, I was often reprimanded for speaking Spanish in class
and even in the lunch room, and also discriminated against be-
cause I spoke English with a Cuban accent. I was ridiculed not
only by classmates, but also by my teachers who insisted that I
had to speak English like Americans do. Because of the humilia-
tion I went through growing up, I felt the need to prevent my
own children from similar situations, and robbed them the op-
portunity to learn my native language and, at the same time de-
nied them their own culture”. She later added: “I hated English
and I hated learning it” (Leyva, 1998).

Perhaps more than the mere ability to link sound and symbol in
English, factors such as linguistic and cultural resistance play a greater
role in the acquisition of the dominant Standard English. Bell hooks
painfully acknowledges that standard English, far from being a neutral
tool of communication, for most African-Americans, the dominant stan-
dard English is viewed as the “oppressor’s language [which] has the
potential to disempower those of us who are just learning to speak, who
are just learning to claim language as a place where we make ourselves
subject” (Hooks, 1996: 168). In learning the “oppressor’s language”, we
are often forced to experience subordination in speaking it. Upon reflec-
tion, bell hooks states that “it is not the English language that hurt me,
but what the oppressors do with it, how they shape it to become a ter-
ritory that limits and defines, how they make it a weapon that can shame,
humiliate, colonize” (ibid, p. 168). I would argue that the shaming,
humiliation, and colonization non-speakers of the dominant standard
English feel in their relationship with English, have a great deal more to
do with the lack of reading success in the standard English than the
mechanical struggles these students face in making sense of sound-sym-
bol link due to unavoidable phonological variations found in all dialects,
including the dominant standard English. The nature of the non-stan-
dard variety does not determine the subordinate students’ inability to learn
the ABCs, which, in turn, warrants that they be taught “how to learn”.
These students have little difficulty learning what the chief of psychiatry
at San Diego’s Children Hospital rightly describe as the “more relevant
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skills of the DBSs (drive-by-shootings)” (Levine, 1993: 11) and other
survival skills, which are vividly and painfully mastered by any student
whose reality is characterized by violence, human misery and despair.

To be honest would require that we reconnect with history so as to
learn from the thousands of Chicano high-school students who, in 1968,
walked out of their respective high schools as a protest against their
miseducation. They walked out to demand quality education, cultural
dignity, and an end to cultural violence. The passion, courage, and
determination those Chicano students demonstrated will serve us well
again as we attempt to refigure how to best educate subordinate stu-
dents. Their courage, passion, and determination energized educators,
political leaders, and community activists to coalesce so to address the
urgent needs that Chicanos as well as other subordinate students were
facing then. The needs of most subordinate students are, in a sense,
greater today given the added vicious assault on civil rights and bicul-
tural education. For this reason, teachers, parents, researchers and com-
munity members need to again coalesce with the same determination to
not only provide quality education to all subordinate students but also
to work aggressively to dismantle the social and cultural fabric that in-
forms, shapes, and reproduces the despair of poverty, fatalism and hope-
lessness. To be honest would require that white liberals as well as con-
servative educators understand the underlying ideology in their assump-
tion that what multicultural education needs is basic research. I would
counter this argument by saying that what most subordinate students
need is social justice and cultural and economic equity.

By incorporating subordinate students’ cultural and linguistic pro-
cesses forms of textual, social, and political analysis, educators will not
only develop means to counter the dominant attempt to impose English
and the dominant cultural values, but they will also need to equip them-
selves with the necessary tools to embrace a pedagogy of hope based on
cultural production where specific groups of people produce, mediate,
and confirm the mutual ideological elements that emerge from and af-
firm their cultural experiences. These include, obviously, the languages
through which these experiences are reflected and refracted. Only
through experiences that are rooted in the interests of individual and
collective self-determination can we create democratic education. Cul-
tural production, not reproduction by imposing dominant values, is the
only means through which we can achieve a true cultural democracy. In
this sense, multicultural education offers us not only with a great op-
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portunity to democratize our schools but “is itself a utopian pedagogy”
(Freire, 1985: 57). By the very fact that it is a utopian pedagogy, ac-
cording to Paulo Freire,

it is full of hope, for to be utopian is not to be merely idealistic
or impractical but rather to engage in denunciation and annunci-
ation. Our pedagogy cannot do without a vision of man [and
woman] of the world. It formulates a scientific humanist concep-
tion that finds its expression in a dialogical praxis in which the
teachers and learners together, in the act of analyzing a dehuman-
izing reality, denounce it while announcing its transformation in
the name of the liberation of man [and woman]” (ibid, p. 57).
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MepiAHwH
H moAumoAITIopIkOTNTA TéPA AT TNV AVEKTIKOTNTA

H moAmiopikn etepdtnra, wg évvola, dev eival amhwg To ouvovBUAeupa TONTIOHIKWOV

ekdnAdoewv amd dlapopetikég perall Toug KOUATOUPEG, TTou oToxeliouv va diatnpricouv

kahUtepoug deapolg pe Tig kupiapyes TONTIOIKEG opddeg. Ta Sidpopa ekmaideutikd mpo-
ypdupara omdvia Aapfdvouv uméym Toug Ta mapakdrw onpavrikd onyeia:

* H moAumoAiriopikdmra dev eival amiwg n ouvinapén Siddopwv, CUPPETPIKA 0pyavw-
HEVWY, TTONTIOUIKWY opddwy,

* H £peuva yia molumohmiopikd Bépara eivat pia pehém yia dAeg moAmiopikég opddeg
Tou amoteAoUv ToANITIopIKd avTikeipeva. Omwg €xet emonpdvet kat o Paulo Freire, umrdp-
Youv ToliTlopikéG Stadopéc ol omoieg kaBopilovral amd mapdyovreg, 6TWE 1 GUAT, 1
eBvikdtnra, To dUo Kat N kotvwvikn TAEN He StadopeTikr empporn] yia kabe mepimTwon
pabnTtwv,

* H dnuioupyia SlamoAiTiopikv poypappdrwy mpolimoBETet OTL 1) peAéTn kat 1) avdiu-
on umodeéaTepwV TTONTIOHIKWY opadwy pmopel kat Ba mpémet va yiveral pe n yprion
NG Kup{apyng YAWOoag autwv.

O Macedo oTo dpBpo Tou e€eTdlel TNV €vvola TNG TOAUTTONITIOUIKATNTAG XPNOLHOTIONW)-
vTag Tov mapdyovra «pulrj», xwpic va pelwvel v agia kat Twv dAwv mapayéviwy mou
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npoavadpépbnkav. Me apoppr| kdmota meplorarikd EevodpoPiag o yvword Mavemorijua
TwV Hvwpévwy Molmelddv, emaonpaivel 61t 1 peyahitepn mpokAnon Tou €XEL VA aVTILETW-
miogl orjuepa o ekmaldeuTIKGG eival 0 «TTONTIOUIKOG TOAEHOG», SUwG 1 dwvr| kKGO AaoU
elvat éva dnpokpartikd Sikaiwpa mou dev mapéyerat amd kapid avatepn Guli} wg «dpox.
H Siamolimiopikr] ekmaideuar, atoyedovrag o dlarfjpnon TG TOATIOUIKIG avekTIKTN-
Tag, dev €xel karopBwoel va amoPdAet To aTolyeio TNG urepoyrig. To Sieupuvdpevo ydopa
HETagU TAoUoIWY Kal GTWYWV XWPWV EXEl EMTE(VEL TO PpalVOpEVO TG peTavdoTeuong amé
TIG SEUTEPEG TTPOG TIG TTPWTEG Kat auTd He TN oelpd Tou €xel oOnyrioeL o€ TTo €vToveg ekdn-
ADOELG paToloTikV Kal EevodoPikwv TeploTarik@yv. £1o mhaiolo autd, ol ekmadeutikol
TwV SLATONTIONIKWY TTPOYPaHdTwy, ot omoiol S1ddokouv TNV TOAITIoHIKT avoyr, abu-
varolv va Karavorjoouv Tn veo-amotklaky tdgohoyia mou diapopdivel dAn T oulritnon
mepl moAuttoATiopikéTTag orfjpepa. Miag 1deohoyiag mou Siadopotolel éva moAITIOpIKG
urrodeéaTepo dropo mou poottaBel va yivel 6ektd amé Tov kupiapyo moNTiopd améd éva
moNTIopIKd kupiapyo dTopo ou avriket o€ o moAiTiopolg. H kowvwvia pag, Sniadn, dei-
yvel dladopetikd Pabud avoyric oe dropa mou avrjkouv og 6Uo ToNTIopoUG pe kaBoploTi-
ké mapdyovra To molog amé autolg eivat Kupiapyog.

Zuyvd, ol eumelpikég €peuveg odnyolv oe AavBaopéva oupmepdopara d1ét de Aappad-
VOUV UTTOYIN TNV KOIVWVIKOTTONITIOHIKT) Tpaypatikotnra. Aev umdpyouv, Aotmdv, yeveTikol
Adéyot Tou To emimmedo vonpoolvng Twv patpwv avBpwmwy ival dtapopeTiké amd Twv
Aeukw@v, omwg eixe umootnpi&el makaldtepa o Eysenck. Térolou idoug oupmepdopara
ouvdyovtatl amé moloTIKEG aglohoyikég €peuveg ol omoieg 6e AapPdvouv umdln, yia ma-
padetypa, Tig SUokoleg ouvBrikeg Lwiig TTou €xouv va avTipeTwrioouv autd Ta dropa. Ot
Aeydpevol «PeuboemoTrioveg» TTou emididovral oe EUTTEIPIKEG EPEUVEG TOU TUTIOU «Ol
oulnmoetg perall yovéwv kat maidiv oto Selmvo oupBdrouv otnv unAdrepn amddo-
on Twv TeAeuTaiwv oto SidPacpar, ePpEvVOVTas OTO OTOLYE(O TNG AVTIKEILEVIKOTNTAG Kal
ayvowvTag mAPWG TNV KOVWVIKOTTONTIOWIKT TTpaypatikétnta de Oa pmopéoouv moTé va
e&nyrioouv Toug AGYouG yid Toug otmo{oug 1 am6500T) autwy Twv Taldlwy oTo oYoAelo eival
XapnAr. ©a rjrav AdBog ot ekmaideutikol va pn Aappdvouv umdln Toug mapdyovreg OTwg
1 KOWWVIKY TA&N Kat n moNTIopIKY) TauTdTNTA TToU ouclacTiKd Slapopdwvouy autr Ty
KOIVWVIKOTTONITIKT) TIpayparikétnra.

Anaireiral «TigdTTa» mpoKelpévou va katoxupwel To dnpokparikd dikaiwpa oty
exmaideuon GAwv Twv Habnrv mou avrjkouv oe umodeéoTepoug moATiopolg. H Tipidtra
autq mepthapPdvel T karayyehia SAwv Twv avridpaoTikwv kabnyntwv mou Bewpouv 61l
n 6amolitiopikr] ekmaideuon Sev xel meplexpevo, KaBWG Kal GAWV TWV EPEUVWV TTOU
emonpaivouv Ty éNeldm opodwviag otnv mohumoNTiopikY oulijmon Ywpig va mportei-
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vouv evalakTikég matdbaywyikég pebddoug mou va avramokpivovral oTig avaykeg Twv
Tapandvw padnTwv, eve mapdAnia eppévouy oTig UTAPYOUOEG KATATIEOTIKEG SOPES TTOU
euBdvovral yia ™ ¢ridyeta kat m pilepn Lwn Toug. H ev Adyw Tipiémra mepihapBdvet emiong
v Tpoomddeta va exmaideutolv autd Ta matdld oo Mo oword yiveral. Autd onuaivel
6L 6Y1 pévo Ba Toug mapéyovral oeg eukalpieg oty ekmaibeuor, aAd kai 6t Ba kara-
mohepnBoUv dhot ekeivol ot Kovwvikol kal TTOATIopIKOL TTapdyovTeg TTou dnptoupyouv Tig
dUokoAeg ouvOrikeg oTic omoieg Louv. Autd Tou ypeldlovral autol ot padnréc ivat kovw-
vikr} Stkaloolvn kat TONTIGHIKT) Kal olkovopikr todtnta. H Sia-moAiriopikn exmaideuon
&ivel T duvardmnra va emreuyBel n moAiTIopIKY Snpokpatia péow TG Tapaywyng moAl-
TIOPOU Kat Oyt TG avamapaywyng Kupiapywv moAITIopIKOV aglwv, 0mwg eival, yia mapd-
detypa, n emPBoAi e ayyAikig yAwooag orig umodeéoTepeg TTONTIOMIKG Opddeg.
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