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Introduction

Research and Multicultural Education: From the Margins to the Mainstream is
written to encourage research in multicultural education and to help scholars
think through some of the problems and issues inherent in doing research in this
area. Presently multicultural education is receiving major national and interna-
tional attention, not only within the educational community, but within society
at large. Demographic changes in our society are requiring people who never
had to deal with one another seriously to work together. This contact among
and between different groups of people is taking place in political, social and
economic contexts that are dominated by an ever-widening gulf between the
‘haves’ and ‘have nots’.

Schools now more than in the recent past are being required to respond to
the challenge of educating different groups of students about each other and to
making schooling equal and equitable for all. Educators at all levels and in all
roles are having to confront the racism, sexism and classism that they have, in a
large part, ignored but that has continued to hound them with an increasing
intensity. Quality research is needed to help educators understand and resolve
this quagmire and to help schools become portals to life opportunities and
choices for all students. Research and Multicultural Education: From the Margins
to the Mainstream is a volume intended to facilitate the production of this
research.

This volume is not a primer for doing multicultural research. However, it
includes discussions about many important areas that must be considered when
doing multicultural research. It responds to the felt needs of a number of
scholars, who have a serious interest in researching and writing in this area;
these researchers are often frustrated because there is a lack of discussion,
directions and support for doing multicultural research. Similarly, these scholars
have criticized the paucity of multicultural education research studies. Research
and Multicultural Education: From the Margins to the Mainstream is an attempt
to respond to both of these valid criticisms. It offers chapters about doing
research in multicultural education and makes contributions to the research base
in multicultural education by including chapters that are themselves studies in
multicultural education and it critiques national and state multicultural policy
initiates.

Research and Multicultural Education: From the Margins to the Mainstream
begins with a discussion by Grant and Millar of many of the barriers, needs and
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Introduction

boundaries that are inherent in doing multicultural research. These authors
argue that multicultural research must be included in all areas of research on
education and schools and that multicultural research has a close kinship to the
equal opportunity and equity movement and therefore researchers of multicul-
tural education have an obligation to demand to be included as part of this
research cadre in leadership positions.

Gordon continues the discussion of barriers and boundaries when she dis-
cusses the marginalization of minority intellectual thought in traditional writing
and teaching. She argues that at the level of curriculum development and
implementation, there is a need for a triumvirate of anti-racist policies, eman-
cipatory pedagogy and cultural consciousness that includes political action at
both the school and community level.

Swartz argues that there is a critical need for multicultural education to
move from its compensatory efforts to a scholarly foundation which would
include more ‘informed space’ for its discussion. Swartz also points out to the
critics the inclusion of multicultural curriculum of the hybrid origin and develop-
ment of knowledge.

Weis discusses how it is to be a researcher in a multicultural environment.
She discusses the importance of knowing oneself and how her gender influenced
her role as a field researcher. Weis also points out how people in the field of the
study influenced how she was defined. She additionally discusses the importance
of being aware of one’s own biography and the importance of personal integrity
when doing field research.

Price provides researchers, especially those with misgivings about quantita-
tive methodology, with reasons for using it in multicultural research. He also
informs researchers of quantitative alternatives that educational researchers
have rarely used. He tells those interested in doing multicultural research that it
is important for them to become well grounded in the ‘underlying logic and
mathematics’ of quantitative methods so that they can modify this method to
better serve their research purpose. Price also points out and dispels some of the
myths and stereotypes that exist between quantitative and qualitative methods.

Borman, Timm, El-Amin and Winston present a study of a school district
facing racial tensions that exist between parents and teachers and African-
American parents and white parents. The study includes seven recommenda-
tions to the school district to eliminate the racial tension and to affirm a
multicultural environment. Borman, Timm, El-Amin and Winston also discuss
why they believe these recommendations will or will not be effective. They
additionally explain the use of multiple strategies to collect their data. Central to
this chapter is the authors’ critique of their own research efforts. They discuss
research questions that they wished they had asked and offer this critique to
other scholars, who may be considering similar research efforts.

Abhlquist, working within the paradigm of critical pedagogy, examines her
teaching of a multicultural foundation course. She describes the forms of resist-
ance that her students used against her anti-racist and critical teaching approach.
Ahlquist also describes and critiques her response to this resistance, arguing that
objectivity on the part of teacher is a myth and students’ beliefs, ideologies and
experiences need to be considered while teaching.

Ladson-Billings tells us that culturally relevant teaching is the key to
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successful multicultural education. She defines culturally relevant teaching, de-
scribing some of its characteristics as student empowerment, the use of students’
culture in teaching and the importance of students having both social and
cultural success. She also argues that researchers need to collect more anecdotal
and ethnographic evidence from teachers who are successful with students of
color.

Montero-Sieburth and Gray tell educators about the realities of collabora-
tive inquiry, that include reflections on their entry into an urban school and their
development of rapport with the teachers. They explain how the collaborative
process between teachers and university professors and graduate students de-
velops into a partnership based upon respect, support and trust. They also
explain how the collaborative process informs the teachers about their own
diversity as teachers and the diversity of their students. Montero-Sieburth and
Gray additionally share what they learn from their collaborative inquiry and
offer counsel to others contemplating collaboration.

Hernandez discusses the knowledge base for educating language minority
students. She suggests a research agenda that should be considered by those
interested in doing research in this area. Hernandez also offers recommenda-
tions that include a description of how teacher education and university policy
can be changed to implement the agenda.

Soto, like Ladson-Billings, argues that educators need to highlight the
successes of ethnically diverse learners in order to counteract the deficit philo-
sophy inherent in the many messages that bombard families and students of
color. She also argues that researchers must examine the hidden implications of
their own research questions and their own theoretical frameworks.

Bloch and Swadener raise several questions regarding doing research in
general, but particularly when the research focuses upon young children in their
home and community. They direct their attention to research ‘questions’ that
need to be addressed, instead of research ‘results’. Fundamental to their discus-
sion is the way in which students’ ascribed characteristics impact their home,
community and school experiences. Bloch and Swadener also discuss the import-
ance of ‘theory’ in doing multicultural research.

Fuller, reporting the findings of a group research project, takes a look at
the racial/ethnic, gender, and class make-up of the public schools and compares
them to the like demographics of nineteen large teacher education programs.
She describes the mismatch of these two populations and speculates as to the
effects of this unequal distribution on public school students and pre-service
teachers alike. Fuller also describes the dynamics, the fun and the frustration of
group research and examines those factors that may influence equity research
questions.

Marrett, Mizuno and Collins discuss the importance of intergroup contact,
and its impact on interethnic attitudes. They describe some of the problems and
issues associated with facilitating successful intergroup contacts. Marrett,
Mizuno and Collins also remind advocates of multicultural education that having
the opportunity for contact does not always result in contact, therefore attention
must be given to making certain that the ‘opportunity’ is acted upon.

Gollnick discusses multicultural education policy at the national level, parti-
cularly as it relates to teacher education. She points out that policies for the
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inclusion of multicultural education in programs preparing teachers are found in
the standards for national accreditation and the guidelines of professional organ-
izations. Gollnick also critiques the major policies for multicultural education
in teacher preparation programs.

Crumpton discusses multicultural policy at the state level and describes the
characteristics of policy analysis. He discusses the nature of state policy studies
in multicultural education. Crumpton also offers recommendations regarding the
future direction of state policy studies in multicultural education.

Carl Grant
Madison
Wisconsin
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The Marginalization of Multicultural
Discourse






Chapter 1

Research and Multicultural Education:
Barriers, Needs, and Boundaries

Carl A. Grant and Susan Millar

It is slowly becoming standard for schools in the USA to take explicitly into
account the ascribed characteristics (race, class, gender, and disability) of their
students and the human diversity in society. The nomenclature for these aspects
of education may change — as it has over the last thirty or more years — but the
attention focused on student diversity in the schools and classrooms will con-
tinue to increase. This attention is a function of: the increasing number of
students of color entering schools, many of whom have a primary language other
than English; the demands of women who seek to have their history, culture,
ideology and pedagogy fully accepted, appreciated and affirmed in every aspect
of the policies and practices of the educational system; the accelerated move-
ment of the United States population into a ‘have’ and ‘have not’ society; and
the national fear that the USA is losing its technological and economic eminence
to other countries.

During the late 1980s, education that deals with human diversity most
commonly is referred to as ‘multicultural education’. Other terms used synony-
mously in the past and the present for multicultural education have included,
‘pluralism’ or ‘pluralistic’, ‘multiethnic’, ‘cross cultural’, ‘bi-cultural’, and ‘hu-
man relations’. Recently, multicultural education as an ideology and concept
expressed through policies and practices has begun to make some small inroads
into almost every aspect of schooling. It has also become more popularly
accepted (at least with lip service attention) and thereby received a noticeable
increase in status over the last ten years. However, scholarly research about
multicultural education has not kept abreast of attempts to actualize the various
ideas that school personnel hold about multicultural education. Teacher educa-
tion (pre-service and in-service) has perhaps received the most research atten-
tion. However, Grant and Secada (1990) were able to locate only twenty-three
research studies in the pre-service and in-service area of teacher education.
There are a variety of reasons why research that takes into account multicultur-
alism is proceeding at a snail’s pace. This chapter presents some of the more
salient reasons, discusses the kinds of research about multicultural education
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that need to occur, and concludes by suggesting a set of boundaries on multi-
cultural research.

Barriers to Multicultural Education

There are several reasons why research on multicultural education as well as
educational research that takes multiculturalism into account have not kept pace
with the discussion and debate.

1 The demographic characteristics of higher education faculties are not
conducive to the development of research on multicultural education. In
education, 93 per cent of the professors are white, and of this number,
70 per cent are male. In addition, the average age for full professors is
53, associate professors, 47, and assistant professors, 42. Given this
profile, it is reasonable to assume that the great majority of education
faculty have had little exposure to multiculturalism during their forma-
tive years of professional development. Examination of the biblio-
graphies of their publications and of the syllabuses for their courses
(Grant and Koskela, 1986) indicate that their working knowledge of
multicultural education is very limited.

This demographic picture is not likely to change quickly. The per-
centage of persons of color receiving doctorates is half of their repre-
sentation in the general population. The number of African Americans
receiving PhDs has declined since 1976 (McKenna, 1989, p. 11).

2 The meaning of multicultural education has been, and very often still is,
presented in an unclear manner. Authors usually do not clearly define
what they mean by the term (Banks, 1977; Grant and Sleeter, 1985;
Sleeter and Grant, 1988). As a result, some educators/authors include
under the rubric of multicultural education only work related in some
way to students of color or to some aspect of human diversity (Grant
and Sleeter, 1985; Grant, Sleeter and Anderson, 1986). This lack of
definition allows critics to either ignore multicultural education or view
it as an idea without meaning and structure.

3 Monies to support multicultural research have been extraordinarily
limited. Occasionally, isolated projects with multicultural education in the
title receive funding. For example, Zeichner and Grant received $30,000
per year over three years from the Department of Education to prepare
pre-service students to teach effectively diverse students in multicultural
settings. However, such studies are the exception in educational fund-
ing. Also, of the research studies on multicultural pre-service and in-
service programs that Grant and Secada reviewed (1990), only a few
were supported with additional institutional, state, or federal funds. It is
important here to point out that although federal monies regularly
support the Bureau for Equal Educational Opportunity and Bilingual
Centers, the contractual purposes of these Bureaus and Centers are to
provide training and technical assistance to schools and parents. For
example, the mission of the Upper Great Lakes Multifunctional Re-
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source Center — one of the sixteen regional resource centers funded by
the US Department of Education — is to ‘provide training and technical
assistance to educators and parents in the education of students who
have a limited proficiency in English (LEP)’ (Secada, 1989). The Centers
and the Bureaus are not budgeted to conduct general research. Further-
more, research on the effectiveness of their training and technical assist-
ance activities is not considered primary to the scope of their mission.
Academic ethnocentrism and elitism act to limit multicultural education
research. Academic ethnocentrism has been discussed recently in a num-
ber of educational publications. For example, in an issue of the Chronicle
of Higher Education (1988) scholars of color point out that, for a variety
of reasons, their work frequently is not accepted as solid scholarship. In
particular, they note that the standards used to judge work in the social
sciences, including education, are not sufficiently independent of the
personal interests of the reviewers. In other words, the criteria used for
evaluation are ‘moving targets’ rather than a standard understood by all
ahead of time. It is significant, these scholars of color argue, that these
moving targets are artifacts of the perspectives of white males.

Another form of academic ethnocentrism is expressed when review-
ers hold that the work of scholars of color is only or mainly for people of
color, and therefore not considered relevant for the majority of educa-
tion scholars. Linda Grant (1988) has argued that patterns of ‘ghettoiza-
tion’ exist in journal publication. She points out that articles on students
of color in schools most often appear in journals that have a smaller
specialized readership than mainstream journals. Staples (1984) earlier
made a similar observation when referring to the general written scholar-
ship of African-Americans. He concluded, ‘... few established white
journals will publish the works of black scholars, work that generally
challenges the prevailing white view of the racial situation. Most are
forced to publish in black-oriented periodicals’ (p. 9).

To avoid this ghettoization in journal publication, many scholars of
color ‘play the game’, that is, abandon their desires to work from an
ethnic perspective and instead work from a mainstream/traditional per-
spective. This point becomes doubly compounded because of the small
number of scholars of color. Presently, even an informal review of
conference papers and of published articles and books would point out
that almost all of the research being conducted on educational problems
and issues, including issues pertaining to people of color, is being con-
ducted by white researchers.

Academic elitism is sometimes experienced by white scholars who
have an interest in multicultural research. This occurs when their col-
leagues — both white and of color — ridicule their interest in this line of
research, and suggest it should be left to people of color. As one white
scholar told me, some of his white colleagues question why he works in
this area and advise him that research on this topic is, ‘their [people of
color’s] problem’. Academic elitism in the form of patriarchy also is
present when women (of color and white) who employ feminist ideolo-
gies and methodologies experience barriers to their research programs
(Harding, 1987; Hartsock, 1987; Raymond, 1985).
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10

At the 1986 American Educational Research Association confer-

ence, the Sig for Examining the Application of Gender, Race, and
Social Class in Educational Theory and Research was formed in part to
ameliorate this academic elitism and ethnocentrism. The Sig is en-
couraging mainstream researchers to study the interactions between and
among the actors in schools in terms of race, class, and gender issues.
The ghettoization of academic conference participants who are advocates
of multicultural education acts to inhibit research in this area. At confer-
ences or meetings, it frequently happens that only a few or no white
males participate in or attend sessions that have ‘multicultural’, ‘gender’,
or ‘minority’ in the title unless the work is ‘done on’ people of color. In
other words, when researchers of color are presenting their research,
relatively few white male researchers attend. However, when the session
involves a white researcher discussing, for example, ‘blacks’, a good-
sized audience of all colors attends. This ghettoization, although not
documented, has become so commonplace that presenters and audience
participants openly comment on it.
Formal and informal socialization about research methodology and
academic expectations rarely entails multicultural education. 1t is well
known that this kind of socialization often takes place in advanced level
seminars. These seminars provide force not only for learning about
research methodology and procedures. Popkewitz (1984) argues that,

[A]s people are trained to participate in a research community,
the learning involves more than the content or the field. Learn-
ing the exemplars of a field of inquiry is also to learn how to
see, think about and act towards the world. An individual is
taught the appropriate expectations, demands, and consistent
attitudes and emotions that are involved in doing science. (p. 3)

Courses at either the undergraduate or graduate level (let alone at

the advanced seminar level) in multicultural education are rarely avail-
able at colleges or universities.! The absence of seminars and other
forums for analysis and debate about multicultural education undercuts
conceptual development in this area and discourages young scholars
from becoming involved in this field.
A lack of leadership by scholars of color is another reason multicultural
education research hasn’t flourished. It could be argued, based upon civil
rights history, that until scholars of color assume prominent leadership
positions in determining research directions, educational programs for
students of color and all female students will be flawed and progress will
be slow.

There are, no doubt, additional reasons why multicultural education
research has not flourished. These, as well as the reasons discussed
above, act as resistance, or barriers to change (Zaltman and Duncan,
1977) and are probably impeding the development of research on multi-
cultural education in institutions. An understanding of these resist-
ances will, according to Rubin et al. (1974), give valuable insights
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into the nature of the university, ‘who it is’, and what it considers
valuable research.

What Multicultural Research Needs to Take Place

Multicultural research must be carried out on all areas of schooling, including
school routines and interactions, teaching and learning practices, and the effects
of educational policy and practices. A few illustrations of prominent research
themes will help to make this clear.

Research on Teaching

The Third Edition of the Handbook of Research on Teaching (1986) has identified
five major areas presently receiving research attention: Part I: Theory and
Method of Research on Teaching; Part II: Research on Teaching and Teachers;
Part III: The Social and Instructional Context of Teaching; Part IV: Adapting
Teaching to Differences Among Learners; and Part V: Research on the Teach-
ing of Subjects and Grade Levels. These five parts are divided into thirty-five
chapters, each of which includes a bibliography listing the research studies re-
viewed. It seems logical, given the great student diversity in the nation’s schools
and the civic mission of schooling, that a careful study of teaching must take
into account multiculturalism. For example, in Part II, Chapter 11, ‘Students’
Thought Processes’, Whittrock, the Handbook editor, explains that ... re-
search on students’ thought processes examines how teaching and teachers
influence what students think, believe, feel, say, or do that affects their achieve-
ment’ (p. 297). He further explains how teachers influence student achievement:
‘... the distinctive characteristic of the research on students’ thought processes
is the idea that teaching affects achievement through students’ processes. That
is, teaching influences student thinking. Student thinking mediates learning and
achievement’ (p. 297). In reviewing the research in this area, his discussion
includes: teacher expectations, student behavior, student self-concept, students’
perception of schools, teachers, and teachers’ behavior. It would be reasonable
to conclude that these are important areas to study. It is also reasonable to
conclude that research that takes into account multiculturalism is vital to these
areas of study. For example, the educational literature is replete with accounts
of students of color self-concepts’ being detrimentally affected by school policies
and practices (Beane and Lipka, 1987; Combs and Snygg, 1959; Kvaraceus, et
al., 1965; Rosenfeld, 1971). In fact, the issue that school segregation led to low
self-esteem among blacks was a major argument offered by the social scientists
who testified in Brown v. Board of Education. The literature is also replete with
reports of how teachers’ behavior has negatively affected low income students,
students of color and female students (Gouldner, 1978; Rist, 1970; Grant and
Sleeter, 1986a&b; Payne, 1984). Research that includes multiculturalism would
make certain that students’ ascribed characteristics (race, class and gender) are
analyzed within the context of the above mentioned research areas, or it would
address this omission if this were the case. Yet, such research studies were not
included in this piece.

11
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It can be concluded that the Handbook would be of greater benefit to
educators if multiculturalism had been included in more of the chapters.

Teacher-student Interaction

Very closely related to teachers and teaching is the research on ‘interactions’
between teachers and students. For example, differences in interactions between
teachers and students attributable to race/ethnicity and gender have been
observed to account for differences in student performance (Brophy and Good,
1984; Fennema and Peterson, 1986; Reyes, 1981). Also, research on expectancy
theory (Atkinson, 1964; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968) and social group theory
(Rogers, 1969) argues that teachers’ behavior toward students is influenced by
their expectations of the students’ abilities. Research that takes into account
multiculturalism is important to this area because of recent demographic projec-
tions. Demographic projections suggest that interactions between and among
these actors will need careful study. In 1984, 29 per cent of the total student
enrollment in US schools was non-white. In the country’s twenty largest school
districts, students of color constituted between 60 per cent and 70 per cent
(Center for Education Statistics, CES, 1987a, p. 64). It is projected that by the
year 2000, students of color will comprise between 30 and 40 per cent of the
total school enrollment (Hodgkinson, 1985). In contrast to the increasingly
diverse student population, the teaching force in this country is becoming in-
creasingly white and female (CES, 1987b, pp. 60, 175, 183 and 195). This con-
trast is compounded by socioeconomic class differences that frequently separate
teachers and students. One in every four students is poor (Kennedy, Jung
and Orland, 1986, p. 71) and one in every five students lives in a single-parent
home (CES, 1987b, p. 21). The importance of this area is further compounded
by a legacy of judicial, legislative and social inequities experienced by students
of color, female students and poor students in their interactions with school
officials.

All research thrusts of the Department of Education and of funding founda-
tions such as Ford or Carnegie need to include multicultural education as an
integral part of their research efforts on schooling. The Department of Educa-
tion’s current agenda for research on elementary and secondary schooling is
fairly comprehensive, including both policy and practice initiatives. The research
agenda is also fairly deep in that it includes research in the following areas:
governance and finance, evaluation, student testing, writing, reading, effective
secondary schools, elementary and middle schools, art, teacher evaluation, and
educational technology. Research development centers are handsomely funded.
The Center for School Leadership and the Center on Student Testing, Evalua-
tion, and Standards each receive $1,000,000 for each of five years. Other centers
may receive even more money annually. For example, the Center for the Study
of Learning receives $1,300,000 for each of five years (The National Institute of
Education, 1985).

Sometimes the focus of these research efforts is on students of color or, as
the Government puts it (see, for example, FY 1989 Application for Educational
Research and Development Centers Program, US Office of Education, 1988),
‘Schooling of Disadvantaged Students’. This, however, is not the same as a focus

12
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on multicultural education. For example, the bibliography (pp. 48-58) of the
application package described above does not include publications on multi-
cultural education. This omission could influence the way these research centers
will operate in regards to multiculturalism.

Boundaries of Multicultural Research

Schooling can be compared to a ladder, with the first rung pre-school and the
final rung undergraduate/graduate or professional school. The breadth of school-
ing encompasses technical training through the arts and sciences. Both the
length and breadth of schooling needs to include curriculum and instruction that
has multiculturalism comprehensively integrated throughout. Important to the
success of this integration is research that examines this integration. In other
words, it is important to actually know — not guess about — the attitudes and
behaviors of the members of the educational community. Even at our institu-
tions of higher education, it is becoming commonplace to hear or read about
physical and verbal race and gender violence occurring on the campuses.
According to Caldwell (1989) a report from the National Institute Against
Prejudice and Violence, ‘174 universities reported incidents of violence against
ethnic groups during the school years 1986—87 and 1987-88’ (p. 32). This unrest
is further exacerbated by the debate to include or not to include non-Western
studies in the traditional college core curriculum.

This debate has increased tensions between and among faculty members,
students, and university officials. For example, Stephen H. Balch, President of
the National Association of Scholars, argues that ‘ethnic and women studies are
synonymous with lower standards. By and large, the emphasis is not scholarly.
These courses are severely corrupting, they incorporate wrong values’ (On
Campus, 1989, p. 10). Rhetoric of this nature and actions that prevent people of
color and women from seeing their history and culture in the core curriculum
increase the intensity of the debate over ‘whose’ ideology and culture will be
included in the core college curriculum. It fuels the growing tension on the
campus. The boundaries of multicultural research therefore have to include all
of schooling, from pre-school through professional school, and from the learning
of the alphabet to appreciating and comparing the differences and similarities of
the poetry of Gwendolyn Brooks to the poetry of Carl Sandburg.

Research on Policy

Research has only recently become formally associated with the formulation and
evaluation of policy. It was in the 1960s that the relationship between the social
sciences and public policy moved from the periphery to the mainstream (Mitch-
ell, 1985). During the 1960s, research on equity issues, especially desegregation,
influenced educational policy decisions. The Coleman Report (1966) stands out
as research that significantly influenced public policy. The Westinghouse Study
that reported that Head Start programs did not positively improve academic
achievement can be cited as another piece of research that greatly impacted

13
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schooling for poor people and students of color. Other research studies during
the 1960s and the 1970s dealt with equity issues such as class. Wise’s (1967) ex-
amination of poor and wealthy schools caused some policy analysts to suggest
different funding policies — policies that took into consideration the wealth of
a school district. Wise argued that,

Differences in per-pupil expenditure could not be based on the accident
of location, as is now the practice in most states. Undoubtedly, this
conclusion will not meet with the favor of wealthier communities. But if
we are to heed the equal protection clause of the Constitution, it seems
that the state cannot deny to some what it grants to others. (p. 214)

Research on Hispanic students in particular led to language policy as writ-
ten in the Bilingual Act. Research on gender disparities in school programming
and the lack of equal opportunities for female students led to such policies as
Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, while research on disabled
students led to policies that demand that these students be placed in less
restricted environments, as stated in the 1975 Public Law 94-142 (the Education
for All Handicapped).

Research since the 1960s has had a significant impact on policy related to
race, class, gender, language and disability. Some of this policy has had a
positive impact on race, class, gender, language and disability practices in
schools, especially as it relates to equal opportunity as expressed through ‘equal
access’. For example, Title IX and PL 94-142 opened doors in schools to
students who had been previously denied access. However, some other research
has had the opposite impact, for example, the Coleman Report and the Westing-
house Study. Both of these research reports led to unwritten policy that guided
the day-to-day schooling practices affecting students based on their race and
class. After the Coleman Report was released and discussed, it was not uncom-
mon for school people to argue that poor children of color could not learn
because they were from homes that did not foster learning, and that school
could make very little difference in their future lives. Similarly, discussions of
the putatively negligible impact of Head Start programs on the achievement of
poor minority students influenced unwritten day-to-day policy. White and Buka
(1987) point out that ‘the findings of the Westinghouse study were widely
discussed and almost all the discussion centered on the measure of intellectual
function’ (p. 70).

Rather than critique these policies, the purpose here is to point out that
policy based upon ‘equity’ research impacts the schooling of all students, and
therefore needs to include multiculturalism. It is important to point out that
most of the research that was and is considered ‘equity’ research erroneously
assumes that the concept of ‘equity’ is synonymous with the concept of ‘equal
opportunity’. ‘Equal opportunity’, meaning having equal access is not synony-
mous with ‘equity’, which means having a fair and just opportunity. Grant
(1989) and Secada (1989) have raised questions regarding this interpretation.
Secada asserts ‘Equity attempts to look at the justice of a given state of affairs, a
justice that goes beyond acting in agreed-upon ways and seeks to look at the
justice of the arrangements leading up to and resulting from those actions’
(p. 81). Secada further clarifies this difference when he argues:
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The fundamental difference between equity and equality is that equity
is a qualitative property while equality is quantitative. Yet one of the
most powerful constructs at the disposal of equity is equality, and the
recognition that group inequalities may be unjust. The two terms,
however, are — or at least should be — different. Work in educational
equity needs to discriminate when its concerns coincide with those of
equality and when they do not.

Additionally, it should be noted that ‘access’ into a classroom doesn’t
necessarily include with it an analysis of race, class, gender and disability
interactions that take into account curriculum, staffing, instruction and other
schooling factors that are critical to equitable education. Multicultural research
would take this neglected dimension into account. Furthermore, research that
reports no significant increase in student achievement (such as that reported in
the Westinghouse Study), has not considered other important noncognitive out-
comes such as improved home-school relationships and increased student self-
esteem. In other words, the social and emotional impacts of the program on the
students and their significant others were not adequately assessed and reported.
Bronfenbrenner (1974; 1979) made this point when he took issue with the
testing procedures in early childhood studies. He argued in 1974:

Information available across the board is limited to the cognitive area
only and consists of IQ scores on the Stanford-Binet (with a few
exceptions as noted) and, once the children have entered school, mea-
sures of academic achievement on standardized tests.... The restric-
tion of available data to measures of this type sets limitations to the
conclusions that can be drawn. (US Children’s Bureau, Vol. 2, 1976,

p-2)

Finally, Mitchell (1985) describes four basic themes of recent educational
policy research: equity, pattern of school governance, teaching and learning,
and the economics of education. We already have discussed two of these themes
— equity, and teaching and learning. An example related to a very popular
aspect of school governance — school base management — is also instructive
with regard to the matter of the boundaries of multicultural research. School
base management currently is being promoted and adopted by many school
districts because it is considered to be a way to give teachers, parents, and local
school officials a greater role in running their school. Research in this area must
seek to determine if parents are involved on the community councils, and if so,
which parents. Are they mainly middle class parents? Are meetings scheduled in
a manner that ensures that parents of color and ‘second language’ parents can
attend as easily as other groups? Are they organized so that all parents can
understand what is taking place? In other words, are language translators avail-
able and is the English free of jargon? Does the community council have
significant decision-making responsibilities, and if so, is the decision-making
understood in terms of multiculturalism? Research that is multicultural must be
a part of all of these areas of educational research on policy.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, it has been argued that there are numerous barriers to multi-
cultural research, including an unclear definition, lack of money, academic
ethnocentrism, and academic ghettoization. It was further pointed out that
multicultural research must be included in all areas of research on education and
schools and it should not be bound to any particular area of the curriculum or
instructional process. This chapter has also argued that educational research
would better serve its clients, especially students of color, poor students, and all
female students, if multiculturalism was an integrated part of the research
paradigm, design and method. In summary, this chapter has argued that barriers
and boundaries should not obstruct the important need for scholars to conduct
research in multicultural education.

Additionally, this chapter has challenged various educational research prac-
tices which act as barriers to people pursuing access to multicultural research. It
has pointed out that serious and extensive educational research is only a few
decades old and this research received a great impetus from conditions in
schools as identified by the civil rights movement and the War on Poverty.
Therefore, advocates of multicultural research should realize that they have a
close kinship to the equal opportunity and equity movement and should not be
intimidated and stopped by the barriers. In fact, they have an obligation to
demand to be included as part of this research cadre in positions of leadership.

Note

1 It is unfortunate that when such courses are presented, they frequently promote what
Sleeter and Grant (1988) describe as ‘education for the culturally and exceptionally
different’. By this they mean that the courses present an assimilationist ideology and
hold traditional educational aims.
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Chapter 2

The Marginalized Discourse of Minority
Intellectual Thought in Traditional
Writings on Teaching

Beverly M. Gordon

Introduction — The Lived Experience

During the Christmas holidays I watched a television program of college choirs
singing a variety of Christmas carols. There was a reputed international flavor,
with French, Swedish and Chinese carols included.! I was reminded of my own
upbringing in the Episcopalian church. I recalled long choir rehearsal every
Thursday night at St James in addition to the Tuesday afternoon one for
elementary and junior high school members, in preparation for each Sunday
Mass. Rehearsals during the Christmas season had a special anticipatory spir-
itual and emotional beauty, all directed towards midnight Mass on Christmas
Eve. And even though I fell asleep during my earliest years in the Christmas
Eve choir, preparations for the Mass, the event itself, and family traditions
afterward — the meal of fried chicken, potato salad, homemade rolls, iced tea,
and dessert; the opening of presents; our retiring at 5:00 am — engendered
feelings that were probably similar to those of many of the television program’s
participants and audience.

But simultaneously, a disturbing feeling intruded on my recollections. I
pondered, ‘Where are they?’ (‘they’ referring to the African-American stu-
dents). My eyes scanned the youthful faces, the blue, white, and red robes;
studied one close-up shot after another; grew anxious for the sight of
even one face. At last, “There she is!” and a sigh of relief. While I continued in
the experience, listening to the music, and watching the expressions on the faces
of the majority youth, an even more disturbing feeling began to take hold. I
thought, ‘No wonder, they (they now referring to the Anglo students) believe
in their way of viewing the world!” Their eyes seemed to emanate a sublime
acceptance of the dominant societal structure as ultimately being, regardless of
its flaws, the correct, good, and beautiful one. The sounds, symbols, imagery,
artifacts, indeed, all the culture (and not only at Christmas) validates, reifies,
and confirms the Anglo-American rightness of being.

What did all these symbols say to me throughout my life experiences? At
one point, I took for granted my sameness with the dominant society, but
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somewhere along the way of life I learned a different lesson. Was it in the third
grade, when I had dutifully written out valentine cards for all thirty students in
my class, only to receive four in return, two of which were from the only other
two African-American students in the class? Or was it in the fourth grade, when
walking home with an Anglo friend, and hearing another Anglo student call him
a ‘nigger lover’? From these and countless other incidents came a dawning
awareness that I was regarded as very different from the dominant society.

Hegemony as a cultural construct is powerful, but elusive. There are dif-
ficulties in unpacking and critiquing one’s own individual cultural baggage to
understand how one has come to see the world. For example, in-service teachers
can seemingly understand, identify with issues, critique articles,” and engage in
graduate course dialogue, yet be stymied when trying to unpack what they are
or are not doing in their own classrooms, and why they hold tenaciously to
various assumptions about different segments of the student populations. They
assimilated their beliefs long ago, over a period of time, not from one singular
incident, perhaps when they too were singing in church choirs, and twenty or
thirty years of socialization will not be altered simply by pre-service or in-service
teacher education and professional development courses. Critiquing one’s own
assumptions about the world — especially if the world works for you and if you
win or have won by the current configuration and normative structures — is a
formidable task. Actualizing a new knowledge in classrooms is even more
difficult because it requires a self-connectedness with a different reality.

Teachers and the teacher education field are in need of a fundamental
critique of how they look at, interpret, and assist people of color in the educa-
tional process. Such a critique will require fundamental shifts in the frameworks
through which teachers view themselves and others in their world, not only in
the paradigms they employ and validate in their teachings, but also in a willing-
ness to acknowledge the credibility of other perspectives, particularly those that
challenge comfortable, long held assumptions.

We know that by the year 2000, one-third of the public school population
will be children of color. These children seem to have less success than their
Anglo counterparts, and as this population continues to grow, the blame con-
tinues to fall on the shoulders of the victims. There are popular discussions on
the problems of worsening educational preparation for, and academic results
among, poor students. Some critics have given higher education failing grades
and proposed various curricula, — most recently a classical academic, great
books response to this crisis (Bloom, 1988; see also Hirsch, 1988). Fortunately,
in some cities, experiments in upgrading academic attainment and results in
urban public education have taken a collaborative approach incorporating uni-
versity researchers, school teachers and staff, and parental involvement (Comer,
1980). Also, in higher education, there are efforts such as experimental tuition-
granting programs (for example, Gordon, 1989). However, while there are
discussions on the shrinking pool of African-American school teachers and staff,
the struggle to ensure future generations of black public school educators will be
an uphill battle. Even with the Holmes and Carnegie Reports calling for reform
in the teaching profession and indicating the need to attract more minorities into
the profession,® realistically speaking most children who attend American public
schools now and in the foreseeable future will be taught by Anglo teachers.
These reports also state that schools need an infusion of more attractive
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curricula — especially in the sciences and in mathematics — for children of color,
particularly for minority females, and that students need positive role models to
bolster their self-esteem and endorse positive attitudes. Yet, there have been
few reforms in the fundamental paradigms used in teacher education programs.
The knowledge base is still generated from the same theoretical framework of
the dominant literature, and it seems to ignore or downplay a key question:
What are the results of these ‘new’ infused teacher education programs? Have
these ideas, agendas, reforms produced any significant results in the academic
achievements of black and other disenfranchised students? Allegedly, there
seems to be an absence of cross-cultural studies that can give guidance to
teachers. The issue, however, is not absence but marginalization of the ideas,
agendas, perspectives, and programs produced by African-American educators
and scientists.

The Necessity of Including Non-marginalized Discourse: A Black*
Perspective in Dominant Research and Development Institutions

Is there a black perspective in educational research? Is it conducted and written
by black people? And is this perspective represented in the dominant and
traditional writings on teaching? First, I am assuming that the majority of
African-American educational scholars who produce research studies and write
in the field of education are concerned with a wide variety of issues that impact
on students of color in academic institutions. Second, I am assuming that the
marginalization and racism confronting African-American scholars arises from a
‘quiet consensus’, from unspoken but agreed upon conscious and/or unconscious
baggage of Anglo scholars, which is very difficult to unpack.

There is no absence of discourse and literature produced by African-
American scholars. What is produced by contemporary African-American
scholars and practitioners has limited influence in the white bourgeois intellectual
establishment. While there are well respected black educational scholars whose
works are being published in mainstream (Anglo) journals, their ideas, theories
and experience have not impacted significantly the prevailing paradigms and
ideology within the scholarly community. Although African-American schol-
arship is given lip service under the broad rubric of multicultural and/or cross-
cultural studies, dominant Anglo scholarship seems to be directing the field, and
resulting in little overall improvement in the academic preparation of working
and under class African-American and other at-risk groups of children.

The way in which cross-cultural/multicultural studies are clustered seems to
emphasize problems or pathology — deprivation, adjustments, pluralism, inter-
personal relationships, and tensions — associated with black people. Such
studies seem to be grouped in three categories: teaching the culturally different;
human relations; and single-case studies (Sleeter and Grant, 1987). Focusing
primarily on problems distracts and detracts from the theories and paradigms
and epistemology of the subjugated. Such focusing also keeps attention away
from the fact that the subjugated are capable of the development of cultural
knowledge, epistemology and philosophy without approval of, and in opposition
to, the dominant Anglo interpretative frames of reference (Harris, 1983).

At times, work generated by African-American scholars has been set
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aside because it has been deemed by Anglo scholars as misguided, misdirected,
or even racist. For example, discussions on the issue of learning styles of Afri-
can Americans were deemed racist (Hale, 1982). The vervistic learning style
argument was misconstrued to mean that the learning style repertoire of
African-American students was limited to one particular and specific style to the
exclusion of others. From the unfortunate example of a high-level official in
New York who attempted to implement the idea of specific learning styles, we
have learned that such inferences are very premature. The concern was that
teachers would rationalize: If certain groups could learn only under certain
conditions, teachers could not be held accountable for instructing these students.
In turn, the students would be considered uneducable by teachers who could not
or would not teach in a specific style. Inevitably, the learning style itself would
be considered a disability. In light of this controversy, educators must be careful
lest multicultural education be construed to promote an alternative (an implied
less rigorous) learning style as contrasted with the dominant (an implied more
rigorous) style.

Another marginalization of African-American scholarship, is that very little
of it is employed in the preparation of teachers. The number of black studies
libraries at universities, and the private and public collections around the coun-
try, bear witness to an enormous body of literature written by black scholars,
while the academy gives little credence or visibility to their work in pre-service
and in-service discussions. That pre-service and in-service teachers and adminis-
trators can complete their programs and never read classics by Horace Mann
Bond, W.E.B. DuBois, Oliver C. Cox and Carter G. Woodson, or critically
discuss contemporary scholars such as Asa Hilliard, Carl Grant, A. Wade
Boykin, Joseph L. White, Sarah Lawrence Lightfoot, James Comer; Cornel
West, Hazel Carby, Vincent Franklin, James Anderson, Jawanza Kunjufu, and
countless others, says as much about the theories and paradigms embraced and
disseminated by university faculty as do the resulting pedagogical and world
view practices of teachers, principals and school districts.

In an effort to see what research and literature were available for education
students, the author performed an ERIC search that revealed 103 citations on
multicultural and teacher education topics.” The readings on cross-cultural
studies located in RIE and CIJE deal with description, prognostication, inter-
vention, pedagogy, and remediation. Grant and Sleeter, in their review and
analysis of the literature on multicultural education, identify four general group-
ings of articles that constitute multicultural literature: position papers, teaching
guides, project descriptions, and empirical research (Sleeter and Grant, 1987).
Contemporary volumes do not exclude completely African-American scholars or
materials in general concerning people of color in scholarly writing and debate.®
Nevertheless, using Grant and Sleeter’s work as a salient example of what is
available, there are two questions that command attention: To what extent are
African-American scholars quoted in dominant, influential scholarship? And, on
the whole, what have been the implications and impact of their voices on
daily practice in school classrooms, teacher preparation programs and curricula?

Part of the reason for this marginalization could be that Anglo scholars view
much of the research and writing of African-American scholars as provocative
but without substance. Another reason, which is more interesting, involves the
emancipatory and empowering nature of serious dialogue and debate within the

22



The Marginalized Discourse of Minority Intellectual Thought

scholarship produced by people of color. The very nature of their work lends
itself to a critique of the dominant societal structures; it tends to challenge and
change societal institutions, such as schools. Scholarship that points people
toward making changes and taking charge of their own destinies, is antithetical
and threatening to the dominant power configurations challenging as it is to the
social construction of their reality.

Clearly the Western societies (in this instance the United States) want an
educated, literate work force in order to compete in a technologically advancing
and changing world economy. However, it is the nature of the future roles of
African-Americans that is in question. The twenty-first century will be marked
by the struggles of people of color for position, credibility, and respect within
Western societies, and the struggles will have global implications. The greatest
battle will be for control over who educates minorities within Western societies
and the nature of that education. Whose vision of the role of African-
Americans, other people of color and the disenfranchised will prevail? Ques-
tions about the kinds of societal structures and assemblages, and the gradations
of workers and work envisioned are directly linked to my fundamental concern:
For what purposes might people of color be educated? How might education
assist people of color in challenging the societal structures that maintain and
reproduce inequality?

Black Intellectual Discourse and Cultural Knowledge:
Variations on a Theme

Perhaps mainstream academicians have experienced difficulty with African-
American intellectual thought — and its potential influence in education —
because it is both eclectic and non-synchronous. It is eclectic because it is
produced by scholars from a variety of fields and media in many instances not
specifically in education or even in academia. It is non-synchronous because it
does not share the same economic and political consciousness as the dominant
culture, nor ‘similar needs within it at the same point in time’.”

In response to racism in educational theory and practice, and in considera-
tion of service to and within the black community, there is an emerging scho-
larship generated and influenced in large measure by people of color. Several
traditional and non-traditional works come to mind. We shall focus our atten-
tion on four pieces, which this author believes are representative of work that
has, thus far, received little application within the academic circles. The first is a
PBS documentary by Ali Mazuri; the second and third are educational volumes,
Madan Sarup’s The Politics of Multiracial Education (1986) and Ranjit Arora
and Carlton Duncan’s Multicultural Education: Towards Good Practice (1986);®
and the fourth is a biography, Sarah Lawrence Lightfoot’s Balm in Gilead
(1988).

The swirl of controversy surrounding the 1986 PBS documentary series, The
Africans, written and directed by Ali Mazuri, is a salient example of the politics
inherent in African-Americans’ continuing struggle — a struggle against the
imposition of the ‘agreed-upon’ definitions that constitute cultural meanings of
daily life, cultural hegemony. The series presented a non-Western perspective of
Africa and its historical relationship to the West that was far from flattering to
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the West, a perspective not often seen in the United States and one that met
with strong criticism. Mazuri was accused of turning the PBS series into a
diatribe against the West.® Mazuri’s real crime was challenging the comfortable
definitions and meanings through which US citizens have commonly viewed
Africa and its historical relationship with the West. Critics implied that citizens
within Western societies know their historical relationship with Africa and that
taxpayers do not want to pay for a depiction of Westerners as brutal capitalist
barbarians. The fact is, most Westerners do not know their nation’s historic
relationship in the context of the Western experience, either in Africa or in the
rest of the non-Western non-white world, although it constitutes the majority
world population. By making problematic the Western societies’ missionary,
philanthropic, altruistic, epistemic role in the world, Mazuri’s documentary has
made many people terribly uncomfortable.

For people of color, there are many gnawing problems relative to the
control and nature of education in Western societies. Three of the more obvious
problems are the reliance of people of color on the dominant society to educate
their children; the diminishing numbers of black professional educators; and the
marginalizing of educational practice based on theoretical models outside tradi-
tional frames of references (Gordon, 1982). The literature on multicultural
education in this country reveals few theoretical models to guide classroom
implementation of and education that is multicultural (Grant ef al., 1988). Yet,
we know that within schools the dominant ideology is often rejected and that
there are opportunities for contestation, challenge and change. The pernicious
effects of racism, beyond the institutional dilemmas faced by students of color,
are seldom alluded to. Regarding ideology and practice in schooling, the follow-
ing holds true:

[TThe hard and continuous day-to-day struggle at the level of curriculum
and teaching practice is part of these larger conflicts as well. The key is
linking these day-to-day struggles within the school to other action for a
more progressive society in that wider arena. (Apple and Weis, 1983,
p. 22)

What is needed at the level of curriculum development and implementation
is a triumvirate of anti-racist policies, emancipatory pedagogy (specifically con-
sciousness raising at the classroom level), and cultural consciousness that in-
volves political action at both school and community levels. Emancipatory
education empowers; it facilitates and encourages people to participate in activ-
ities, to take charge of their own destiny, and to shape the cultural, economic,
and political foundations of their communities (Gordon, 1986). In light of the
Mazuri controversy, one can appreciate Paulo Freire’s cautionary note about the
danger in underestimating the ‘capacity and audacity of the elite’ (Freire, 1985).
It would be naive to believe that those who wish to maintain agreed-upon
definitions, values, beliefs systems, and so forth, would not react against an
education that challenges, or at least makes problematic, the current power
configuration in society. Perhaps multicultural education is being viewed as
cultural tolerance within a less than tolerant society. If regarded in a pejorative
way, learning diversity will be seen as a disability, and diversity will become the
next deficiency model.
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The sixteen articles in the volume, Multicultural Education: Towards Good
Practice, edited by Ranjit Arora and Carlton Duncan, are directed to the
teaching profession. The book deals with the insidious nature of racism, which is
a part of the fiber of Western society (in this case British society), and how it is
reflected in the miseducation and deskilling of black children. The consensus is
that education should help people play a more socially active and participatory
role in society, especially in the political-economic realities of their own destiny.
The organizing idea of the editors was to highlight the contested terrain
of societal and curriculum discourse — language meanings and definitions;
strategies for implementing multicultural education in classroom pedagogy; and
professional development in pre-service and in-service teacher preparation pro-
grams. This collection of articles offers practitioners ways to provide black stu-
dents with heuristic tools, concepts, and skills to analyze materials and to engage
in academic preparation that ideally will empower them in the near future
societies.

Overall these articles present a more realistic view of the relationships
between the majority (non-white) and the minority (white) global population.
Moreover, they counteract racism with definitions and meanings that challenge
old assumptions and beliefs. Throughout this volume there is expressed a per-
vasive belief that the success of multicultural education depends on at least two
conditions: first, that such education makes an analysis of the social context of
the society; second, that teachers along with other interested persons who wish
to have influence on the contested terrain, work within it to build conditions for
change.

Another exemplary book is Madan Sarup’s The Politics of Multiracial
Education, important because his theoretical arguments are coupled with guide-
lines that can assist teachers in transforming consciousness-raising theory into
pedagogy. Sarup’s position is that unless people endeavor to change the struc-
tures that dominate, to the benefit of some and to the known or unknown
detriment of others, internal contradictions will persist. Sarup asserts that con-
sciousness raising is the ultimate threat and enemy of the power elite. Sarup’s
arguments are reminiscent of the 1960s Civil Rights campaign to fight racism and
injustice in the United States. Now, as then, the liberation struggles of blacks to
eliminate racism and its perennial ally, economic exploitation, not only assist the
liberation struggles of other oppressed groups but also have the potential to
raise working-class consciousness and the overall consciousness level of the
society. Ironically, many of the culturally and politically conscious children of
the 1960s now embrace their predecessors’ conservative and patronizing views,
thus perpetuating very real issues of class, power, and racism.

Sarup argues that multiracial education based on the concept of equality of
opportunity places the attention on the individuals affected and away from the
societal structures that create and maintain inequality. Critically reflective activ-
ities generated from this book can help teachers to think about and confront
issues in very different ways from before. Sarup stresses that all discourse must
include, not ignore, the social structure and its relationship with the school
system. Anything less is an ‘ideological diversion [serving] to deflect attention
from the racist structure and practices of the ... state and obscure the real
issues of power, class and racial oppression’ (Sarup, 1986, p. 103). Sarup
suggests that ties be developed between the community and the school and that
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teachers develop a political movement based outside the school. Beyond what
he terms the ‘contested reproduction’, he argues for an examination of the
contradictions and struggles in schools and careful study of its reproductive and
transformative elements. The main strength of the book lies in Sarup’s sug-
gestions for reconceptualizing curriculum and the restructuring of schooling
institutions.

Sarup proposes a new curriculum emphasizing that knowledge is gained
through disciplined, hard work (in Gramsci’s sense) and is not given by divinity
to the upper classes. Such a curriculum would teach, among other subjects,
courses in economics and dialectics and would integrate mental and manual
labor. Sarup reminds teachers of the significant ways they counteract and/or
change the curriculum by teaching, ‘children the concepts and skills which would
enable them to recognize the underlying assumptions in a text’ (ibid., p. 52) thus
enabling them to learn how to critique.

One point that Sarup does not address directly involves teacher educators,
and the issues facing the teaching force. If the knowledge employed in such
programs continues to marginalize the voices of black scholars, teacher educa-
tors maximize their chances of disseminating the same old cultural and political
baggage and the same old world views. The result will be little change in the
status of knowledge provided to children of color. What may happen is that
teachers will become more adept at disseminating low status knowledge and
ensuring that high status empowering knowledge stays out of the reach of the
majority of people of color. In regarding the current planning for expediting the
Holmes plan at many institutions around the country, it remains to be seen if
the pedagogy that will be disseminated in these ‘new’ programs will produce a
different kind of professional educator and correspondingly a better student.

Unfortunately Sarup assumes that educators who would advocate such
change will have sufficient power, influence, and control over pre-service and
in-service teacher training to institute what he calls ‘anti-racist teacher training’.
For the foreseeable future, neither African-American or any other minority
group educators alone will have the sufficient strength to influence teacher
training; however, if their efforts are coupled with those of community action
groups, local practioners, coalitions of black educators in colleges and universi-
ties, historically black institutions, and urban and suburban school practitioners,
then such pressure and constant monitoring may prove to be successful in the
long run.

The fourth example of black cultural knowledge, and one that is dear to
me, is Sarah Lawrence Lightfoot’s Balm in Gilead — Journey of a Healer (1988),
a biography of her mother, Margaret Cornelia Morgan Lawrence. This biogra-
phy is illustrative of the struggle of becoming a black scientist and of the
obstacles to practicing and providing service to the black community. Reading
this book I am reminded of Cornel West’s argument concerning what it is to be
part of the black intelligentsia — the mission is, in part, to serve the black
community (West, 1985, pp. 109-124).

The chronicle of Margaret Morgan Lawrence’s growing up in the south,
being influenced by her Episcopalian father; traveling to Harlem for secondary
school and living with her aunts; attending Cornell University and during her
undergraduate years having to sleep in an attic with no heat while she worked as
a maid to support her college aspirations; meeting and marrying Charles R.
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Lawrence, a sociologist; fighting racism throughout her medical training; wit-
nessing the suffering within the black community and making a commitment with
her husband to build a clinic in order to serve the black community is a powerful
story that would be the stuff that dreams are made of for both young black girls
and boys. This biography details the social and economic, the struggles, the
personal sacrifices, the scientific work and the overcoming of adversity during
times that were in many respects, even more difficult for African-Americans
than today.

Balm in Gilead was a catalyst for re-experiencing the passion — the emo-
tions, triumphs, and agonies of my own life history. I empathized with Law-
rence’s struggle in her profession because of my own struggle against the currents
within my field. Like Lawrence, I engage in a continual struggle for equitable
recognition, credibility and acceptance with its full rewards and amenities. In
reflecting on my own life history in the context of Lightfoot’s biography and the
discussions of autobiography by Pinar and Grumet (1981) and Grumet (1981)
among others in the curriculum field, I have a growing awareness of the forces
that worked both to support and to thwart my efforts. To have verified that one
is not alone in the struggle, that we are all struggling in our own moments in
history with issues that are critical to ourselves and our people, is necessary for
African-American scholars to help keep perspective. And it is refreshing to have
verified that the intellectual anguish we feel is not psychosis but righteous
indignation about the dangers and challenges that confront people of color
and/or the disenfranchised.

Supplementing the four books I have outlined above are other books that
should be mandatory reading for teachers and pupils in upper elementary and
middle school classrooms, and not just during Black History Month. Taulbert’s
Once Upon a Time When We Were Colored (1989) Comer’s Maggie’s American
Dream (1988) and Lanker’s I Dream a World (1989) are valuable for the entire
class, and particularly for African-American children who may have aspirations,
but have found few models to guide them. Such works would also be most
helpful to college and university teacher educators and valuable to in-service and
pre-service teachers, particularly those who do not have a sense of the hetero-
geneity or culture of the African-American community.

Conclusion: Black Cultural Knowledge and Its Implications for
Studies in Teacher Education

Black cultural knowledge and products with implications for the education of
African-American people have always been available and are continually emer-
ging. Some products that might be useful to the educational community may not
specifically focus on educational issues, but more broadly focus on understand-
ing the culture of the African-American community beyond college course
textbooks. Examples are biographical works such as those of Lightfoot and
Comer, international perspectives and issues, as well as documentaries already
alluded to. In the literature and art of the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, are a
generation of literacy artists such as Toni Morrison, Gloria Naylor, Ishmael
Reed, and film producers such as Euzhan Palcy and Spike Lee, who takes us on
forays which also illuminate. various dimensions of and complexities in the
culture of the African-American community. Still another example of know-
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ledge production is West’s works on the impact of African-American culture on
the American way of life, and the dilemma of the black intellectual in the post-
modern era.

Cornel West has identified what he considers to be organic intellectual
traditions in African-American life, the black Christian tradition of preaching,
and the black tradition of performance (West, 1989). He promotes collective
intellectual work and critique and the creation of institutions that are infrastruc-
tures for strengthening African-American scholarship by promoting discourse
and ‘high quality critical habits’. To develop these critical habits, West urges
African-American scholars to embrace the Foucaultian model which

encourages an intense and incessant interrogation of power-laden dis-
course in the service of ... revolt. And the kind of revolt enacted by
intellectuals consists of disrupting and dismantling of prevailing ‘re-
gimes of truth’ — including their repressive effect — of present day
societies. This model suits the critical, skeptical, and historical concerns
of progressive black intellectuals ... the problem is the struggle over
the very status of truth and the vast institutional mechanisms which
account for this status ... the new key terms become those of ‘regime
of truth’ ‘power/knowledge’, and ‘discursive practices’. (West, 1985,
p. 121)

There is a need for a reconceptualization of the ‘specificity and complexity
of Afro-American oppression’ throughout educational and social theorizing in
general and particularly among African-American scholars. What is needed, is

the creation or reactivation of institutional networks that promote
high quality critical habits primarily for the purpose of black
insurgency. . . . The central task of post modern black intellectuals is to
stimulate, hasten, and enable alternative perceptions and practices by
dislodging prevailing discourses and powers. (West, 1985, p. 122)

Black people have created a body of knowledge, cultural knowledge,
(cultural meaning across the disciplines, in science, social theory, art and
philosophy, etc.). The marginalizing of its substance — theoretical constructs,
paradigms, models of viewing and seeing the world — in the dominant body of
knowledge is troublesome. It may be that pluralism is used and defended in the
United States because pluralism can assist the dominant power in maintaining
their structures. When we speak of a pluralistic system, part of the rationale is
that everyone must fit in, however, in this instance the United States is not
pluralistic, but a white-male dominated system, coupled with the specificism of
racism; Anglos have defined themselves as white in relation to blacks.

The knowledge generated and products offered by African-American
scholars have far reaching implications for teacher education; however, the
current maginal usage of only a few categories may prove stifling and debilitating.
While multicultural and cross-cultural categorizations have been useful as a way
of identifying certain types or genres of work, it is problematic as to whether
or not they can encompass the ‘purpose of black insurgency’ for African-

28



The Marginalized Discourse of Minority Intellectual Thought

American and other black scholars around the world. Categories such as ‘critical,
emancipatory or liberatory pedagogy’, may work as descriptors that not only
expand the narrow frames of reference, but also move them from pejorative to
self-reflection, critique and social action.

At the present time, talk about a unique learning style for black children is
premature. Instead, particularly in academic research and development centers,
we must focus our attention on separating content from pedagogy (Hilliard,
1989). Our research agenda must open up fields of inquiry and identify territory
that needs to be explored and data that needs to be collected. Black psycholog-
ists have data on a wholistic view of black culture (White, 1984; see also Boykin
et al., 1979), but so far there are no ethnographic studies on black culture
indicating how to infuse this view or what happens when it is infused. John
Ogbu’s discussion of the black citizens in the 1960s emphasized the homo-
geneous culture of African-American community (Ogbu, 1974). Where are the
studies about what is happening within African-American communities in the
1980s and 1990s, with a diversity of students in various settings — middle-class
suburbs and inner city tenements, working class and under classes, gang and
drug cultures, to name a few. The charge of African-American scholars is to put
such issues into the mainstream research arena.

We must also study the attitudes and techniques of teachers, black and
Anglo, who are effective with African-American children. By introducing their
practices in school situations we can study and document content, process and
school interaction. Again, the call is for applied research. If there is such a thing
as culturally compatible pedagogy, we must attempt to identify and apply it, to
see whether it can be transfused into public schools. Additional research focus-
ing on, for example, what ‘regimes of truth’ means for education, particularly
school knowledge — its creation, production and dissemination, and/or chal-
lenges to disrupt and dismantle these ‘regimes of truth’, could result as a
provocative litmus test for mainstream educational theory and practice from
college campuses to school classrooms.

Dialogue that does not marginalize minority intellectual discourse, allows
for scholarly engagement. This could result in the production of school know-
ledge that promotes social participation for change. Such dialogue in the writ-
ings on teaching is long overdue.

Summary Remarks

It may be that the currents of thought — notably self-help, service, economic
autonomy, political power, and nationalism (see Gordon, 1985) — within
African-American cultural knowledge and products are antithetical to the
normative structure that the educational community has defined for people of
color. The marginalization of African-American cultural knowledge — its
theoretical constructs, paradigms, models of viewing and seeing the world — in
the body of mainstream educational literature has limited its influence but not its
continuance. The challenge for African-American scholars is to synthesize this
knowledge, and incorporate it into social theorizing and educational paradigms,
implement it in educational settings, and critique the interaction of children who
have experienced such pedagogy.
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Notes

—

St Olaf Christmas, 19 December 1989, Columbus, OH, WOSU.

2 This is from my own teaching experiences. I am referring to articles such as Gordon
(1982) and also Anyon (1980).

3 Note that collectively less than ten pages in both reports were devoted to the declining
numbers of minority educators. Elsewhere, this author has discussed this issue at
length. See Gordon (1988).

4 I am using the term ‘black’ as inclusive of all people of color. However, throughout
the discussion, I will refer specifically to African-Americans.

5 RIE and CIJE 1966-November 1988, which resulted in 103 citations. While not

presented here in its entirety, the search, in part, was keyed in as follows:

4 (‘040 or ‘041’ or ‘042’ or ‘070’ or ‘143 or ‘140’ or ‘142’) PT or
EDUCATIONAL-RESEARCH or CLASSROOM-RESEARCH or CUR-
RICULUM-RESEARCH Result 189681

6 (CROSS-CULTURAL-STUDIES MULTICULTURAL-EDUCATION
BLACK-EDUCATION AMERICAN-INDIAN-EDUCATION AMER-
ICAN-INDIANS HISPANIC-AMERICANS) MJ or CROSS ADJ CULT-
URAL ADJ ANALYSIS. TI, ID or ((BLACKS DE or BLACK-TEACHERS)
and (COLLEGE-FACULTY)) Result 10526

7 (TEACHER-EDUCATION IN-SERVICE-TEACHER-EDUCATION PRE-
SERVICE-TEACHER-EDUCATIONKINESTHETIC-METHODS TEACH-
ING-METHODS TEACHING-OCCUPATION TEACHING MJ INSTRUC-
TION MJ) MJ
Result 51080

Result 103

6 This would be the case using Grant and Sleeter’s work as exemplary. Their 127 item
list of articles and books in indicative (but not all inclusive) of scholarship
circulating within educational literature.

7 1 am using the term ‘non-synchrony’ as I understand McCarthy’s (1988) use of the
term.

8 An in-depth review (1987) of these two volumes by this author can be found in
Education Studies, 18, 3, Fall, pp. 434-43.

9 Chamberlin, W.B. Jr (1986) ‘Public funding for “The Africans”’, Washington Post, 21
October; Corry, J. (1986) ‘The Africans’ renews a funding fight”, The New York
Times, 14 September, TV View Section; Garment, S. (1986) ‘The Africans’: Public
TV caught napping’, Wall Street Journal, 19 October; Krauthammer, C. (1986) ‘Africa
through angry eyes’, Washington Post, 12 December; Molotsky, 1. (1986) ‘US aide
assails TV series on Africa’, The New York Times, 5 September.
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Chapter 3

Multicultural Education: From a
Compensatory to a Scholarly Foundation

Ellen Swartz

As the 1980s drew to a close, New York State Education Commissioner Thomas
Sobol drew fire from around the country for a task force report entitled “The
Curriculum of Inclusion’. Even repeated attacks on this report did not deter the
New York State Board of Regents from formally agreeing that New York needs
a ‘detailed plan for increasing, among all students in the elementary, middle,
and secondary schools of New York State, the understanding of American
history and culture, of the history and culture of diverse groups which comprise
American society today, and of the history and culture of other peoples through-
out the world.”* The action steps outlined by Commissioner Sobol repeatedly
reference the need for incorporating multicultural concepts into the New York
State curricula. In various forms, other states and local districts are moving in a
similar direction.

In this time of curricular challenge and change, there is a critical need for
a more ‘informed space’ within the current national debate on multicultural
education. Recently, national magazines and newspapers have given voice to
commentators (Leo, 1989; Schmidt, 1990; Krauthammer, 1990; Will, 1989)
whose assessments of multicultural education and curriculum reform do not help
to create such an informed space. Commentators, such as Charles Krauthammer
(1990) and John Leo (1989), arrogantly assure the public that there is no
problem worth naming, and that the issue of omission and distortion of diverse
cultures and groups is so insignificant as to need no correction.” In order to
attack multicultural education, which they see as leading to a needlessly
stretched and distorted revision of history, recent commentators have framed
the debate as an ongoing polemic over the relative importance of issues and
events. Within this framework, traditionally omitted cultures and groups are being
weighed and inspected on an information age auction block designed to main-
tain their subordinate position. Their subaltern state is ‘confirmed’ when critics
of multicultural education ‘set up’ and ‘knock down’ the issue of inclusion as a
misguided search for social justice and self-esteem (Ravitch, 1990; Leo, 1989;
Krauthammer, 1990). Further, these same critics compare and judge the relative
importance of civilizations through a culturally dominant and singular construc-
tion of knowledge which they present as ‘natural’ and ‘factual’ (Sleeter and
Grant, 1990). This framework obfuscates and ignores the most fundamental and
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practical principles of multicultural education: the development of curriculum,
instructional materials, and methodologies based upon high standards of aca-
demic integrity and scholarship, and upon the inherently multiple and eclectic
origins of knowledge. Within this collective and ventilated framework, multi-
cultural education is a vehicle for repairing systemically rooted insufficiencies in
the knowledge base and its classroom applications. For example, when George
Will (1989) states that ‘Nothing can be done about the fact that Locke, Montes-
quieu . .- were important and African, Latin American, and Asian philosophers
were not, as sources of the American Revolution’, he is obviously unaware that
Locke’s work was influenced by other than European sources. For example,
Locke studied Jesuit accounts of the Huron’s free and civil government, which
he acknowledged and cited in his second treatise (Burton, 1988). In addition,
colonial writers such as Benjamin Franklin and Cadwallader Colden used Iro-
quois government and social structure as a demonstration of the truth of Locke’s
philosophy that political power originated and rested in the people, not in a
monarch, and in the eighteenth century, the Iroquois and other sovereign
nations were written about as symbols of the developing colonial conception of
‘liberty’ (Venables, 1989). Generations of cultural contact, the exchange of
ideas, the treaties negotiated, the Congresses jointly attended, all document that
the philosophical roots of our democracy have a collective origin and include the
Iroquois, as well as Greece, Rome, and the English and French philosophers
(Grinde, 1988). Will fails to see that educational materials constructed with high
academic standards in a culturally collective and interconnected context remove
any need to force-fit or falsely impose cultures and groups on any event or era.
Classroom applications, at all levels, of the continuously emerging research on
the influence of indigenous and sovereign nations on the formulation of the
earliest US documents and government structures, stimulate critical, open-
ended thinking. These applications encourage students to ‘be historians’ as they
explore the past (Johnson, Smith and Gearhart, 1989) and examine some of the
gaps and insufficiencies so entrenched in ‘standard’ textbook knowledge.

Those who reject the eclectic and hybrid origin and development of know-
ledge seem unable to detect the faulty scholarship that lies beneath the mis-
representation and consignment of the majority of the world’s cultures to the
margins of curriculum and textbook knowledge. They seem unaware of the
demeaning characterizations and racist stereotypes that continue to surface in
children’s literature. They seem unable to identify the curricular absence of the
multiple voices upon which all disciplines of knowledge have been built, and to
realize the restrictive effect of such an absence on the development of critical
thinking skills among students. The criticisms of these detractors of a broad
knowledge base reveal not only their rejection of diverse sources of knowledge,
but also their resistance to, and inexperience with, threading those sources
together in a comprehensive account of history and all other disciplines of
cultural production.

In an educational context, this dismissal and disregard for decades of
scholarly research (Weiner, 1922; Lawrence, 1962 and 1987; Kaplan, 1973;
Diop, 1974; Van Sertima, 1976 and 1987; Harding, 1983; Hawkins, 1984;
Badillo-Sued and Cantos-Lépez, 1986; Grinde, 1988; Venables, 1989) nestles
close to the core meaning of censorship: the restriction of knowledge through a pro-
cess that discriminates what may even enter the books selected as repositories
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of ‘standard’ knowledge by school systems. As educators, we are being asked
to don ethnocentric blinders, to pull down the shades on the light of ancient/
medieval African, Asian, and American ‘firsts’, and to believe that the achieve-
ments of European civilization developed in a culturally incestuous vacuum,
unlinked to the achievements of prior civilizations (Bernal, 1989). To censor or
purge the knowledge base of its inherent diversity requires that we impoverish
our students with curricula and instructional materials that represent a singular
monological band of knowledge (McCarthy, 1990). This form of censorship
maintains a hierarchy of knowledge and power in which Western culture is the
master.?

As one commentator and educator after another march the canons of
Western accomplishment before us, in order to confirm that Europeans and
their white descendants are responsible for the ‘truly great’ accomplishments of
civilization (Leo, 1989; Gagnon, 1987), I wonder what type of supremacist
ideology requires that the West and only the West be revered as the source and
foundation of all that is worthy? Unfortunately, these canonical marches are
mirrored in the pages of most commercial textbooks and school curricula — a
primary source of their validation to youngsters. Such educational practice
subverts academic integrity and makes a mockery of intellectual inquiry. We
would all benefit if journals, popular magazines, and newspapers encouraged
more informed discussions, and if proponents of multicultural education contri-
buted definitions of multicultural education that would link it to standard educa-
tional practice rather than allow it to wander endlessly in a compensatory space.
Without clear definition, multicultural education is often perceived as a tool to
compensate for social, political, and economic inequities, and is used by educa-
tors and appropriated by publishers as a means of seeking social justice and
promoting higher self-esteem. Clearly, instructional materials and methodolo-
gies do play their role in the unjust educational onslaught on individual and
communal self. However, in order to reduce this onslaught, we first need to
construct a framework of knowledge that has the capacity to produce non-
hegemonic emancipatory narratives built upon a scholarly foundation. With such
a foundation, and in such a framework, social justice and the affirmation of
individual/communal self are coterminous by-products.

The following definition attempts to place multicultural education solidly
within the context of standard educational practice through its focus on collec-
tive representation achieved through intellectual inquiry, integrity, and high
standards of academic scholarship.

Multicultural education is an education that uses methodologies and
instructional materials which promote equity of information and high
standards of academic scholarship in an environment that respects the
potential of each student. An education that is multicultural conforms
to the highest standards of educational practice: the use of well-
researched content that is accurate and up-to-date; the presentation of
diverse indigenous accounts and perspectives that encourage critical
thinking; the avoidance of dated terminologies, stereotypes, and de-
meaning, distorted characterizations; the use of intellectually challeng-
ing materials presented in an environment of free and open discussion.
In short, multicultural education is a restatement of sound educational
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pedagogy and practice that requires the collective representation of all
cultures and groups as significant to the production of knoweldge.

Such a definition of multicultural education helps to clarify, for example,
that the omission and misrepresentation of the ancient African, Asian, and
American roots of religion, science, mathematics, art, literature, music, and
philosophy, deny the longevity and inherency of these cultures in the production
of knowledge. If allowed to exist, this intellectual disruption paves the way for
the idea of inevitability regarding the cultural disruption and genocide that was
used to conquer the societies from which these accomplishments came, and to
remove and often destroy the information (books, manuscripts, sculptures,
religious sacraments, etc.) that validated those accomplishments.

If multicultural education is to facilitate a movement away from this notion
of the naturality and inevitability of colonialism and imperialism, we need to
counteract not only attacks on the need for multicultural education, but also
attacks on its language — attacks which attempt to obscure and invalidate such
terms as ‘cultural oppression’, ‘white supremacy’, and ‘Eurocentrism’. Disdain
for use of these terms suggests a discomfort with the social conditions they
signify as much as a discomfort with tired ideological jargon. Does use of these
terms irritate and remind us of the intractable presence of the conditions they
signify in American society, at a time when we would rather think the conditions
only exist in South Africa? Cultural oppression, white supremacy, and Euro-
centrism won’t simply disappear by not using the words. In a great burst of
intellectual inquiry, John Leo (1989) suggested that we throw out any report
that merely includes the term Eurocentrism because its use means, ‘The report
is not really serious.” Mr. Leo apparently fails to understand the meanings of
this term, and how to use those meanings to analyze and deconstruct the text
and sub-text of most school curricula and instructional materials.

A more informed and less paranoid understanding of Eurocentrism is re-
quired. Eurocentrism refers to a hegemonic or dominant world view that exclu-
sively values European culture, and denigrates and subordinates the cultures of
people from all other lands and origins. Eurocentrism is a sorting and selection
process used to screen out information and accounts that do not support the
superiority of Western culture’s social, political, economic, and spiritual man-
ifestations. Eurocentrism segments knowledge, keeping information and action
separate from their sources, causes, and effects. Thus, educational materials
include benign images of slavery, but never images of the atrocities committed
by its perpetrators. They include pictures of African American World War I and
IT heroes, but never the violent realities they faced upon returning home. They
have accounts of the blowing up of the battleship Maine and Teddy Roosevelt
charging up San Juan Hill, but nothing about the Cuban patriotic struggle
for independence which preceded and led to the Spanish American War.
Eurocentric materials regularly show and discuss a preaching, non-violent Dr
Martin Luther King, Jr., rather than the violent conditions about which he
preached. These separations of ‘acts’ from their causes and effects restrict the
development of consciousness about social conditions through absorption of the
‘act’ into an acceptable dominant ideology. Thus, Dr King becomes acceptable
as a preacher of and dreamer about American democratic values. Yet the social
conditions and unequitable power relations that were the motivation for his
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actions are submerged. Inclusion of African American World War I and II
heroes suggests that equality is at work because all Americans could fight and
die for their country. The barbaric, gruesome hangings, castrations, and burn-
ings that awaited many of these heroes are avoided because they cannot be
subsumed under a dominant ideology that most educators would be willing to
claim. In this way, a Eurocentric approach to curriculum not only denigrates and
subordinates information about the ‘other’, but it also restricts knowledge about
topics to that which can be made ‘claimable’ under supremacist ideologies, such
as ‘benevolent master and faithful slave’, ‘social and economic Darwinism’, and
the Western world as ‘protectorate of the underdeveloped’.

Another commentator, Peter Schmidt (1990), believes that a less Euro-
centric world view would mean including less about European history at a
time when events in Eastern Europe suggest that students should know more.
This confuses Eurocentrism with European. To remove Eurocentrism would not
eliminate or suppress knowledge about Europe and its achievements. If students
were to study European history and culture devoid of the supremacist ideologies
that usually form the textual warp and woof of instructional materials, this
knowledge would actually begin to counteract a Eurocentric world view. In
other words, if the presentation of knowledge about European history and
culture can eliminate continuous justification of past and present denigration
and subordination of people and cultures from other lands of origin — as if it
was (and still is) the natural, rightful course of events — knowledge of Europe can
avoid filtration through a Eurocentric lens. The value of multicultural education
is that it does not propose the replacement of European centrism with another
form of centrism, but attempts to put European perspectives and accounts in a
context of other significant perspectives and accounts — in other words to re-
construct ow knowledge base to reflect the interconnectedness of the multiple
voices who have created it.

This leads to questions about ‘proportion’ and ‘distortion’, which other
commentators have recently raised. Charles Krauthammer (1990) wrote that
‘American history has not been smoothly and proportionally multicultural from
the beginning’. George Will (1989) fears that a multicultural curriculum tampers
with historical accuracy. The assumptions beneath these positions suggest that
representatives of traditionally omitted cultures and groups need to have been
visible players, similar in notoriety and acceptance to known (read white)
historical figures in each era and event, in order for the recording of that era or
event to be multicultural; and that attempts to ‘stretch’ history to accommodate
this need will result in distortions.

These assumptions and simplistic application of multiculturality only under-
stand multicultural education literally and one dimensionally as the inclusion of
well-known achievers — the leaders and heroes from ‘many cultures’. The initial
problem with this application is the ‘well-known’ factor, which itself is a function
of cultural transmission and education in a society that has, with a few carefully
chosen exceptions, suppressed and limited knowledge to a singular race/class/
gender band. This misunderstanding of proportion and distortion also suggests
that an alteration of the upper class, white, male dominant band of knowledge
will most likely result in distortion. Even if white Americans numerically con-
stitute the majority of the population, and dominate the identified leadership of
US historical issues, events, and scholarly fields, accurate representation of
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these issues, events, and fields requires a collective integration of the accounts
of those present, told from their own ‘eyes’ and experiences, i.e., from
indigenous or intrinsic perspectives. The issue is one of presence, not of
judgment or demographic dominance. A multicultural orientation disavows the
textual dominance of any culture or group. It suspends judgment of one per-
spective over another and attempts to provide an equitable presence and
presentation of multiple perspectives or accounts, each constructed within the
context of high standards of academic scholarship.

Krauthammer’s request for smooth proportionality also obscures the power
struggle among groups with uneven social, political, and economic relations.
These struggles in themselves have shaped history. A few examples will hope-
fully clarify how the removal or blocking of indigenously voiced historical struggle
can result in a narrow, monocultural account, whereas the acknowledgment of
groups in concert and in conflict will help to construct a collective and panoptic
framework of knowledge. The following examples have a multicultural orienta-
tion because they strive for equity of information, the use of indigenous
accounts of a diversified presence, and the inclusion of average group members
of diverse cultures and groups along with leaders and heroes. In this way, the
inherent collectivity of knowledge can emerge. Thus, for example, the Revolu-
tionary War period and the writing of the Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution can be presented multiculturally (read with accuracy, inclusivity,
indigeneity, and criticality) even though no women (of any cultural group),
Native Americans, African Americans, Latinos, or Asians were among the
European American ‘Founding Fathers’.

We can begin with the general picture we usually present to students: that
for the most part, men such as George Washington, Samuel Adams, Thomas
Jefferson, Patrick Henry, and Benjamin Franklin, were the founders of our
country who forged a new concept of government and a new vision of freedom
in the middle to late eighteenth century. This singular, heroic, and patrician
characterization of the ‘founding’ of this country separates leaders from the
people they led. It disconnects indigenous Nations who had been here for
thousands of years, and the millions of representatives of African Nations who
were forced here, from their own revolutionary struggle of liberation and self-
determination.* Further, it denies the collective interdependence of these three
major cultural groups, as well as each group’s specific make-up, i.e., hundreds
of distinct Native American Nations; colonies founded by different European
colonizers for different purposes; and Africans and African Americans repre-
senting diverse African Nations.

The undeniable focus of the Revolutionary War period is that all peoples in
the American colonies were struggling for freedom. Native Americans were
fighting for the right to maintain their cultural traditions and preserve their
ancestral homelands. Large numbers of white colonists of all classes were
fighting England for the right to govern themselves. Africans and African
Americans, free (of all classes) and enslaved, were fighting in various ways for
their freedom from the inhuman system of slavery and for the same rights and
liberties of their colonial peers. When textbooks evaporate the common struggle
for survival and the singularity and interdependency of each group in forging a
vision of freedom strong enough to counteract colonial domination and oppres-
sion, the result is a distorted monovocal account of the period. Following are
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two brief overviews that demonstrate the shared knowledge, the common needs,
and the prevailing drive for self-determination among Native Americans, Af-
ricans, and Europeans.

e The Iroquois Confederacy and its Great Law of Peace influenced
Benjamin Franklin, who visited the Iroquois and ‘took lessons’ from
them about the value of confederation and of representative self-
rule. This influence can be seen in the language of the 1754 Albany
Plan of Union, which became a working model of Federalism and
representative self government at the 1787 Constitutional Conven-
tion. The Congress that wrote the Albany Plan was attended by 150
Native Americans and twenty-five representatives from seven col-
onies. It was the first Congress of the colonies and was called to
address issues such as confederation, common defense against the
French, taxation, and alliances with Native American Nations (Bur-
ton, 1988). Following are some principles of government which
colonial law makers found in the Great Law of Peace:

® A system of checks and balances with three branches of
government

The right to assemble

The right to speak freely

Religious freedom

The right to vote, including women

A process of impeaching leaders

Representative government

At the ideological level, the hundreds of years of colonial interaction with
sovereign Nations in North America resulted in significant cross cultural impact
(Usner, 1988) that is omitted from textbooks. If Native American values, social
relations, and institutions were more accurately characterized and contextual-
ized as having a determinant effect on the course of colonial history, their
continuous efforts to retrieve full self-determination, and the impact of these
efforts on colonial events, would more clearly be understood. For example, in
1763, Chief Pontiac of the Ottawa Nation tried to drive British colonists from
land around the Ohio River. He captured many British forts but was defeated
after England sent many more soldiers to the colonies. In an attempt to decrease
conflicts between the colonies and sovereign Nations, King George III issued the
Proclamation of 1763 which set aside all land west of the Appalachian Moun-
tains for Native Americans. This, along with the Stamp Act (1765), which taxed
colonists to raise money for the additional British troops stationed in the col-
onies to suppress Native American struggles, added fuel to the growing white
colonists’ desire for freedom from British control.

e African Americans used colonial laws as one way to gain freedom
(Kaplan, 1973). In 1766, a group of black men in Boston filed a test case
in court against slavery. They asked for freedom and damages because
they had been held in America against their will. This legal attack
against slavery was used in other colonies. Black leaders organized to
collect money, hire lawyers, and file suits for freedom. Many individuals
sued for their freedom and were successful. Throughout the 1770s,
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courts and legislatures were being bombarded with freedom petitions
signed by larger numbers of black American men and women. In
Boston, Prince Hall and others worked to end the system of slavery by
using pamphlets and petitions to stress the close connection between
freedom from England and freedom from the system of slavery. In
1777, he and seven other Black Bostonians sent a petition to the general
court of Massachusetts to abolish slavery and, as he put it, to restore the
‘natural rights of all men’.

Thomas Jefferson had written that people form governments to protect the
rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. People, wrote Jefferson, had
a duty and a right to change a government that took away the inalienable rights
of its citizens. One woman who believed these words and acted upon them was
Elizabeth Freeman. In 1781, she learned that the Bill of Rights of the new
Massachusetts State Constitution said: ‘All men were born free and equal.” She
believed that this applied to her too, and had the courage to take her ‘owner’ to
court. She sued him for her freedom. The success of Elizabeth Freeman’s case,
along with several others, brought about the legal end of slavery in Mas-
sachusetts. Freeman was one of many during this period who helped to change
the government by believing in American principles of freedom.

Among African Americans of the eighteenth century, belief in American
principles of freedom took many forms. Benjamin Bannaker, scientist, mathe-
matician, inventor, and astronomer, is known for writing almanacs and for
surveying the land that would become our nation’s capital. He also wrote a
carefully stated yet scathing letter to Thomas Jefferson in 1791 pointing out the
contradictions of a society founded on principles of freedom that enslaved
millions of its inhabitants. Below is a section from that letter:

Here, Sir, was a time [Revolutionary War period] in which your tender
feelings for yourselves engaged you thus to declare, you were then
impressed with proper ideas of the great valuation of liberty, and the
free possession of those blessings to which you were entitled by nature;
but Sir how pitiable is it to reflect, that altho you were so fully con-
vinced of the benevolence of the Father of mankind, and of his equal
and impartial distribution of those rights and privileges which he had
conferred upon them, that you should at the same time counteract his
mercies, in detaining by fraud and violence so numerous a part of my
brethren under groaning captivity and cruel oppression, that you should
at the Same time be found guilty of that most criminal act, which you
professedly detested in others, with respect to yourselves.

Crispus Attucks, often portrayed as the first who ‘happened’ to die in the
Boston Massacre, was actually the leader of a group of citizens who marched up
King Street to confront British soldiers. Black colonists were part of the Minute-
men at Lexington and Concord, and joined the Continental army by the
thousands when Washington slowly opened the ranks to free and then enslaved
African Americans. The British had offered freedom to all men held in slavery
who would fight for them, and thousands of Native Americans were fighting on
the side of the British because of their conflicts with colonial settlers. These
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factors, along with the need to replace deserters and lost soldiers during the
bitter winter at Valley Forge, caused black soldiers to be a crucial factor in
winning the Revolutionary War.

The above examples demonstrate how the integration of multiple and
collective accounts on common themes (experienced in some way by all people
of each era) would stimulate a multicultural orientation in education materials
and classroom instruction. Those who counter that it all won’t fit (in the
textbooks and the curriculum), only reveal their lack of imagination and will to
conceptualize knowledge as an equitable and interrelated whole, rather than the
sum of unequal and separate parts.

The effects on all students of legitimizing a narrow world view are costly.
When omissions and distortions occur consistently for any culture or group, the
cumulative weight of this truncated version of history (as well as all other
disciplines) plays a role in ‘confirming’ that group’s invisibility and lesser value.
In this way, the continuous gaps and voids in curricula shape thoughts and
feelings about ‘self’ and about one’s own and others’ cultures (Swartz, 1989).

For example, past and present suppression of indigenous African, Asian,
and American accounts of colonial invasion and exploitation in curriculum and
textbooks, causes these vehicles of learning to be gatekeepers of knowledge and
perpetrators of cultural amnesia. The proliferation of this hegemonic education-
al practice is internalized by generations of students whose one-sided view of
Europe’s ‘great colonial adventure’ paves the way for a portrayal of cultures,
from which many students descend, as voiceless, passive, and ‘less developed’.
These ancestral cultures, from which Europe’s Renaissance and Industrial Re-
volution were funded and nourished, were, in the process, raped, depopulated,
exploited, and often destroyed. As most textbooks tell it, or more often omit it,
this all happened in voiceless passivity and anonymity, and was somehow natural
and inevitable. Between the lines of most textbooks, students get the message
that these cultures ‘deserved’ such treatment because they couldn’t ‘cope’ with
the advances of ‘modern civilization’. Do we really need to ask what role, if any,
the academic content of ‘standard’ educational materials plays in building or
undermining self and communal esteem?

Critics of multicultural education may ask, ‘What then is ‘“standard”
according to multicultural education? How do you determine what is to be
taught and what students should know?’ It is important to clarify that multicultu-
ral standards or criteria, such as inclusion with representation and non-
hegemonic scholarship, should not be confused with or perceived as a pathway
toward establishing a new ‘standard’ or expanded canon — a multicultural canon
if you will. Just as multicultural education disavows the textual dominance of
any culture or group, it disavows the need for and inherent dominance implicit
in canonized knowledge. In the field of literature, the canon has a definite form
and can be identified through the largely monocultural lists of literature in most
student anthologies and English courses and curricula. In the study of history,
the canon is more amorphous, but no less restrictive and misrepresentational. In
this discipline we have no list to purview, but an analysis of textbooks produced
for public school consumption (as well as the curricula tailored to them) consis-
tently reveals the monocultural ‘master script’ at their foundation. The a priori
censorship inherent in the ‘master script’ results in a Eurocentric canon —
exclusionary and distorted. The task of multicultural education is not to replace
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the monocultural canon with a more inclusive multicultural one. The notion of
canon itself is hegemonic. If the standards or criteria of a multicultural educa-
tion are used to select a canon — albeit a more inclusive one — the emancipa-
tory capacity of multicultural education will be delimited. Yes, standards or
criteria are needed for the selection of textbooks, the compilation of literature
lists, and the development and delivery of curricula. These standards should
promote greater accuracy and inclusion, indigeneity, and the recognition of
knowledge as hybrid, collective, and steadily evolving. Thus, the real standards
of multicultural education are those that continuously disavow dominance and
monological thought, not a specific set of materials or information chosen by
those standards. In this way, multicultural education conceives of knowledge as
fluid and evolving in its diversity and capacity to critically stimulate and engage
students in the process of knowledge production. The canonization of any
discipline places boundaries on knowledge. Multicultural education proposes
that the engagement and ultimately the empowerment of students as seekers of
knowledge depends upon the removal of imposed boundaries. Such an educa-
tion provides the framework for conceptually unlimited content and perspec-
tives. By broadening their base of knowledge, students are encouraged to
critically define, analyze, and synthesize the knowledge they need to ‘handle’ the
diverse dynamics present in various disciplines, historical events, and issues.
Searching for and selecting knowledge to solve problems, rather than reiterating
predetermined sets of information, empowers students to select and delineate
their own boundaries for each learning situation.

Increasing global interconnectedness requires that Western students, who
collectively represent the cultures of the world, know who they are, where
they have come from, and what their ancestral cultures have achieved and
experienced. It also requires that students know how to think and solve
problems — ultimately to be knowledge producers. The enrichment that comes
from this type of engagement with knowledge is the liberative energy of future
achievements. Without this energy, the educational engagement of millions of
our students will continue to wane. By requiring the non-hierarchal, non-
hegemonic representation of diverse cultural repertoires, and by sowing scho-
larship and the hybrid collectivity of knowledge in the foundational soil of
knowledge production, multicultural education can open up the boundaries
around knowledge and facilitate the reaping of one of the most fundamental
goals of education: to teach and promote the values and the skills of positive
cultural evolvement, and thus to encourage its continuance.

Notes

1 Recommendation of Commissioner Thomas Sobol to the New York State Board of
Regents, included in a 2 February 1990 memo from Thomas Sobol to New York State
Board of Regents. This recommendation, along with specific action steps, was passed
by the Regents on 16 February 1990.

2 As used in this article, the word ‘groups’ in the phrase ‘diverse cultures and groups’,
refers to traditionally omitted and misrepresented racial/ethnic groups, and intra-
cultural groups such as women, youth, senior citizens, people of various religions, and
those who are physically and mentally challenged.

3 Western culture is not inherently a monolithic construction. For example, the cultures
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of European countries are as diverse as the cultures of African countries or the
countries of any continent. However, the common goal of European powers to
conquer, exploit, and often destroy people and civilizations in Africa, Asia and the
Americas during the colonial and neocolonial periods, linked European countries
together in an unworthy alliance. This coalescence was accompanied and supported by
a deeply rooted psycho-social belief system entrenched in the racial categorizations of
nineteenth century anthropologists, and fueled by the schismatic and imperialist litera-
ture and unfounded genetic postulations of white superiority during that same period
(Said, 1978). The current economic, social, and political disparities, for example,
between European countries and African countries are directly a result of these
engineered divisions of dominance, and are contextualized in educational materials
through the absence or misrepresentation of the values, traditions, achievements, etc.,
of African, Asian, Latin American, and indigenous peoples. Thus, the censorship
explained above maintains the ‘hegemony of the familiar’ — Western culture remains
‘master’.

4 Nation (with a capital N) refers to a people, usually the indigenous inhabitants of a
specific territory, who share common customs, origins, history, and frequently lan-
guage or related languages. Nation (with a small n: nation) refers to an aggregate of
people organized under a single government. In the United States today, the term
‘nation’ primarily signifies a political body — the citizens united under one indepen-
dent government, without close regards for their origins. Secondarily, ‘nation’ refers
to a physical territory. In order to distinguish between the aggregate of people who
live in the United States (nation), whose lands of origin are all over the world, and
people who are indigenous to a land, we are capitalizing the N of nation when
referring to indigenous peoples. For example, the Cherokee Nation and the Anishi-
nabe Nation are indigenous to the nation in North America today called the United
States; the Yoruba Nation and the Igbo Nation are indigenous to the nation today
called Nigeria.
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Chapter 4

Reflections on the Researcher in a
Multicultural Environment

Lois Weis

Although multicultural education as a field of study has grown somewhat within
the past twenty years, studies by Carl Grant and Christine Sleeter (1986) point
to a clear absence of serious research in the area. Whether quantitative or
qualitative in orientation, in-depth work on the topic is virtually non-existent.

This raises two questions regarding what research on multicultural educa-
tion entails: (i) what questions should be asked; and (ii) what does it mean to be
a researcher in a multicultural setting? In other words, are there any special
issues or problems related to conducting research in multicultural environments?
I do not intend, in this chapter, to address the first question. Others in this
volume will do so. I will, however, begin to explore the second through a set of
reflections upon my two ethnographies, both of which were conducted in multi-
cultural settings and both of which were conducted in cultural environments far
removed from my own background. The first was an examination of the con-
struction of black student culture in an urban community college which served a
high proportion of poor students (Weis, 1985a and 1985b), and the second, a
study of the process of white working class male and female youth identity
formation in a high school located in a deindustrializing area of the United
States (Weis, 1988a, 1988b and 1989). Although data from both studies have
been reported extensively elsewhere, this essay will explore some of the issues
related to what it means to do work in a multicultural environment and, indeed,
an environment often far removed from the researcher’s own original cultural
location.

Some of the issues raised in this chapter relate to the meaning of being a
researcher in any environment, whether multicultural or not. Others relate
specifically to what it means to conduct research in an environment which is
removed in some sense from one’s own background. The points raised here
relate specifically to qualitative or ethnographic work. I will raise, in this chap-
ter, several key points: (i) know who you are before going into the field; (ii)
respect those with whom you are working; and (iii) conduct yourself with the
utmost of integrity at all times. A researcher has to make a number of difficult
decisions in the field and if one cannot live by these three points, he or she
should not be out there. The data will be useless and we, as researchers, will do
immeasurable damage to people’s lives.
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Entering the Field and Acknowledging Ourself’

It is never easy to gain access to people’s lives for the period of time necessary
to conduct careful ethnographic work. One is literally asking to be part of
people’s everyday existence for very often a year. How one approaches the field
and its power brokers is critical. Many multicultural settings, especially those
located in poorer neighborhoods, have been abused by the press and members
of the dominant class to such an extent historically that people are very reluctant
to allow access. This is understandable and prospective researchers must recog-
nize this. When, for example, I requested access to the Urban Community
College in 1979, I was faced with the fact that the Community College had just
won a long drawn out fight for a new campus. This fight has spanned over ten
years and the press had been engaged in the struggle from the beginning and
had not always been sympathetic to a new campus. Reports of rapes in the
neighborhood, thus creating the impression that ‘these people’ were unworthy,
were frequent and were run on the front page. Similar such reports of rapes in
the suburbs did not receive these front page headlines. Thus people were
understandably wary of my intentions when I raised the possibility of conducting
an ethnographic study for a year. I was asking to become a part of people’s lives
just after they had won an exceptionally difficult fight for a new location. Well
into the first semester numerous faculty members thought I might be associated
with the press and suspicion ran high among certain faculty. They simply did not
trust me. Given a history of abuse, this is to be expected in any institution in this
country which serves the poor. While not all multicultural institutions serve the
poor, some do, and this is a problem if one is attempting to gain access.

I must say here that, unfortunately, the rampant sexism in this society does
have, in this case, some advantages. When I ask for access to such institutions, I
am simply not taken as seriously by most as would a white male, for example.
Power brokers do not expect quite as much of me as they would a white male
who announced that he was from the university and wished to conduct a similar
study. Faculty and administrators are certainly not aware of this, and would, no
doubt, deny that this is the case. In my experience, however, it is true. It does
not occur to me that I will not gain access to even the most difficult and most
controversial of settings.? Part of this is undoubtedly due to personal style but at
least part of it is due to unfettered sexism. This, of course, is not to suggest that
this attitude characterizes all such people. Many in the field are quite aware of
the fact that a woman has to be good to get to where I am today. Others,
however, are not conscious of this and it is these people who are more willing to
let me be part of their lives when they might very well turn a male down.

Given the difficulty of gaining access to the field, and the fact that one’s
own self interacts with one’s ability to obtain such access in a variety of ways, it
is important to understand that the field can be a very lonely place for this
reason. People will assign a social location to you, often based upon their own
social location and you become that person for them, despite what you may
think of yourself. In the white working class high school, for example, numerous
white male faculty persisted in thinking that I was a graduate student working on
a Masters’ degree. Each faculty member at the school received a letter from me
indicating that I was an Associate Professor at SUNY and that I intended to
write a book based on my year spent in the school. In addition, I had meetings
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with all faculty units at the beginning of the school year in which I conducted the
research and met individually with almost every teacher at one time or another
before systematic data collection was begun. Nevertheless, male teachers per-
sisted in asking me, ‘How is your masters’ going’?; or, ‘How is your little project
coming’? Occasionally I was asked how my dissertation was going but generally
male faculty had placed me in the category of being a first level graduate
student. They had simply assigned me to this role. At first, I corrected everyone
by reminding them that I was a faculty member who was writing a book — a
book for which I already had a publisher (Routledge). After several months of
this, however, I simply stopped correcting people. I did decide that there was
nothing I could do to convince others that I was other than a graduate student,
which is the category that I had been placed in and with which many faculty
obviously felt comfortable. Since the vast majority of teachers themselves had a
Masters’, they then could assume that I was still striving for the position which
they had already obtained. These teachers were themselves largely from the
Traditional Proletariat (Edwards, 1977), escaping the steel plant and so forth
only by virtue of their education. They did not have the most progressive
attitude toward women. That they assigned to me the social location of working
on a ‘little project’ obviously made them feel comfortable and I simply stopped
contesting the location.

I point this out only to suggest that people will assign a researcher to a
certain social location and that one has to know oneself before entering the
field. If I did not know who I was, I would have spent my time contesting their
definition and being upset by it rather than gathering data which was my
purpose there. The field can be a very lonely, albeit fascinating, place. People
do not know you there, and it is not your job to have them necessarily get to
know you and accept you for who you are. Your job is to get to know them, and
this may occur through their assigning you a certain place — one with which you
may feel less than comfortable. I did not feel particularly comfortable being
relegated to the position of ‘little girl’, but that is what many male faculty
did in the ‘Freeway’ project. No one in the school really knew who I was,
despite what I told them and my own well-established professional style as a
faculty member. Others in the world did, however, and this is terribly impor-
tant. If you spend eight hours a day or more with people who do not really know
you, you have to know yourself and be able to go back to a world where you are
known. There is one caveat here, however. True community studies in which
the researcher by himself/herself or with her or his family actually moves into
the community do not seem to take quite the same form. Some of the com-
munity studies such as Joseph Howell’s Hard Living on Clay Street (1973),
Bettylou Valentine’s Hustling and Other Hard Work (1978), and Carol Stack’s
All Our Kin (1972), where researchers actually move into the area and conduct
a full community study rather than a study in a school seem to be able to lessen
the fracturing of self I am describing here. Alan Peshkin, however, raises
the same point I do with respect to his study of both Mansfield (1978) and the
fundamentalist Christian school (1986). In both cases he actually lived in
the community. In the second case, he was defined as an outsider by virtue of
the fact that he was a Jew (Peshkin, 1982, 1986). Thus living in the community
does not ensure that one does not meet these imposed definitions of self but it
might lessen them a bit.
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Let me restate my point here. As a researcher you will be what people in
the field choose to define you as and you have little control over this since you
are entering their cultural totality — they are not entering yours. You had best
have a good self-concept to begin with or the field work is not worth doing. In
the white working class high school the male teachers systematically defined me
as a little girl since this fit neatly with their own definition of women in a
patriarchal community.

In the Community College, I faced a different problem. The students
refused to believe that I was who I said I was. In this case, I again entered the
field and let everyone know who I was. This is, however, a very poor group of
students for the most part, many of whom have few academic skills. There was a
great deal of self-redefinition in the College among the student population. For
example, students, on a number of occasions, would tell me that, ‘I had in-
tended to go to the University of ——, but changed my mind at the last minute
and ended up at Urban College’. The ‘blank’ here could be the University of
Pennsylvania, New York University, or whatever. I heard this on numerous
occasions. It must be noted that many such students were reading on a ninth
grade level at best. Many other such examples of taking on the role of others
were more coded. One woman, who I later learned had been a prostitute for
many years, informed me that she had been a ‘physical therapist’ for many years
before coming to Urban College. Another woman told me that she had a first
husband who died; I later found out that this was not true. This is not to judge
these statements in any way. I am simply pointing out that there was quite a bit
of shifting identity among the student population and individuals often
took on roles in an attempt to be other than what they were. This was known
among the population and not simply done for the benefit of an outsider.
Students did it to one another and everyone knew it. This is important only
insofar as the fact that I was assumed to have a shifting identity also. Thus,
when I said I was a faculty member at State University, students expressed
interest, and then immediately asked me how I had done on the Business
Organization test last period. They honestly thought I was a student for quite
some time. Again, this is not universally the case in the College, but I am quite
certain that many students did not believe that I was a faculty member until well
into the year. Again, the fact that I do not reflect the stereotypically faculty
member (white male) appearance definitely contributes to this. It ran deeper,
however. In an environment where shifting identities are the norm, it was simply
assumed that I had a shifting identity as well. This is not an unrealistic expecta-
tion given the reality of the students’ lives. One is what others define you to be
in these settings and this definition is likely to be more removed from one’s ‘real’
self the further removed from one’s original culture when doing fieldwork.
These settings were not mine and I was categorized much as white middle class
researchers place others in categories in so much of our research.

To this day, I only wear skirts and dresses to the University because when I
did the research in the Community College I wore slacks to the College and
skirts to the University so that I could keep my identity straight to myself. We
become different people in the field as well. The fact that people define us in
certain ways does have an effect on us, whether positive or negative. It is,
therefore important that researchers know who they are before entering the field
because others will define you as they see fit. In suggesting that those who do
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not know themselves ought not enter the field, I am not suggesting that one
should engage in any personal rigidity once one is out there. One of the most
fascinating things about field work is what we learn about ourselves as we
interact in different cultural milieus. Learning about oneself in such a setting,
however, does assume that one has a base from which to depart.

Acknowledging Our Perspectives

It is important that we acknowledge the perspectives from which we operate.
This holds true in all research settings, of course, but in dealing with cultures not
our own it is critical to be honest about where we are coming from theoretically
and personally. When I engaged in the study of the Community College 1 was
involved with the reproduction framework, and my own biography of marginal-
ity enabled me to understand what it meant to be marginal in terms of main-
stream institutions and culture. I am a Jewish female — a woman who has
always felt marginal in a number of ways. Being Jewish and spending most of
my youth in a non-Jewish community meant that I understood marginality to
its core. I understood in a very real way what it meant to be an outsider. I
remember full well introducing my non-Jewish peers in elementary school to
Jewish culture through a variety of skits and so forth. I was always different.
Although confident personally, I felt the outsider nature of my existence. I had
dark hair and dark skin in a mid-western community populated by light skinned,
blonde haired and blue eyed Scandinavians and Germans. I felt different and I
was. I could not say the Lord’s Prayer when others did. I was Jewish. They were
not. Ultimately this gave me a great deal of strength but I felt my own marginal-
ity as a child. As I matured, I again lived marginality in that I was a Jewish
female who was not proceeding along the correct path. I did not wish to marry
just out of college, select silver and china, and raise children. I wanted a public
life also and did not come from a family or a community where this was either
understood or condoned. I was rejected in many ways because of it. My own
marginality as a striving Jewish female from Milwaukee therefore was part and
parcel of my own biography and enabled me to understand marginality in terms
of mainstream culture and institutions of the Urban College students. My
politics of the 1960s enabled me to be sympathetic with the determined location
and oppression of the underclass. Between Two Worlds was a statement of
marginality in some ways, and a part of my own personal biography.
Although a feminist and political leftist, I did not truly appreciate or
acknowledge the importance of social movements in my life until I wrote
Working Class Without Work. This second ethnography is a study of social
movements — the identity formation process of male and female working class
youth in school and the ways in which this identity formation process was
infused by social struggles — specifically, the woman’s movement, the state of
the American labor movement, and the new right. I was personally past the
point of seeing my own life and work as the result of personal striving and
success. My life was now infused with a spirituality and a sense of collective
struggle that I had not fully understood before. This is not to say that I was not
political when I wrote Between Two Worlds. 1 was. However, I did not fully
appreciate the extent to which I was and am part of a social movement. I
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understand now the insight that felt marginality in my own biography provides,
but it is no longer a driving force for me. My life has been able to take the shape
and form it has because of the women’s and the civil rights movements. While
this was always objectively the case, it did not fuel my creativity in the way it
does now. I was older when I wrote Working Class Without Work and I have
children. I am part of a set of historic struggles involving meaning making. I am
part of the struggle to redefine the female subject, in particular, and my daugh-
ters are, by virtue of the fact that they are female, part of it as well. My children
remind me on a daily basis that there is a future and that the future will involve
change in collective identity formation and struggle. Perhaps it is this shift —
from a feeling of marginality (not to be read as aloneness in any sense) to one of
collective identity that led to some of the differences in my two ethnographies.
My second book focuses on identity formation. I now understood that I was,
and am, part of the shaping of identity, not in an individual sense but in a
collective one as well. My book reflects this shift. I saw working class male and
female youth in a struggle for identity formation in a struggle to create a ‘self’ in
a world that was increasingly programmed. I saw competing identity formations
in the case of males and females, in particular, rather than the motif of repro-
duction in the case of Between Two Worlds.

All this is not to deny the importance of available paradigms in the litera-
ture itself. When I wrote Between Two Worlds, 1 was very much influenced by
the notion of cultural reproduction and contestation as a number of scholars
were employing these ideas (Willis, 1977; Apple, 1982; Giroux, 1983). When I
wrote Working Class Without Work, the notion of collective identity formation
was being introduced into the debate (Wexler, 1988). It is too simple, however,
to suggest that I or any scholar simply makes theoretical shifts as the discourse
changes. There is a variety of competing frameworks or ways of seeing avail-
able to us and we ‘choose’ to work within and/or push forward one or another of
these at different times in our lives. It is our own biography which intersects
with these frameworks in meaningful ways; none of us simply alters our perspec-
tives because the theoretical winds shift.

I do not know what I would see if I did the Community College study now.
While I still have great faith in the integrity of the data, I am certain that
I would have seen the students engaged more in a struggle for collective
identity formation than I did then. I would have interpreted the data more, I
suspect, in terms of what it means to be part of a collective movement and the
ways in which this movement is fractured. This reflects my movement both
personally and theoretically. All scholars ought to be aware of the way in which
their personal biography intersects with their own work. Alan Peshkin (1983)
has been brutally honest about this. He suggests that his own growing up within
the Jewish community of Chicago led him to value perceived community when
he was in Mansfield. This very same aspect of biography led him to see as
indoctrination the teaching within the fundamentalist Christian school. Others,
he suggests, may have seen indoctrination in an avowedly racist Mansfield, and
community in the Christian school.

While the awareness of one’s biography is important in all work, it is
perhaps even more important in multicultural settings where the scholar does
not know the culture of the people in the field. It is our job as researchers to
become an insider in these settings much as we are insiders, in a sense, within
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our own class cultural locations. In a middle class setting there would be more
shared understanding between myself and people in the field initially than there
will be at the outset between myself and those in the field in a working class
environment. It is our job to get to know the ‘other’ in the field. If the ‘other’ is
far removed in some sense from our own biography, the way in which our own
biography encourages us to ‘make sense’ of the other is critically important. We
must be brutally honest about this. It would be most helpful, for example for
middle class researchers to engage in such soul searching when they interpret the
actions, words and silences of the poor, blacks, Hispanics and others. What
leads one to ‘see’ certain things about others?

I must add here that I truly do believe that work done from an outsider’s
perspective once this level of honesty is achieved is possibly better than that
which could be done by an insider. It is true that I could study the middle class
and have less far to go in terms of ‘understanding’ them. However, since it is my
own original culture, I fear that I would take too much for granted, thereby
missing a great deal. I would lose the invaluable perspective of the outsider. The
outsider is, in many ways, the best social critic once he/she acknowledges the
role of personal biography in one’s work.

Exhibit Integrity

It is important always to conduct oneself with the utmost of integrity in the field.
In multicultural settings, the researcher will often be extremely distrusted. In the
case of the Community College, as I mentioned earlier, I was distrusted by
faculty initially because they feared that I was a spy. The students initially
distrusted me because 1 was white. This is not surprising. There is a history of
abuse that determines the way in which whites are perceived by blacks and other
people of color which is going to determine initial acceptance or lack thereof.
After this initial period, however, it has been my experience that people will, in
fact, open up and trust those whom they feel deserve to be trusted. The turning
point in the Community College came when, as the only white member of the
class, I was privy to a class discussion (when the teacher was not present) about
how racist (the term used was ‘prejudiced’) that particular teacher was. I never
said anything to anyone. I just sat there listening. When students realized that
nothing negative ever came of my overhearing that particular ‘insider’ discussion
and that I continued to interact with everyone in the same way I always did, the
road was much clearer for further relations with the students. In the high school,
students soon learned that nothing ever came of my hearing their discussions
about drinking and using drugs. In the College, it was the same. People will talk
to you as a researcher if they trust you. They will not talk to you or, alternat-
ively, hand you a line if they do not. You have to be the judge of that.

In any multicultural setting it is terribly important that one be in the field
for an extended period of time. I recommend a year. It is perfectly ludicrous to
think that a researcher can enter the field and immediately start interviewing
people whom they do not know, whose culture they do not share, who are often
perceived as hostile, and yet expect to get anything even remotely resembling
accurate information. It simply will not happen. As noted above, there is a
history of abuse here which will lead people to offer inaccurate information and
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the further removed from one’s own culture a researcher is in the field, the more
likely that is to happen. In both studies, I sat in on classes three full days a week
for at least three months before I began formally interviewing anyone. It is
important to establish oneself as a trustworthy member of the community before
attempting to conduct interviews. By the time I conducted interviews with
Community College students and high school students, I was well known and I
did not ‘rat’ on anyone — I did not give away trade secrets. I did not tell what I
knew about drug trafficking, drug use, drinking within the institution, cheating
in the high school and so forth. Nothing happened as a result of my knowing.

This could, of course, pose some moral dilemmas for the researcher, de-
pending on the nature of what one hears. William Foote Whyte (1955) brings up
this same point in Street Corner Society. What does the researcher do if he/she
hears something patently illegal or, more importantly perhaps, that which is
likely to harm other people? Although I heard about many illegalities, I was and
am not particularly concerned with these. I do suspect I would engage in many
of the same illegalities if I was in the same structural location as the Community
College students. Fortunately, I never had to deal with overhearing something
that could likely seriously hurt another person. I must say, however, that my
role as a researcher is to listen and later analyze, not be a member of the police
force. I have heard a great deal and I have never once been tempted to share
this information with anyone that could directly impact upon the individual that
was doing the sharing. As a researcher, you must conduct yourself with integrity
— integrity here relating to the fact that you are on the terrain of others. One is
a guest, so to speak, when one is a fieldworker. It is not our job to intervene as
if one is a member of the police. That is not to say that on an individual level a
researcher should not try to use his/her contacts and skills to help others. In the
Community College, in particular, I did quite a bit of this. That, however, is
different than intervening in a legal or moral fashion in territory that is not one’s
own. My job is to conduct myself with the utmost of integrity in the field. I
cannot assume that it is my job to see to it that others conduct themselves with
what I consider to be integrity as well. That is for them to decide. It has been
my experience that if I do that well, most things around me will run that much
more smoothly.

Some Caveats

There are people who simply should not do fieldwork. I have taught qualitative
methods for years, and I have come to this conclusion. Those who are rigid and
who are unable to listen to others ought not be in the field. Fieldwork demands
that one be able to suspend judgment and become an insider to the best of
one’s ability. You must become what others wish you to be and listen to what
others say, whether you like what you hear or not. I did not like the racism
expressed by the Freeway males as reported in Working Class Without Work. 1
did not care to hear the term ‘nigger’ slip easily from their lips. I did not like
hearing the high school males talk about how they would like to beat their
mothers, or how they envisioned their future patriarchal families. I really hate
bigotry in any form and I did not like to hear it and have to engage with it

54



Reflections on the Researcher in a Multicultural Environment

seriously in order to obtain a picture of the white working class. I also did not,
as I mentioned above, like being treated as a ‘little girl’. In fact, I felt it was
demeaning. However, I had to do it. I had to flow with what it is that people
said to me — overtly or otherwise, in order to do the social analysis which I had
deemed important. It is my job to articulate on paper the words, thoughts,
actions and silences of others, whether I like what they say or not. This means I
have to truly listen and ask questions, not argue with them.

It is also my responsibility in all of this to be what they wish me to be
whether I like it or not. I did not like the fact that there were separate male and
female teacher lounges (not bathrooms) in Freeway and that men liberally
walked in and out of womens’ space but women never invaded mens’ space.
This said something to me that I found personally repulsive, and the women in
Freeway never challenged it. It was not my role to do so, however. If one
cannot sit and listen to the words of others without engaging in a debate with
them about their ideas, then stay out of the field. You will not be able to gain
data that are meaningful.

All of us make mistakes. I will never forget when, in the Community
College, I referred to the fact that I might work in a bar during the summer, get
a ‘shit job’, when talking with one of the students I knew very well. I really bit
my tongue. I could not believe I had said that. These people would, in many
cases, give anything for what I had so liberally called a ‘shit job’. I was horrified
that I had done it but he paid no attention. The point is that we all make
mistakes. We are of a particular social location and try as hard as we might, that
location intervenes at times in inappropriate ways. We have to set ourselves in
motion, however, and yet check ourselves at every turn. If you make a mistake
as a fieldworker, do not agonize over it. Nothing is that important. Just keep
moving and try very hard not to make the same mistake again. If you do make
the same mistake, forgive yourself again, and try not to err in the same
direction.

On another occasion in the Community College, in October, Basic Educa-
tion Opportunity Grant (BEOG) checks were late and students were organizing
in the cafeteria over this issue. I was so interested that I literally ran up to the
group and started asking questions, thus reinforcing the notion among some
teachers that I was a reporter. One of the faculty members (a minority male who
was a supporter of mine throughout the year) took me aside and told me that I
was simply behaving inappropriately. I was too aggressive. The information
would come to me, he said, but I had to wait for it. ‘There is a right way and a
wrong way of gaining information here, and you just demonstrated the wrong
way’. I backed off immediately and thought carefully about what he had said. I
relied heavily on a couple of insiders in both settings and they guided me
through the minefields. In the Community College, in particular, I relied upon
the perspectives and true wisdom of one part-time minority faculty member.
Unfortunately, he was part and parcel of the contradictory culture described in
the book and I am quite certain that he landed back in jail. A brilliant man — a
true social analyst who I had hoped would complete his degree at the University
(in which case he would have been made full-time), but he did not. He could not
break out of the boundaries of the contradictions he full well knew. He was my
strongest informant at the College. Without him I could have never done the
study.
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The researcher in the multicultural setting needs to rely heavily on key
insiders. They must be chosen carefully, however. More than anything, the
researcher needs to know where to be, when, how to listen, who to rely upon,
and when to back off or get out completely. Before anything else, we are
ourselves in the field. It is our true self (not in the sense of social location, but a
deeper sense of self) that will show through the institutions in which we are
gathering data. People in the field have a keen eye for this and they will deliver
nonsense to those whom they deem unacceptable. They will hand you a line, or
make it all but impossible to conduct the research.

Many should not be engaged in qualitative work in multicultural settings.
Those who are so inclined should proceed cautiously, ever mindful of the fact
that people are people, whether from our original cultural location or not, and
that they are quite adept at figuring out the degree to which we are truly
interested in them and the story which they have to tell.

Notes

1 Metz (1983) has raised the issue of ‘self’ in ethnographic investigations.

2 Peshkin has suggested that he, too, felt this way until he was denied access to a
number of Christian institntions before obtaining access of ‘Bethany’. He indicated
(personal communication) :hat he will ‘never again’ assume he can gain access.
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Chapter 5

Using Quantitative Methods to
Explore Multicultural Education

Gary Glen Price

I’ve addressed this chapter to researchers whose preconceptions about quantita-
tive research lead them away from it. For this audience, I hope my chapter will
break some stereotypes and blur some false distinctions between quantitative
and qualitative methods. A secondary audience is researchers who seek metho-
dological ideas that might help to advance understanding in multicultural educa-
tion. Included in this second audience are persons concerned with the fact that
the legitimacy of an emerging field is enhanced by the methodological soundness
of studies done in it.

Thoughts on the Hazards, Potentials, and Future of Quantitative
Research in Multicultural Education

I have often been struck by a curious asymmetry in dialogues between ‘quantita-
tive’ researchers and ‘qualitative’ researchers. Sometimes qualitative attacks on
quantitative methods are met with a patronizing yawn. Sometimes quantitative
researchers fault qualitative researchers for failing to follow rules of the game
(their game) without recognizing that those rules themselves are under attack.
‘Rules of the game’ as used here is synonymous with Kaplan’s (1964) term
reconstructed logic. Kaplan used this term to describe retrospective (and inevit-
ably incomplete) attempts to isolate, formalize, and canonize processes that
appear to have been present in studies perceived to be exemplary. (Kaplan
contrasts reconstructed logic with logic-in-use — the complex, informal,
meandering, and metaphoric processes actually followed by researchers.)

At other times, to the ire of qualitative researchers who fancy themselves as
scions of a new paradigm’', a quantitative researcher will claim to assimilate
qualitative research as a part of the quantitative enterprise — a part usually filed
by the quantitative researcher somewhere in the neighborhood of pilot studies,
instrument development, and hypothesis generation.

Red herrings — One goal of this chapter is to separate some overblown
criticisms of ‘quantitative’ research from some fair ones. Overblown criticisms
obscure real differences. Therefore, I consider them under the rubric of red
herrings. Alas, some red herrings come not from passionate rhetoric, but from
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pure and simple ignorance of the logic and intellectual traditions of quantitative
research. (I admit that qualitative zealots’ ignorance of their opponent is match-
ed by that of quantitative zealots, but such ignorance of qualitative research is
outside the scope of this chapter.)

Real vices — The ignorance that spawns red herrings also shrouds real
vices. Under the rubric of real vices 1 offer my own (hopefully informed)
criticisms of traditions of quantitative educational research. I make a distinction
between ‘a vice of quantification’ and ‘vices of quantifiers’.

Real differences — After defending quantitative research from red herrings
and criticizing it for real vices, I attempt to probe beneath surface methodolo-
gical differences between qualitative and quantitative research. I go beneath
methodological differences because, to my eclectic eyes, neither camp seems to
have a compelling proprietary claim to any particular research technique. Be-
neath the methodological surface, there appear to be some seldom-articulated
philosophical differences that separate the camps. These are discussed as real
differences.

Red Herrings

Collected under the rubric of red herrings are misleading criticisms of quantita-
tive research — some overstatements, others altogether unfounded.

Quantification is Reductionistic

One often-heard criticism of quantification is that it is reductionistic. The asser-
tion itself ventures close to being reductionistic. It resembles the quip that ‘All
generalizations are false ... including this one.” I am never certain which of
various meanings of reductionism is intended when I hear the assertion that
quantitative research is reductionistic. Possible interpretations of the assertion
are:

(i) The use of quantities to describe phenomena (a) blurs important
distinctions; and (b) discards related information.
(i) Theories that generate quantitative predictions about observables in-
herently oversimplify more than theories that do not.
(iii) The quest for quantitative specifiability of theories makes sense only
if one wishes to subsume social theories under physical theories.

I examine each of these interpretations below.

Quantities blur — Quantitative descriptions can blur important distinctions,
just as equivocal verbal descriptions do. One interpretation of this criticism
centers on the adjective important in ‘important distinctions’. Quantitative re-
search is branded as reductionistic because it blurs distinctions considered by the
critic to be important ones. This criticism suggests an arguable corollary, that it
is not reductionistic to blur unimportant distinctions. Implicit in a judgment of
importance is the purpose of the observer; what is important for one purpose
can be unimportant for another. Inasmuch as one’s judgment of the importance
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of a distinction is a reflection of one’s purpose, claims that a particular research
approach blurs important distinctions run the risk of dismissing as unimportant
(hence reductionistic) any observations done for purposes other than one’s own.
The researcher who takes this philosophical posture places herself on a slippery
slope, sliding toward solipsism (a self-isolating epistemological position in which
one denies the beliefs of others, the evidence of others, and even the exis-
tence of others). Viewed socially, solipsism exceeds ethnocentrism in self-
centeredness; it therefore seems inconsistent with concerns for multicultural
education.

Another interpretation of the criticism centers not on the importance of
that which is blurred, but on the blurring itself. Quantitative descriptions do not
inevitably blur. Unabridged descriptions can be encoded quantitatively without
reduction, although it is analytically complex and costly to do. Just as arguments
in ordinary language can be translated into formal symbolic logic, verbal de-
scriptions can be translated into lists of dichotomous attribute markers (I = the
adjective applies, 0 = the adjective does not apply). At this uncondensed
extreme, qualitative description and quantitative description converge. Quan-
tification is not usually pushed to this uncondensed extreme, but it can be; and,
once done, it permits one later to redefine one’s categories of analysis through
Boolean expressions (logical combinations of AND, OR, and NOT).

The flexibility of such description can be illustrated by data I gathered for
my dissertation (Price, 1977). Each clause from transcripts of mother-child
dialogue (29,000 clauses spread over sixty-six mother-child pairs) was indexed
on fifteen nominally-scaled dimensions, some dimensions having a choice of as
many as eight mutually exclusive descriptors to choose from. Some taxonomic
dimensions were based on a priori questions; others were formed to capture
clinical impressions gained by observing mother-child dialogues and by reading
transcripts of those dialogues. Through carefully constructed Boolean expres-
sions and the capability of computers to perform logic tests, I have more than
once gone back to those 29,000 records to construct newly-oriented descriptions
of the dialogue. I have also performed ERIC-like searches to lead me to
selected parts of transcripts.

Some readers will recognize that the foregoing example describes keyword-
based indexing of a kind used increasingly by ethnographic researchers to
annotate their field notes. Some may also wish to claim that such indexing is
qualitative description — not quantitative description. Granted, it is not a metric
description (i.e., one involving measurement). But there is a longstanding logic-
al basis for claiming that it is simultaneously qualitative and quantitative (Can-
tor, 1890; Quine, 1972).

There is yet another way in which the boundary between ‘qualitative’ and
‘quantitative’ research breaks down. There exist numerous statistical techniques
applicable to qualitative (non-metric) data (Haberman, 1978-79). Researchers
who employ these techniques use descriptions that are qualitative, and analyses
that are quantitative. Curiously, few educational researchers have explored this
combination, which is more common in anthropology, biology, geography, his-
tory, political science, and sociology.

A sensible researcher does not ignore rich description of qualitative (nomi-
nally scalable) phenomena and does not force measurement upon such phe-
nomena. But what about phenomena that are metric — whose description does
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involve measurement? A sensible researcher should not ignore ordinal-,
interval-, and ratio-scale information when it is present in phenomena.

Quantities discard related information — Critics of quantification often
assume that it is applicable only to decontextualized, atomistic, behavioristically
unpenetrating aspects of social and psychological phenomena. As implied by
that assumption, the quantitative researcher cannot see the forest for the trees
— losing sight of the context and losing inter-subjective insight into the mean-
ings and experiences of fellow humans. In effect, the claim is that low inference
description can be quantified, whereas high inference description cannot.” In this
strongly stated form, the claim could only be made in ignorance of the method-
ological literatures of social psychology (for example, Webb, Campbell,
Schwartz, Sechrest and Grove, 1981) and psychometrics (for example, Loehlin,
1987).

The criticism can be stated in a weaker and more defensible form, which
asserts that quantification retains some information and discards other informa-
tion. This loss of information indeed occurs in quantification. It is not, however,
unique to quantification: it is common to all forms of abstraction. Such loss is an
implication of the proposition that all perception is selective. The richest ethno-
graphic descriptions suffer the same fate.

Oversimplified theories — Do theories that generate quantitative predictions
about observables necessarily oversimplify more than theories that do not? That
question can be twisted into a reductionistic paradox:

(i) The following statement is not derived from a theory that makes
quantitative predictions.

(ii) All instances of deterministic thinking result from the use of quantita-
tive predictions.

The very suggestion that reductionism is proprietary to quantitative theories is
itself reductionistic (and to some extent quantitative).

This criticism of theories that generate quantitative predictions stems from
three issues. The first issue is whether theories can ever be complete. Apparent-
ly some critics fault theories for their incompleteness. Most thoughtful persons
— qualitative, quantitative, and otherwise — would claim that theories can
never be complete (Cook and Campbell, 1979, pp. 1-36; Kuhn, 1970b; Lave and
March, 1975, pp. 1-7). Even avowed determinists limit themselves to a form of
ontological determinism. They believe that the universe is in fact deterministic,
but they also believe that it is so intractably complex that its full comprehension
will forever be impossible.

The second issue is whether incomplete theories (as they all are) are useful.
‘Usefulness’, of course, can be defined in numerous ways. The scientific useful-
ness of a theory in solving old puzzles and paving the way for new ones is best
left to the judgment of history (Kuhn, 1970a and 1971; Popper, 1972). The
technical usefulness of an empirical-analytic theory depends not only on its
empirical fit, but also on its pertinence to the priorities (some would say
self-interests) of those who apply the theory (Apple, 1979; Habermas, 1968/
1971). On either of these definitions, it would seem apparent that incomplete
theories have some degree of usefulness.
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The third issue concerns gradations of usefulness in theories, and the role of
quantitative predictions in permitting persons to ascertain and compare grada-
tions of usefulness. Some critics of quantification probably deny that there are
gradations of usefulness. Others probably disagree with value judgments under-
lying a criterion by which theories are compared, but not with the principle of
grading theories.

If some theories that make no quantitative predictions appear less simple, it
is because they are less explicit.> That lack of explicitness has a cost: inexplicit
theories lack persuasiveness because they cannot be tested or compared with
other theories. Advocates of a theory that has no commensurability with other
theories (i.e., points of explicit agreement and explicit disagreement) can do no
more than preach to the already-converted. Lacking commensurability with
other theories, a theory provides limited ability to change the minds of persons
who believe in another theory (Kuhn, 1974).

Quantitative theories are by nature physicalistic — Does the quest for quan-
titative specifiability lead inexorably to physicalism? Some quantitative re-
searchers have quite pointedly argued against physicalism (for example Cook
and Campbell, 1979, pp. 32-6), so they would find a peculiar lack of inter-
subjective understanding on the part of an observer who tells them they are
pursuing physicalism. It may be true that all physicalists are quantifiers, but it
certainly is not true that all quantifiers are physicalists.

Quantification Imposes A Euclidean Framework

Another type of overstatement is the claim that quantification imposes a Eucli-
dean framework on a world that is not Euclidean, and thereby deludes. In the
first place, not all quantification uses a Euclidean framework. Techniques of
multidimensional scaling (Young, 1987), tree-fitting, and clustering (Anderberg,
1973; Everitt, 1980) are often non-Euclidean. These techniques have been used
to study subjective phenomena such as semantic dimensions of words (one
example being the conceptual similarity between species of animals), the per-
ceived similarity of colors (which bears little resemblance to the physical
spectrum), and the confusibility of complex, naturalistic patterns like faces. I
recommend Shepard’s (1980) review of those techniques to mathematically
literate qualitative researchers. Another promising technique that defies dismissal
as ‘Euclidean’ is the use of neural network simulations to detect and classify
patterns in data (Anderson and Rosenfeld, 1988; Wasserman, 1989).

Even in the case of methods that are Euclidean, the criticism is shallow,
because it does not explain anything about the purported ills caused by misap-
plication of a Euclidean framework. The criticism presupposes that the costs of
such misapplication outweigh the benefits, but the nature of the costs (and
benefits) is not described. Moreover, the criticism makes an unsupported onto-
logical assumption that the things viewed through a Euclidean framework are in
fact markedly un-Euclidean. Maybe so, maybe not.

Assuming that one is using a Euclidean framework and assuming that it is a
bad choice, what are the consequences? Here are some possibilities:
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(i) The researcher is led to have high confidence in a distorted
picture (i.e., delusion).
(ii) The researcher is led to have low confidence in a distorted pic-
ture.
(iii) The researcher obtains no picture.

Critics of using a Euclidean framework seem to assume that the first possibility
is the most likely. Persons who subject their theories to quantitative test,
however, have been humbled by empirical evidence often enough to know
better (for example, Levin, Pressley, McCormick, Miller and Shriberg, 1979).
The second and third possibilities are also undesirable, but both do provide
built-in incentive for the researcher to revise her or his theory.

Quantification Discards Idiopathic Information

A common overstatement is that quantitative research focuses on statements
generalizable to a population, and in the process discards important idiopathic
information. Some quantitative applications do that, and others do not (Cron-
bach, 1957). Quantification can help to detect and illuminate atypical cases. For
instance, I have triangulated regression residuals, interview records, and anec-
dotal descriptions to illuminate the peculiar (and different) preoccupations of
two children (Price, 1977, pp. 80-1). In a study of teachers’ expectations,
Hwang (1982) used the techniques prospectively, selecting for extra interviewing
students whose profiles on certain measures were anomalously situated in Eucli-
dean space (i.e., outliers). In a study probing how some kindergarten teachers
create immaturity-tolerant environments (and others, immaturity-penalizing en-
vironments), Kehl (1989) used achievement-on-age regressions of several succes-
sive kindergarten cohorts as a quantitative means of describing individual
teachers.

Quantification Entails Unrealistic Distributional Assumptions

The last red herring is the claim that quantification entails unrealistic distribu-
tional assumptions. An extreme form of this claim is that observations are
forced in quantitative research to conform to a normal curve. Methods of
statistically describing a sample generally do not impose normality. Nor, for that
matter, do they require one to assume a normal distribution. The assumption of
a distribution comes into play only at the point when the researcher wishes to
make a probabilistic statement about the population represented by her or his
sample. Even in the case where such assumptions are made, they are often
approximately true. Moreover, some forms of statistical inference are known
not to go far awry even though the real distribution differs markedly from the
assumed distribution.

The foregoing list of red herrings will have had its intended effect if well-
founded criticisms of quantitative methods replace frivolous criticisms. There
are well-founded criticisms, in my estimation, such those described below.
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Real Vices

There are legitimate criticisms that can be made of quantitative research. Most
of those criticisms concern unexamined traditions widely followed by quantita-
tive educational researchers. As such, those are vices of quantifiers (not of
quantification itself). I do see one real vice of quantification.

A Vice of Quantification

Wrong numbers — There is one risk in quantification that is so great that I have
chosen to consider it a vice. That is the risk of wrong numbers. These can result
from unwitting errors in numericai data records. They can also result from
mistakes in logic. Both kinds of error are easy to make, hard to catch after they
are made, and sometimes serious. I am sadly sure that wrong numbers regularly
lead useful insights to be lost and artifactually erroneous insights to be found.
Errors of this kind occur in many research reports, and they occasionally receive
critical reanalysis (for example, Price and Gillingham, 1985; Price, Walsh, and
Vilberg, 1984).

The reader may believe that incompetent researchers rather than quantifica-
tion, per se, should be blamed for this problem of wrong numbers. But — as
with nuclear plant design and automobile safety — somewhere there is a point
where one ceases to blame persons who have difficulty with a fussy tool, and one
begins to blame the tool (Norman, 1988).

Vices of Quantifiers

In the section on red herrings, I took exception when practices of some quantita-
tive researchers were used to deny certain possibilities of quantitative research. I
argued that sensible uses of quantification are feasible, and I dismissed claims to
the contrary. For that purpose, it did not matter whether sensible uses are
common or rare. In this section, I judge quantitative research by what is
prevalent, not by what is feasible.

Vestiges of positivism — Positivism, also known as scientific empiricism,
refuses to concede the status of reality to things not directly observable. In
educational research, the most blatant expression of this view is behaviorism,
which eschews mental and cognitive constructs. Although behaviorism lost its
dominant position in American psychology a decade or two ago, some positivist
habits linger on in educational research. Inattention to the thoughts, customs,
and intentions of subjects is one such habit. This vestige of positivism in the
habits of some quantitative researchers is antithetical to research on multicultu-
ral education. As argued previously, this is a vice of some quantifiers, not a vice
of quantification of itself.

Another vestige of positivism is definitional operationalism — the tendency
of some quantitative researchers to regard theory as no more than paramete-
rized relations between directly measured variables (Wimsatt, 1981). A noted
sociologist (Blalock, 1967) provided a clear example of this positivist tendency
when he wrote, ‘I would maintain that it is preferable to attempt to state general
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laws that interrelate variables in terms of hypothetical “if-then” statements.
These could be of the form, “If X changes by one unit under conditions A, B,
and C, then Y should change by by, units”.’

Self-sufficient studies as the ideal — Another vice prevalent among quantita-
tive educational researchers is the disinclination to rest part of an argument on
the findings of another researcher. The costly ideal is to have every study be a
definitive one — free standing and self-sufficient. The findings of other re-
searchers are cited abundantly to motivate a study, but seldom as premises in a
chain of reasoning. There is a paradox in this tendency:

(i) Quantitative researchers make much ado about the generalizabil-
ity of their findings.

(ii) Quantitative researchers seldom treat the findings of other quan-
titative researchers as though they were generalizable.

Role of a priori prediction — The reconstructed logic of much quantitative
research derogates a posteriori explanation no matter how resistant the a pos-
teriori explanation is to rival explanations. In contrast, a priori explanations are
often accepted uncritically. I would like to