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FORTY YEARS AFTER L.A. WALKOUT-
SITUATION STILL GRIM

Forty years ago this month, |
joined thousands of Mexican-
American students who shocked the
city of Los Angeles by walking out
of the public schools. We marched
through the streets of East,Los
Angeles to peacefully protest the
racism and educational inequality we
faced in the schools.

The walkouts lasted for a week and
a half and captured national attention.
More than 10,000 students
participated, including students from
the predominantly A frican-American
Thomas Jefferson High School in

~ South Central Los Angeles who

walked out in solidarity with us.

The walkouts were the first major

mass dramatic protest against racism
and educational inequality ever
staged by Mexican Americans in the
United States.
The Los Angeles walkouts ignited the
emergence of the Mexican-American
civil rights movement - which came
to be known as the Chicano
Movement - throughout the
southwestern United States.

Three months afterthe high- school
walkouts; I was one of 13 organizers
who were indicted for conspiracy to
“willfully disturb the peace and quiet”
of the city of Los Angeles. At the time,
I wasa first-year graduate student and
the president of my campus chapter
of the United Mexican American
Students. T was arrested in the early
morning hours while hard at work on
a term paper. The trauma my family
and | were forced to endure during
my arrest and my subsequent
imprisonment was a life-changing
experience for me.

We faced 66 years in prison if
convicted of the conspiracy charges.
It took-two years for our conspiracy
case to be decided by the California
State Appellate Court, The court
finally ruled that we were innocent

"\of the conspiracy charges by virtue

of the First Amendment to the U.S.

Consmution granting freedom of
speeCh If that amendment did not
exist, ['could still be in prison today
instead of teaching at the University
of California, Berkeley.

" round of student strikes against

But the walkouts - and the Chicano
Movement they ignited - did not
eliminate Latino educational
inequality.

There are more Mexican-
American teachers and principals in -
the Los Angeles city school district,
but the dropout rate is higher than it
was back in 1968. Nationwide, Latino
students are the most segregated and
have the highest dropout rate. And the
majority of Latino students who do
graduate from high school are not
eligible for college admission because
they have been academically ill
equipped.

In California, Republican Gov.
Amold Schwarzenegger has cut the
education budget by millions of
dollars. His priority has been to-build
more prisons instead of more and
better schools. '

At the national level, Pm1dcnt
Bush remains out of touch with the'.
needs of Latino youth in the-public
schools in spite of proclaiming
himseif the “Education President.”

" His “No Child Left Behind” law has

not contributed to making the public
school system better for Latinos and
other youth of color,
Federal funding for public schools is
grossly inadequate. Bush has yet to
allocate funding for the development
of a multicultural curriculum that can
make the Latino experience - and that
of other people of color - an integral
component of public schooling. His
priority is war. :
The time has come for another

educational inequality. This time,
however, students should be joitied by
all the teachers and administrators
who share their concerns and are
willing to demand that state and
federal governments prioritize the
educational needs of our youth
instead of feeding the military-prisan-
industrial complex.

Carlos Munoz Jr. is a longtime
activist and Professor Emeritus in the
Department of Ethnic Studies,
University of California, Berkeley. He
can be reached at
pmproj@progressive.org.
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HAND-OUT #3
DEFINITIONS OF RACISM

“Ramsmtsabeh&fthathumangrmq:scanbevah grouped

biological traits and that these identifiable groups mhqgrt certain ;ﬁi 1;3:’:;::12lt?trtyhmand
cultural characteristics that determine their behavior. A corollary belief is that some
biological groups, such as Caucasians, have superior mental and behavioral traits and that
others, such as Blacks and Indians, are mentally and culturally inferior.” James A. Banks.

2. Pierre van den Berghe defines racism as “any set of beliefs that organic, genetically
transmitted differences (whether real or imagined) between buman groups are
intrinsically associated with the presence of the absence of certain socially relevant
abilities or characteristics, hence that such difference are a legitimate basis of invidious
distinctions between groups socially defined as races.”

3. Although this term has been used loosely, for our purposes we can define racism
specifically as an ideology which considers a group’s unchangeable physical
characteristics to be linked in a direct, causal way to psychological or intellectual
characteristics, and which on this basis distinguishes between superior or inferior racial
groups.” Joe R. Feagin.

4. “Racism result from the transformation of race prejudice and/or ettmocentrism
through the exercise of power against a racial group defined as inferior, or by individuals
and institutions with the intentional or unintentional support of the entire culture.”
Benjamin P. Bowser and Raymound G. Hunt.

5. “Racism involves the subordination of people of calor by white people. While an
individual person of color may discriminate against white people or even hate them, his

ot her behavior or attitude cagnot be called ‘racist.” He or she may be considered
prejudiced against whites and we may all agree that the person acts unfairly and ugjustly,
but racism requires something more than anger, hatred, or prejudice; at the very least, it
requires prejudice plus power. The history of the world provides us with a long record of
white people holding power and using it to maintain that power and privilege over people
of color, not the reverse.” Paula S. Rothenberg.

6. “Racism is the generalized and final assigmnog of values to real or imaginary
dxﬁ‘erences to the accuser’s benefit and at the victim’s expense, in order to jusufy the

formers won privileges or aggression. Albert Memumi.

7. “Racism is the abstract property of social structures at all levels of society that
manifests itself in ethnic prejudices as shared group cognitions, in discriminatory actions
of persons as dominant group members, as well as in the sections, discourses,
organization, or relationships within and among groups institutions, classes, or other
social formations. Teun A. van Dijk.



8. “Terribly hard to define, as a number of writers have ruefully acknowledged, racism
as Juse the term in these pages consists in habitual practice by a people of treating,
feeling, and viewing physically dissimilar peoples-identified as such by skin color and
other shared hereditary characteristics- as less than persons.” Richard Drinnon.

9. “In our own use of the term racism, we mean, whatever actions Or institutional
procedures belp create or perpetuate sets of advantages or privileges for whites and
exclusions or deprivations for minotity groups. This usually requires an ideology or
explicit superiority or advantages of one racial groups over another, plus the institutional
power to implement that ideology in social operations.” Mark A. Chesler..

10. “For Race is not a scientific concepts as I have argued elsewhere, but rather a social
category used to establish lhnnan worth and social status. It is the fundamental category
or racism which is not simply attitudes but a system of denial and deformation of a
people’s history and humanity and right to freedom, based exclusively or primarily on the
specious concept or face.” '

“Racism expresses itself in three fandamental ways, as: 1) historical imposition; 2)
ideological justification; and 3) institutional arrangement. It is an act of violence against
and imposition on a people’s history and humanity in racial terms, an interruption and
appropriation of their history, and utilization of their labor-the essential process of
history-for the building of another’s history.”

“Moreover, racism as ideology is ‘an elaborate system of pseudo-intellectual categores,
assumptions, and contentions negative to third world peoples and serving as justification
of the imposition and reinforcement of the institutional arrangement.”

“It’s three ideological forms, which may be termed ideological absurdities are: 1)
religious-claims of divinity, and command and support from God to conquer, rule & ruin
the lives of third world peoples; 2) biological — academic and popular claims of
diminished intellectual capacity, unrestrained sexuality and propensities for viclence; and
3) cultural — claims of genetic superiority based on posing world culture as a white
construction instead of the human product it is.” Maulana Karenga. :
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Who am I?...from a physical standpoint i am not what i seem. To the general
public i am just a collage of stereotypes, conjectures, and postulations...and we are

all subject to these assumptions. But to tell you that i am hispanic, of latino
descent...is to bring a whole new variety of myths and prejudgient's to mind. But
i am not Hispanic...i did not choose to call myself hispanic, nor did latinos as a
whole choose to be grouped into one category. I am a CHICANO...a
mestizo...composed of european and indian blood, a descendant of indigenous
indians from Aztlan, and spanish hispanos from spain...
my first point is to explain the origin of the word hispanic: according to
wagner the term was first coined in the early 1970's by the united states-census
bureau to classify a diverse people with a relationship to the spanish language or
culture. but sadly America is a country in which we are educating the masses into
believing that anyone who descends or immigrates from twenty one distinctly
different progenies are: culturally alike, vote as a group, cant cut it in schools,
“work menial jobs, join gangs, get aids, think alike, look alike, but most
significantly have no heritage other than what is being accomplished here in the
US by anyone politically labeled hispanic. Many hispanics would rather view
themselves according to their distinct identity, in contrast to the broader labeling
of hispanic. Stereotypically, those who call themselves hispanic are more
assimilated, conservative, and younger. while those who choose the term latino
tend to be liberal, older, and sometimes radical. '
My personal experience as a Chicano has been unique...as you can see from

my outer physical features i am not what you think a chicano should or would look

- like. this socialization has affected me within my culture and society in general.
My father...who is a prof. of chicano studies at UC riverside raised me on a very
progressive, liberal agenda. I was-involved in the movement at a young age,
attending speeches, marches, protests...functions all relating to injustices affecting
the latino community. I grew up middle class, and my parents both worked hard to
to achieve that status in society...but socialization's have modified that
accomplishment into "selling out"...at least that is the perception among the lower-
classes of latinos. I hung-out with a very diverse crowd...and i was a victim of
these postulations. i would be called white, even though i spoke spanish. i was not
always accepted by my own...because of my fair skin....or when i brought a friend
home they would sometimes make a comment about the house or neighborhood i
lived in as if the wealth in my family was somehow handed down. This bothered
me...but 1 knew who i was. what made them so Chicano? was it their brown skin?
a lower income? they had no knowledge of their culture....they did not even know
what the word meant. As ignacio Garcia states: "they have become so socialized to
accept their disadvantaged status in society that it has become part of their culture”

but it is not in our culture to be poor, that has only been the last 500 years of our

hi.story. look at the last 2000 years of our existence and what we have brought to
this world in terms of science, mathematics, agriculture, and forms of government

(immortal)



~ So, to familiarize everyone with the meaning of the term Chicano. as Tatum

. states: "it was first used in a disrespectful way by mexican-americans to describe
newly arriving immigrants from mexico who were usually socially inferior, less
educated mexican indians. Not until the 1960's did it take on a an expression of
ethnic 'pride,_ social-and political awareness, a way to identify oneselfin a positive
light. Since the movement for civil rights was in full swing...the word also had
connotations of radicalism and militancy. which still...on occasion proves true
today and is the reason why some chicanos prefer to be called hispanic...to

disassociate themselves from these stereotypes. |
- So in my quest to find who i was, and what i am about. chicano has been a

continuos search, an experience of passion, education, belief, anger, love, sadness,
hope, and rejection. It alludes to a historical and political conscienceness. the term

chicano is grounded in a philosophy, not a nationality. So it is not true that you
have to be "mexican" to be a chicano. but'you must desire change...positive
change, socially and spiritually. therefore... CHICAN O, IS A STATE OF MIND.
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THE CYCLE OF EDUCATIONAL BARRIERS TO WHICH THE
MEXICAN AMERICAN IS SUBJECT o
The scheme below depicts this circle o1 frustration and
non-productivity which results from the usual school system
and its curriculum. The barriers cause be ‘ilderment, confusion,
and perhaps hostitlity among many children, The child cannot
cope with the school situation because he doesn’t relate to it,
But some children achieve in spite of the barriers.

A. The Mexican American child
in the Anglo oriented school,
where there are few Mexican
American teachers, libranans,
administrators.

B. The school expects an
understanding of English where
. Spanish is spoken until he
enters kindergarten. Also, it
forces him fo be ashamed of
an “accent.” It projects a
sudden exposure to generally

white middle class values
which are taught to all
students.

C. There may be conscious and
subtle racism. Children and youin
are pegged into a tracking
system for certain skills and
arcers, they are denied the
opportunity to try for college
level courses in many school

fysems.
D. There is no Chicano ;
reflections in textbooks and E. As a result, parents and

educational materals. No
partiapation in U.S. History.
Students are not taught any
of their unique
Mexican-Indian-Spanish
s an nor culture.

children may evidence lack of
interest and lack of faith in

compete vith Anglo children.
He has low achievement or
failure in school.

education. The child fails 10 e

- -

N

The child is reared in a family
speaking Spanish,  using

1 My

Mexican foods, socialization
patterns and ethics, culture
and lifestyle. The child may
come from s family large in
size, and with a low family
income.

{1

£

F. Testing materials often fail to

K.

—

correctly assess a Chicanos’ G.

personality and intelligenoe. s

Too many children are
misplaced in slow leamer
classes.

1
Results in 50% 10 BU%
drop-out. Why”

Less than 2 percent of thos
who do graduate from high
school go to College.

Failure of education to raise
the child up socio-econom-
ically. Even with education,
the youth has difficulty n
obtaining jobs. Institutional
raasm.

Need for extra finances for
the costs which occur in the
typical tugh schuol. and
family can’t afford them

Poor school counsehng. or
none. Little encouryenient
or assistance by school: and
perhaps none by family

The child 1s considered &

“problem™ in many schow
systems. The child has no role
model
American well-hnown hernes

and few  Mevsr
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hich seems to impress some

‘e minority populations. for
‘he perspective of the "70s. it

uated through the combined

A Theory of Racial Inequaliry 21
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FIGURE 16
INTERNAL COLONIALISM AND CLASS SEGMENTATION

ood analysis of this process. ;
) Interests of the Establishme
‘ nt of a system Racial/ethni
e - it dominant class of 5r.mcmr_al discrimination incqual?rymc
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4 the specificatio
agmmn‘lcd in figure 16, in
1 its “left"* variation and in
wenreich analysis described
reseats an elaboration of the
ent of a System of Structural
tructural elements in a soci-
«alized discrimination in the
ented classes. Segmentation
titutionalized discriminatory
sentation. The scgmentation
‘hat it is not necessadly an

aority may be in the subordi- .

Under the latter conditions,
he basis of equality with all
Chicanos are not necessarily

=r to illustrate certain points.

i pyramid fashion becausc:

5 of the other, on the basis of
.n class and average income.
what is portrayed here is the
le of the class memberships.
icross the diagram because

Racial —==| Prejudice
ideologies

Racial job

competition

ELABORATION OF THE SYSTEM OF STRUCTURAL DiscrRIMINATION IN CLass TERMS

o Professional- Perry
Capirtalist Managerial Bourgeois Working
Class Class Class Class

Dominant
Segments

Chicano
Subordinate
Segmeants

4 States, but form a _subordi-

way in which interests are
of the working class is still 2
100 with all members of the
stter working conditions, the
: establishment of a classless
of other classes, particularly
rorkers have certain interests ks

. Al

(Chicano subordinate segments
together constitute the internal
colony)
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TABLE 2.1
Differences between the Exclusivist Melting-Pot and the
Culturally Democratic Philosophies in Education
Socialization
practices
Mexican American of Mexican
sociocultural American home Personality
Philosophy system and community characteristics What is changed Goal
Melting pot— Excluded, omitted, Seen as interfuring  Seen as deviant, The child Acculturation Into
" Anglo con- prohibited, or with child's de- unacceptable, the cultural
formity view considered velopment. The “culturally ' ideal of Anglo-~
educationally basis of deprived" American
unimportant deprivation middie class
Cultural Language-heritage, Seenasdetermin-  Seenasacceptable The educational Bicuitural identity
democracy cultural values, ing unique com. and as means style of school
and teaching munication, whereby child can through greater
styles considered human-rela- explore new involvement of
educationally tional, incentive- cultural forms Mexican Ameri.
important motivational, and related to com- can parents, new
v cognitive styles munication, teaching strate-
and must be used human relations, gles, curriculum
as basis for incentive motiva- developments,
teacher training tion, and and assessment
cognition techniques
4
4 —— -
fig B L e s DR AR o __ o
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Assimilation Model

1) Focus on ethnicity
2) Immigrant analogy
Voluntary entry
Goal: assimilation
3) Key components
a A.ssn:nﬂatlmzlr (metaphor from
biology)
b. Value consensus
c. Cooperation within & between
groups
d. Integration
4) Assimilation
a. Cultural
b. Structural
5) Applies to white ethnic groups
a. Ethnicity
b. Shared values
c. Similarities -
1 Physical
2.Cultural
6) Blaming the victim
a. Unassimilated racial minorities
b. Attacks on mmority groups
c. Language
d. Family
e. Education
f. Welfare

Three variants
A. Anglo conformity
B. Melting pot
C. Equalitarian pluralism

Multiculturatism o
1) Racial & ethnic diversity
2) Group contribution to US
3) Celebrate differences

Internal Colonial Model
1) Focus on race
2) Reject immigrant analogy
Involuntary entry
Goal = pluralism
3) Key components
‘a. Pluralism -
(Ethnic stratification)
b. Value conflicts
1. Elite/class conflicts
2. Power differences
c. Diverse group interests
d. Separation/segregation
4) Pluralism
a. Equalitarian
b. Inequalitarian

: 5) Applies to people of color

Racial minorities

a. Race

b. Divergent values

c. Different from Anglos
1. Phystcal
2. Cuttural

6) Condemn dominant society

a. Ethnocentric majority

b. Attacks on majority )
1. Values 2. Culture 3. Elitism
4. Exclusion 5. ¥nstitutional
racism 6. Racial inequality

Three racial experiences
A. White supremacy
B. Systematic discrimination
C. Racial exploitation

Minorities can’t assimilate
1) Individuals succeed
2) Exclude racial contributions
3) Failure to validate group
differences
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ORIGINS OF CONTACT L i ﬂﬁ 4 7
AND MODERN-DAY RACE RELATIONS: "
A THEORY: OF INTERNAL - COLONIALISM

In ﬂlc previous chapter, we discussed: a number of different ways that two
gmups can come ia contact, ranging from voluntary to involuntary. Robert Blauner
(1972) has developed a theory about the development of American race relations

t places crucial importance on the nature of this initial contact. Blauners theory
of internal coloniali sm)‘hsnngmshcs between those conquered peoples who became |
part of the United States (or any other country) involuntarily and those who entered
voluntarily. A group that is conquered, or annexed by force, is referred o as a
colomzed minoriry; onc which entered willingly is called an immigrant minority, As

- we have seen, Afro- Americans, Mexican- Americans, and Native Amiericans all fit

the category of colonized minorities. The Chicano and Indian pcople were

conquered and forced into subordinate status in much the same way as native
peoples in Asia, Africa, Latin America; and Ocecania when the Europeans
colonized thosc areas. A major difference is that in the United States the white

* ' Europeans became a majority more quickly and declared independence from the
mother country more quickly than in some of the other areas. They treated the
indigenous popuhrions they conquered—Indians and Mexicans—much as col-
onizers did in other parts of the world, however.

: Some critics argue that blacks do not fit the model because thcy were not
oonqucrcd and enslaved on their own land. Blauner replies that this does not change
~ the basic fact that they wére conquered and forced into a subordinate status in this

~ country. This experience—forced entry into American socicty—distinguishes
blacks, Chicanos, and Indians from all other American ethnic groups. Howe-er

‘much discrimination the various European immigrant groups may have suffered.
‘their entry here was voluntary. They did not have the status of a conquered people.
“Blauner argues that this difference between immigrant and colonized minorities

. created vast differences in their position in American society, some of which persist

today According to Blauner, certain things always happen to ethnic or racial groups
~“when they arc conquered and colonized. First, they are forced to participate in
" somebody.clse’s society, whether they want to or not. Secoad, they are subjected to
- some form of unfree labor, which “‘greatly restricts the social mobility of the group
and its participation in the: political arena' (Blauner, 1972, p. 53). Often, the
colonized group is isolated in the least advanced sector of the society, away from the
arcas of growth and opportunity. Finally, the culture and social institutions of the
colonized groap arc subjected to attack by the colonizer. The colomw s objective
is to force the group to give up its ways and accept the “‘superior™” ways of the
colonizer. As a result the colonized minority is frequently subjected to the castelike
- patterns of intergroup relations discussed in the previous chapter. As we :;::s:‘dc
pnmouschapta all of these things happened to each of the groups
blacks, Chi and American Indians. )
It hlsct::'ugucd by some (see, for example, Murguria, 1975, C]mpu:r::
: : 1




/ . ¥ 7 subordinated people than it has toward an immj

| their counterparts among the European ethnics, They have been, and are, subject to
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" chose to eater and leam Ameri

~, groups have? (2) Why do these three groups remain sociall
/ ;&'disa‘dvantnged when other groups, such as [rish-and Itali

- Southwest was anfiexéd. It is, however, true that the initial mode of contact—WiiCh

: e e
and because of the distinct Chicano history of subordination and subjection

' : the
unfree labor, many argue that the internal colonialism model describes very well the

experience (Barrera, 1979; Moore, 1970). Although we mu_st-admlﬁ: d::
there is debate on the matter, Mexican-Americans would appear 10

Mpﬁouofjaoalodmdnﬁnoﬁtymdosdymmdwyﬁtﬁwdcsﬁgtjonofm |

e inority.

The experience of blacks, American Indians, and Chicanos preseats a sharp

‘contrast when compared to that of the European ethaic immigrants. For whatever
reason, they came voluntarily. In some cases, their culture was closer to America's
dominant culture than that of the other groups, but the criticial difference is that they
can culture. However much they may have been

_ against, they never experienced the complete social control of the
el e
- -of the slave

Indian reservation. They never experienced the unfree labor situation
or the migrant farmworker. Their families and religious institutions
Were never systematically attacked as were those of black people and Indian people.
Finally, they wete never restricted to jobs outside the industrial mainstream, as were:
50 many blacks, Indians, and Chicanos. To all these differences, we must add that a
“majority tends to have different and more intense prejudices toward a conquered and

grant pcople. Blauner’s main point is
actually quite simple: These tremendous historical differences place modern-day
"blacks, Chicanos, and Native Americans in a very different social position than

antages that the immigrant groups are not, no
relationship to the dominant society is and always has been fundameatally different.
Blauner and others feel this offers one.answer to two oft-repeated questions: (1)
Why have blacks, Chicanos, and Indians not assimilated to the degree that other
y and economically
an-Americans, have
enjoyed rising status? These sociologists believe that these differences result from
the differences in the historical experience of immigrant minorities and colonized

' minorities. (Blauner, 1972, discusses all of these differences

_ between European

“immigrant groups and the three colonized minorities at greater length.)
We have considered blacks, Chicanos, Indians, and European immigrants in
' terms of the immigrant versus colonized minority dichotomy. By now, you may be
wondering where Asian-Americans fit in. The answer scems to be somewhere
between an immigrant minority and a colonized minority. [t is hard o classify their
original presence in the United States as cither completely voluntary or completely

" involuntary. The majority of Chinese immigrants during the peak period of

sficaions, largey becaise, despita their niial involutarily preseace, Meh
cans: have beeir volutarily immigrating into the Unitsd States ‘cver since e

TTER




Changing Patterns of Majority-Minority Relations in the United States 129

““gﬁ‘mﬂ in the nineteenth ccmur; = as indentured Jaborers or contract laborers.
These i immigrants were bound to creuitors in China, to whom they had to pay off
debt incurred for travel to the Uruted States. Some of the-contract laborers, who
were referred 10 as “‘coolies,” were actually forced into their servitude (Barth,
1964, pp. 50—59). The same was truc of some—though far fewer—Japanese
. immigrants—mostly those who came by way of Hawaii (Ichihashi, 1969, Chapter
~'5). The carly immigration of Filipinos, whose homeland was in fact made into a
-colony of the United States, was also often less than voluntary.
These groups might be classified as falling somewhere between immigrant
-and colonized minorities, and their experience since ‘their amival in America
. supports that view. Their labor was often unfree, with many tied to job and
employer until their debts, contracts, or indentures were paid off. They were largely @b

f\\

"N

isolated in low-pay, labor-intensive sectors of the economy, as were blacks and
Chicanos. On the other hand; they were not forcibly - deprived of their land or
subjected to the total control of slavery or the Indian reservation as were the other l}
groups,! so they were in a more favorable position to retain their social organization é

-and ways of life. Since many of them did come voluntarily, they were also more
‘inclined to make some voluntary adaptation to American culture and institutions. In

short, both the nature of their arrival and their experiences after amriving in America
‘suggest that the experience of Chinese-, Japanese-, and Filipino- Americans falls J

Y

somewhere between the colonialized experience of blacks, Chicanos, and Indians
and the immigrant experience of the European ethnics. M
Another group that falls somewhere between an immigrant and colonized gﬂg /

minority is Pucrto Ricans in the United States. Their homeland was, like the X
Philippines, made into a colony of the United States. Their migration to the United 7 ¢
States, hqwcvcr. seems to have been quite voluntary (Blauner, 1972). As with the ¢ M
Asian groups, their experience since migration seems to fall somewhere between (L‘

that of the immigrant and colonized minorities.

Regardless of the exact position of any group on the immigrant versus

- colonized-minority continuum, Blauner's basic point seems to be correct. The
experiences of those who entered America voluntarily have been quite different

from the experiences of those who did not. Not only were they forced into

American society against their will in the first place, but colonized minorities have

also had imposed on them disadvantages, social control, and attacks on their culture

that immigrant groups have not. These differences have led to less assimilation,

greater cxploitation, and lower status, even to the present day, among colonized

minoritics as compared to immigrant minorities. It further appears that the situation

today of those groups whose initial presence falls between immigration and
colonization remains somewhere between that of the colcnized racial minorities and

the immigrants from Europe. To summarize, the position of any racial or cthnic

group in America today cennot be understood without some examination of that
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1A wotsbie exception is the impriscament of Japunese-Americans in comcentration cammps during
Worid War 11, which is discussed hater in this chapter.
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ABSTRACT

The paper presents a review and critical svnthesis.of
recent theoretical developments in the areas of race
and gender studies, and discusses the limits of post-
modernism and multiculturalism in contemporary

society. We ’isolate and discuss three significant -

theoretical developments in the study of subordinated
communities that have, transpired over the past
decade or so: {1) the proliferation of writing by radical
women of colar, (2) the emergence of postmodernism
as a significant force across a wide range of fields,
and (3) the increased emphasis on multiculturalism,
pluralism, and diversity. Though our focus is on
developing una perspectiva Chicana, and we cannot
speak for other groups, the pérspective presented is
comparative and cross-national, and addresses issues
that are relevant to other subordinated communities.

MODERNISM,

Una Perspectiva Chicana

2

Introduction

' een a decade since the Humboldt ”Jouma! of
Saclr;? zzlgnbns published a special issue on FIaEe #‘d
Ethnic Relations:: Cross-Cultural Perspectives.” e;
special issue brought together axppfts fro_m a variety 0
disciplines, including sociology, pohtl_cal science, hxsltory,
psychology, and anthropology, to dlscus§ and eva uatle
the most important developments, {ocusung particularly
on new theoretical directions in the field. Alth.ough many
of the articles were written by representatives of the
group discussed, the perspective am.ployed in qaqh
instance was comparative across ethnic groups within
the United States and cross-nationally. -

One of the authors of this article prepared a critique
and evaluation of prevailing theoretical perspectives
within Chicano Sociology for the special issue (Mirandé
1982-83). The earlier paper sought to: (1) assess the

current: status of the field, (2) review and critically

evaluate ‘the three major theoretical ~models

 (assimilationist, colonial, and Marxist), and (3) isolate

similarities as well as differences among the models. A
basic thesis of the earlier article was that the models are
not completely antagonistic and that many of the
presumed differences among them are more apparent
thanreal. : “

‘The publication -of this special issue provides an
excellent ‘opportunity not only to revisit- some of the
questions raised in the earlier article but to examine and
critically evaluate recent trends and developments in the
field over the past decade or so. This paper seeks to
present a review and critical synthesis of recent
theoretical developments within Chicano Sociology and
race/ethnic theory. Though our focus is on the Chicano
experience and we do not presume to speak for other
groups, our perspective is comparative and cross-
national.Inreviewing paradagmatic developments within
African-American Studies, for example, we have been
struck by how the theoretical issues faced by African-
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Ameri ,
schglr:-an scholars parallel those faced by Chicano
Ss the status of the assimilationist, Marxist, and

colomgl models, (2) discuss the extent to which these
are still the dominant models in the field, (3) trace the
davetopme.nt of three emergent models~—class
segmentation, critical feminism, and postmodernism/
deconstruction, and (4) discuss race and ethnicity theory

within the context of the emerging ne
w :
the global economy. . world order and

Overview of the E;tablished Model N
: S: 2
Internal Colonialist, and Marxist Ass‘"_mauo"‘“'

. The assimilationist mo.dei wa

social sci i

o ;s!:?::fa:tut?gl ::::N 1 9f603 and early 1970s. It was
atth of people of color as volunteer
immigrant groups was challenged by those who believed
the experiences of internally colonized racial sthnic
groups within the United States paralleled the
experiences of Third World peoples who had been
colonized by European nations in the previous century.
In the 1970s, internal colonialism, in turn, was
challenged by the Marxist paradigm which viewed
capitalism as the underlying cause of racial exploitation.
Although the models cannot be grouped into neat
chronological categories, a basic thesis advanced in this
paper is that theoretical models die hard in the social
sciences and that despite the challenges of the 1960s
and 1970s, the assimilationist model has perdured into
the present. The earlier article noted that, while the
emergence of the models has followed this chronological
order, it would be inappropriate to assume that one has
been superseded by the other. In fact, it would be fairer
to say that most colonial and Marxist theorists would
agree that mainstream social science is still heavily
infused with assimilationist assumptions. This is
precisely why the need for alternative sociologies is still
s great today as ever. (Mirandé 1982-83, pp. 185-186)

s widely acceptedin the
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The Assimila_tionist Model

Because the assimilationist model is I;aggga,_nollihe
Europeé’n experience, its most.fun_damentafl under _\;{:I;g
premises are not only that racial and ethn.:c minorif lt
are immigrant groups who qntered American sc_:»clan\;
voluntarily but that the ultimate fate o[ |mm|g.1ll;a_a
minorities is assimilation into the great Amgncan malting
pot. Social scientists who subscribed to thif.s m_odel waBI:e ‘
inordinately concerned with the malfunctioning ho t e‘:: |
Chicano family, for the family was often §een asthe ro:s
of many of the evils encountered by Me_xlcan-Aaanlcaa il
(Ibid., p. 187). Whereas the pat_hologv_ of thg ehxnc s
American family was seen as rootad_m patriarchy 8 _
that of the African-American family as ‘rooted _|ln
matriarchy and the remnants of slavery, both fan't\:‘l :
systems were seen as radica! deartures from_
prototypical. monogamous, egalitarian gnglo Amanc;n
familial ideal. In the now infamous Moynihan Report, the
African-American family, for example, was described as
a “tangle of pathology” which perpetuated poverty from
generation to generation. R

The essential | elements of the assimilationist
perspective are simple and straightforward (for a
discussion of the assimilationist perspective see Glazer
and Moynihan 1970; Gordon 1964; Murgula 1975;
Blauner 1972, Ch. 2). The assimilationist model holds
that:

1. American society is composed of diverse racial-
ethnic groups integrated into an orderly,
cohesive, "melting pot" of diverse interests .

2. The entrance of these diverse groups into
" American society is on an individual and.
voluntary basis.

Sagho

C\fﬁ‘“’ﬁb&v"ﬂ (e VC.Flu&,f’f"b fltt&" 1{;'1\_{@ otd Cn fh‘f
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Immigran

: t foups

g enera i
:ndu.st'ialized and lasgs-davglﬁv come. from less > Anglo-conformity is the most extreme variant of the
acking the skils nace:sp ed nations and are model and cultural pluralism the least extreme. Anglo
foectlvaly in modern society arY t0  compete conformity holds that new immigrant groups inavitably

take on the values and language of the "host" society
(i.e., Anglo-Saxon Protestants). The melting pot model

@ Society at the b

socioceconomic ladder, b vottom of the rejects the notion that any one group is dominant;
Position is markedly b ut their economic arguing instead that all groups have contributed to the
country of origin ¥ better than it was in thejy Notich { formation of a new hybrid society that is not based on

any particular culture or group. Cultural pluralism pays lip

New arrivals are ini service to the idea that distinct racial/ethnic groups are

conomically, sociall tially at a disadvantage ' retained within American society and that no group is
ultimate iate'is assinr"i ot pgl't'.ca"‘!: but their ' dominant. According to cultural pluralism, “[tihese
-Q& the host sociaty““wn and integration into(_ groups are said to maintain cultural, linguistic, and
IE - ) Ke i religious autonomy, while being held ‘equal under the

law’ and integrated into the political and economic
system.” (Mirandé 1982-83, p. 187). In the earlier
: 5 ) icle, it was suggested that the differences among
: do g : a / artic . .

: cul':::?:lnat {ch;up F_“d rejection of more traditional . these three variants may be more apparent than real and
“\ nd familial values. ' : that by perpetuating the illusion of equality, the ideclogy

. _ R ,»-’_ of the "melting pot™ and of “cultural pluralism” “only
4?0 ?roups who do not attain parity are those that & 2 serve to mask the subordination of people of color in the
Or one reason or another have failed or refused Ll

g : United States. -
1o assimilate and to take advantage of the many Y f g !

~ 6. Img-ugrant roups gain parity through{educatio
and accuilturation to the va ues and cuiture o

opportunities afforded immigrants in our open, The Internal Colonial Model

- pluralistic society.  a¢ .ty el ¢ As Sl nbrok ' ) e
c)'f"“ M FRTRE REFE Vs gy * Proponents of this model hold that the experiences
(L .OI'.IB of the major ~criticisms leveled at the\ ¢ ¢cuit¥4*®"  of people of color in the United States are more similar
assimilationist model is that it is a cuitural deficiency J, to.those of Third World nations that were colonized by
theory of race and ethnic relations (for a discussion of necclh imperialist European powers than they are to the
such theories see, Barrera 1979, PP. 176-79). Based on | vw/ler T | experiences of white European immigrants to the United

an i{'ldfvidualistic and volitional view, the mode! tends to States (for a discussion of the internal colony model see

;E:r:;:::z.e or negate the role of structural or historical :j‘“c’" 11996?619675 Memmi 1965; Blauner 1969, 1972;
és in perpetuating racial/ethnic subordination. By ' gare : Almaguer 1971; Acufia 1972; Barrera,

:)L;r:mg Ito CfultL;ral fzcmrsdto;explain the lack of success iﬂf&dfj m(’dlg!‘\ﬂ:ﬁgz. a_nd Or?a!a‘s 1972; and Barrera 1979). The initial
eople of color, the model ends up somehow blaming —>, ——5—  'ntraduction of African-Americans, American Indi

oppressed people for their own oppression. 8 eq Ua hi'j Chicanos, a.nd, to a lesser extent, Asian-Amaaricansli\?as:;
There are at least three variants of the assimilationist 7 ¢ caujlenes, forced and involuntary. The model holds that:

model: Anglo conformity, melting pot, and cultural C

pluralism (Gordon 1964; Murgufa 1975, pp. 18-21).

Vwtcigate
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. American society is

! composed of diverse racial-
ethnic groups; but rather than being integrated

intq an 9rderly and cohesive “melting pot,” the
society is characterized by the subordjnation of

some groups by others who benefit ffom their
subordination.

While Europeans immigrated
freely, the entrance of certainra
was not only forced and involy

individually ‘and
cial-ethnic groups
ntary but-in mass.

‘ Altho_ugh it is frequently asserted that internally
. colonized groups come from less-advgnced,

under-developed nations, some subordinated
groups have in fact come from older, advanced
civilizations which in many ways were superior to
their European counterparts, '

- Internally colonized people enter the society at -
the bottom of the socio-economic and political

ladder, and their subordination is maintained
through a variety of mechanisms.

5. Internally colonized groups ‘have provided a
dependent and secondary colonial labor force that
receives lower wages and few, if any, of the
benefits received by workers in the primary labor
force. Historically, they have been dependent
rather than free labor.

. The subordination of internally colonized'glroups
is not only economic and political but cultural.
The dominant group has sought to. render their
culture dependent and to eradicate their

language, thereby facilitating control of the

colonized group.

Vel %%,
(o =

w2

RS2
\);i)(’n

~ Scap lery
\ubepr Market Seb

prare
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7. Although the cultures  of internally ?10'0?:;32
- people have been rendered dependent, they =
not been eradicated, and such groups have "
‘been assimilated or integrated into the domlna
society.. Mavgmalizeet:
| 8.. The dominant group permits a certain amount o:
upward mobility for a select number of individua
members of internally colomz_eq groups who are |
perceived as either more caucasianin appaarance;
and/or wi[lihg to adopt the values and.cu_ltyre 0
the dominant groups. lronically, such individuals
tend to be accepted largely to the extent they are
perceived as not identifying with or representing
the interests of the colonized group.

9. 'Historic'ally, race and color have bagn primary
determinants of the acceptance of various racial/
ethnic groups in American society, as groups that
are more similar racially, culturally, and
linguistically to white Europeans have been more
readily accepted and assimilated.

The Marxist Model

A persistent criticism of Marxism has been its
inability or unwillingness to deal with issues of race or
ethnicity. In the 1970s, however, there was a
resurgence of interest in Marxist and neo-Marxist
thought, as many scholars of color began to question
and challenge the internal cciony model. A recurrent
criticism was that internal colonialism was myopic,
limited, and unprogressive because by focusing on racial
and cultural oppression, attention was diverted from_ the
underlying cause of racism and inequalitv—capitallgm.
An additional problem is that internal colonialism failed
to recognize that capitalism subordinates working-class
people of all colors. The Marxist model, in turn, holds
that:
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| CZ rus;sm
R CLenamic 5p
+ Capitalism ig inevitably op

the exploitation of
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i i i tively. The
Pressive and baseq +ively and the latter, views 1t nega
Some groups by others, on 3;?2:;?11335 between the models, thus, are as much
2. Racial Minorities constitute

el ical. The
. . . litical as they are thao_rencrfl
elnss ik an exploited 'de'?lop'c?lng:dmz%al appears to be especially imbued
Within American society. Hiiime: as.s:rl"ll]al":;o ‘cal assumptions. This ideology has led
3. The underly; . ' onents of the assimilatio . WA
ethnic ik ba-s's for the exploitation of racj | pr(;?milation as an individual rather than as a collectwe-l
ciiltiica) groups is @conomic not racial ao' af\anome’na, (b) focus on cultural rather than structura
: Y<soun Pecple ¢ ; PR integration, and (c) look for defects in thfn
uyz u..(r‘“ : assimilation or integ iustify their
4. Racism will end on| " Wlse culture and values of oppressed groups to justily
classless soc; only Wher} Capitalism ends and a W subordination. Marxism, on the other hand, is snrmlar to
ety is established. « ;4 - c\,u_( ' i milation theory in that it gives primacy to social class
S e EREIN i i izing racial and
S. Paradigms thatr ¢ e ! over ethnicity, but it differs in recogmizing &= U "
exploitation are [im; tta on - racial-cultural class oppression as a structural rather than an |r}d|\fldqa
they are dealing witt c s, Misauided because phenomenon. It is also similar to the assimilationist
root causes fg With the efffmts rather than the ' model in holding that over time racial minorities have
Ot social inequality. become more integrated into the economy. Both
“ : iali ' ls, but they -
6. Inass : : Marxism and colonialism are structural models, :
peopl: n;;ng‘::l at all whites are oppressors and all differ in the primacy given to race and to class. While
I e :vrhpre oppressed, one ignores the Marxism sees capitalism as the basis for racism,
some people of oy Proletariat are oppressed and colonialism sees racism as the underlying basis for
oppre e co[or. e Opp(ass°rs or would-be advanced capitalism.
. DI lfsc_:rs and inter-racial conflict and
xplo
pieftation occurs among people of color. Class Segmentation: Synthesis of-Colonial
i : . and Marxist Models
Fi Thle Issue ultimately is not one of race or of -
cult s :
and‘ifabm ciachebyestt oppressors (capitalists) in the 1970s and 1980s several theorists began to
oppressed (proletariat). identify points of commonality between the colonial and
Despite obvious dij Marxist models and moved to synthesize or integrate the
ot Salen i ;;us sfffarances. among the models, one two models. One of the first to attempt a synthesis of
i o : es of {ha earlier article was that there the models was Robert Blauner. In the classic work,
: also points _of similarity and convergence among
them. In reviewing the models, it is often u

Racial Oppression in America, Blauner acknowledged the
: ! nclear need for a successful synthesis of the Marxist and
red as theories designed to explain '

: : colonial models, but noted that his own work fell short
the experiences of oppressed groups or as ideological of this goal: '
Justifications or refutations of the status quo. The

assimilationi :

acknowré?jzlgtt ::td cololmal models, for exampla: both ‘ This suggests a major defect of my study. It

to cultural cont Ipeop e of color have been subjected lacks a conception of American society as a
ntrol, but the former views assimilation total structure beyond the central significance

whether they are offe
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CULTURE STUDY GUIDE

MATCH THE HEADINGS TO.THE DEFINITIONS:

CULTURE SHOCK ETHNICITY MARGINAL MAN
T RY ETHNOCENTRISM CULTURE

MULTICULTURALISM - ASSIMILATION ACCULTUBATION

ALIENATION CULTURAL PLURALISM _ ANOMIE

BICULTURAL CULTURE CONFLICT CULTURAL RELATIVISM

1. The process by which one cultural
group takes on and incorporates one or more cultural patterns.

2. ' The process of estrangement from
one's own heritage. Can be conscious or unconscious.

3. Disorientation, anxiety, feelings of
isolation. (In a d:cnonary. ‘a) a collapse of the social structures
governing a given soc:ety b) a state of alienation expenenced by an
mdmdual)

4, _A procéss in which an individual or
group completely takes on the traits of another culture, leaving
“behind the original cultural identity and being completely absorbed
into the new cultural tradition.

5. ‘The volition and capacity to negotiate
comfortably two sets of cultural assumptions, patterns, values,
.beliefs and behaviors.

5.  Caused by differences in home and

school expectatlons or inability to assimilate.

¥



10.
11

14.

13,

14.

18.

No culture's values, ethics or morals

as a whole may be judged as inherently superior or inferior to
ancther's.

Members of a pluristic society
recognize the contributions of each group of the common civilization
and encourage the maintenance and development of different life
styles, languages, and convictions.

The results of an impact, or encounter,
that an individual or a group, may experience when confronted with
the ideas of a totally different culture.

Refers to the origin, classification,
characteristics of a people.

Belief in the inherent superiority of
one's own group and culture.

As suspended person, he fits into

neither culture or society, but rather vacillates between both,

desiring one while rejecting the other (usually his own original

culture) but never fully parﬁcipating in either one.

- | A country, focality or situation in which
a blendmg of races and cultures is takmg place in order to create a
homogeneous sccnaty

_A structura& process designed to foster
understandmg. acceptance. and constructive relations among people
of many d:ﬁerem culturas

The sum total of ways of living;

including values, beliefs, esthetic standings, linguistic expressions,

patterns' of thinking, behavioral norms, and styles of communication
which a group of people has developed to assure its survival in a
particular physical and human environment.



