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Abstract

As a result of the social upheaval of the 1960s, academics and politicians alike proceeded
to debate solutions todtproblem of institutionalized inequaliity the Uhited States that could no
longer be ignored. One of the solutions to this problem was an implementation of multicultural
policies that would supposedly answer the question of how to equally include certain populations
in the public sphere, notably in education. However, multiculturalism and thus multicultural policy
(as multiculturalism in practice) was unable to yield a consensus on what multiculturalism should
look like as applied policy in the American context, and so, counterproductively led to further
debate and highlighted existing ideological differences between different populations and between
populations and power entities (e.g. the state or federal government). The present thesis is a dual
layer case study on the way multicultural discourse was used at the national level and in the
California education system. Using the discothiseéorical approach to Critical Discourse
Analysis, I analyze what 1 label as multicultural aspects of various speeches and government
documents at two different levels the California public education system. Through historical
analysis I trace the changes in discourse of liberal individualism and multiculturalism and analyze
how those changes contributed to power relations within the national and state educatia system
in the 1980s and 1990s. At each level under study there are actors who are constantly struggling
in inherent power relations, not only between the levels but also within the lemejse that the
failure of multiculturalism in the California educatisyistem is due to the intrinsic contradictions
in two competing ideologies multiculturalism and liberal individualism. Both ideologies are
weakened by their contradictions while simultaneously in competition with each other. This
eventually contributes to power relations visible within the discourse at the different levels of

education.
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Hindu Textbook Controversy

The field of education is particularly open to ideological battles. In my M1 thesis
(“California’s Hindu Textbook Controversy: Redefining Hindu American Identity”), I investigated
a controversy which was the result of a multi-layered ideological battle. Although it falls beyond
the temporal scope of the present study, exemplifies one of its central points, namely the process
whereby individuals are constantly negotiating and renegotiating their identities in relation to
specific historical contexts and to others.

In 2005, the California Department of Education was set to adopt new textbooks for public
school students from kindergarten to titregrade (primary and secondary schools). Of particular
public interest were the world history textbooks destined for middle school students. History or
social science as it is taught in school often provokes tense debates about what historical
information is curriculum-worthy and from which historical perspective it should be taught.
History, especially narrated by state-adopted textbooks, is a representation of different peoples and
can have a profound influence on the way certain populations are pertsiwthers, or even
perceive themselves in relation to others. Is it a positive image or a negative one? Is the history
narratedrom varying perspectives or does it contain multiple arguments? These are questions that
California residents may ask therva&s while reviewing the content before the textbooks are
voted on and published for public school use. Before a textbook is adopted, it is displayed in public
locations throughout the state for review for a limited amount of time. Once the review @eriod h
closed, state residents can then comment on and debate the content of the textbooks, bringing up
any concerns directly with the California State Board of Education. As a result of CaliforniaOs
public review policy, 2005 marked the beginning of ayea battle over Hindu and Indian
representation in public school curriculum and textbook content. This battle would later be labeled
the OHindu Textbook ControversyO.

The OHindu Textbook ControversyO was much more than thexpedfsion of a
disconcertedninority population; the exchanges and tensions between Indians, Hindus, South
Asian Muslims, the state of California, and corresponding interest groups revealed much about the
way identity and power relations are formed vis-"-vis the Other. In any given historical context,
there are hegemonic powers at work. In this specific case study, Indians in California had to
challenge multiple hegemonic powers at various moments, and at times, maintain their own

hegemonic position. What began as a collective outcry against Eurocentric hegemony displayed



in the textbooks, ended with several divisions and competing identities among the Indian and South
Asian population mostly regarding Hindu nationalist hegemony, which is currently debated in
India. The debates with the State Board of Education certainly had influence over the final
decision; yet, the final decision of which text modifications to adopt and which to discard was left
in the hands of the state and not the population. Many controversial suggestions were accepted
from a select few interest groups, each with their own politico-ideological agenda. The fact that
the state recognized the legitimacy and “expertise” of such interest groups validates and confirms
the agendas of the interest groups and therefore increases their influence and cultural power over
the way Indians, Hindus, or South Asians are represented to other Californians. How one is
represented as a collective group or as an individual commonly leads to consequences regarding
the identity that is eventually assigned to them by the Other. While the assigned identity of a
collective group or an individual is neither permanent, nor is it the sole influencing factor, it does
have an impact on the way the group or individual reacts and interacts in relation to their individual
or collective context(s).

According to linguistic anthropologist Mary Bucholtz, identity is a thref®ld continuum
of ongoing practices. First, individuals are assigned identity categories and Onegotiate and navigate
these categoridén a variety of ways within social interaction.O (Bucholtz 201InWther words,
assigned identities are not passively accepted and assumed, they may be rejected, appropriated, or
modified according to the context. Second, identity is the Ooutcoroeialf gractice and social
interaction [E]O (Bucholtz 2011: 1). Identity is subjective and requiresrselfpretation of oneOs
own identity and the way one presents it to others, but also, requires interpretation of the way in
which others present their identity. Third, aspects of identity are not mutually exclusive or
independent of other aspects. Oldentity instead operates as a repertoire of styles, or ways of doing
things that are associated with culturally recognizable social types.O (Bucholtz 204ihghis
definition of identity, one may conclude that identity encompasses many aspects of life and thus
its development is shaped by many factors.

What is interesting for this study is the role of the state and their ability to include, exclude,
legitimatize or reject certain identities and claims over others. At the same time, state officials are
predominantly elected by the population, and sdélgitimacy of their decisions, to some degree,
derives from the populatiofBecause state officials@itenacy derives from the populatipthe

ideology and identity of the majority of the (voting) populatpays a rolein state powerThe



contradiction that led to this particular controversy lies in California state policy. The fact that the
State Boaraf Education allowstate residents to review, commeartd debate on what students
learn in school eventually (either intentionally or not) leads to a form of multicultural ideology in
two ways. The first is that certain populations that feel underremess can, in fact, bring their
representation into existence with OproperQ justificationtherefore, create a space for the
collective identity of the population in curriculuworthy history The second way is that
populations (and their role in Ameticsociety) who are already recognized within the curriculum
can debate and influence the way their collective identity is represented to the rest of the state. The
fact that the state allows residents to participate in the legitimation of representation illustrates a
form of multicultural ideology in which populatioemand and influence state recognition of
their collective identitiesHowever,collective group identitieGespecially minorities)who often
affirm multiple allegiances simultaneous{ywith other minorities, dominant identities, efc.)
negotiateheir identitiesaccording to the situation and the challenges presedtdiéctive group
identities are thus highly fragmented, weakening the influence of the collective identity and
allowing for hegemonic influence to maintain its role. In the case of the Hindu Textbook
Controversy, the hegemonic influence was the political ideology of the (voting) majority who
elecs state officials. In this thesis trace the ideological trajectory that led tepCalifornia®
conflicting multiaultural policies in educatigmotably concerning the curriculytiesepolicies
which were established in the 1980s and, influenced tgr& discourse, quickly fused with
conservative ideologin the 1990s. These cuctilum policies in the state of California led to
incongruity betweenthe curriculum and state practices of recognition. miéticultural policies
grant minority populationsa certain amount of recogniticand agency over their represented
identities withn the educatiosystem but their identitiesare nevertheless subject to hegemonic
ideology as seen in the Hindu Textbook Controversy
Competing Ideologies in Education

Over the course of American history, especially since the Civil War and Recomstructi
Americans have been engageg@ower relations orhreemajorinterconnectedronts, allof which
derivefrom divergingideologies and interpretations of certain values such as equality, freedom,
and democracy. The first and most influentiafront comprises the competing ideologies that seek
to promote an interpretation of equality and determine the role that equality should have in policy.

This ideological battle materializes in many ways and between different actors; one of the ways it



materializes ishroughdiscourse The second concerns the power struggle between states and the
federal governmentind the third encompasses the power relations between populations at the
local level (i.e. minorities and the mainstream, competing groups based on collective identity,
individuals within groups and the collective group identity, etSijce each of thesionts
encompasseanother with the ideological front at the core (§égure 1.) any one of these

relationsmay interact or even be in conflict withaher.
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Figure 1. Structure of power relations in California state education policy.

In all of these situations, thdistribution of power is of the utmost importaneenere if
one entity is granted more power, power is removed from tiex.df power is centralized at the
federal level, the state losesome autonomy. As for certain interpretations of equality, the
application of it to policy and society in general requires a compromise of a certain amount of
power on behalf of the majority or hegemonic group. Amongst each of these fronts lies the
common factor of competing ideologies — multiculturalism and liberal individualism. On the one
hand, liberal individualism advocates a decentralized federal government, which theoretically
results in increased power distribution among the states and population. Moreover, liberal
individualists argue for policy that promes equality in nature, but do not undertake the task of
creating an equal society through politiperal individualism thereforeelies on competition for
social mobility at the local leveDn theotherhand, multiculturalism does not necessarily advocate
for centralization of federal government power, but it often relies on a centralizpdwerto impose
policies that ideall}compensate for inherent inequalities in socittgt are theesult of multiple
factors Multiculturalism at the local level requiresbreakdown of collective group identities in



exchange for an all-encompassing identity held together by general common ¢bastics such
as humanity or compassion for the Other.

A common example of this can be seen in the debate over affirmative action in California.
Affirmative action essentially involves laws put in placeassist disadvantagggbpulations
through various means such as requiring minority quotas in university admissions. The principle
behind affirmative action is that people are born into situations and circumstances over which they
have no control and therefore begin life with certain disadvantages that, when developing a carrier
for example, limit their access to certain job markets, higher education, etc. Affirmative action
policies are multicultural in that they aim to create a society where all populations have equal
opportunity. Nevertheless, such policies typically require a top-down government implementation.

For liberal individualism, affirmative action policies are unequal because they give advantages to
some populations but not to everyone. These policies leave too much power in the hands of the
government to decide who is eligible for such advantages. Furthermore, affirmative action policies
remove personal responsibility to better one’s situation through hard work and place that
responsibility on the government, which consequently culminates pendency on the
government and government assistance.

In the context othe United States, equality has, for historical reasalinsyst always
related to racial categories, and which eventually became synonymous with socio-economic
categories. Likewise, national identity has historically been defined in racial or ethnic terms
through specific interpretations of the founding sacred documents such as the Constitution and the
Bill of Rights. Through such interpretations, power tielas throughracial hierarby were
established from the inception of the United States and continued with American expansion in the
West. California, before annexation to the U.S. and even more after, was rather diverse and housed
its own social organization based on race and property. With the dawn of the Gold Rush, new
populations, especially Europeans or European Americans, arrived in mass, altering the pre
existing social order through new power relations and new racial categories in which minorities
were assigned collective idéres that rarely corresponded to seléntification. These racial
categories were used to maintain a social organization grounded in a racial hierarchy that restricted
access to social mobility through property ownership, education, and the labor. Asitketmost
ethnically and racially diverse state, California has always had to address the question of

multiculturalism Amongst California’s racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity, lies the ideological



division between multiculturalism and liberal iadiualism on which the state was founded just
before the Civil War. This makes California the ideal case study for understanding ideological
conflicts that emerge in state and federal power relations, in power relations between the state and
populations, ad between populations themselves.

Power relations, though contested and challenged at various levels throughout the rest of
the nineteenth century and into the twentieth century, did ndiahifs change until the 1960s
civil rights movement when minties appropriated the assigned racial categories and forged
collectiveidentities unified irthefight for equality. Thereforethe site of power struggle is rooted
in imposedor assigneddentitiesand the individual renegotiation of those identitreselation to
hegemonimational identity It is thus pertinent to understand how national identity is developed
vis-"-vis assigned and appropriated radigntities and socieconomic statusThis development
manifestsin various discourses at the natiorald state levels and particularly in relation to
educationRacial identityembedded isociceconomic status is inseparable from education in that
oneQOs education may determine the opportunities accessible for persanaéodevelopment
which leado financial and cultural capitatquisition Thereforecompetition for access to proper
education is pervasive and entails many issues of inequality.

The system of edutian in the United States and particularly@alifornia has greatly
evolvedsince tle 1960s Before the 1960s (and even aft@alifornia schools were organized
around racial inequalities stemming frate factosegregationlt was not until the 1960s with
presidents Kennedy and Johnson that discourse on racial inequality began tq chaeger,
Kennedy, assassinated before the end of his term would not realize his objectives, leaving his
vision to JohnsanJohnson viewed educati@s a starting point to address racial (and eventually
sociceconomic) inequalitiedde had a multiculturalision of America that placed all individuals
on equal footing. By the end of the 1960s and into the 1970s, America was experiencing social
turbulence with racially motivated violence, economic recession, andcesagmngly fragile
middleclass that led teesentment towards special interest group polidigsnsonOs objective of
amulticultural,equal opportunity society was quickly eclipsed by a discoursendeal in liberal
individualism that came into full effect by the time Ronald Reagan became ptesiiie81.The
change in discourse between Johnson and Reagan, followed by George H. W. Bush and Bill
Clinton, symbolized a change in how Americans perceived themselvetation tonational
identity.



Within the shift inpresidentiadiscoursecame newdebateson the purpose of education
Before Johnson became president, the federal government had never been involved in education.
Education was strictly a state affair and federal intervention was seen as overstepping boundaries
of power. The debate ouecation revolved around two distinct visioB$tould education be used
as a tool for studentsO persanaral and ethicatievelopment with theoal of constructing a
multiculturalcitizenrybased on equality and respect for one an8t@ershould educatmobe used
as atool for standardizinghmerican identity conveyed through curriculwmorthy knowledge by
establishing a common system applied to everyone equiig?2980sideological discourse at
the federal and state levels was embedded in a movemeti®eurriculum standardization and
education accountability. The federal government called upon states to implement education
standards in order to better compatan increasingly globalized economy. However, as education
(via curriculum, school structe, etc.) often reflects and even propagates national identity,
education standardization eventually led to a standardization in national identity.

How politicians and the population perceitlee purpose of education is an effect of the
extrapolitical cantext of the time and therefore requires consideration in understanding the
development of the education systaspecially from the 1960s to 2000 when the federal and state
roles in education drastically changeda result of the civil rights avementard anincreasingly
fragile middleclass These changes to the system directly correspond to changes in the way
national identity is definedndeed, the discours# asingledefinedAmerican identity, which is
heavily embedded in liberal individualismjmémical to the inclusion of racial identiti¢isat were
excluded to begin withMulticulturalismas an ideologys based on the concept of racial equality
and inclusion in society and therefore, cannot function collaboratively with liberal individualism.

In this thesis, | argue that the racial and s@@onomic inequalities in the United States
and specifically in posGold Rush California were first produced as a means of maintaining a
hegemonic position in society and establish a social organizatibnetidered white Americans
the primary beneficiaries of social mobility. The established social organization restricted minority
accesgo social mobility througlproperty, jobs, and education. With very few minorities in the
middle-class or higher, socieconomic status and race became synonymous. This amalgamation
is pertinent to this study because the igisil Rights discourse on inequality often addresses

sociceconomic status instead of race, often for strategic purposes.
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Through discourse analysis argue that multiculturalism and liberal individualisme a
competing ideologies in the nationahd statediscourss and are in a constant struggle for
hegemony. Multiculturalism primarily acts as a couftegemonic influence that forces liberal
individualism to modify its discoursempacted byederaldiscourseand a diverse populatipthe
California state education discourse particularly in the history-social science curriculum
frameworks, contains elements of both liberal individualism as well as multiculturalism.
Incorporating these two contradicting ideologies createsa discrepancy between education
practices and the goals behind it. The lack of harmony in the discourse eventually leads to
counterproductive education policies that engender ongoing inequalities. The effects of
counterproductive or contradictory education polidas be illustrated by local power relations
(see Figure 1.). In education, local power relations take place within the schools and communities,
between students and teah@nd between students. To analyze power relations at the local level,
anthropological field work in the form of ethnographies would be the most beneficial and give an
insight into the way student identity operates in relation to federal and statersisaad policy.
However, due to time and space constraints, this thesis will only address the ideological and state
and federal power relations, leaving the analysis of local power relations in education for future
study.

Outline

In Part | of this thesis| outlinethe theoretical framework and research method used for
the historical and disewse analysis ingts Il andlV. | explain in detail the contradictions of
multiculturalism and liberal individualism as ideologies. Also, | define notions suchliase,
cultural identity, hegemony, and counter hegemony, terms that need not be taken for granted and
are crucial to understanding how power relations funcparticularly at multiple levels explain
in detail the reseahcmethodology used in thikesis Critical Discourse Analysis, as well tse
particular approach applied, the discotingstorical approach. Lastly, | briefly describe the texts
used in the discourse analysis in P¥rt

Part Il contains thdackgroundnformation onthe choicesnade for this study such as an
explanation on why California is the ideal location for research on multiculturalism and why
studying the education system is key to understanding the hierarchies that exissodgibiy. |
have also included a brief dissimn on the socializing aspects of the education systestudents,
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but also, the various influences on the education system such as the federal government, the state
government, the population, or the history of the state.

Part 11l is an historical angkis explaining the origins of American liberal individualism
and the racializationf nonwhite peopleshat took place in the nineteenth cenfyaricularly in
California This section looks specifically at the consequences of racializing populaticdhoa
those power relationships have shaped California and its education system even today.

PartlV is ananalysis ofdiscourses withirtexts relating to or even stemming from the
California public education system. It shows a change in discoursdimeiirom the 1960s to
2000 and shows how that discourse affects and is affected by various factors. fearal
discourse is reaction tahe population and particular political movements of the.tBtatelevel
discourse reacts to the population ad aglo the federal demandisake into accourdocuments,
policies, and reports that either contain programs or policies designed to include minority
populations in the greater education system (and by extension, society). The analysis of these texts
will primarily be from a sockbinguistic lens by means of Critical Discourse Analysis.

I will conclude by arguing that the discourse thakes place between state and federal
entities continues and does not necessarily create a solution to the perceived problem of the Other,
but to some degree ignoresTihe discourses that take place within a text are concrete extracts of
existing pwer relations within a society. Discourses often perpetuate a perceivegroblem ofthe

Other and offer new ways of dealing vth the problem.

PART I. Theoretical Framework
1. Definition of Multiculturalism
The term OmulticulturalismO first emerged in the second half of the twentieth century in

% <c

Canada as a political philosophy designed to promote individuals’ “psychological well-beingO

within the diverse Canadian society while, at the same time, maintaining key national values such
as civil and political liberties, equality of opportunity, and solidarity (Citrin et al. 2001: 250;
Kymlicka 2011: 6). Multiculturalism as a political philosophy in the American context, however,

was primarily a reaction to the major socio-political changes and reorganization occurring both on

a national and global scale — notably, continuous immigration, the civiights movement, and post-
colonialism (Citrin et al. 2001: 247). It was not until the 1990s, however, that the political

philosophy of multiculturalism was heavily debated and discussed between social scientists, each
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of whom brought their arguments from their respective fields of studyp@l@ical science,
sociology, anthropology, psychology, etc.) (Kymlicka 2011: 6; McLennan 2001: 389). Unlike in
Canada, American multiculturalism was never fully applied in practice to overarching political
institutions, but rather was used as an ideological platform to push for social equality, notably in
justice and education.

While there are many definitions and applications of the meaning/otulturalism, most
of which have been thoroughly debated, Jack Citrin et al. summarize multiculturalism in two
general categories. The first is multiculturalism as a descriptive term or “as a fact” in which it
describes a society, referring to “the presence of people of diverse racial or ethnic backgrounds
within a single polity.” (Citrin et al. 2001: 249). The second category is multiculturalism as an
ideology in which Citrin labels it generally as a Opolitical responseO to the former definition of
multiculturalism Oas a factO (Citrin et al. 2001: 226%pite the ambiguity and various biit
assumptions (hich | will later discuss) in the definition of multiculturalism as a political ideology,
the term nevertheless remains useful for this study for reasons | will outline below.

In order to grasp the extent to which definitions of multiculturalism agitecpbideology
(which eventually is transcribed into political philosophy and policy) differ it is useful to imagine
multiculturalism on a spectrum from conservative to radical multicultural ideology. On the
conservative side, multiculturalism, concrgfeiould be a series of public policies that would
temporarily target the interests of specific racial or ethnic groups within the population, or even
the interests of the majority population, with the goal of integration into a pre-defined culture,
often that of the majority population. We can think ofneervative multiculturalism as
assimilation. On the radical side, multiculturalism is an Oaffirm[ation] of group difference® by
means of politics (Citrin et al. 2001: 250). Radical multiculturalism tdkestance that political
intervention is needed in order to protect cultural identity, which is usually in the form of ethnic
or racial identity, in order to maintain an equal and just society (Citrin et al. 2001: 251). Radical
multiculturalist policies a& usually put in place in spite of the contemporary hegemonic culture.
These two extremes of the multicultural spectrum can be imagined as the difference between the
Omelting potO ideology and the OmosaicO ideology (Citrin et al. 202%228cLennan 201:
391); where the former focuses on assimilatonntegration to form uniformityn culture and
values and the latter envisages many different individuals or groups of individuals that create a

greater society with few common attributes that, accorttinGharles Taylor (1994), usually
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comprise of the right of human dignity or the right to authentiian original way of being
humanO (Taylor 1994: 27, 30).

The definition of multiculturalism at any point on the spectrum is clearly not without
presunptions and contradictions, hence the ongoing debate in the United States (as well as other
countries such as the UK) since the 1980s. Because it is so heavily debated on a theoretical level
as a real possibility of political and social organization, itdsa concept that can or should be
ignored or taken for granted. On the contrary the actual application of multicultural policies needs
to be examined more closely in order to comprehend the underlying motives and effects of it on
different populationsrad power relationships.
1.1Liberal I ndividualism

First, multiculturalism to some extent relies on the ideology of liberal individualism, in that
multiculturalism, in its radicaldrm, is presented as the antithegig. As its negative counterpart
(or positive, depending on your perspective), multiculturalism presumes that liberal individualism
in practice is a failed concept in the United States and results in social inequalities that must be
corrected in order to achieve a fair and just society. diitiad to the social inequalities presumed
in multiculturalism, there is also the presumption that the existing inequalities are due to a single
(dominant) OcultureO, that is to say, the culture of liberal individualism.

By arguing formulticulturalism, w¢ are intrinsically denying or refusing monaulturalism
(McLennan 2001: 392Moncculturalism has been critiqued, discussed, debated, and defined at
length by many authors and academics. In his book tita Are We7author Samuel P.
Huntington uses LorBryceOs description of this culture under the term OAmerican CreedO, coined
by Gunmar Myrdal inThe American Dilemmgl944).

In the 1980s Bryce summed up the political beliefs of Americans as including the sacred rights of

the individual, the people asettsource of political power, government limited by law and by the

people, a preference for local over national government, majority rule, and Othe less government

the betterO (Huntington 2005: 67).

In Heather Cox RichardsonOs budést from Appomattox: Ramstruction of America after the

Civil War (2007), she explains the historical context out of which the Ontidie ideologyO

arose and how it came to take the shape and form that it does today. She describes this Omiddle
class ideologyO as

[E] a mindset [that] deliberately repressed anyone who called for government action to level the

American economic, social, or political playing field. If a group as a whole came to be perceived
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as looking for government handouts its members were aggressively moHibitn participating
equally in American society [E] (Cox Richardson 2007: 7).
If we combine these two definitions, the American Creed and the nttidie ideology, we have
a more complete picture of American liberal individualism. That is to say, Aametiberal
individualism is the philosophy that government interference or limitation on individual liberties,
especially that at the national level, with regards to daily life or economy is considered negative.
This ideology, fostered by images and navest of settlers moving west in the nineteenth century,
dates back to pr€ivil War America and ideas of a free labor economy that sparked the conflict
over slavery (Cox Richardson 2007: 5;73).

Multiculturalism, then, becomes especially problematicegpard to liberal individualism
in that, as an applied political philosopltyaims at creating a more equal and just societyugh
group-targeted policy, which redistributes benefits as seen needed by the government or
disadvantaged group(s). Multicultural policy thus requires both government intervention (which
in turn reaffirms political power) and group benefits which undermines the power of the individual.
Multicultural ideology relies on the belief and promotion of a predominant “human” culture for
social advancement, whereas liberal individualism relies on the belief of social advancement
through competition and self-interest. Furthermore, American liberal individualism' works against
the philosophy of multiculturalism because it relies on the notion of culture, the presumptions of
which I will discuss below.

1.2 Culture and Cultural Identity

Culture can be read as individual culture or as an individual expression of one or any
combination of the following: Oa coherent cluster of beliefs, vahaists, and obsermaesO
(Citrin et al. 2001: 249)in the context of multiculturalisngulture refers to a group identity to
which one adheres, usually a minority group ideftityopposition to the majority or mainstream.

In order to better conceptuzdi the notion of Ocultural identityO, it is useful to apply
Benedict AndersonOsnagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread of
Nationalism (2006). The context of AndersonOs book comes out of aWpt rise of
nationalism(s) that swept tlggobe in the latter half of the twentieth century. Anderson defines

! | refer to American liberal individualism because the form it takes in the United States differs from that
of other countries such as Canada where the political history and visions of society are not the same (Tay!
1994: 58).

2 Some authors have labeled these groups as the OsubalternO (Spivak 1988; Taylor 1994: 25).
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nationas Oan imagined political commuriitgnd imagined as inherently limited and sovereign.O
(Anderson 2006: 6). What, then, is the role of the OnationO in multiculturalism? ONatibeO c
applied to multiculturalism on two levels. The first level is that of the greater nation, which implies
the inhabitants of a country or state delineated by a protected border, to whom multicultural policy
is applied. For example, we can talk aboutamerican nation or nationalism, which refers to a
unifying sentiment of belonging to America as it is imagined in the minds of those who adhere to
it. At this level, it may be easier to distinguish whether or not someone is part of the nation through
documents such as a driverOs license or passport. Other markers of this Ogreater nationO are what
Eric Hobsbawm calls Oinvented traditionsO (Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983: 4); these may include
national symbols with which the members of the nation are familiah ascthe Pledge of
Allegiance/American flag, th®.S. Gnstitution, the national anthem, etc.

The second level to which AndersonOs definitioratibnapplies to multiculturalism is at
a more local level where groups of people within the Ogreater ndéisatbed above encompass
certain common attributes that unify members of the group. This is what Anderson refess to as
Odeep, horizontal comradeshjp@derson 2006: 7). These group members may either internally
selfidentify and/or the identity may kexternally imposed upon them. Group membership is not
static by any means. It fluidly passes from one membership to the next or maintains several
memberships simultaneously, often depending on a balance of individual versus group interests.
Although, as Aderson convincingly argues, these OcommunitiesO or OnationsO are indeed
imagined and only exist to the extent that its members believe in it, | argue that concretely, these
communities deexist in that there are real consequences and effects as a fesatnbership.

These communities or groups may be conjured up in the minds of individuals, but because a vast
majority of individuals adhere to at least one community, there is little rejection of the term. How
the community is defined, however, is condgantodified by both members and norembers.

The notion that | mentioned above regarding community membership as internal self
identification or externally imposed is key to understanding the way identity is configured.
Essentially, individuals are bornit given biological characteristics and into circumstances that
immediately impose some form of an identity on them (of which may or may not change later in
life). For example, we are given a name in a specific language that derives from a particular
historical trajectory and will play a role in how others react to and interact with us. Taking the
notions of the self from William James and Mikhail Bakhtin, Hubert J.M. Hermans argues that
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identity is configured and reconfigured dialogically in which thé iseheither homogenous nor
static; both continuoud)(and discontinuous (in relation to the madgherswith whom the self
interacts).

Inspired by the original Jamesian notions of the self and by the Bakhtinian polyphonic metaphor,

Hermans, Kempen andavi Loon (1992) conceptualized the self in terms of a dynamic multiplicity

of relatively autonomoukpositions. In this conception, théas the possibility to move from one

spatial position to another in accordance with changes in situation and timéluthgates among

different and opposed positions, and has the capacity imaginatively to endow each position with a

voice so that dialogical relations between positions can be established. (Hermans 2001: 248).
Therefore, oneOs identity and membersh#p specific group or community depends largely on
the circumstances at that particular moment in space and time. And, though identity is
heterogeneous, the multiple identities and different group memberships are not mutually exclusive
but may be in a coret state of (re)positioning.

Inasmuch ashis study is interested ithe way social actorgi.e. individual) reposition
themselves in relation to group identitiege should be inquiring as twhy actorsreposition
themselves. In most cases, this is tlmenherent power relations that may exist between any
combination of the following: individuals, groups, entities, institutions, etc. Any form of
multiculturalism in practice has, embedded within it, power relations. However, the struggle for
power flucuates on a continuum between the actors, even at an institutional versus individual
level. This exchange is something that is often taken for granted in the ongoing debate of the
shortcomings of multiculturalism in practice versus theory. For examples 6ok at TaylorOs
oft-cited OPolitics of Recognitio®®94) weprimarily find a discussion of multiculturalism from
a topdown perspective. In using the term Orecognition® he is promulgating the idea that
multiculturalism stems from a demand of the @keimO or marginalized groups of people for
equal respect and dignity (Taylor 1994:£4%).

Although this image of marginalized groups demanding equality exists, there are a few
essential questions we need to deconstruct before proposing an alteonsuist@atdefinition. For
example, fom whodo marginalized groups demand equality? Taylor refers mostly to OpoliticsO
as the opposing side. By this we can assume he is referring to those who do not give proper
(whatever that means) recognition to margeedigroups. In this situation there is a power relation
that gets played out. The power is in the hands of those who can grant equal recognition or not.
The very fact that there is something called the OsubalternO and that they must demand equal
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recognition implies a power struggle. Taylor is correct in addressing this power struggle, yet, the
picture he paints is incomplete. His discussion on unequal recognition serves to demonstrate the
problems with the idea of equality, but only from the perspectiv@nahstitution holding the

power to change it. Therefore, | come to the next questibo really has the power to change
unequal recognition? Whether or not Taylor agrees, his essay does not reflect the idea that
individuals act and react to their situatiin a specific time and place and are capable of working
around or against the status quo. If we return to the example of the Hindu Textbook Controversy,
we can see that groups as well as individuals indeed have the power to influence hegemony.
Indians n California, although a fragmented cultural community, did eventually change the
curriculum and thus gained state recognition by challenging the status quo. With this in mind, |
propose a loose application and interpretation of Antonio GramsciOs cafdeggemony and
counter hegemony, as developed in his prison notebooks, to think through multiculturalism in
practice.

1.3 Hegemony and Counter-hegemony

The reason why a loose interpretation of hegemony and counter-hegemony is more useful
than a strict oa is purely because the application of these terms is decontextualized from the
original conditions to which they were applied. Gramsci developed these terms in the early
twentieth century in relation to the rise of fascism, post-WWI living conditions andsocic
economic class divisions in Italy. His work is highly influenced by Marx in that he views society
as a class struggle between the bourgeois and the proletariat. Despite the fact that the notion of a
socio-economic class divide is essential to understanding the way in which hegemony functions, I
argue that a socio-economic divide in the modern American context does not leave us with a
complete understanding of the various layers of hegemony. The socio-economic class divide in a
Marxist spirit is one layer among many others.

Therefore, | will use the following decontextualized definition of hegemony which is
commonly referred to by Critical Theorists, notably in the Frankfurt School. O[E] hegemony
comes to mean cultural, moral and ideological leadership over allied and subordinate groups.”

(Forgacs 2000: VI.5, 423). How the subordinate groups may be allied with one another will depend
on historical context and are subject to constant change and rearrangement. Furthermore, because
there are (at least) two opposing sides in hegemony (OleadershipO and Oallied and subordinate

groupsO), Gramsci perceives hegemony as Oa chain of associations and oppositions to Ocivil
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societyO as against Opolitical societyQ, to consent as against coercion, to Odirection® as agai

29

‘domination’” (Forgacs, 2000: X.1, 423). This means that hegemony is always in relation to an
existing struggle and thus cannot exist without counter-hegemony and vice versa. On a greater
theoretical scale, a single American culture (i.e. liberal individualism) exists insofar that
multiculturalism (i.e. allied, subordinate groups) exists, much like hegemony and counter-
hegemony. Gramsci also mentions that different periods of time or historical contexts will yield
different hegemonic leadership, oftérode who were previously part of a subordinate group
(Forgacs 2000: 194-195). This reiterates the idea that neither hegemony nor counter-hegemony are
static and there are many levels and layers of hegemony in a society or among group(s) of people
who are constantly interacting with and/or struggling against hegemony.
1.4 Nationalist/Traditionalist versusMulticulturalist/M odernist

According to Anderson, the OnationalismO as we understand it today has developed over
time, most notably since the sixteengmtury in Europe with the rise of print capitalism (Anderson
2006: 3746). Print capitalism paved the way for many relatively rapid shiftsthie
conceptualization of thee versushe Gher. Anderson argues that the technological capacity to
reproducedxts in certain chosen languages for market purposes (Anderson 2e25: allowed
for the dissemination of accessible texts that eventually Omade it possible for rapidly growing
numbers of people to think about themselves, and to relate themselvessarofirofoundly new
ways.O (Anderson 2006: 36). As certain vernaculars were chosen over others for publication, a
group consciousness was developing through an inchesidasion filtering proces®including
the groups of people who understood theastand excluding those who did not. It was not until
later in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that language choices, albeit not only for print but
also for education and administration, served a political purpose. Moreover, nationalism, or rather
a perceived connectedness to strangers via shared language or ideas, further prevailed as
populations increasingly came into contact through exploration and colonization facilitated by new
technologies (Anderson 2006:-831). That is to say, that natiorsah as a sel€onscious group
identity is further solidified as it comes into contact with other groups that would be exctuded
that they do not share the particularities on which the former group identity relies.

These particularities are the previlyumentioned invented traditions that, according to
Hobsbawm,
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belong to three overlapping types: a) those establishing or symbolizing social cohesion or the
membership of groups, real or artificial communities, b) those establishing or legitimizing
institutions, status or relations of authority, and c¢) those whose main purpose was socialization, the
inculcation of beliefs, value systems and conventions of behaviour. (Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983:
9)
In light of Andersorand thedevelopment of nationalism, wart say that type a) arose from the
death of certain vernaculars and the popularization of others, which created a Osocial cohesionO
from those who were able to understand the written texts. Type b) and c) have been used
simultaneously through the institoiializing of education both in a native land and in colonies.
Historically prevalent, all three can nevertheless be tranglaited modern context just as easily
as nationalism can. These terms are vital to this study of multiculturalism in practite thee
fact that multiculturalism is constantly juxtaposed with liberal individualist ideology which gave
way to nationalist discourse in the United States, partiguiarthe decades following the civil
rights movement of the 1960s up to then of thecentury
Nationalist discourse in juxtaposition with and opposition to multiculturalist discourse took
many forms and was/is debated, especially during the 1980s and 1990s, in relation to the changing
circumstances in the public sphere (e.g. healthtysdfeational and domestic), immigration,
(un)employment, and education). Despite the extensive national and even international debate on
multiculturalism, this study will only focus on Californidweation policy as a case study.
2. Research Method
2.1 Critical Discourse Analysis
In addition to the theoretical framework that guides the argtsrend viewpoints in this
thesis the primary research method used is Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). CDA is a socio
linguistic, problerroriented, interdisciplingrapproach to textual analysis that aims to study and
deconstruct social phenomena embedded in varioussra@acommunication and interacti@n
written, spoken, visual, etc. (Wodak and Meyer 2001: 2). Scholars of CDA tend to agree that there
is no absolut@bjectivity and the only way to become more objective is to be explicit in oneOs
background and intentions. Critidaiscourse Analysis relies on textual analysis, yet we must keep
in mind that texts contain multiple embedded readings. CDA scholars thgte®discourse is
socially constitutive as well as socially conditionedO (Bloommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 448). It is
therefore interested in power relations within social structures and how those relations operate

within discourse and how discourse modifiasl confirms them via social structures. Much like

20



the theoretical framework gsented in Part Il of this thesBDA emerged in the decades following
the 1960s and thus is also a product of the contemporary discourse circulating around the ongoing
socialchanges relating to racial divides and inequality.

The field of Critical Discourse Analysis emerged in the 1970s as a group of scholars, Ruth
Wodak, Teun van Dijk, Norman Fairclough, Gunther Kress, and Theo van Leeuwen, decided to
diverge from discoursanalysis and that it was not enough to simply identify linguistic
phenomena, but it was necessary to critique those phenomena as power relations that function in
a particular context within given social structure. Drawing from JYrgen Habermas, Wodak argues
that CDA should have a hermeneutic objective which is largely situated in Critical Theory (Wodak
2011: 624627).

Hermeneutics can be viewed asahieof explaining cultural manifestations, particularly texts [E],

which should the validity and adequacy their interpretation and related processes of

comprehension. This art [E] does not require, or rely on,sysfematic descriptigoategorization

and/oranalysis of form and conterdf text and context, or of language in use (Wodak 2011: 624).
Critical Discourse Analysis essentially should be accessible to a broad range of readers and be
based upon both qualitative and quantitative methods. The goal is not to offer an analysis that is
Truth, but rather to suggest an interpretation that opens or exdelstsussion on inherent power
relations in order tonove towardJruth.

In CDA, the definition ofdiscoursenas come to cover a broad range of condsatissuch
as a government policy, a speech, an article, historical narratives, symbolic plaatiscgatse
may also refer to a specific genre, register, or style of writing (Wodak and Meyer 2001: 3).
Therefore, CDA views a muitayered analysis as vital to understanding the iwakings of the
power structures at hand. On one level we have awnteixh is concrete and superficial. Most
often, the text is the point of departure as it may be symbolic to some degree and perhaps taken for
granted. Within the text(s) (ideally there will always be more than one or a continuation of the
same text) we findliscourse such as those listed above. Then, on another level we must examine
the context from which the text originates as well as the context(s) of any reproductions of the text.
At the same time, these contexts must be analyzed and juxtaposed wititidtieah context of
the discourse within the text(s). Finally, we take the analysis of these layers and place them within
a greater social, political, cultural, historical context, using Critical Theory to validate findings.
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In Critical Discourse Analysithere aréwo key terms that | wilkefer to in this study and
are therefore worth defining for clarity. The first is the concept of intertextuality, which “concerns
how elements of other texts (words, phrases, arguments, topics or larger elements) are incorporated
within it” (Wodak 2011: 630). Inasmuch as a text can be a speech, a policy, a dialogue, monologue,
narrative, etc. intertextuality can be any element that links texts together. One speech event may
be connected to another the following day or even connected to an historical text in that the first
speech event makes a reference to it. From the perspective of CDA, no single text may be analyzed
as an isolated event.

An example of intertextuality may include historical references to famous speeches or
persons which most likely carry importance in the understanding of identity or ideology among
the audience. References to Christianity or the Bible in speeches will carry value aimed at
positively or negatively impacting an audience depending on the speaker’s objective and
interpretation of the audience’s personal convictions. Intertextuality, then, usually indicates how
the speaker or author perceives their audience and also, the reaction to it indicates how the audience
perceives themselves in relation to the speaker’s perception. Furthermore, depending on the
intertextual reference, an historical analysis of the original use of the text may reveal a
decontextualization of the text which eventually may result in the appropriation of the reference
to erve a specific purpose.

The second conceptiisterdiscursivity Interdiscursivity Ois the particular combination of
different discourses and &Bfent genres that characteride text, and how the deployment of
particular discourses and genres linksttixt to other intertextually related texts.” (Wodak 2011:
630). Interdiscursivity is interested in both the way that intertextuality is used and the way it creates
or adds to a larger social discourse. It is especially by studying interdiscursivity that one can see
patterns of ideology or how ideologies shift over time. For example, within a series of texts on
foreign policy one may notice a pattern in the discourse of national identity and the way national
identity is established in relation to other countries. This discourse may change according to the
foreign policy, but without an interdiscursive study it would be difficult to understand the way
national identity is constructed.

What is of interest in Critical Discourse Analysis is both the reaction and interaction

between texts (i.e. intertextuality) and the ways in which social phenomena manifest within the
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texts (i.e. interdiscursivity), notably in light of power relations. In this view, then, a text in Critical
Discourse Analysis functions as a cross section of the society from which the text originates.
2.2 Discourse-historical Approach

Because Critical Discourse Analysis is multidisciplinary, there is no single method to carry
out any particular study. Each CDA researcher brings to the table their expertise and may work in
a team with other researchers who have different expertise. The study of discourse is so very broad
that certain studies may require specific support from other social science disciplines such as
psychology or political sciencélence the many different approaches to CEwh of which has
been influenced by different fields or theories. Among the main approaches to CDA that exist, [
have chosen the discourse-historical approach to Critical Discourse Analysis as conceptualized by
Ruth Wodak and Martin Reisigl.

The discourséistorical approach emphasizes the historical context of the discourse in
question and traces the arguments and language choices used over time to more objectively critique
the relations of power (Bloommaert and Bulcaen 2000: 450). This approach is especially useful
for the analysis of discourse in policy or institutions as politicians and political figures often make
references to events in the past in order to evoke certain public sentiments. As thischidely in
multicultural discourse within policies, laws, education codes, high school as an institution within
public education, the historical context will be necessary in order to intertextually and
interdiscursively trace the discoursetlad Other, which has existed in the United States since its
inception.

Discourse of the Otheis directly linked with American liberal individualism in that
competition between the Self and the Other is necessary for liberal individualism to survive. It is
imperative, the, to trace back the development of “othering” in America to deconstruct the myths
around cultural categories and the way they function on a greater social scale. Amongst the
historians that | reference, there is a predominant presence of new westeransishMuch like
Critical Discourse Analysis, new western history emerged in the post-Civil Rights era when it was
decided that western or frontier history had long been told from a siiglé perspective and
therefore needed a more inclusive and plstialperspective (Aron 2009: 4-6). The goals of new
western historians are similar to those of CDA researchers in that they sgeek towards Truth
without claiming arabsolute historical Truth. It is for this reason that | hanstuded in Part 111
of this thesis the historical background necessary for aekvant to the analysis in PdiN.
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Nonetheless, the historical background is rather limited as | focus on the creation of racial
categories, land distribution/development, and institutionalizedatidad will then shift between

the historical context and the analysis of the chosen texts.

2.3 TextsAnalyzed

The present thesis a case study of multicultural discourse within the California public
education system. | hawhosen texts to analyzetato different levels of the education systém
the state and federal. As | have briefly outlined in the previous section, multiculturalism is a rather
ambiguous concept and can come to take on a range of meanings in practice. Because | am
interested in miticulturalism in practice, that is to say, multitwral discourse as having concrete
effects on peopleOs lives, | have chosen only texts that contain some form of multiculturalism
regardless of where it lies on the spectriiimey contain instructions drow the education system
should(or should not)ncludespecific groups of people in various ways. The texts | have chosen
at the state and federal lesare key elements in the overall structure of the education system.
They includecurriculum requiremets, federal education policieend speeches explaining those
policies,and other intertextual documents containing multicultural elemiéotsadded clarity on
power structures within the education systdnwould haveuseal ethnographies written by
anthrgologistswho have carried out studies@aliforniahigh schoad during the 199QBut, as
mentioned earlier, due to space and time constraints, this aspect of the study remains for future
research, notably the process of socialization amongst high sthdehts.

Anthropologist Stanton E.F. Wortham argued that anthropology could be used to better
understand the process of socialization that occurs in a school setting (see Wortham 2005).
Although his work is primarily focused on the socialization of shisl and how they learn to
properly use academic language in school, his use of the socialization theory (borrowed from
sociology and linguistic anthropology) in a school setting is pertinent to understanding how
students are shaped by the education sysieist as Wortham argues that students learn to be
competent members of a linguistic community (i.e. academic/professional), socially they are
learning to be adults in society. Students develop ideas and notions abOstpiaee in society
throughinteradion that occurs not only in the classroom but also at school events, with group
projects, during sports or extracurricular activities, and through the hierarchical relationships with
teachers, parents, or schparsonnel. Because anthropologists tak@ participantbservation

approach, meaning the anthropologist spends enough time with the community under study to
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become a member of that particular community, their ethnographical work gives a special insight
to everyday life of high scho®land how thie identity is constructed in relation to the state and

national discourses.

Part II. Background
1. Education

Public education in California was brought into existence with the adoption of the first
California state constitution in 1849. It was decided that a public education system should be
provided with funds from the state and should no longer be a religious endeavor. Since 1849, the
system has undergone many changes and transformations in order to keep up with the changing
society and cultural and industrial demands of the state as well as the nation. From the inception
of the United States, education was largely deemed a state power and responsibility from which
each state had the power to design and organize an education system that was tailored to and
funded by the population it would serve (Brewer and Smith 2007: 1).

The California public education system is very complex and involves many actors and
overlapping responsibilities. As a result of the complexity, one of the most problematic issues that
arises within the educational system of governance is the question of who. Who is or should be
responsible? Because the responsibility to act or decide relies on funding to support the what,
responsibility is often translated into financial responsibility (Brewer and Smith 2007: 2-4). Thus,
the California education budget has been fairly controversial, and the decision-making power has
shifted many times from the state to local school district authorities and vice versa.

1.1 California Public School Structure
1.1.1 K-12 Education

Mandatory public education in California, or K through 12, begins with kindergarten at age
five or six and continues through high school to the age of seventeen or eighteen with some
exceptions (such as testing out of high school due to accelerated programs) (“School Attendance
Review Boards” 2017). California public schools may be organized by age groups or academic
levels depending on the district and the number of students in that school district. Elementary
school begins with kindergarten and continues until either grade 5 (ages 10-11) or grade 6 (ages
11-12). Following elementary school, students proceed to either a junior high or middle school.

The difference between junior high and middle school is simply the ages of the students the schools
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serve. Junior high consists primarily of grades 7 through 8, or occasionally 7 through 9, whereas
middle schools consist of grades 6 through 8. There has been much debate in the past decades on
which organization provides a better learning environment, especially in relation to adolescent
developmental stages (Clay 1992: 9-15). High school, which is the final stage of compulsory
education in California, begins with either grade 9 (most schools) or grade 10 and ends with grade
12. The age of most high school students ranges from fourteen to eighteen.

1.1.2 School Options

In California, if families are dissatisfied with the public school assigned to them in their
district (or for larger districts, their zone) they have a few options. The first option is to request
another public school within the district or another district. However, this option does not always
result in admission to the school of one’s choice. The decision is often based on the level of
classroom availability in the school and the reason for the request. The second option is private
school which, by definition, is a school “owned or operated by a private person, firm, association,
organization, or corporation, rather than by a public agency” (“Definition of a School” 2018). In
this case, the school fees may be rather high and inaccessible to low-income families. As of the
2015-2016 school year, there were a reported 500,543 students enrolled in private schools, about
7.4% of the total student population in California, a number that has been in decline over the past
twenty years (“Private Schools” 2017). The third option would be a charter school whose structure
within the state is slightly more complex as it lies between the public and private sectors. Charter
schools are, at the state level, considered public schools since they are “established by action of
and operated under the jurisdiction of a publicly constituted local or state educational agency”
(“Definition of a School” 2018). However, they can essentially be opened by almost anyone
provided they follow certain criteria.

Charter schools have existed in California since 1992 with Senate Bill (S.B.) 1448 in a
complex political context that is the focus of this thesis. At that time, the California education
system had been in a freefall decline going from one of the best systems in the nation to one of the
worst in a matter of a decade (Hart and Burr 1996: 37). Much of this was due to the 1978
Proposition 13 which significantly decreased education funds in the state. Charter schools are
funded by the state government and follow strict contracts with local school district authorities. If
the conditions of the contract are not met, the school is subject to closure at any time. Nevertheless,

charter schools are exempt from a number of rules and regulations outlined in the California State
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Education Code. The reason for adopting a charter school system was to help inspire creativity,
innovation, and simplify the education system. There are very few restrictions on school
curriculum with the exception that it must be non-sectarian, non-discriminatory, and have free
tuition. As of the 2016-2017 school year, students enrolled in charter schools made up about 9.7%
of the total public school enrollment, and demographically more or less paralleled the
demographics of traditional schools (“Fingertip Facts on Education in California” 2018, Ugo and
Hill 2017).

Aside from these options there are a number of other types of schools that serve more
specialized purposes such as those geared towards special education or adult education. Yet,
another type of school which is of interest to the present study, labeled “alternative”, is a type of
public school (typically for the high school age group) aimed at guiding “at risk” students. “At
risk” is a term used to describe students who have a higher chance of failing school or dropping
out for reasons such as truancy, pregnancy, or expulsion from a “regular” high school. I will come
back to the use of this term later in Part IV.

1.1.3 Levels of Influence on Education
Federal influence

The California education system can best be imagined as a pyramidal structure, where the
influence of the federal government is perched at the top. Even though the actual decision-making
power in terms of organization and the Zow of specific requirements is not always specified, the
implementation of programs at the federal level has a trickle-down effect on statesnd schools.

An example of thiss the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 where the federal government,@mon
other demands included in the act, called upon states to implement standardized tests in order to
track the improvement (or lack thereof) in student academic achievement. Part of the act calls upon

states to hold schools accountable for student academic achievement, and if certain standards were

not met, funding penalties would be applied to the state. Therefore, at the federal level, there are

demands made, but often without rules or explanations of how to implement them. This clearly

has an effect on éhfunction of the state as they must decide how to implement new federal
demands.

This brings us to the state level, which has more deem@king power and thus more
influence on the education system itself. It is the responsibility of the state to provide free education

for the inhabitants of the state as directed by the California state constitution (Camp 2018, Camp
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2017). Power relations at the state level can be fairly complex as the actors are composed of both
governor-appointed and directly elected officials who do not always agree on solutions. At this
level of the pyramid are the elected state governor, the govappointed state school board of
education, the elected superintendent of public instruction, and the state legislature composed of
the elected members of the California State Assembly and the California State Senate. Each of
these actors has a fair amount of decision-making power as well as influence on bill proposals,
county and district organization, the education code, state standaddcurriculum, and state
education budgetCamp 2017Brewer and Smith 2007:-2).
State and Federal Funding

California’s education system of funding has changed immensely over the last half century.
In the postWWII era, California’s economy, much like that of the U.S. at the time, was booming
and the state had one of the highest spending budgets for K through 12 education in the country.
This trend continued until the 1970s, or more precisely, 1978 when California voters passed
Proposition 13 whicthad drastic consequences e education budget thereafter. Until 1978
California K through 12 education was primarily funded locally through property taxes (Camp
2018). This means that oneOs property value would require paying higher property taxes and th
bring in a higher revenue for tisehool district budgetHowever, this also means that the lower
the value of oneOs property, the lower the education budget would be for that district. For historical
reasons, California, like many states in the U.S.priganized into areas or even regions of
concentrated wealth and poverty (see Part Ill) and so, this imbalance of wealth led to large
disparities in education funds between school districts within the state. These disparities led to a
lawsuit in 1971 Serano vs. Priestwhich placed a limit on tax revenue for districts. The lawsuit,
in addition to Proposition 13 and the recession of thelitDs, resulted in giving power back to
the state in terms of education spending (Carroll et al. 2005: xxvii).

The gate of California receives some funding from the federal government, but the amount
is less than ten percent of total state education fundingfelleeal grants were, befol965,
relatively free of conditions, but later became subject to conditionscotiatability and student
achievement with former president Lyndon JohnsonOs Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). Lyndon Johnson was the first president to make education a federal priority on the
political agenda as part of his Owar on povekiyght 2011: 1112). Each president thereafter has
continued and modified ESEA to include new aspects and new methods to maintain a certain level
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of education across the country, with the goal of reducing or even eliminating disparities between
students.
District Level

The next layer of the education hierarchy is made up of school districts and the officials
that preside over them. Depending on the student population, school district borders do not always
correspond to county borders. Even though there are, more often than not, multiple school districts
within a county, school districts tend to work rather closely with county offices (Brewer and Smith
2007: 2-3). Both the school district and county offices have a superintendent as well as a board of
education. It is easiest to think of the county office as a local representative of the state department
of education, whereas the district office functions more like a representative of the schools.

School districts are composed of an elected school board and a school board appointed
superintendent. Although, school districts are the most powerful local entities in the education
system, there are many school districts that prefer to give individual schools more autonomy in
order to tailor to the needs of the students (Camp 2017). They are in charge of allocating state
funds to the schools within the district and are generally in charge of hiring school staff. Districts
also have the power to impose new rules or school zones. In the case of a complaint or problem
within a school, the school district will be the first to remedy the problem. Since the creation of
school districts, decision-making power has been centralized and decentralized between districts
and the state and between districts and schodlg ‘Department of Public Instruction’ Before
19217 2007: 8-11, Camp 2017).

There are two types of school districts in California, regular school districts and “unified”
school districts. Unified school districts are school districts that contain both primary and
secondary schooland are usually among the most populated distnetereas regular school
districts only contain either elementary or secondary schools and existpopotited areas. The
state prefers unified school districts to regular school districts in order to simplify communication
and delegation of tasks. They therefore provide certain advantages for unified school districts over
regular school districts (“History of School District Organization in California 2016: 8-9). The less
school distrits there are, the easier it is for the department of education to manage.
Administration and Organization

Schools are generally administered by one or several principals and vice principals chosen
or hired by the school district. There may be many ditles and positions in the administration
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depending on the needs of the school. Among the many responsibilities, school administrations
are responsible for administering standardized tests to students and measuring academic
improvement amongst the studenAlso, school administrations generally have the ability to
implement specialized programs, approve events and budgets, set disciplinary measures, and
oversee pedagogy and curriculum teaching in the classroom. The administration of a school may
function as an intermediary between teachers and parents/students or between the district and
teachers or parents.
1.2 School as Socializing Students for the Public Sphere

As Stanton E.F. Wortham argues, education systems are vital to understanding the student
socialization process. Public education systems provide for a more or less common experience
among youth aged fourteen to eighteen. The aigerhich a teenager attends high school is
extremely crucial in terms of ideological and social consciousness develoghthis age, ideas
and opinions about society and the world are developed and unless the student has a later
experience which exposes them to other perspectives, the ideas formed may not change. It is an
institution standardized by the state, but large enough to where each school district and each school
within the district have enough autonomy to adapt (or not) to its student body.

Education is clearly not the only socializing factor in a person’s life. There are many
various environments and life events which shape who a person becomes and the perspectives they
have. Nevertheless, the study of the education system, notably public education, can be a useful
tool for making comparisons between different lived experiences. In this study, the public
education system serves as the controlled variable against which four levels of discourse, national,
state, school/district, and student, are held. For the sake of this study, I will only take into account
the first two levels of discourse. Each of these categories interacts and creates a web of discursive
events that shape and influence the lives of everyone involved. Some actors may be more
influential than others.
2. California
2.1 California Diversity

California is the most diverse and most populated state in the United States with an
estimated population of just over 39 million according to the California Census Bureau. According
to the American Immigration Council, over one quarter of the population are immigrants (“New

Americans in California” 2015). There are several factors that contribute to California’s diversity.
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The first lies in the history of California, which begins with the original Native American
population and various fishing communities along the coast (Aron 2009: 9). A period of European
exploration and colonization subsequently followed, notably that of the Spanish. Following the
exploration period and as a result of Mexican independence, the territory of California became part
of Mexico until 1846, when the Mexican-American war broke out and the American government
annexed the territory of California. By this time, the present populations had already established
the major port of San Francisco and thus a growing trade economy.

The second major factor contributing to California’s diversity is industry. Adding to the
Native American, Hispanic and European-American military populations, the Gold Rush of 1848
brought an entirely new wave of immigration that drew people in from all over the world. Not long
after the discovery of gold, the construction of railroads, again, brought in new laborers, many of
whom were from East Asia and were induced to immigrate by the expanding railway companies
("Immigration, Railroads, and the West" 2016). After the turn of the century, the booming
industries of “oil, agriculture, and entertainment [...] attracted millions of people” to California
during the 1920s and 1930s (Paddison 2005). Then, the industries that emerged during WWII drew
in significant populations of African Americans, especially to Los Angeles (Paddison 2005). More
recently, the technology boom of the 1990s and 2000s brought a wave of highly skilled
immigrants, in large part originating from South and East Asia (Saxenian 1999).

Each wave of immigration is not only economically motivated but also heavily affected by
external factors. The third major factor influencing California’s diversity, therefore, is
international policy and affairs. For example, the events of WWI caused the rise of national fear
of outsiders, which encouraged the government to restrict immigration to a quota system as
outlined by the 1921 and 1924 immigration acts. Following these acts, immigration numbers from
outside the Western hemisphere were nearly halted. This led to an increase in domestic migration
but restricted international immigration primarily to Mexicans and Latin Americans.
Subsequently, WWII resulted in even further restrictions, only this time legislation limited
European immigration ("The Immigration Act of 1924 (The Johnson-Reed Act)" 2013). Although
immigration was restricted, in 1948 the government passed the Displaced Persons Act of 1948,
which would later serve as the foundation of many minority communities in California. Some of
these communities include populations originating from Southeast Asia (notably Vietnam, Laos

and Cambodia), countries that made up the Soviet Union (who came during the Cold War),
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Iranians (following the Iranian Revolution), Palestinians and many more (Singer and Wilson
2007). The Immigration Act of 1965 eventually abolished the quota system and put in place a
policy that favored highly skilled immigrants, which became known as the ‘brain drain’ ("History
of U.S. Immigration Policies” 2008; Zia 2000: 205).

Each of these factors has created an unprecedented diversity in California that contributes
to its unique culture but is also a cause of racial tension. The Watts riots of 1965 as well as the Los
Angeles riots of 1992 are examples of this. In order to facilitate and promote a dominant tolerant
California culture in which the population’s various origins can peacefully and equally coexist as
a single Californian community, the state began adopting policies aimed to promote
multiculturalism. Even today, these policies affect many different aspects of daily life in the
Californian public sphere, most notably public education. Because education is compulsory
between the ages of six and eighteen, multicultural education policy affects the vast majority of
Californians.

2.2 Direct Democracy

One of the more prominent characteristics of California as a state is California’s direct
democracy and the ballot initiative, voted into effect in 1911 (Bowen 2011: 253). The ballot
initiative essentially allows Californians to directly influence the legislation of the state without
waiting for state officials to act. Ballot initiatives have had great success from the beginning with
over 20 percent of circulating initiatives to qualify for the ballot (Bowen 2011: 253). Any qualified
voter can propose an initiative, but, in order for the initiative to reach the ballot one must gather
several hundred thousand petition signatures (over 300,000 for an initiative statute and over half a
million for an initiative constitutional amendment) in a matter of five months (Bowen 2011: 255;
“How to Qualify an Initiative” 2016). Obtaining the signatures needed to qualify the initiative
takes organization and motivation to inform and convince the population. Because of this, there
are many critics who argue that the ballot initiative is counter-productive as funds are needed to
collect the necessary signatures. This means that big corporations, wealthy voters, or influential
interest groups have a better chance of moving their interests forward than the average middle or
working-class voter (Cherny 2013). Other critics have argued that it allows the majority to rule,
silencing minorities (Hanjal, Gerber, and Louch 2002). Though the goal of this thesis is not to
analyze the effects, positive or negative, of the ballot initiative, the critiques are relevant and

interesting to consider.
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The most notable example of the wide-reaching effects (particularly on education) that the
ballot initiative can have on the population is the previously mentioned Proposition 13 of 1978.
Before 1978, schools were funded locally through property taxes. But, with the events of the 1970s
(globalization, recession, the oil embargo, etc.) the California government was rather cautious
about spending and continued increasing taxes (Cherny 2013: 3). Despite the national recession,
California managed to maintain a surplus in the state budget. While the state continued to bring in
revenue, the population was losing jobs and buying power and hence growing frustrated with
limited household budgets. Proposition 13 was to lower property taxes and restrict future increases,
and hence won by a majority. However, the consequences for the state budget were rather severe.
The budget surplus allowed the state to assist counties and districts that had essentially lost their
income, but the financial assistance ran out after a couple of years forcing the state to find other
means to fund public education. What was once a local responsibility, quickly became a state
responsibility and education spending dramatically decreased in the 1980s. Already poor school
districts became poorer while wealthier districts managed with the resources available (Catterall
and Brizendine 1985: 332). Proposition 13 (among other factors) expanded the gap between social
classes and with less financial resources, poorer counties and districts experienced a reduction in
school services, options, and specialized programs, and the quality of California education

continued to decline.

PART III. Othering the other: A Brief Historical Background on the Development of the
Other in California
If we want to understand the racialization that occurs as a result of liberal individualism in
the United States, and specifically in California, we must first look at the historical context in
which the racial categories materialized and how those categories came to reflect racial identity in
California. In her article, “Language and Migration to the United States,” Hilary Parsons Dick
discusses the process of racialization that creates Whiteness.
Racialization is a form of social marking that distinguishes nonnormative actors by dehumanizing
them, representing them as undifferentiated, immoral, dangerous, and inherently Other (Dick
&Wirtz 2011; Urciuoli 1996, p. 17). In the United States, this process relies on the creation and
preservation of a dominant racial formation, itself an indexical order, that creates Whiteness in
opposition to varying degrees of Blackness (De Genova 2005, Roedigger 1991, Smith 2006). (Dick
2011: 229).
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Racialization in the United States is an indexical order® in which the color of one’s skin carries
some kind of representation or symbolism and eventually becomes associated with an image or
idea. Initially, this began as a White/Black dichotomy, but contact with various “in-between
shades” produced a multi-tiered racial hierarchy. Indeed, Richard White argues that “race in the
West has always been not so much a biological fact as a cultural and historical creation. Races are
created here out of diverse peoples who had not before thought of themselves as a single group
[...]” (White 1986: 397). Part III aims to clarify the national historical discourse that created and
maintained racial categories for the sake of maintaining a racial hierarchy. That racial hierarchy
stems from liberal individualism and even allowed for societal development according to the
values of liberal individualism. Part III shows how racial categories have played a role in the
greater function and establishment of California society from before the inception of statehood to
the civil rights movement which greatly challenged the racialized social order.

While there are innumerous historical details about California and the populations that have
inhabited it, before and after it became a state, I will primarily consider the historical aspects of
demographics in California — how they developed communities, and later identities — that comprise
a significant role in high school education today. These aspects include relations between different
populations, between populations and institutions, and between institutions themselves (e.g.
national versus state). Inter- and intra-racial interactions established hierarchies that were in place
when each new population came to dominate the social organization in California. The hierarchies
impacted the political institutions that would later govern and structure both the education system
and society at large.

1. Pre-1848 Gold Rush: “This land is your land, this land is my land...””

Briefly mentioned in Part II (see 2.1 California Diversity), the territory that we now call
California has a long history of human settlement well before the arrival of Europeans. Historian
Richard White writes, “In California, Indians burned the foothills and valleys, increasing the

spread of grasslands and the number of deer. California’s mountain forests had larger and more

3 For a detailed explanation on indexical order, see Silverstein (2003). Here, the indexical order lies in the
fact that having black skin meant less or no rights (the opposite of white). Once slavery was abolished,
having black skin took on new meaning, but continued to carry the initial representation of little or no rights.
Later, as the white population came into contact with different shades of skin color, the previous indexical
order was applied, and as a consequence, non-white group became racialized as well.

* This Land is Your Land, song written by Woody Guthrie in 1940.
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widely spaced trees, and people traveled more easily within them than they would have if Indians
had not burned.” (White 1991: 3). The territory that would later become the state of California was
not, despite popular belief, a wild and untouched land that needed to be cultivated. The Native
Americans knew how to optimize the land without exhausting its resources. White goes so far as
to argue that without the Native Americans’ use of the land, future settlers would not have been
able to cross the territory as easily.

The first foreign population to reach California were the Spanish. According to White, the
Spanish have been present in California since the mid-sixteenth century when Spanish sailors
arrived on the coast (White 1991: 32). Later in the eighteenth century, at the height of Spanish
imperialism, Franciscan missionaries established missions along the coast of California. These
missions restructured and reorganized the lives of Native Americans living in California (White
1991: 33; Udall 2002: 97). The missions “created the California economy” by forcing Native
Americans into labor and controlling the output as revenue for the mission (White 1991: 33).
Spanish missionaries sought to convert Native Americans to Christianity and turn them into
productive members of society by teaching them a trade such as weaving or treating hides. One
could even argue that Franciscan missions were among the first to implement assimilationist
programs in the West.

Over time, more and more Spanish explorers came to California via land and water.
However, as White points out, the “Spanish” were not always of Spanish descent. For the Spanish
that arrived in California by land from the south and east, a system of social class had already been
established. At the top were the Spanish landowners (usually granted land by the crown); in the
middle were the mulattos, mestizos, pardos or color quebrados and the coyotes, who were the
populations of mixed descent and made up the majority; at the bottom were the genizaros, Native
Americans who had been freed captives or had left their communities (White 1991: 14, 17).
Because the Spanish colony was so vast and hence, difficult to protect, officials needed to
distribute land grants to people willing to live and utilize the land. However, there was a clear
hierarchy of who could have access to the land grants. After the Spanish (who were not very
numerous), the mulattos and mestizos were the next to gain access to land. White argues that even
though the obsession with ancestry existed, more and more mulattos and mestizos were able to
acquire land and thus became “whitened” (White 1991: 14); and therefore, race (imagined or not)

became synonymous with land ownership.
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As Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, the Mexican government ordered
the secularization of missions and over the following decades, the mission system was broken and
resources, notably land, fell into the hands of the californio elites (who at this point were a mix of
Spanish, mulattos, and mestizos) (White 1991: 38-40; Udall 2002: 99). Most of the lands were
transformed into ranchos along the coast. With the secularization and dismantling of missions,
Native Americans were no longer physically forced into labor. However, with little to no resources
of their own, the californio elite would provide them with “a few goods, a little money, or some
liquor” and then “forc[e] them into debt peonage” (White 1991; 41). As the years went on, the
Native American population dwindled as either a result of death from disease and living conditions
or as a result of fleeing the coasts to join other communities away from Mexican control. At the
same time, American explorers, traders, and fur trappers from the East came in increasing numbers
(White 1991: 42-46; Udall 2002: 121).

With the breakdown of the Spanish empire came a loss of control over Mexico’s northern
borderlands. The newly formed Mexican government did not have the means to protect the lands,
nor did they have enough inhabitants to maintain their hold on it (Limerick 1987: 228). At the
same time, the American expansionist government had their eye on the borderland territories,
especially those of Texas, New Mexico, and California and were sending government officials on
expeditions to explore and claim the land (Limerick 1987: 231, White 1991: 123). “By the end of
1846, Mexico’s feeble armies in New Mexico and California had been overwhelmed and U.S.
forces had gained control of these provinces.” (Udall 2002: 117). The American conquest of
California was therefore a militaristic one that uncoincidentally came at the right moment — two
years before the discovery of gold and one of the biggest migrations in American history
(increasing the population from 25,000 to 223,856 by 1852) (Udall 2002: 125).

2. Establishing and Maintaining Categories of Differentiation

The California Gold Rush is perhaps one of the most far-reaching myths of American
culture and the West. Stories of gold discovery in 1848 and onwards drew people in from all over
the world. However, not all migrant populations were welcomed equally. The incoming
populations were very quickly categorized into five racial groups (according to whites who had
money and federal military backing) that have somewhat evolved over time and whose collective
histories in California should be addressed in order to understand how the dynamics of inclusion-

exclusion functioned historically until the present. These groups would soon demographically
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become minorities in California and would therefore face many obstacles over the next century in
establishing their role and carving out a space for themselves in society. The categories —
Californios (who were among the elite until this point) and Hispanics, Euro-Americans, Native
Americans, Chinese (who, although a small minority, were present in California before the gold
rush), and blacks — who were already rather heterogenous and stratified within these groups, were
often in competition with one another and likewise were pitted against one another in a divide and
conquer fashion that would last well into the twentieth century (White 1991: 320). Interestingly,
more than a century and a half later these categories, although slightly modified to adapt to new
incoming populations and political shifts, have remained intact and highly prevalent in American
culture and ideology.
2.1 From Californios to Hispanics, Latinos, and Chicanos
Hispanics (who came to be assembled under one category® but were rather heterogenous
in descent) made up the majority of the California population when California was annexed to the
United States. As previously mentioned, Hispanic society was already quite stratified in socio-
racial classes which depended not only on genetic descent but also on personal wealth or property.
The solidarity among them was minimal at best, making it possible for Anglos to pit one class
against the other in order to gain access to land or labor.
Class differences ran through Hispanic society, and Anglos in Texas, New Mexico, and California
could usually find allies in the Hispanic upper classes, among ricos who would collaborate in the
interests of property and social order, even at the expense of their lower-class countrymen. Anxious
to win and keep the good opinion of Anglos, the postconquest Hispanic elite sometimes undertook
to Europeanize or “whiten” themselves, accenting a Spanish line of descent to distinguish
themselves from mestizos [...] (Limerick 1987: 240).
Despite the efforts of the upper classes to “whiten” themselves, arriving Anglos did not consider
them of the same pedigree. The arrival of Europeans and white Americans greatly disturbed the
existing social hierarchies among the Hispanic population. Almost immediately, the Hispanic elite
lost much of their influence over the social organization and no longer had the authority of the

Mexican government to support them after the 1846 annexation. In order to maintain a position of

> The term ‘Hispanic’ refers to peoples whose first language is Spanish. Speaking Spanish was a common
characteristic among the pre-existing population residing in California, which was broad enough to include
all social classes of the population under one category, but also helped white Americans distinguish between
Mexicans and Native Americans. And so, the Spanish language became synonymous with a specific racial
category and was thus racialized.
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power, they had to prove themselves to be Europeans by undermining the mulatto and mestizo
populations. However, these alliances with European Americans would not last long.

Over the course of a few years, the landholding Hispanics, the Californios who owned and
maintained the large plots of land, rancheros, along the northern coast would find that squatters
who mostly worked in the mining industry had settled on part of their property and had begun
cultivating the land. In 1851, Congress passed the Land Act which required rancheros to prove
their rights to the land. Many landowners were able to prove their rights but not without years of
costly litigation and therefore had to sell their land to pay off their debts (White 1991: 238;
Menchaca and Valencia 1990: 233; Paddison 2003: 129). In southern California, rancheros faced
a serious drought in 1863 and 1864 to the extent that the majority of their livestock perished,
making it impossible to pay their taxes and/or debt. Consequently, to pay the taxes and/or debt
due, their land was taken (White 1991: 240). In a matter of years, society was reorganized and pre-
existing racial categories and symbols of wealth were built upon and modified to accommodate
the new hegemonic population.

Over the next few decades, the question of where Mexicans lie on the color spectrum would
lead to much debate and confusion as to how the law should be interpreted. As of 1870, only whites
and blacks were eligible for American citizenship and anyone who fell outside of either of these
categories would have to argue their claims, frequently in courtrooms (Molina 2010: 168). Courts
were torn between two texts in particular — the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo which granted
Mexican eligibility for citizenship, and the Naturalization Act of 1790 (amended in 1870 as an
outcome of the Civil War to include black persons) which stated that only white or black persons
were eligible for citizenship. The ambiguity of the texts as to who qualifies as “white” or “black”
was left open to interpretation (Molina 2010: 171-175). White Americans were divided on the
issue of whether or not Mexicans should be eligible for citizenship. The debate, however, often
came back to the notion of low-wage laborers and whether or not their presence would force wages
down for white laborers (Reisler 1976: 233-234). If Mexicans were accepted as white, and thus
gained citizenship, their numbers would greatly increase, flooding the labor market with cheap
labor. Furthermore, white Americans contended that such a decision could lead to other non-white,
non-black minorities to do the same, and therefore threaten the existing racial organization and

hierarchy in society.
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Throughout the twentieth century and even now, California has experienced a continuation
of Latino immigration, primarily from Mexico, but also from several other countries in Central
and South America such as Guatemala, Ecuador, El Salvador, and many others. Moreover, as
Hispanics (from Mexico or elsewhere) settled in the U.S., the subsequent generations did/do not
always speak Spanish (even as a second language), therefore rendering the category “Hispanic”
problematic; hence the emergence of the “Latino” category. Nevertheless, with so many different
nationalities and thus different historical trajectories represented, this pluralistic composition of
the category “Latino” has made defining such an identity fairly complex. What does it mean to be
Latino in the United States? In his article, “Becoming Latinos: Mexican Americans, Chicanos, and
the Spanish Myth in the Urban Southwest”, Joseph A. Rodriguez shows that the Latino identity
has provoked much debate over the role of Spanish history® in the identity of Latinos, but even
more so in the identity of Chicanos. The label “Latino” refers to people in the United States of
Latin American origins, whereas “Chicano”, a term that derives from the 1960s Chicano
movement (and is thus politically charged), refers to Mexican origins with an emphasis placed on
their mestizo roots (i.e. a celebration of the native cultures and languages before Spanish conquest)
(Rodriguez 1998: 165-167). The factor that brings Latinos into one common category is their
experience in the United States, that is to say, in juxtaposition to white Americans.

What began as a complex stratification of Californios quickly became a single racial group,
Hispanic, imposed upon those who were deemed to fit the characteristics. Being placed in such a
racial category held important consequences for the Hispanic population which would only be
complicated with time. As the Hispanic population grew and became increasingly heterogenous,
the Hispanic population underwent a pan-Latino shift, resulting in a categorical change from
Hispanic to a more inclusive Latino identity. However, not all Latinos agreed with the pan-Latino
identity and some, notably Mexicans later rejected it reclaiming their Chicano heritage.
Nevertheless, the category of Latino exists today and encompasses a wide range of ethnicities,
origins, dialects, accents, and may include citizens that have been in the United States for

generations as well as new arrivals.

4 This ongoing debate has, by some, led to a rejection of what Rodriguez calls the “Spanish myth” in which
the original Spanish settlements or pueblos and missions in California are romanticized and emphasized as
part of connecting California history as being founded by “white” Spanish immigrants (Rodriguez 1998:
170).
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2.2 From European or Anglo Americans to White Americans (or simply American)

Though racial categories are subject to change often according to contemporary politics,
Europeans have benefitted from longstanding privileges that shaped the demographics of the
United States and eventually affected California as well. For example, under “[...] the
Naturalization Act of 1790, which recognized whiteness and citizenship as synonymous and
exclusively so for nearly a century, [...] white privilege was normalized from the nation’s
beginning.” (Wise 2010: 73-74). Though California was not yet admitted to the United States, such
laws worked to preserve white status and maintain a white majority within American society (Aron
2009: 11). Other privileges later materialized in California such as the inability of all non-whites
to testify in court against a white person.” Without such laws and government support reinforcing
white hegemony, the fate and white identity of European Americans may have been much different
in California as well as elsewhere in the U.S. As people flooded into California with high hopes
of “striking it big”, the newly established state could not keep up with increase in population.
Before California had become a state, the only real American authority was the military, and in
small numbers relative to the post-Gold Rush population.

At a more local level, codes of social and legal conduct consisted of first-come-first-serve
or, even more effective, the Golden Rule.® Former congressman, Stewart L. Udall, explains,
“Because California had no laws, no law enforcement machinery, and no effective government to
speak of, years of struggle were required to transform camp towns and rickety “cities” into orderly
communities.” (Udall 2002: 125). Udall’s depiction of a developing California society is
interesting but remains incomplete. The lack of order was the result of a political choice on behalf
of the federal government to not interfere with the free-for-all natural resource landgrab. With no
real authority to stop them, arriving Anglos settled where they could and mined where they wanted,
even if the land was already owned (White 1991: 147-148). Only when westerners were confronted
with problems they could not manage alone would they call on government authorities to assist
them.

With the cultural and linguistic hegemony established within the first few years of
statehood, the European American population was granted over time extensive privileges that gave

them access to government programs, employment opportunities, and legal protection, to name a

7 People v. Hall 1854, (Limerick 1987: 261-262)
¥ He who has the gold makes the rules.
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few. These privileges reinforced the idea that to be “white” was the norm and that anyone who
deviated from this was abnormal and therefore not worthy of these privileges (Hartington Jr. 1997:
496-497). However, the identity that materialized under the racial category “white” did not do so
naturally.

Before they became “white”, European immigrants held individual ethnic identities which
“gradually blurred into a more diffuse European American identity” (McDermott and Samson
2005: 251). For some European ethnicities, this process was longer due to the fact that they were
neither white nor black upon arrival. Ethnicities such as Irish, Jewish, Italian, or other southern
European ethnicities were initially rejected from the white racial category. These ethnic groups
eventually came to be accepted as white, usually in tune with the economic and political situation
of the period.® White racial identity, similar to other racial identities, was constructed through
privileges which included some and excluded others (Hartington Jr. 1997: 496; Yellow Bird 1999:
3). Access to these privileges'® gave one group a higher social standing over another and thus white
hegemony was manufactured as a federal project.

Over the past few decades, scholars have developed extensive research on “whiteness” and
white identity. To conclude that to be white in the United States is to have European heritage
mythicizes Europe and European identity in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Europe itself
was fragmented into hundreds if not thousands of national identities, demonstrated by the two
world wars. In his article, “Establishing the Fact of Whiteness,” John Hartington Jr. explains that
“Whiteness, thereby, stands as a concept that reveals and explains the racial interests of whites and
links them collectively to a position of racial dominance.” (Hartington Jr. 1997: 497). Therefore,
white identity is contingent on the existence of an inferior Other without which white identity
would perish.

2.3 From Indians to Native Americans and American Indians

While the U.S. government was little concerned with establishing structured cities and
communities despite the sudden increase in population in California, one thing they already had
experience doing (and were thus rather efficient at) was clearing the land of Native Americans.

Like in other states, the federal government sought to make treaties with the Native Americans

? For a more detailed history on this see The History of White People by Nell Irvin Painter (2010).

10 Examples of privileges throughout the twentieth century include programs such as the 1862 Homestead
Act or the Federal Housing Administration home loan program, both excluded nearly all minorities and
were designed to boost white social mobility (Wise 2010: 74).
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and relocate them to reservations. “Californians, however, complained that the proposed treaties
reserved too much good kaffor the Indians.” (White 1991: 91). Ultimately, the solution was to
relocate Native Americans, now a small minority (about 50,000 in the 1850s and 30,000 in the
1870s) to reservations (Paddison 2003: 129). Initially, the concept of the reservation was to
eventually “educate” and “civilize” Native Americans so that they could, one day, integrate (or
rather assimilate) into American society. It was eventually decided that the best solution was to
reuse the missions built by the Franciscans as a way to “segregate in order to integrate” (White
1991: 91-92). As it turned out, reservations in California was simply an easier way for white
settlers to attack Native Americans as they were grouped into one location. Only three out of seven
reservations survived in the two decades after the Gold Rush (White 1991: 93).

Unlike Latinos whose collective identity was first composed of pre-existing categories (e.g.
mestizo, Mexican, etc.), Native Americans across the United States were grouped together from
the beginning. Before colonization of the Americas, the Native Americans who occupied the land
were extremely diverse, culturally and linguistically; naturally, this was the case for California’s
Native Americans as well (Yellow Bird 1999: 2-3). According to the California State Courts, in
California alone, there were 154 federally recognized Native American tribes, 45 of which were
part of a termination policy which sought to revoke federal recognition in the 1950s (“California
Tribal Communities” 2018). So not only were these tribes, along with all other tribes across the
country grouped under one racial category, but one hundred years later, the category became more
selective and thus the identity of the terminated tribes ceased to be recognized.

For centuries, the racial category that Native Americans fell into was “Indian”, which an
historically loaded term associated with “the “erroneous geography” of Christopher Columbus”
(Yellow Bird 1999:4). Moreover, the term “Indian” has taken on many symbolic images and
connotations, such as ‘cowboys and Indians’ or Indians as uncivilized, exoticized, and backwards,
that were rampant in media and literature. Another option which became popular in the 1960s and
1970s was the term “Native American”. While it removed the notion of colonization by implying
some kind of pre- and coexistence with other Americans, conservatives in the 1970s appropriated
the term by explaining that because they were born in the U.S., they too, were native Americans
(Yellow Bird 1999: 6). According to his study, Michael Yellow Bird (1999) has found that the
term “American Indian” is the most preferred term among respondents, primarily because it

manages to maintain the simultaneity of American and a tribal identity, yet without the mythicized
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connotations embedded in “Indian” alone (Yellow Bird 1999: 16). The conclusion of his study can
be illustrated by historical movements such as the American Indian movement in the 1970s. The
term bears meanings of empowerment and resistance against white hegemony.
2.4 From Chinese to Japanese to Asian

Before the Gold Rush, a small minority of Chinese had settled in California. Yet, when the
news arrived in China that gold was discovered in California, immigration to California
specifically increased exponentially over the years to follow. “In 1850, some 50 Chinese arrived,
the next year 2,716. By 1860, some 41,000 Chinese had come to the United States. These Chinese
were not “coolies but “semifree” men who were deeply in debt from high-interest loans for their
passage to America [...]” (Zia 2000: 26). Chinese merchants would allow Chinese to take out
credit in order to pay for their journey, but, because they were often paid much lower wages than
white Americans, it would take them years to pay it off (Limerick 1987: 267). Chinese immigrants
came to America with hopes of becoming rich but were almost immediately denied the possibility.

The state and federal governments only made the situation worse. In 1850, the Foreign
Miners’ Tax required Chinese and Hispanics (who were in fact natives and not foreigners) to pay
sixteen dollars a month in order to work in the mines (Limerick 1987: 239; White 1991: 238),
which, between the years 1850 and 1870, provided “almost one-half of the state’s income” (Udall
2002: 138). This eventually deterred both the Chinese and Hispanics from working in the mines.
Further measures were taken to exclude Chinese immigrants from the American population,
through refusal of admission into public schools, miscegenation laws'' (Zia 2000: 26, 34).
Moreover, Californians went as far as to exclude Chinese employment and voting in Article XIX
of the state constitution (Limerick 1987: 264-265; Paddison 2003: 133). With no protection in
sight, Chinese immigrants suffered from mass killings, beatings, and kidnappings (Paddison 2003:
133). They fell into neither the “white” nor the “black” category which made it possible for
authorities to place them in any group they wished or deny them rights all together (Zia 2000: 26).

After the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, Chinese immigration slowed. However, in the
1910s and 1920s, Japanese immigrants began arriving with the belief of having a better reputation

thanks to better diplomatic ties with the U.S. government, and thus a better chance of being

' Miscegenation laws forbade marriage or sexual relations between whites and any other person of color.
This initially only applied to the black population, but was later extended to include Asians, Latinos and
Native Americans. These laws existed well into the twentieth century.
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accepted (Limerick 1987: 270). Much to their dismay, they were not accepted as they would have
liked. Immigration restrictions were eventually put in place for almost all immigrants with the
1924 Immigration Act, and then, almost twenty years later, the Japanese were even further
restricted due to the conflicts arising out of the Second World War and the attack on Pearl Harbor
(Limerick 1987: 273).

The first half of the twentieth century saw immigration from multiple Asian countries
including India, the Philippines (a U.S. territory until 1935), and Korea. With each wave of
immigration came the hope that they could construct a life for themselves in the U.S. and
eventually be accepted among the white population. Again, most were disappointed. The fact that
they were not accepted often caused one group to blame another for giving Asians a bad reputation
(Zia 2000: 30-35).

The relationships between nationalities and ethnicities was competitive and by no means
unified under a single Asian identity. These sentiments were exacerbated by the U.S. government
who played a fickle role of friend or foe according to the international political climate. During
World War 11, the Japanese became the enemies and the Chinese became the allies. This dynamic
shifted as the U.S. entered the Cold War with China, and again, when Japanese car manufacturing
surpassed American car manufacturing.'? It was not until the 1960s with the influence of the civil
rights movement that a pan-Asian identity emerged in order to combat the injustices of
discrimination experienced over the decades (Zia 2000: 46). In California especially, this identity
remained somewhat fragmented as new immigrants arrived in the latter half of the twentieth
century. The arriving immigrants, such as various ethnicities from Vietnam in the 1960s and
Indians and Pakistanis moving to Silicon Valley in the 1990s, did not share the same histories and
experiences as those who had arrived in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. And although
the U.S. census and other categorizing statistics now leave the choice to distinguish one’s identity
either ethnically or through national origins, stereotypes and images of Asians (such as the “model
minority” or the “forever foreigner”) in the national consciousness persist (Junn and Masuoka

2008: 735; Shankar 2008: 13). The continuation of these stereotypes, intensified by media

12 There are several reasons for this which are mostly linked to the oil embargo in the 1970s, combined with
the economic recession in the same decade. Japanese cars were more fuel efficient than American cars and
thus were more economically attractive.
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representations, has managed to fuel ongoing discrimination and marginalization of Asians as a
group which therefore reinforces a rather fragmented but nonetheless Asian identity.
2.5 From Black to African American

In the nineteenth century, the black population was a small minority of the total population
(Limerick 1987: 277; Johnsen 1980: 58). Nevertheless, blacks have occupied the California
territory for perhaps a few hundred years, often coming as slaves, traders, sailors, cowboys, and
others. (Taylor 2000: 102-103). Although California was declared a free state in 1850, they were
still not considered citizens and faced much discrimination and administrative obstacles to settle
in California. “Almost 3,000 blacks (some slave, some free) had migrated to California by 1850,
but they failed in their attempt to claim their rights as American citizens. Antiblack legislation in
the 1850s relegated them to second-class citizenship [...]” (White 1991: 187). Much of the anti-
black legislation was the same legislation that excluded other persons of color or minorities from
participating in the extraction of natural resources, land and wealth acquisition, and being able to
experience basic rights (Taylor 2000: 105). Even after the 1870 adoption of the Fifteenth
Amendment, which granted blacks the right to vote, the state of California refused to recognize it
and was therefore at odds with the federal government (Limerick 1987: 279). State authorities
believed that if they gave the right to vote to blacks, they would have to do the same for other
minorities. Excluding measures, such as a ban on miscegenation, against blacks in California
would continue until the mid-twentieth century (Limerick 1987: 280).

In the last few decades, many historians have endeavored to paint a new image of blacks
in the nineteenth century West, one that differs from the stereotypical, helpless, uneducated image
of blacks. Some historians have highlighted narratives of blacks who had succeeded, despite the
odds and discrimination against them, in creating a middle-class life, or better, for themselves
(Taylor 2000: 109-111; Noel 2005; GPA Consulting et al. 2017). Although the black population
in California experienced widespread discrimination, it was not entirely as systematic as it was in
other regions of the U.S. (Washington 1993: 238). Cities like Los Angeles and San Francisco
provided some opportunities of social mobility. Later in the mid-twentieth century, for example,
social mobility was made increasingly, yet slowly, accessible especially during World War II,
when California experienced mass immigration of blacks mostly to port cities to stake a claim in

the growing war-time industries. However, they quickly discovered that their positions were no
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longer needed after the war and blacks in California experienced extensive unemployment (Taylor
2000: 113).

Since the end of the Civil War (their legal status was different prior to the end of the Civil
War), blacks throughout the U.S. have experienced discrimination and exclusion in nearly all
aspects of daily life. Unlike other minority groups discussed here, the category of black has existed
in the U.S. for as long as the category of white has (indeed, the two are codependent). Before the
arrival of white Americans to California, blacks were not simply “black™, but rather mulatto,
mestizo, or any other category that implied a mixed racial heritage. But as California became
dominated by the white American binary racial discourse of white versus black, the nuanced
distinctions disappeared and the black population became a monolithic category as it was in the
East and South.

Even though the monolithic category remained, blacks attempted to change the course of
their trajectory by appropriating the category and changing the term used. In a study on African
American preferences of terms of categorization, the authors show how the terms have shifted.

During the first two-thirds of the twentieth century, the prevailing usage evolved from "colored" to

"Negro" and then to "black.” In the late 1980s a group of civil rights leaders began to press for a

newer label still, "African-American," a term that implied "a shift from race to ethnicity or culture

as the defining characteristic of the group and consequently . . . evoke[d] the notion of similarities

between this group and other ethnic groups" (Grant and Orr 1996, p. 138). (Sigelman et al. 2005:

429)

The change in preferences is directly linked with the political shifts going on in the country at the
time. Discrimination against blacks was (very) slowly beginning to decline in the 1950s and blacks
were becoming increasingly politically active as a collective group nationwide. Appropriation of
the category allowed blacks to solidify a collective consciousness; yet, the change in term
preferences in a relatively short period may also be an indicator of differing visions of that identity.

By looking at each of these constructed categories in California in the last century and a
half, we can see that California has indeed always been multicultural or diverse, with people from
different backgrounds who speak/spoke different languages. However, in the mid-nineteenth
century, government policies aimed at limiting racially imagined groups from white American-
dominated society. This made the category “white” appear as the norm or standard against which

all other peoples should be measured — culturally, physically, and linguistically.
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Entire populations with little in common were eventually grouped together, usually by
means of phenotypic characteristics such as skin color (blacks) or language (Hispanics), or even
by means of perceived commonalities such as being “uncivilized” and occupying valuable land
(Native Americans) (White 1991: 321). After years of competing with those in and out of the
racialized category, each of these imagined communities eventually came to generate a broadly
unified intragroup identity which allowed for greater political agency and influence. Nevertheless,
competition and profound differences (most of which were promulgated by white hegemony)
between groups prevent extensive intergroup unification.

3. Defining Spaces Along Racial Lines

An important factor in determining which school a student attends in California is the
geographical location of their permanent address. Schools are in proximity to their homes and
therefore, where they live geographically and the demographic makeup of that location, in large
part, determine the experience, resources, and the cultural, ethnic, racial out-group exposure
students have in school. Echoing pertinent sociological research of the 1980s and 90s, sociologist
Camille Zubrinsky Charles (2003) states,

Whether voluntary or involuntary, living in racially segregated neighborhoods has serious

implications for the present and future mobility opportunities of those who are excluded from

desirable areas. Where we live affects our proximity to good job opportunities, educational quality,
and safety from crime (both as victim and as perpetrator), as well as the quality of our social

networks (Jargowsky 1996, Wilson 1987). (Charles 2003: 167-168)

One’s neighborhood impacts both how one is perceived by others as well as how one perceives
him or herself. Schools consist mostly of students from the neighborhood and teachers and
administrators from the larger community and are microcosms of the greater society surrounding
it — be it the city, county, state, or region. Some cities, or simply areas within cities have been
majority minority spaces over the past century, whereas others have strategically been minimally
exposed to minorities. The making of these spaces was not a coincidence but rather they have been
shaped by political and economic decisions influenced by various public discourses. It is thus
essential to briefly explore the historical reasons for the demographic organization in California in
order to understand the existing power structures within the state and schools.

As an effect of the need for white Americans to maintain their role in the status quo,
minorities were marginalized and excluded from what was established as “mainstream” society.

Categories were imposed on groups of people perceived as racially or ethnically different which

47



facilitated their exclusion. However, as we will see, over the course of the twentieth century, as
race relations shifted in California and throughout the U.S. those racialized categories underwent
grassroot changes and racialized discourse became taboo. Instead of singling out populations based
on racial categories, terms referring to minorities were conflated with new socio-economic labels
and images which permitted exclusionary racial discourse without mentioning race.

3.1 Demographic Shifts

Currently, California has three major urban centers — San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San
Diego. Each of these cities (before they were cities) were inhabited long before the Gold Rush of
1848. The cities were founded on previously existing pueblos in which sizable Hispanic
populations lived. Not long after the discovery of gold, San Francisco became the first banking
hub on the west coast. The rapidly increasing population brought new industries and new trade to
the city, which created economic opportunities for the primarily, but not exclusively, arriving
white populations. While San Francisco was a bustling community, Los Angeles’ and later, San
Diego’s economy remained largely agricultural until the early twentieth century and heavily
depended on low-wage laborers to keep the economy going. Northern California also depended on
low-wage laborers, but primarily to work in the mines and other extraction industries. However,
the city itself was composed of mostly middle-class professions which were easily accessible for
white Americans.

As these cities developed industrially and economically in the 1920s, a demographic
organization began to take place. Due to several push and pull factors, such as fleeing the plight
of the Mexican Revolution, an increase of work opportunities, Mexicans quickly became the
largest minority in California (Molina 2010: 170). Yet, the more Mexicans immigrated to
California in the early twentieth century, the more they were segregated in public spaces. White
antagonism toward minorities grew exponentially when the stock market crashed in 1929, leading
to the Great Depression of the 1930s. With a shortage in jobs and severe unemployment,
campaigns called to repatriate Mexican and Hispanic immigrants. While this plan did have an
effect on the Mexican/Hispanic population, it was not enough to change the pattern of immigration
altogether (White 1991: 470-471).

Because of the restrictions placed on Chinese immigration in 1882 and the violence against
them, Chinese immigration was greatly reduced. At the turn of the century, however, there was a

constant flow of Japanese immigrants, yet still in relatively small numbers when compared to
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Mexican/Hispanic immigration or even more, European immigration. Immigration of Japanese (as
well as the Chinese before them, and Koreans, Filipinos, and Vietnamese after them) was largely
contingent on U.S. diplomatic ties'? and relative population numbers of those already in the U.S.
If their presence was considered pervasive, movements took place to curb immigration. Hence the
Immigration Act of 1924 which placed quotas on immigration, limiting the overall populations of
specific racialized categories in the U.S.'* This was the pattern throughout California regarding
non-white immigrant minorities; minority immigrant populations were not entirely pushed out of
public space until the population was considered large enough that white Americans would seek
ways to exclude them from opportunities and civic participation that was deemed only for whites'>
(Molina 2010: 175; Menchaca and Valencia 1990: 230; Limerick 1987: 272-273; Scott and Soja
1996: 4; Reisler 1976: 242-243; Zia 2000: 26). As a consequence of the labor shortage during
World War II, immigration restrictions against Chinese, Filipinos and Indians, and Japanese
immigrants were eventually lifted in 1943, 1946, and 1952 respectively (Zia 2000: 40-41).
African Americans in California faced different circumstances that often shifted in relation
to white perceptions of other immigrant groups (Johnsen 1980: 60-61; White 1986: 407). The fact
that black activism, political organizing and participation in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries existed shows that segregation in California did not completely impede black efforts to

change their situation. California’s white American population was composed of northerners as

13 The Japanese especially bore the brunt of the effects of political and industrial competition. Not only was
Japanese immigration restricted in 1924, but the Second World War and the attack on Pearl Harbor would
trigger white suspicions and distrust of Japanese, causing their internment until after the war, during which
they lost nearly all of their properties and accumulated assets (Limerick 1987: 276). A few decades later,
in the late 1970s and early 80s, the Japanese were again targeted as the cause of the crash of the car
manufacturing industry in the U.S. The Japanese were producing energy efficient cars, which were on high
demand due to the recession and oil embargo of the 1970s (Zia 2000: 55-67). The case was similar for
Korean and Vietnamese immigrants. As the Korean war and later the war in Vietham commenced, both
groups were labeled as enemies and subject to white hostility and discrimination.

' Filipinos were an exception to this rule since the Philippines was a U.S. territory at the time. However,
they too would be pushed out as exclusionist Americans pressed the government to grant independence to
the Philippines. In 1934, they the Philippines became a “commonwealth”. (Zia 2000: 34-35).

'S This is only one theory in race studies, called the place stratification model, which is used to explain
reasons for segregation. Charles explains, “the place stratification model emphasizes the persistence of
prejudice and discrimination — key aspects of intergroup relations — that act to constrain the residential
mobility options of disadvantaged groups, including supraindividual, institutional-level forces.” (Charles
2003: 170). Though there are multiple theories about segregation, racism, and white hegemony, etc. the
goal of this thesis is not to debate each one, but rather show that these power relations do exist and are in a
constant state of (re)negotiation.
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well as southerners and so political opinions on the issue of slavery differed greatly among white
Americans (Johnsen 1980). Likewise, the African Americans in California also came from both
the North and the South and thus had varying levels of education and work experience that proved
advantageous in the fight for black suffrage and equal education.

Black migration to California was rather gradual until World War II when aerospace and
nautical industries secured monumental government contracts which drew in populations from all
over the U.S. and beyond (Limerick 1987: 280; White 1991: 498, 505-507). During the war,
California’s population grew by 72 percent and even still, that was not enough to satisfy the new
labor demands. The federal government called on women, minorities, and anyone capable to enter
the labor market, to the extent that they created the bracero program which would facilitate the
immigration process for Mexican immigrants (White 1991: 504). And so, immigration to
California continued and at impressive rates.

The issue of immigration, much like the issue of race, was nevertheless a joint endeavor
between the state of California and the federal government. In the process of establishing a state,
the federal government allowed racial issues to be dealt with locally unless they impacted
industries or the economy and touched on questions of liberal individualist ideals of a free labor
economy. The state’s economy and industry from the beginning was boosted by the federal
government through policies and especially contracts (with railroad companies, or later with
military bases and research labs, for example). The two entities were interdependent while at the
same time the white population of California refused to acknowledge or accept such
interdependency because it is conflicting with the liberal individualist value of self-sufficiency and
personal gain as a result of hard work.

3.2 Labor and Housing Markets

From the end of the nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century, the different racialized
groups — Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans, and African Americans — experienced much
discrimination, most notably in the job and housing markets. All were de facto restricted from
skilled labor jobs and prevented from joining or voting in labor unions (Wise 2010: 72; Taylor
2000: 109; Paddison 2003: 133). As unskilled laborers and thus expendable employees, minority
populations were particularly susceptible to financial difficulties in times of and after economic
recession (Landry 1987: 2; White 1986: 409). They are often among the first to be laid off and

correspondingly, the last to find employment in times of recession.
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During the post-World War II period, soldiers were returning to the workforce and the
government contracts with the defense industries in California that had created a booming
economy, were now declining. This created a loss in jobs and many minorities who were hired to
work in factories doing unskilled labor, found themselves without work or with low-wage paying
jobs, even for black American soldiers returning from the war (Wise 2010:72). Furthermore, after
the war, industry in California (and elsewhere in the U.S.) was shifting towards service industries
that offered management, office, administrative jobs that were often unavailable to minority
populations (White 1991: 517). Denied from higher paying jobs, minorities were essentially
excluded from the development of the growing middle class, including the wealth accumulation
and privileges that came with it.

New Deal and post-WWII government programs that were designed to lift the working
classes out of poverty, held restrictions indirectly (yet, purposefully) aimed at minorities. One
institution in particular played a crucial role in the segregation process of urban areas — the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA).'® Studies have shown that the FHA placed restrictions on who
could buy or rent a house in which neighborhoods, and naturally, the goal was to keep different
races separate (Heiman 2015: 7; White 1991: 510; Kimble 2007: 402; Wise 2010: 73). Therefore,
minorities, especially African Americans, were more or less restricted to designated areas for
housing within the cities or on the urban peripheries (Groner and Helfeld 1948: 426-431)."7
Although laws concerning racially segregated zoning were declared a violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment (Groner and Helfeld 1948: 434),'% California managed to maintain economic zoning
laws that aligned with FHA restrictions. Discrimination and housing segregation intensified
inasmuch as the minority populations grew and housing shortages were more and more frequent
leading to the creation of overcrowded ghettos in urban areas (Menchaca and Valencia 1990: 229;
White 1991: 510). Many of those historically restricted areas remain some of the only housing

options for many minorities.

' The FHA (along with other programs such as the Federal Highway Act or the G.I. Bill) was designed to
foster economic growth, expand education, small businesses, and home ownership (Heiman 2015: 6).

'7 With the exception of Native Americans who had mostly been displaced to reservations earlier on.
However, Native Americans, already facing extreme poverty on reservations, had the choice to either stay
on the reservation, migrate to cities for work or join the military (White 1991: 507).

'8 Buchanan v. Warley, 245 U.S. 60 (1916)
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Minorities’ socio-economic position in society allowed for a racialization of the lower
working classes to the extent that “minority”, “ethnic”, or any one of the racial categories
previously granted to them would immediately come to mean lower working class or even poverty.
This conflation is vital in understanding the change in discourse, especially after the civil rights
movement when talking about racial categories became more and more taboo.

3.3 School Segregation, Desegregation, and the 1970s

School segregation in California concerned all minorities, but not systematically so. In
1946, Hispanic/Latino segregation ended with the Mendez v. Westminster. According to the
Supreme Court decision in Plessy v. Ferguson (1898), “separate but equal” segregation was only
held legal for African Americans and so, if measures were taken to segregate Hispanics, they
would have to be founded on non-racially motivated reasons (Menchaca and Valencia 1990;
Powers 2014: 32). Discriminatory measures were often based on the issue of language. Authorities
justified their decision by reasoning that Hispanics needed special assistance in school as a
consequence of language (even for bilinguals and English speakers) and would lower the standards
in predominantly white schools (Powers 2014: 40-41). African American segregation, clearly
outlined in the state constitution, could not easily be overturned or argued against. African
Americans could not argue their case by claiming whiteness; instead, they relied on arguments
based on sociological studies showing disadvantages and harmful effects of segregation on all
populations (Powers 2014: 48-49). The legality of school segregation for African Americans
would not change until 1954 when the Supreme Court decided to reverse the “separate but equal”
doctrine and prohibit de jure segregation in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka'® (Taylor
2000: 114). The decision, however, had little immediate impact as the courts did not mandate any
deadlines for integration nor detail how schools should desegregate. It was not until the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, which declared all discrimination illegal, that changes began to take place (Graglia
1980: 72).

Minorities who had fought in the war should have been received as heroes just as their
white counterparts were. However, they returned to the U.S. to face discrimination and racism in
all its forms. They were often refused from universities, excluded from the G.I. Bill benefits, and
thus found social mobility nearly impossible. These tensions eventually led to the civil rights

movement in the 1960s. The civil rights movement brought affirmation of appropriated racialized

' Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954)

52



identities who self-organized against hegemonic ideologies that repeatedly denied them their
rights.?® And after 1964, with the federal government supporting the movement,?! they could
advance their cause against the injustices of state and local legislations. As the decade progressed,
the civil rights movement became increasingly violent (White 1991: 590).22 Many white
Americans saw this new wave of racialized nationalisms as a threat to the liberal individualistic
ideology and the federal government’s support with race/class specific policies confirmed the
threat. As an effect of the government’s post-war economy-boosting packages and later, anxieties
fueled by the violence and deteriorating conditions in the cities, more and more white Americans

(minorities were restricted) moved to the suburbs — a phenomenon known as “white flight??

or as
anthropologist, Victor M. Rios calls it, “white fright and flight” (Rios 2011: 31). Paradoxically,
white Americans felt threatened by the very racialized categories that they employed to justify
their hegemony.

Following the assassination of John F. Kennedy in 1963, Lyndon B. Johnson became
president of the United States. During his five years in office, his education-focused agenda
brought a new discourse regarding the role of the federal government in education. One year after
signing the Civil Rights Act in 1964, Johnson passed a revolutionary bill, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which was one of the main pillars in his “war on poverty”. For
the first time in American history, the federal government partook in education policy. Previously,
education was regarded strictly as a state issue and responsibility and government involvement
would be seen as over stepping the boundaries that separate state and federal powers. The act
introduced, with the creation of special federal funds, the concept of school and state education
accountability, bilingual education, race-targeted policies intended to increase education
opportunity especially for the poor (i.e. minorities), and federal mandated school desegregation by
1967. If states did not comply, the federal government could withhold their funds (Frankenerg and
Taylor 2015: 35-36, 39). While the programs were created, it was not until the 1970s that districts

20" As can be seen in the Chicano movement, American Indian movement, Asian American movement in
addition to the civil rights movement.

2! By means of laws and programs that recognized their struggle and actively tried to find a solution.

22 For example, the Watts Riot in 1965 which left 34 people dead, or the organization of The Black Panthers

in Oakland in 1966 whose objective was to “combat police violence against blacks” (White 1991: 590).

> Much research has been conducted on whether or not black migration from the South to the North and
West is a major contributing factor of “white flight”. However, it is not entirely clear whether this is the
main reason or just one of many factors (Bloustan 2010; Rossell 1975).
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began to actively find ways to desegregate their schools (though, mostly through court and state
orders).?*

Housing discrimination and the creation of the suburbs had a deep impact on the California
education system. Around the 1930s, California’s Department of Education allocated the
responsibility of school attendance zoning to local authorities, in this case, school districts.
Throughout the twentieth century the state pressured districts to consolidate and unify in order to
create less districts and facilitate administrative tasks (“Chapter 2: History of School District
Organization in California” 2016). The fact that desegregation was a local matter and that school
districts had authority over school attendance zoning made it easier to redraw district lines to avoid
school desegregation. Moreover, district school boards, as previously mentioned, are elected
members of the community, and therefore, often represent the majority of the voting body. This
may result in alignment of school board members’ attendance zone choices and the demands of
the community.

Events of the 1970s drastically complicated race relations. Global economies were more
interdependent than ever, and political decisions and international relations proved to have
profound effects on the American economy. The energy crisis and oil embargo created a chain
reaction of events that only heightened the financial and racial anxieties of the white middle class.
The events provoked a recession that ultimately led to the decline of the automobile industry and
the closing of factories across the nation (Patterson 2005: 7). In California, this most affected
Oakland and East Bay and Los Angeles — the two biggest industrial hubs in the state. Low-wage
laborers were again the first to be laid off, which heavily affected the already overcrowded ghettos
of the inner-cities. The anxiety experienced by white Americans quickly led to a wave of new
right-wing politics that would last until the early 1990s (Patterson 2005: 6).

4. The Making of a Middle-class Consciousness

The nineteenth century in the United States was the beginning of modern American
ideology and the Civil War deeply and permanently reshaped American society in several ways.
Society had to be reorganized as women’s role had drastically changed during the war and slavery

had ended, which meant that the government, though far from unanimously, granted freed slaves

** Jackson v. Pasadena School District, 59 Cal. 2d 876 (1963)
Crawford v. Los Angeles Board of Education, 458 U.S. 527 (1970)
Spangler v. Pasadena City Board of Education, 311 F Supp. 501 (C.D. Cal.1970)
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aplace in the social structure (actually rendering this reality was a much different and longer story).
In the same century, the United States more than doubled its territory, expanding its boundaries to
the Pacific Ocean. New states and territories were annexed then admitted to the Union. Peoples
from all over the world, notably Europe, Asia, and Central America immigrated with high hopes
of finding a better life. The nineteenth century was a century of making America what it is today.
The ideologies that emerged at this time had a salient impact on the power relations still in place
today. These ideologies continue to impact the way in which different populations interact — over
time, populations that had to form a collective consciousness as a result of being placed into
superficial categories.

There was (and to some extent still is) a strong belief that the United States provides the
opportunities and possibility of social mobility. Regardless of one’s social class in the country of
origin, with hard work anyone could essentially become a land-owning middle-class member of
society (White 1991: 284). However, failure to acquire land or reach the middle-class was
supposedly due to one’s own shortcomings. Belief in middle-class America eventually became
mythicized and engrained in American identity.

4.1 The Birth of Modern America’s Contradictory Ideology

In West from Appomattox: Reconstruction of America after the Civil War (2007), Heather
Cox Richardson seeks to explain the contradictions that form the foundation of American political
ideology — liberal individualism (see Part I, 1.1). She argues that the contradictions are born out of
the conflicting views of the Civil War and Reconstruction eras and were eventually fostered and
maintained by a growing middle-class consciousness. As previously mentioned, liberal
individualism is the consensus that federal government involvement in the daily lives of citizens
creates a centralization of power in the government which, in turn, removes power from the people.
This fear of over-centralized power comes from, according to Cox Richardson, the anti-aristocracy
sentiments, notably among European immigrants. One of the principle reasons for coming to
America was the promise of social mobility through a free labor economy. Nevertheless, a free
labor economy is based on competition and an increase in labor competition through immigration
(cheap or free labor being the most threatening) could inhibit social mobility or opportunity of it.
Therefore, white Americans pushed for the free labor model, but only so long as it tailored to

whites’ needs. Moreover, one could easily assure social mobility or one’s upper-class status to the
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extent that there was always a population of lower class(es). A simplified way to assure a lower
class is through institutionalized racial/social class exclusion.
4.2 Social Mobility through Land Ownership

Similar to the Spanish settlements in California before the Gold Rush, social status in
America was directly interpreted through one’s property or wealth. In her book, The Legacy of
Conquest: The Unbroken Past of the American West, new western historian Patricia Nelson
Limerick appropriately quotes John Adams: “Power always follows property, [...] property,
widely distributed among the people, would hold the line against pernicious concentrations of
power.” (Limerick 1987: 58). Owning property meant the right to vote or participate in politics,
the ability to have more influence in society, and thus put a check on the government. The
westward expansion of the United States somewhat altered this way of thinking. Because land
became available to working-class white families through various federal programs such as the
1862 Homestead Act, the white working-class was perceived as having the opportunity to become
part of the middle-class (Wise 2010: 74). Federal programs and protection to settle in the West
were offered primarily to whites, and as a result, minorities were largely cut off from social
mobility. Limerick argues:

Race relations parallel the distribution of property, the application of labor and capital to make the

property productive, and the allocation of profit. Western history has been an ongoing competition

for legitimacy — for the right to claim for oneself and sometimes for one’s group the status of
legitimate beneficiary of Western resources [...] The contest for property and profit has been

accompanied by a contest for cultural dominance. (Limerick 1987: 27)

The relationship between race or racial category and property have formed part of the foundation
of American liberal individualist ideology. The common goal of claiming legitimacy for and
defending one’s (right to) acquired property, and thus middle-class status, forms a common
rhetoric and experience among white middle-class families. To defend one’s right to property is to
affirm one’s place and power in society, which ultimately leads to defending one’s ideology and
culture.

While the federal government was occupied with an organized distribution of land in the
western territories, their handsf policy in California led to “an orgy of landgrabbing” (Udall
2002: 136). “[...] the United States had no law to provide for the sale or lease of lands containing
precious minerals.” So, from 1851 to 1866, the federal government “left the regulation of mining

claims to the miners themselves.” (White 1991: 147). This landgrabbing and self-regulation
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resulted in the rise of private mining companies and vast amounts of land transformed into “an
agrarian empire dominated by a few land barons” (Udall 2002: 137). With the high demand for
land, not surprisingly, land speculation and real estate were among the most profitable careers
(Limerick 1987: 67), which still continues today in California. Most of the land in California was
privately owned by corporations, including land with vast natural resources. Once those resources
were exhausted in the twentieth century, the land was developed for the mass suburban housing.
And so, wealth was quickly concentrated into the hands of few and land was only available to
those who could afford the rising property values (with the help of government programs).

4.3 Special Interest Groups

One of the primary paradoxes within this liberal individualist ideology is the complete
disdain and rejection of government support for ‘special interest groups,” in which these groups
become the beneficiaries of certain advantages over others (what is often negatively referred to
today as ‘government handouts’ by liberal individualists). A special interest group, broadly
speaking, is a group of individuals seeking a policy that would especially benefit their group
members. One of the first examples of this was the abolition of slavery. While northerners viewed
slavery as undermining the free labor economy by depending on slave labor, and thus against
American values, southerners viewed slavery as a state right and argued that government abolition
of slavery was serving the slave population, which some considered, in this case, a special interest
group. Interest groups have included big businessmen, racial or ethnic groups, unions, etc. In the
nineteenth century, most of the accusations directed towards the government for assisting special
interest groups were coming from the West.

Westerners believed that they were truly independent from the government and could
succeed as long as the government did not interfere by implementing special interest policies.
Contradictorily, westerners called upon the government during moments of conflict and struggle
with Native Americans or when the land was not yielding crops as it should. Westerners were
quick to forget that the government had made possible and facilitated western settlement; without
the government to clear a path, western settlement may have been much slower or nearly
impossible.

Transcontinental railroad companies, for example, were in need of mass populations for
labor to complete the connection of the eastern and western lines. For this, companies called

especially upon the Chinese who had been barred from mining, were seeking work, and would
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accept low wages (Udall 2002: 128; Wise 2010: 72, Johnsen 1980: 60). In California, the
population accused the Chinese of usurping the job market by accepting low wages. And so,
instead of curbing the railroad companies from hiring cheap labor, the government passed the
Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882 (Limerick 1987: 268, Paddison 2003: 132).

The paradox, therefore, is that the same population that is quick to accuse the federal
government of helping one group to the detriment of another is the same population that refuses
to acknowledge the fact that they likely could not have been as successful, or survived at all, had
it not been for government policies metaphorically and literally clearing a path for them on which
they could build a new life. Moreover, it is crucial to note that the notion of ‘special interest group’
may refer to any group of people except for white middle-class Americans as a group. Special
interest groups may be women (white or any color), may be people from a particular state, but
rarely, if ever, is the term ‘government handout’ used when referring to white middle-class
Americans. It is from this paradox that stems the American myth of the self-made man — the
independent self-reliant man who considers government assistance a weakness. This particular
aspect of American ideology is rather pertinent to this study because it is one that reappears
frequently throughout the twentieth century and continues today, not only in education but in

society at large.

Part IV: Discourse Analysis
1. The Multicultural Problem
Towards the end of the twentieth century, state and national education policies began
diverging on an ideological axis from the policies of the 1960s. What began as a movement in the
1960s towards greater racial equality through acknowledgement and recognition of the plight of
minorities quickly turned into (white) resentment and political backlash that altered the political
discourse of education and eventually affected schools in California and throughout the nation.
In Part I of this thesis, I briefly discussed the spectrum within which multiculturalism as
an ideology operates. Among the various interpretations and visions of multiculturalism within the
spectrum lie two interpretations in particular regarding the political visions of how the education
system should evolve that manifest within the national and state discourses from the 1960s to 2000.
Starting in the late 1960s, the United States was facing an increase in racially motivated violence,

economic recession and recovery, and increasing global competition in technology and production,
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all of which had an effect on education policy. In order to comprehend the way multiculturalism
in education policy evolved and came to be applied in the 1980s and beyond, we must look at the
shift in the discourse surrounding multicultural ideologies in education such as equality,
integration, and minority rights. And although any form of the word ‘multicultural’ (e.g.
multiculturalism) is always not explicitly applied in the texts studied, the underlying goals of the
policies and politicians align closely with those of multiculturalism. The omnipresent problem in
American education since the Brown v. Board decision is the question of not only equality of
opportunity in education but also addressing the racial discrepancies in test results and presence in
higher education. Therefore, since the 1960s, presidents and Congress have undertaken the
challenge of finding or encouraging solutions to this problem, albeit to varying degrees of
involvement depending on the dominant political ideologies of the time.

The proposed solutions over the years can be placed into two diverging ideologies of
multiculturalism — the mosaic and the melting pot (see Part I, 1. Definition of multiculturalism).
In terms of power relations, the former requires a more or less equal distribution of power
throughout society. Societies that are held together by mosaic multiculturalism rely on very vague
commonalities (such as humanity), which allows for power sharing among all who subscribe to
such commonalities. It places in-group members on relatively equal playing fields.>> Instead of
equal distribution of power, melting pot multiculturalism relies heavily on majority/minority
dynamics and inherent power relations that accompany it. To continue with the metaphor, a
melting pot implies some kind of container (i.e. a pot), (mixed) matter inside the pot, and an
element that causes the matter to melt and become more or less homogenous. The composition
and homogeneity of the matter does not change as long as the quantities remain more or less stable.
Therefore, the power distribution within society must remain unequal in order to maintain the same
homogenous matter. The dominant group has a defined identity, which necessitates subordinate
groups to assimilate to access the given power. To sum up, mosaic multiculturalism envisions a
society based on a vague identity in which there is no dominant group. Melting pot

multiculturalism envisions a society in which there is a dominant identity to which all members

2% This is a very simplified vision of mosaic multiculturalism. It is extremely unlikely that a society would
be held together by such a single notion as ‘humanity’, but nonetheless remains useful in imaging what
such a society would look like. It is important to keep in mind that this is an ideology that directs political
policy.

59



must conform; nevertheless, the dominant identity may be threatened if subordinate groups
outnumber the dominant one.

These two visions of multiculturalism form the ideological foundation of presidential
policy on education, but they did not emerge at the same time. From Lyndon B. Johnson to Bill
Clinton, the discourse on education and the policies implemented greatly shifted from one vision
to another. What began as mosaic multiculturalism in education policy with Lyndon B. Johnson
turned into melting pot multiculturalism and increasingly so from Richard Nixon to Bill Clinton
(and even later). By taking a closer look at the discourse employed by former presidents Johnson,
Reagan, Bush Sr., and Clinton we can see the ideological changes within the government, but also
of the population. Because presidents are elected by the population, they (in theory) share a
common vision of the country with the majority of the population. They are highly influential
people and often seek to appeal to both the population and an oft-dissenting Congress. If they do
not, they risk not getting re-elected (the population) or risk strong opposition to their political
agenda (Congress). I have chosen specific texts to analyze which embody the discourse on
minorities and education in order to demonstrate how their discourses changed over the years.

2. Lyndon B. Johnson and the Great Society

In 1964, President Johnson delivered a commencement speech to the students at the
University of Michigan. In this rather well-known speech, Johnson refers to his idea of the “Great
Society” to which he refers time and time again throughout his presidency. The Great Society is
the embodiment of the ideal mosaic multicultural society that he envisions and for which he strives.
However, in the particular context of the 1960s in which racial tensions were rampant and the
American public was divided on several issues, the way in which he would describe and attempt
to convince the (especially white) American public to partake in his endeavor was essential to
achieving his goals. In the context of this speech, Johnson is speaking to a primarily white audience
of university students likely in their mid-twenties.

Two of the three focal points — poverty and education — directly affected most minority
populations in the U.S. At the time, America was in full suburbanization and most white families
were moving, if they had not already, to the suburbs. Black families and many other racial
minorities were barred from this possibility (as well as access to higher paying jobs) and were left
to increasingly neglected inner cities (see Part IV, section 3). Johnson’s Great Society was the

pinnacle of his political agenda and he clearly chose a young population to whom he would
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introduce the concept because he believed that the younger generations could and would adapt to
a mosaic multicultural society. Looking at the first mention of the Great Society in this sentence,

For in your time we have the opportunity to move not only toward the rich society and the

powerful society, but upward to the Great Society. (Johnson 1964)
he points out a generational ideological gap by using the prepositional phrase in your time. The
possessive pronoun your clearly refers to the audience and gives them ownership of time, which
here, refers to their post-university future which begins at the moment of the utterance. Johnson’s
use of deixis has two immediate effects. The first is that the audience is placed in a time-specific
context of which Johnson renders them social agents. By using the noun phrase your time Johnson
is creating an implicit exclusion of their time in which their could refer to an older generation
(likely more resistant to social change). The possibility of forming the Great Society, then, rests in
the hands of the younger (possibly university-educated) generation. Although Johnson is not
physically part of the younger generation, he includes himself in the responsibility of working
towards the Great Society (we have the opportunity). The inclusion of himself in the pronoun we
shows that time is not only referring to a temporal difference but also an ideological one that is
shaped by the context of the temporal. Therefore, he is simultaneously acknowledging an
ideological generational gap and placing responsibility on the younger generation (as well as
himself) to work towards the Great Society. The way he positions youth as social actors and
determinants of the future is crucial in his argumentation for better education, which is one of the
pillars of the Great Society.

Based on the sentence above, we can see that Johnson first positions the audience as the
social actors and agents (positions of power) of whether or not the Great Society is formed, but
also, he positions the Great Society before detailing his vision. Before mentioning the Great
Society, Johnson describes two other societies, distinguishing them using adjectives — rich and
powerful. These two adjectives are closely related and often used together (e.g. the rich and
powerful), for wealth frequently yields power. They also form an association through juxtaposition
and order that has a ‘good, better, best’ crescendo effect that leaves the Great Society as the best.
The fact that the Great Society is the superlative form of the other societies is enhanced by the

preposition upward, relating it to progress, hierarchy, and power.?® With one sentence, Johnson

2% See Lakoff and Johnson (1980), “Chapter 4: Orientational Metaphors.”
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has positioned his vision and political agenda as an empowering goal for the future, both crucial
for persuading the audience of what is to come. He continues to elaborate:

The Great Society rests on abundance and liberty for all. It demands an end to poverty and racial

injustice, to which we are totally committed in our time. (Johnson 1964)

Johnson begins with a generalized statement difficult to refuse regardless of the political opinion
of the audience. He then implicitly explains what he means by abundance and liberty for all in the
following sentence. Abundance parallels an end to poverty, liberty parallels an end to injustice,
and for all is clarified by the adjective racial. Without the second sentence, one could easily
understand his statement, notably the use of the pronoun al// as a proposition for white Americans
just as other documents had been interpreted (e.g. “all men are created equal”).?’ Yet, in light of
the racial tensions of the time, Johnson is conscientious and clarifies to whom all refers. Through
the presuppositions that there is poverty and racial injustice and that the two are inherently linked
(shown by juxtaposition), he acknowledges the plight of minorities which can be remedied by
striving for the Great Society. Therefore, in the Great Society, there is no poverty and no racial
injustice, but there is liberty and abundance for everyone.

Furthermore, Johnson does not designate duty or responsibility to the audience when
elaborating on what the Great Society entails. He personifies the Great Society by stating that /¢
demands, meaning that moving towards the Great Society requires eradicating poverty and racial
injustice. By personifying the concept of the Great Society with a transitive verb, he is avoiding
assigning a social actor to such a feat. The responsibility is further obscured through the use of
deixis (i.e. the pronoun we and our time). Here, it is not completely clear as to whom the we refers.
It could refer to Johnson and the audience with whom he positioned himself in the previous

segment, but it could also refer to government officials. The latter is supported by the noun phrase

7 Just a few months after his speech at the University of Michigan Lyndon Johnson makes a similar
argument about the interpretation of al/l at the signing of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
“We believe that all men are created equal. Yet many are denied equal treatment.
We believe that all men have certain unalienable rights. Yet many Americans do not enjoy those
rights.
We believe that all men are entitled to the blessings of liberty. Yet millions are being deprived of
those blessings—not because of their own failures, but because of the color of their skin.”
(Johnson 1964)
Throughout his presidency he follows the discourse of racial injustice and the inherent contradictions in the
foundational texts of American ideology. He acknowledges the problem in order to remedy the problem,
which for a mosaic multiculturalism, difference must be acknowledged in order to be set on equal footing
with the hegemonic group.
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our time which points to an older generation, or the governing generation. So, thus far, we know
that the Great Society includes all races and requires commitment in order to advance towards it.
By acknowledging the plight of minorities, Johnson is attempting to place all citizens on equal
footing which is the foundation of the Great Society. Hence it is no surprise that for Johnson, the
Great Society begins “in our cities, in our countryside, and in our classrooms” — all of which are
places where poverty thrives. The exclusion of the suburbs as a starting place is strategic if Johnson
does not want to blame or place direct responsibility on the white population, which could have
serious political repercussions.

Johnson’s political agenda regarding education was focused on equality and the
implementation of programs that would benefit first and foremost children in low-income areas.
Along with the Civil Rights and Economic Opportunity Acts of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act
of 1965, Johnson passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as part of his Great
Society agenda. Although highly controversial, ESEA was a groundbreaking policy that solidified
the federal government’s role in education. Johnson hoped to bring equal opportunity to children
that were still facing segregation and discrimination in all aspects of daily life. His policies
specifically targeted disadvantaged populations with the goal of eventual equality.

A few years later during the State of Union address in 1966, Lyndon Johnson continued to
make his case for mosaic multiculturalism society via the Great Society. Yet, at this point in his
presidency he was facing opposition to his both foreign and domestic programs and dealing with
increasingly violent racial tension throughout the nation.?® Despite opposition, Johnson pushed his
visions forward until the end of his term in 1969. The extent to which he was facing opposition
both within the government and the population can be seen in the way he urges Congress to
continue pursuing the efforts towards the Great Society even after the end of his term.

I recommend that we prosecute with vigor and determination our war on poverty. (Johnson 1966)

Johnson begins his address powerfully by evoking two ideas in the first sentence — war and
poverty — both of which imply a power struggle. The use of the metaphor war on poverty, which
Johnson exploited throughout his presidency and is strongly linked to the Great Society, is rather
strategic on several interdiscursive levels. First, the fact that nearly every generation up to this

point had experienced war, the use of the word conjures up specific images still engraved in the

28 This can be seen in the 1965 Watts riot, 1966 Detroit riot, and later in 1968, riots broke out throughout
the nation as a response to the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr.
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national memory. Second, war requires at least two opposing sides; in this case, poverty (an
abstract concept) against us (implied by our war). Because the opposing side is an abstract concept,
one cannot logically identify as poverty and therefore must find themselves on the side of us. This
creates a spirit of nationalism under the common cause of fighting against poverty. Similar to the
Great Society, Johnson aims to unite the population under one cause, confirming ownership,
responsibility, and unity with the possessive pronoun our, which is reinforced at the beginning of
the sentence with the subject pronoun we.

In the following passage Johnson implicitly explains what the war on poverty requires of
Congress.

I recommend that you take additional steps to insure equal justice to all of our people by effectively

enforcing nondiscrimination in federal and state jury selection, by making it a serious federal crime

to obstruct public and private efforts to secure civil rights, and by outlawing discrimination in the

sale and rental of housing. (Johnson 1966)

Through presupposition he, again, specifically refers to racial discrimination and lack of equality
(insure equal justice to all, enforcing nondiscrimination, outlawing discrimination) as major
problems to be resolved and obstacles to achieving the Great Society. This time however, the
responsibility is strictly that of Congress (I recommend that you). Johnson’s delegation of
responsibility is key to understanding the power relations within his Great Society ideology. To
assign someone or a body of people responsible indicates either that they have the power to make
necessary changes or that there is an existing power struggle in which the responsibility is
designated in the form of blame. In the above passage, the latter is more likely by specifying that
Congress alone has the power to and should take legal action. In other words, if they do not, the
unequal conditions in society will continue for which Congress will be at fault. Johnson is arguing
that action needs to be taken at all levels of society to bring all members of society to an equal
ground.

Towards the end of Johnson’s presidency, he increasingly promoted the idea of change and
the need for social change towards equality, two things which would require sacrifices and effort
from all Americans.

In the midst of abundance modern man walks oppressed by forces which menace and confine the

quality of his life, and which individual abundance alone will not overcome.

We can subdue and we can master these forces—bring increased meaning to our lives—if all of

us, government and citizens, are bold enough to change old ways, daring enough to assault new
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dangers, and if the dream is dear enough to call forth the limitless capacities of this great people.

(Johnson 1966)
In this excerpt, Johnson refers to ambiguous forces that have an effect on whether or not the quality
of life of the modern man will be lived to its utmost potential. What exactly these forces are or
from where they derive is unclear, and perhaps even depends on who the modern man is. Because
Johnson again refers to abundance, which is the opposite of poverty, it is possible that Johnson is
referring to middle-class white America and the rapidly growing consumerism sweeping the
nation. Showing disdain for such forces, he repeats the subject modal combination we can in order
to emphasize unity and a common goal. The goal is to bring increased meaning to our lives implied
by juxtaposition of two verbs connoting domination, subdue and master, followed by a pause and
a verb phrase alluding to something more spiritual or existential that abundance cannot provide.
Furthermore, his use of verbs connoting domination correspond to the discourse of war in his War
on Poverty. He then challenges the audience to change through the use of the determiner enough
(i.e. bold enough, daring enough, if the dream is dear enough). Johnson’s word choices imitate a
rallying cry to the nation, encouraging the fight against poverty. Yet, his challenge was not
persuasive enough.

In his later speeches Johnson recognized that American ideology was moving in a different
direction than his own. For example, as a response to the eruption of violence in 1967 Johnson

remarked,
Our work has just begun. Yet there are those who feel that even this beginning is too much.
(Johnson 1967).
Here, there is a strong opposition between the unifying first person possessive pronoun our and
the distancing plural pronoun those. Our modifies the noun work and thus claims ownership over
the efforts made towards equality since the beginning of his presidency. By using the expletive
there are those, Johnson is talking about the people who do not agree and are thus not participating
in the inclusive work. In placing distance between himself and them, he is excluding them from
his larger project towards equality. In earlier speeches, such distancing is not present, and instead,
he employed more unifying language indicating that the Great Society was a national project. The
separation of those who are for and those who are against indicates disappointment or loss of

optimism by the end of his term.
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In his arguments, there is an absence of some commonality that could eventually create a
common identity within the Great Society. Furthermore, the existence and eventual survival of the
Great Society ideology depended on white Americans compromising power in order to achieve an
equal society, which would not come as readily as Johnson hoped. The population, especially white
Americans, became less and less interested in such idealistic propositions and visions of America,
especially amid intensifying racial tensions that rendered such goals even less attainable. This lack
of national zeal towards Johnson’s ideology is exemplified by the diminishing discourse on
minority rights and equality over the next two decades, the 1970s and 1980s. Therefore, mosaic
multiculturalism embodied in the Great Society ideology was highly ambitious for the (white)
American public and thus faced political backlash that would later alter multicultural discourse.
Furthermore, despite the liberal individualist opposition to an expanded federal government in the
realm of education, future federal governments did not remove the newly acquired role, but
appropriated it and found new uses for it.

3. Reagan and the Melting Pot

Increased violence stemming from white and minority resentment (not to mention the war
in Vietnam) plagued Johnson’s presidency and nationally, mosaic multiculturalism in education
would be replaced by a wave of new political conservatism founded on liberal individualism. The
presidents that succeeded Johnson made the point of avoiding race or group targeted policy and
instead highlighted the need for education improvement for all students, not only the
disadvantaged. Even though Johnson’s ESEA was reenacted every five years even after his
presidency, amendments were made to reduce the role of the federal government through spending
cuts and putting an end to many of its programs. The next three presidents, Nixon, Ford, and Carter,
advocated a federal hands-off approach regarding education, as it was before Johnson. It was not
until Ronald Reagan became president that the discourse around education and inequality re-
emerged and yet, greatly diverged from Johnson’s mosaic multiculturalism.

Ronald Reagan was elected in 1980 at a time when the U.S. was recovering from a
recession, jobs were lost due to globalization, the Cold War was raging, crime rates were up, and
schools, particularly in California thanks to Proposition 13 of 1979, were losing funds. Although
Reagan’s political agenda consisted mostly of downsizing the role of the federal government, he
continued a discourse that was headed in the direction of standardizing education. In his first

Inaugural Address he states,
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In this present crisis, government is not the solution to our problem; government is the problem.
(Reagan 1981).
He goes on to argue,
From time to time we've been tempted to believe that society has become too complex to be
managed by self-rule, that government by an elite group is superior to government for, by, and of
the people. Well, if no one among us is capable of governing himself, then who among us has the
capacity to govern someone else? All of us together, in and out of government, must bear the
burden. The solutions we seek must be equitable, with no one group singled out to pay a higher
price. (Reagan 1981)
To draw on national fervor, Reagan uses intertextuality to reference one of American history’s
mythicized characters, Abraham Lincoln. In the Gettysburg Address Lincoln states, “that this
nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom, and that government of the people, by the
people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.” (Lincoln 1863). Lincoln made his speech
during the Civil War, during which the country was divided on the issue of slavery and the limits
of state versus federal power,? clearly corresponding to Reagan’s initial goal of returning power
to state and local government. In order to redistribute federal power, Reagan states that governing
will be everyone’s duty (must bear the burden). Yet, when defining who he means by all of us
together, he creates two different dichotomies that are rather telling of his political agenda. The
first dichotomy entails citizens who work in the government and those who do not. In specifying
these two groups, he is implying that one of them, likely those who do not work for the
government,*° previously did not bear the burden and are now expected to. The second dichotomy
is presented in the sentence that follows in which he draws attention to at least two groups — those
who pay a higher price for solutions to the problems and those who logically pay a lower price.
Those who pay a higher price for the solutions are primarily white middle-class families whereas

those who pay a lower price to the solutions are likely those who benefit from the solutions. This

*% Interestingly, however, Lincoln was fighting to end slavery which was a threat to maintaining a liberal
economy, but by doing so he also grew the federal government to unprecedented levels and in doing so
took power away from the states, notably from the southern states. And so, if we take context into account,
Reagan’s reference to the Gettysburg Address actually contradicts his goal of giving power back to the
states. This is one example of how Abraham Lincoln as an historical actor becomes mythicized and
decontextualized.

39 1t is likely those who do not work for the government since his goal to break away from the previous
federal concentration of power in which the government bore the burden and redistribute it among all
citizens, even those who do not work in the government.
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second dichotomy is explained in the next paragraph where he calls for an end to special interest
groups and for a need to unify under one special interest group, “‘We the people,’ this breed called
Americans.” (Reagan 1981).>! The fact that he mentions these two dichotomies in particular
illustrates the ideology that underpins his political agenda — smaller federal government and the
end of group targeted policy — both central aspects of liberal individualism.

The discourse in the 1960s with Johnson was that America needed to help the
disadvantaged in order to achieve a fully integrated and equal society as interpreted by the U.S.
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. In the 1980s and 1990s the discourse shifts to equality for all
children and increased expectations to improve education for all, without any group-targeted
policy. The difference between these two ideologies demonstrates two different ways of
interpreting equality. Should policy be applied equally or should equality be the result of policy?
Inclusionary policy (i.e. the same rules for everyone) can also be seen as a type of multiculturalism
in that socio-economic differences are recognized but policies aimed at achieving equality are
designed with the majority in mind and not minorities. This, then, I label melting pot
multiculturalism, which is essentially a form of assimilation.

In 1983 the Reagan administration’s National Commission on Excellence in Education
issued a report detailing the state of the education system. The report titled “A Nation at Risk,”
expresses the dangers of not reacting to the deteriorating conditions of the education system,
especially compared with education systems abroad (Timar 2003: 177). Computer technology was
on the rise and the Cold War was still raging. In the late 1950s and early 1960s the Soviet Union
had beaten America in the Space Race by sending the first satellite into space and later, the first
man into space. Fears and insecurities of losing power both domestically and internationally that
began during Johnson’s term were, by the time Reagan came to power, well-established and
ingrained in the American mind. These fears of losing power, of losing one’s stake in the middle-
class (even worse losing it to minorities), and of becoming a vulnerable country in a changing

global economy brought on a new solution to the problems within the education system.

31 “We hear much of special interest groups. Well, our concern must be for a special interest group that has
been too long neglected. It knows no sectional boundaries or ethnic and racial divisions, and it crosses
political party lines. It is made up of men and women who raise our food, patrol our streets, man our mines
and factories, teach our children, keep our homes, and heal us when we're sick—professionals,
industrialists, shopkeepers, clerks, cabbies, and truckdrivers. They are, in short, "We the people," this breed
called Americans.” (Reagan 1981)
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The rhetoric of responsibility remained, but the question of who was to be responsible for
disparities in education had changed. Johnson claimed that it was the responsibility of the nation,
citizens and government together, to make sacrifices and efforts to change the situation or the
betterment of the nation. Reagan, however, did not promulgate such a vision. For Reagan,
individuals were to be held responsible for their own situation. His vision was to create a policy
that would ideally give any individual access to climb the social ladder. In terms of education,
Reagan’s vision translated to higher academic expectations and curriculum standardization.
Looking the opening lines of ““A Nation at Risk”, we can see how these elements are developed.

All, regardless of race or class or economic status, are entitled to a fair chance and to the tools for

developing their individual powers of mind and spirit to the utmost. This promise means that all

children by virtue of their own efforts, competently guided, can hope to attain the mature and
informed judgment needed to secure gainful employment, and to manage their own lives, thereby
serving not only their own interests but also the progress of society itself. (National Commission

on Excellence in Education 1983: 1)

Similar to numerous presidential speeches and political discourses, the report begins with a
unifying pronoun a// which immediately forms a collective body. It is followed by a subordinate
clause that specifies information about the subject pronoun a//. What is specified is that categories
of race, class, or economic status are included in the understanding of al//, but do not affect the
meaning of all/, indicated by the use of regardless. The use of regardless is significant because it
is often used to counterbalance previously existing arguments or discourses. This means that in
previously existing discourse and/or practice race, class, and economic status were regarded or
considered (as was the case with President Johnson). Furthermore, these categories are very closely
related and frequently conflated in the discourse of racial difference; hence the reason for
specifying all three so as to avoid a possible misreading or manipulation of a//. Now that the
audience is identified, and it has been clarified that this concerns everyone, the authors engage the
audience in a bilateral contract.

The all (who are neither racially nor economically nor socially excluded) are granted the
right (entitled) to a fair chance and the tools for developing individual powers of mind and spirit.
In return, children will be held accountable for developing their individual powers and for making
an effort. The copular verb to be entitled (and what follows it) is directly linked with the following
sentence by the determiner this and the noun promise. Therefore, the right to a fair chance and the

tools for developing individual powers is also a promise. The authors specify who the promise is
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for but, they do not specify who will fulfill the promise. Likewise, the use of the copular verb fo
be entitled to allows for omission of an actor and does not explain who will guarantee that
entitlement. Accordingly, the authors’ goal is to place the responsibility on the individual and not
on the government, demonstrated by the use of possessive pronouns: their individual powers, their
own efforts, their own lives, not only their own interests. Only in the last sentence do the authors
reveal their ultimate goal — a win-win situation in which individual interests as well as the progress
of society are served.

By looking closer at the way in which the authors establish what they mean by progress,
we can see the political ideology from which it stems. First, as we have already seen, there is a
strong emphasis on individualism. References to collectivity or unity are only present at the
beginning with all as a pronoun and a/l as a determiner in all children. However, the pronoun all
only becomes collective because racial, class, or economic exclusion or inclusion is no longer a
possibility as denoted by the adverb regardless. Furthermore, the determiner al/ in all children is
modified by the prepositional phrase by their own virtue, indicating that the al/l is specifically for
the children who take on the responsibility of making an effort.

Second, the authors present the progress of society with two central aspects — employment
and self-sufficiency. By securing gainful employment and managing their own lives, individuals
will avoid unemployment and will not rely on welfare programs to manage their lives for them.
And so, the authors of the report are advocating a break from a major crime of liberal individualism
— government dependency. As I have shown in other parts of this thesis, the perception of
government dependency in American liberal individualism is closely linked with minorities.??

This, in addition to the mention of race, class, and economic status (or rather the absence of its

32 This link is made clearer at Reagan’s 1988 State of the Union address in which he makes a reference to
Johnson’s War on Poverty, “My friends, some years ago, the Federal Government declared war on poverty,
and poverty won.” Reagan goes on to claim that government programs designed to help people get out of
poverty have, in fact, “created a poverty trap” from which “Dependency has become the one enduring
heirloom, passed from one generation to the next, of too many fragmented families.” (Reagan 1988). The
link between poverty, low-income families, minorities, and government is subtly made through a chain of
references. First, Reagan references Johnson’s political agenda to reduce poverty. In beginning with the
War on Poverty and presenting it as a failure, he is evoking the image of Johnson which entails the racially
charged civil rights movement and positioning himself against such efforts. He claims that these welfare
programs have caused families to rely on the government and thus made it impossible to escape. Therefore,
by evoking the image of Johnson, Reagan managed to connect the notion of poverty to race and from race
to government dependency by commenting on the result of government welfare programs implemented by
Johnson.
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relevance), establishes the report on racially charged undertones while, at the same time, denying
any particular ‘special treatment’ regarding race.

Lastly, the promise made to the people is rather weak and subjective, while attempting to
present itself as equal for all. The right to a fair chance is rather vague and ambiguous. Who will
decide what is fair? The adjective fair is rooted in subjectivity and frequently dominated by power
relations. For example, Johnson’s policies aimed at alleviating poverty targeted low-income
families. For some, this may be considered fair as the beneficiaries were already at a disadvantage
in relation to others. The policy itself was not equal, but the desired result of the policy was
equality. Again, in the following sentence the promise is rather ambiguous. Children can hope to
attain the mature and informed judgment needed for employment. Here, the promise is doubly
weakened; first by the modal verb can expressing possibility or capacity, and then by stating that
hope could be the result of children’s efforts. There is no promise of actually attaining employment
nor is there promise of development; rather, these elements will depend on the individual.
Therefore, this breaks away from situation-specific policy and instead promotes a one-size-fits-all
policy in education. If the education system is properly designed, then anyone should be able to
succeed if they make the effort to do so. This report legitimized Reagan’s vision of creating
national standards and raising expectations in education. Those who could manage within his
vision would succeed and those who could not would only have themselves to blame.

Reagan’s discourse of individual responsibility and international competition in the global
marketplace eventually guided his education policy in pushing states to create their own standards
under the guidance of the federal government. Within the standardization discourse, themes of
school and state accountability and choice of school continued well into the 1990s with presidents
George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton. The concept of standardized education was the solution for
the changing global market. Companies were demanding employees who were well-adapted to the
increasing use of technology and management positions. In order to keep up with this, the
education system needed to align itself accordingly. Therefore, the solution of standards would
raise school and academic expectations, which would result in a more globally competitive
education and workforce. Simultaneously, standardization of education would theoretically
establish equal conditions for all students and therefore, if they did not succeed it was due to the

student’s own shortcomings.
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As federal and state standardization progressively became the norm, the mosaic
multicultural policies of Johnson eventually became melting pot multicultural policies which
function as a system of assimilation to a more or less defined culture. In the case of education,
federal discourse was moving in the direction of a defined national education system to which all
students would have to adapt, as opposed to the previous discourse which argued that the education
system should adapt to the population. This change shows an ideological shift in the federal
government that is contingent on liberal individualism. Because social power structures were
already racially organized before Johnson, whose discourse aimed at changing that organization,
new liberal individualist discourse ignored inequalities and therefore maintained the pre-existing
racially organized power structures in the education system.

4. George H. W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and the 1990s

By the time George H. W. Bush was elected president in 1989, the standardization
movement was well under way and had gained federal political consensus. The obstacle remaining,
however, was state willingness to comply with federally imposed standards. Within the first year
of his term, Bush hoped to create an alliance with state governors in his project on education. In
September of 1989, Bush called all state governors to a summit on education, the first of its kind,
in order to discuss education goals for the future. Bush, much like Reagan, advocated for a stronger
education system in order to compete internationally. In his speech at the summit, he states “We
believe that the time has come, for the first time in U.S. history, to establish clear, national
performance goals, goals that will make us internationally competitive.” (Bush 1989). Instead of
employing the term “standards,” Bush uses the terms “goals.” The term “goals” in addition to the
fact that he organized a collaborative summit on education indicates a specific approach to
federally imposed education reform. The idea was to include the states on such reform, so that the
reform partially comes from the states themselves and therefore would have less chance of being
dismissed as federal expansion of power. Bush’s collaborative approach is confirmed towards the
end of the speech:

As elected chief executives, we expect to be held accountable for progress in meeting the new

additional goals and we expect to hold others accountable as well. (Bush 1989)

Bush places himself and the state governors on the same power level with the first-person plural

pronoun we, referring to elected chief executives. So, not only are they peers, but he reinforces

72



their position of power collectively. This shows that Bush’s interest lies in education reform and
not overstepping boundaries of federal political power.

Through power sharing, Bush also promotes the idea of accountability. In his article,
Robert Asen argues that one of the major differences between Lyndon B. Johnson’s discourse on
education reform and that of Bush (which began with Reagan) was the difference between
“opportunity” and “accountability” (Asen 2012: 291). The idea behind accountability is a more
skeptical or critical approach to dealing with what was purely a state and local power.
Accountability assumes that tasks are not carried out properly and therefore, one must be held
accountable for their responsibilities, usually through some kind of incentive. States and schools
need to be held accountable for the quality of education that they provide for students. Because
education is primarily a state power (even after Johnson), the federal government declaring a need
for increased accountability essentially implies that states are not doing a sufficient job at
educating students. Therefore, the federal government must intervene.

The idea of accountability was introduced by previous presidents, but Bush applies it in a
slightly different light. Instead of accusing states of not doing their job, he includes himself and
the federal government in that responsibility. Nevertheless, the power structure remains intact. In
the clause, we expect to hold others accountable as well, points to the fact that Bush and the
governors are on a level playing field but also, that playing field is above others. The others are
not specified in the speech but could most likely refer to Congress and state legislatures with whom
executive powers are often at odds. In the same sentence, Bush is forming an alliance, who
historically has not been, and reinforcing a power hierarchy within the national government. The
goals discussed at the summit were far from what they became a little more than a decade later
with George W. Bush, but the collaboration between state and federal governments set the
foundation for well-defined national education standards.

Two years later, George H. W. Bush made another speech concerning the “national
education strategy.” In his speech he continues the same rhetoric of competition and responsibility.

To quote the landmark case Brown versus Board of Education, "It is doubtful that any child may

reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an education." Education

has always meant opportunity. Today, education determines not just which students will succeed

but also which nations will thrive in a world united in pursuit of freedom in enterprise. [...] (Bush

1991)
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In this first excerpt, it is especially interesting that Bush quotes from the Brown v. Board of
Education(1954) case, and more particularly, a quote on opportunity. The case dealt with equal
opportunity and the lack of equality in segregated schools. However, equal opportunity is not on
Bush’s political agenda per se. With the use of this quote, there are two discourse events occurring
simultaneously. First, by quoting this case, Bush is using intertextuality. This particular case is
indeed a “landmark” case and carries a considerable amount of significance in American history.
At the time of this speech, in 1991, the case had passed nearly forty years before and had the time
to mature into another American myth, like the issue of slavery, of overcoming another racist
institution as a nation. Quoting such a meaningful court case to American nationhood and national
identity would be seen as a positive unifying factor by the general population. Bush associates his
education strategy with the goals and outcome of the Brown v. Board of Education case, which
strategically gains support for his reform plan.

Secondly, Bush uses interdiscursivity by employing the noun opportunity. Opportunity was
the theme of Johnson’s discourse and his 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act that
allocated previously non-existing federal funds to schools in low-income areas. Opportunity, for
Johnson, was especially about equal opportunity. In the following sentence, Education has always
meant opportunity, Bush confirms the importance of education as it leads to opportunity. Yet, he
does not acknowledge the context from which the court case and the discourse of opportunity in
education derive. His intention is not to address issues of inequality within the United States, but
rather inequalities in relation to the rest of the world, which can be seen in the last sentence.
Moreover, those inequalities are economic inequalities or will lead to economic inequalities and
not social inequalities. Bush implicitly admits that education leads to inequalities in the first half
of the sentence, education determines which students will succeed. This part of the last sentence
associates the first two sentences through trails of coherence. One trail of coherence can be seen
in the link between a reference to the past, the Brown v. Board case from 1954 and the first word
of the last sentence, today. The two are linked through Bush’s use of the present perfect tense, has
always meant, in the second sentence. The other trail of coherence can be seen in the implicit
connection made between opportunity and success. The connection is first made in the quotation
from the case; then opportunity is equated with education; and in the last sentence, education is

the source of success.
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In the second half of the last sentence, which nations will thrive in a world united in pursuit
of freedom in enterprise, the rationale behind his education reform becomes apparent. Here, Bush
is referring to an increase in countries across the world that were developing into capitalist
economies® as opposed to regulated economies or even communism. Paradoxically, the United
States fought wars, both physical and ideological, with the goal of instituting such “free”
economies. But the perceived problem in Bush’s speech is that with more and more countries
participating in the global market, there is more competition internationally. The U.S. would have
to work harder in order to maintain their position as the (or even a) world power. In the last
sentence, there is a parallel drawn between student success and success of the nation. By making
education a question of maintaining the America’s position as an international influence and
power, both Reagan and Bush could justify federal involvement in an historically state matter.
This would be necessary especially against conservative criticism of expansion of federal power.

Both Reagan and Bush make it clear that their decision, as conservative presidents, to
intervene in state affairs is justified in promoting the role of the United States in the world. By
justifying and expanding federal power through education, they are also claiming a certain amount
of responsibility. However, in his 1991 speech Bush calls for shared responsibility. “There's no
place for a no-fault attitude in our schools. It's time we held our schools -- and ourselves --
accountable for results.” (Bush 1991). Bush’s rhetoric of responsibility sharing is purely a
continuation of Reagan’s call on Congress, states, and students to take part in the responsibility of
improving the education system for the sake of the country as a whole. He claims that there is a
no-fault attitude regarding education and that this attitude is part of what has caused the quality of
education to decline. Bush, like his predecessors, advocates for accountability policy, but is not
extremely clear as to how render schools accountable. Unlike Reagan, however, Bush does not
entirely place responsibility on students. His focus is on schools and school districts (i.e. local
entities) to make the changes. With only one term in office, the push for standardization did not
get very far, but Bush was able to stimulate state and national policy makers on national education

reform, including Arkansas governor at the time, Bill Clinton.

33 Whether or not the U.S. or any other country actually has a free market economy by definition is open to
debate; however, it is not the goal of this thesis. What is of interest is how the idea of a free market economy
is used in Bush’s speech.
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When Clinton became president in 1992, he had already been heavily involved in the
federal education reform movement. By this time, no president had been able to pass a bill with
specific national standards for the entire country. Therefore, presidents like Bush and Clinton
relied on encouraging states to create detailed standards through federal grants to do so and by
amending the reauthorization of Lyndon B. Johnson’s ESEA with more federal requirements in
order for states to receive federal funding. Federal discourse on standardization was successful; by
the time Clinton’s two terms had ended, nearly all states had established standards in the core
subjects (math, English, science, history, and geography) on a voluntary basis (Clinton 1999; Klein
2014).

Despite the progress made on state standards during his term, Clinton’s discourse on
education was rather fragmented, and at times, contradictory. He came into office at a time when
violence and crime was still on the rise, notably an increase in the presence of firearms in schools.
On the one hand, Clinton continued the previously Republican-led pressure to create national
curriculum standards, while on the other hand, discouraged racial violence and overtly expressed
the need for affirmative action policies. The contradiction between these two would only be
understood after a full implementation of curriculum standards in 2001 with George W. Bush’s
Common Core and the No Child Left Behind Act (2001).

Although Clinton was elected by the Democratic Party, many of his policies, particularly
on education, were closely aligned with Republican rhetoric and views. Like his conservative
predecessors, Clinton used the notion of responsibility in discourse on education; the difference,
however, was that Clinton also invoked Johnson’s notion of opportunity in the same discourse. In
a 1995 speech addressing widespread objection to affirmative action, Clinton implores both
notions simultaneously.

Our challenge is twofold: first, to restore the American dream of opportunity and the American

value of responsibility; and second, to bring our country together amid all our diversity into a

stronger community, so that we can find common ground and move forward as one. (Clinton 1995)
Under the rather divisive issue of affirmative action, of which various government policies and
programs were implemented in the 1960s in order to encourage the social mobility of minorities
and women through various measures such as quotas or government incentives in employment of
these populations. This particular topic divided the country along political party lines —

Republicans against and Democrats for affirmative action. As the Republican Party became more
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conservative, especially since the 1970s* when immigration quotas were abandoned and non-
white populations grew exponentially, white conservative resentment for government assistance
to minorities escalated; hence, the resurgence of liberal individualist ideology, at the core of which
is responsibility for oneself. Clinton’s mention of the American dream and opportunity
interdiscursively invoke the discourse of president Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal
following the Great Depression and Johnson’s Great Society during the 1960s, which, especially
in a speech on affirmative action resonates with the idea of equal opportunity through government
intervention. Therefore, in this speech, Clinton attempts to appeal to both political parties as a
rhetorical strategy.

Clinton asserts that both opportunity and responsibility need to be restored. This
presupposes that both of these elements have been lost or have disappeared from some kind of
American culture or ideology. What this American culture or ideology actually entails is implicit
in his speech. In fact, the only characteristic of American society that he clearly mentions is
diversity. Clinton calls the American people to bring the country together |...] so that we can find
common ground. This presupposes, first, that the country is broken, and that second, Americans
need to find common ground. His vision of that common ground is implied in the excerpt. The fact
that these two challenges are associated by the adjective twofold and the singular noun challenge
implies a relationship between restoring lost opportunity (embodied by the American dream) and
responsibility and bringing the country together. Clinton suggests that by restoring opportunity
and responsibility, the country can come together. Therefore, for Clinton, opportunity and
responsibility form the foundation of an American common ground, despite the dividing
characteristic of diversity.

In this particular speech, Clinton asserts that the value of responsibility, later specified as
personal responsibility, should act as a measure for affirmative action policies. Those policies that

do not align with “personal responsibility and merit” should be eliminated in order to “prepare

** In 1965, immigration quotas for non-European immigrants were abandoned, which led to a massive
increase in immigration, notably from Central America. Additionally, the United States experienced an
economic recession in the 1970s, which led to high rates of unemployment and a particularly fragile middle-
class. Those who were already in a financially difficult position found themselves in poverty which, for
some, led to informal employment such as drug dealing. This occurred especially in areas that were already
ghettoized by discriminatory procedures in housing and employment. Therefore, poverty, crime, and drugs
all bore the image of minority populations (notably black and Latino), intensifying white fears and
resentment of minority populations and the possibility of minority social mobility through affirmative
action policies while white Americans were left to survive with the means they had.
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Americans to compete in the global economy” (Clinton 1995). Clinton, therefore, does not
abandon liberal individualism, but attempts to find a compromise between liberal individualism
and some form of multiculturalism in which minorities are recognized through policies like
affirmative action as living a separate American experience and hence in need of policy adapted
to that experience. At the same time, Clinton pushes for a common ground and moving forward as
one, suggesting a single American identity founded upon shared element(s). Paradoxically, that
common ground can be found through restoration of two historically conflicting ideologies of
personal responsibility and equal opportunity.

While Clinton’s discourse on affirmative action draws on conflicting views, his policy on
education, outlined in his 1996 State of the Union address, consistently continues previous
conservative discourse towards higher curriculum standards, school and state accountability
through uniformization and testing, and consequences for underperforming schools (Clinton
1996). However, for Clinton, higher standards would not divide already existing gaps in academic
achievement, but instead would help close those gaps. For Clinton, standardization was the
solution to the problem of racial disparities, as it would obligate schools to push their students
further in academic performance. Students held to a higher standard would perform better and have
a higher chance of continuing on to higher education.

In his second inaugural address in 1997, Clinton declares:

Our schools will have the highest standards in the world, igniting the spark of possibility in the

eyes of every girl and every boy. And the doors of higher education will be open to all. (Clinton

1997)

Like previous presidents, Clinton continues the discourse on American competition with the rest
of the world. Previously, the discourse focused on the need for curriculum standards in order to
raise academic expectations to render students, and by expansion Americans in general, more
competitive in the global economy. Clinton takes the discourse one step further and, using the
superlative adjective highest with the prepositional phrase in the world, contends that standards
alone are not enough. Standards must be met with higher expectations to be the best in the world.
The subordinate clause that follows, igniting the spark of possibility in the eyes of every girl and
every boy, is the effect of having the highest standards. The last sentence provides another cause
and effect relationship, where the doors of higher education will be open to all will be the result

of an ignited spark of possibility. Yet, Clinton evades a clear explanation of these metaphors and
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takes the limits of them for granted. The spark of possibility makes no guarantee of academic
success or higher academic achievement in general. Even less so, he refers to possibility in the
eyes of every girl and every boy. The idea of possibility will only be abstractly initiated in the eyes
of girls and boys. The last sentence does not explicitly show cause and effect with the other
sentences, but by is implied by means of process in which access to higher education is the final
outcome. Higher education will be accessible to all students (open doors to all) because American
schools will have competitive standards that encourage, motivate, or even prepare (ignite the spark
of possibility) students for higher education, making it a feasible goal. Clinton therefore, implies
that the standards are a starting point for students to envisage the possibility of higher education.

Clinton clearly specifies every girl and every boy and that higher education will be open to
all. In context of the 1997 speech, he is likely emphasizing that race will no longer be a factor in
academic success and higher education. Only minutes before the statement above, Clinton
denounces ongoing racial prejudice and the “divide of race”, calling upon Americans to take the
responsibility of community and unite. He takes the liberal individualist idea of personal
responsibility and uses it to insist on forming a community as a nation, which can only be obtained
through individuals. This rhetoric resembles Johnson’s Great Society in which he stressed that
only through the personal responsibility of community building can equality exist. Yet,
contradictorily, he also uses the idea of responsibility to reassure conservatives that he is against
government handouts and has no intention of reverse discrimination (Clinton 1995). Furthermore,
standards, which began as goals and by the end of Clinton’s second were imposed requirements
by states, oblige teachers to teach specific elements on which students are then tested. Standards
thus become a measurement of success among students and determine what knowledge is
important and which knowledge is not. Those who acquire the “important” knowledge succeed,
and those who do not fail within the system.
5. California Standards

While the federal government quickly shifted its perspective after Johnson’s presidency,
the state of California was slightly slower to change its rhetoric. The perspective change on
multicultural policy can be seen at the state level especially through the development of curriculum
frameworks and standards from the 1980s to 2000. If we look at the development of the social
science curriculum frameworks over the course of the two decades, we can see a drastic change in

the way national identity and education in relation to multiculturalism is viewed and encouraged
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by the state department of education. Within the two decades, the framework came into existence
in 1981 as a general guide to the purpose of history and social-science and eventually evolved into
fully developed curriculum state standards by 1998. In this time, three different history- social
science frameworks were produced: 1981, 1988, and 1998.

5.1 1981 History-Social Science Framework

In 1981, the curriculum framework did not include specific standards based on historical
details to be learned but instead consisted of general concepts that sought to shape good citizens
in society. The authors use the description of “humane, rational, participating citizens in a diverse
society” as the ultimate desired outcome of the schools and the social science program (California
Department of Education 1988: 6, 12, 14). Each of these adjectives are personal characteristics
that can not necessarily be achieved or obtained as an objective skill set. Rather, these are social
values that may be acquired over time with maturity and experience. The state of California, then,
viewed the education system as a place to foster and grow citizenship and social responsibility.
However, it was the school and district’s responsibility to teach these values within the
curriculum.®> One of the problems that arises from the teaching of these values within the
curriculum 1is the interpretation of them. They are not explicitly interpreted or defined in the
framework and thus their application at the local level may have varied greatly from one district
to another. Nevertheless, what can be determined is that the state department wished to highlight
and celebrate diversity’® while underlining the importance of social responsibility and a shared
humanity that unites all citizens.

Similar to the values listed above, the use of the term diversity by the framework is not
entirely clear. To better understand what the authors perceive as diversity, a closer study of the
way diversity is used in the framework’s goals is needed. Under the curriculum goal of knowledge
the framework states,

Knowledge should foster an in-depth understanding of the diversity and the commonality of human

experience as manifest in the history and culture of the many racial, ethnic, and social groups which

3% The authors clearly state that the framework “provides guidelines and recommendations” but it “is not a
course of study” (California Department of Education 1981: 12).

3% The authors expressly affirm that “Throughout the framework, special attention is given to the importance
of diversity. Its centrality is recognized in the definitions of each of the four major goals: knowledge, skills,
values, and social participation.” (California Department of Education 1981: 15).
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form our society and which comprise the global community. (California Department of Education

1981: 16)

By linking diversity and commonality together, there is a presupposition of association. In other
words, the authors presuppose that the two nouns are related. Here, however, they are associated
as opposites, in which commonality refers to similarity and diversity to difference. These terms are
presupposed as objective states of existence through the use of the determiner the in the diversity
and the commonality of human experience. The confirms the existence of both diversity and
commonality and also indicates their singular nature in human experience, affirming that there is
only one objective human experience and there may be similarities and differences within the
narratives of that experience. The similarities and differences in personal narratives stem from the
history and culture of the many racial, ethnic, and social groups and therefore, diversity (as well
as commonality) refers to cultural and historical difference among people. Yet, like diversity,
culture is not defined either but primarily presented as an inherent aspect of humanity.?” Diversity
and the value of diversity is only explained in opposition to commonality. Diversity is what
commonality is not and vice versa.

Similarly, other key aspects of the discourse in the 1981 framework rely on relationships
of similarity and difference between others and also between oneself and the Other. For example,
under the goal of “Values” students are expected to be self-reflexive and seek understanding of the
Other; but, “To understand and accept others one must first understand and accept oneself.”
(California Department of Education 1988: 18). As understood by the modal verb must indicating
obligation, combined with the subordinate clause to understand and accept others, this sentence
implies that one cannot understand others without first understanding oneself. Thus, there is an
inherent and inseparable relationship between the Self and the Other in which there may be
similarities and differences. If one does not understand him or herself, then one cannot fully
understand those similarities and differences which make up society and the world. The framework
presents the Self and the Other not as competing bodies or opposites, but rather as interdependent
and reflexive. Through this understanding, diversity, though it is not commonality, must be taken

together in order to grasp the whole picture, as unbiased as possible.

37 Only under the curriculum suggestions can we find what culture may entail: philosophies, language,
literature, religions, the arts and drama (California Department of Education 1981: 30).
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Therefore, much of the discourse from this framework focuses on existential questions in
relation to human relationships. To support such emphases, the framework draws on different
social science perspectives such as anthropology, economics, geography, history, political science,
psychology, sociology (California Department of Education 1988: 32). With such an emphasis of
respect and interdependency for those who are different from oneself, | argue that the 1981
framework embodies a similar mosaic multicultural discourse to that of federal government during
the 1960s; a discourse that aims to unify individuals through commonalities all the while
advocating for respect and understanding of differences.

5.2 1988 History-Social Science Framework

The curriculum framework of 1988 resembles its former 1981 version; yet, in some ways
it makes an important ideological break from the 1981 version by downplaying the importance of
diversity and understanding through self-reflection. The 1988 framework contains more structure
and itemized elements as part of the curriculum, contrary to the general suggested guidelines in
the 1981 framework. It contains seventeen different characteristics of the framework as well as
detailed course descriptions for each grade, which are composed of specific historical events and
aspects that must be covered throughout the school year; all of which did not exist in the previous
framework. In high school, for example, the curriculum includes studies of both world wars, the
Cold War, and the modern American economy, among many other topics from national and world
history perspectives (grades 10 and 11) (California Department of Education 1988: 84-102).
Because the curriculum is organized chronologically, the high school years mostly concern the
twentieth century, the structure and function of government and the economy (California
Department of Education 1988: 103-112). This new organization and imposed curriculum
demonstrate the effect of the national discourse and its relevant policies encouraging
standardization of knowledge in schools. Curriculum standards had not fully been implemented
yet, but the changes made in the decade of the 1980s significantly advanced California toward a
fully standardized curriculum.

In addition to increasing uniformity of curriculum and schools, the framework takes on a
predominantly historical perspective, placing less emphasis on social sciences such as sociology
or anthropology. While each of these fields, including others of the social sciences, are interrelated,
the manner in which they individually present an historical event or person differs greatly. By

focusing on history, the curriculum appears more objective by studying the facts related to an
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event; whereas, many social sciences set idealistic goals such as trying to understand people and
their relationships — understandings which are further developed through debate and pluralistic
perspectives, making it more difficult to conclude information as objective and right or wrong.
Whether or not students achieve the idealistic goals of social sciences that entail self-betterment
for the benefit of a multicultural society is quite difficult to measure in terms of progress. If student
academic progress cannot be measured in some supposedly objective way, such as testing
knowledge of facts or understanding information, to classify one’s education system over another
may prove to be quite complicated. Hence, social sciences were perceived as less and less
compatible with the standardization movement.

In addition to a federal desire for a competitive education system (as demonstrated through
Reagan’s speeches), the public unsurprisingly reiterated the same discourse. In the foreword, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Bill Honig, explains that this framework was a

direct and powerful answer to widespread public demand for a revival of the teaching of history

and geography (California Department of Education 1988: 8)
and is thus central to the framework. Interestingly, the superintendent uses the noun revival to
describe the nature of the public demand. According to the Macmillan dictionary, the definition of
the term revival is the “process of becoming active, successful, or popular again” (“Revival” 2018).
So, a revival of the teaching of history and geography presupposes that these subjects, history and
geography, were once popular or widely drawn upon; that their role in education subsided; and
now, with this new framework, are centralized in history-social science education. The term
revival, particularly in the modern era, holds a religious connotation. A similar use of terms such
as crusade was used by Reagan in several of his speeches in which crusade refers to the War on
drugs.’® This discourse correlates to the rise of American evangelism in the late 1970s and early
1980s (Patterson 2005: 141). Therefore, such terms are underpinned by a growing evangelical
Christian population and accordingly appeal to them. Likewise, by considering the literal
definition of the term it is presupposed that the population demanding a return to history and
geography wants education (and perhaps society in general) to return to the way it was before it

changed.

3% “Let us not forget that in America people solve problems and no national crusade has ever succeeded
without human investment. Winning the crusade against drugs will not be achieved by just throwing money
at the problem.” (Reagan 1986); “The war against drugs is a war of individual battles, a crusade with many
heroes [...]” (Reagan 1988).
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The move towards a perceived objective history resulted in two significant changes to the
discourse of teaching history, which generated an important paradox in the way individuals relate
to the greater society. The first change stems from the way history is described in the framework
and curriculum. History as presented by the curriculum is depersonalized and focuses on cause
and effect expressed as factual historical events removed from or unaffected by individual
relationships. The second change is that much more responsibility (relative to the 1981 framework)
is placed on the individual as a social actor regardless of their circumstances or context. In the
introduction to the framework, the authors write

We want students to see the connection between ideas and behavior, between the values and ideals

that people hold and the ethical consequences of those beliefs. Students should realize that tragedies

and triumphs have resulted from choices made by individuals. They should recognize that ideas
and actions have real consequences — that history, in other words, is not simply the ebb and flow
of impersonal forces but is shaped and changed by the ideas and actions of individuals and

governments. (California Department of Education 1988: 18)

In these sentences, the authors presuppose that there is an inherent link between ideas and
behavior, between values and ideals and the fact that they have ethical consequences. That link
however, is not explicitly stated. Through the authors’ expectations, we want students to see and
the modal verb predicate should recognize, the authors are affirming that the links exist and that
one of their goals is for students to recognize those links in order to understand the causes and
effects of the changes of the time. In the first sentence, the authors want students to understand
that the abstract nouns ideas, behavior, values, and ideals have cause and effect relationships,
which becomes clear in the following sentences.

The use of the collocation ebb and flow (of impersonal forces) originally derives from a
fluctuating movement driven by a particular force and has come to be used in a figurative sense,
often referring to economic or political changes. The driving force of the movement depends on
the object of the ebb and flow. Similarly, in the sentence just before, the authors use contrasting
nouns, tragedies and triumphs, to illustrate this same idea of fluctuation in history. These
fluctuations are the result of ideas, behavior, values, and ideals of individuals and governments.
Therefore, history is seen as a series of fluctuations driven by human forces. However,
paradoxically, the authors remove the individual from place, time, and historical context.
Historical events are studied as one moment in a sequence of events through time. This is

demonstrated by the fact that the individual becomes secondary in either a subordinate clause (e.g.
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that people hold) or through the passive voice (e.g. choices made by individuals, shaped and
changed by individuals and governments). And although individuals are somewhat removed from
the actual event, the authors hold that the individual as well as governments are the driving force
behind those events, making individuals fully responsible for their actions. Through this
perspective, individuals cannot be victims of their historical circumstances and therefore the
driving force of the fluctuating movement in history stems from the individual and not the society
or extra-historical conditions.

The reason for requiring students to recognize such relationships is to prepare them for the
future in a rapidly changing environment. Similar to the 1981 framework, the authors want to
shape students into good citizens for the future, however, how they discuss citizenship differs
greatly from the 1981 framework. Previously, citizenship had a rather ethical and existential role
in which respect and understanding towards differences inherent in the Other was central. In this
framework, a common American identity becomes central to the idea of citizenship.

We want [students] to know their rights and responsibilities as American citizens. We want them

to understand the meaning of the Constitution as a social contract that defines our democratic

government and guarantees our individual rights. (California Department of Education 1988: 17)
In this framework, there is a strong move towards the individual as American. Students are not
just citizens of a diverse society, but they are American citizens and accordingly share an inherent
Americanness among them. Again, the authors return to the notion of responsibility, only now it
is in relation to the other side of citizenship, rights. With the granting of rights comes
responsibility. Appropriately, the authors call this relationship, as it is outlined in the Constitution,
a social contract. Similar to the previous excerpt, the authors illustrate contrasting ideas as
complementary and necessary in society all the while stressing the importance of the individual.
Furthermore, an American identity is expressed through possessive pronouns such as our (e.g. our
democratic government, our individual rights). There is a shared democratic government, but also
individual rights which play a role in defining American citizenship.

Even though the 1988 history-social science framework begins to suggest the need or even
define American identity through citizenship, it continues to promulgate the idea of diversity. The
first of the three goals of the framework is “knowledge and cultural understanding” and in the
foreword it states that the framework “recognizes the multicultural character of American society”

(California Department of Education 1988: 8). Both of these instances recognize the Other as being
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legitimate within the framework. The first instance associates the two goals as one goal implying
that knowledge and cultural understanding are interdependent and obtained simultaneously. Under
this goal there are six different types of “literacy” the authors define through skill sets they expect
students to acquire. Among the six is “Cultural Literacy”, the contents of which strongly resemble
the 1981 framework. For example, the last skill set outlined in “Cultural Literacy” is that
[Students must] develop a multicultural perspective that respects the dignity and worth of all
people. Students should learn from their earliest school years that our nation is composed of people
whose backgrounds are rooted in cultures around the world. (California Department of Education
1988: 30)
Like the 1981 framework, the authors have existential expectations of students that require respect
for the Other. In the first sentence, we can see that the noun phrase multicultural perspective is
modified by a relative clause that respects the dignity and worth of all people. The relative clause
defines the noun phrase and more specifically, defines the adjective multicultural. Therefore,
multicultural comes to mean respect for all people. Once again, we see the use of the determiner
all with a precision to follow. The precision is by no means explicit but is linked with the previous
sentence through the concept of coherence. In theory, authors write in a coherent manner and link
the ideas through rationale or logic. The logic implied in the second sentence is that a multicultural
perspective is necessary for understanding the diverse populations within the United States. The
justification for respecting the dignity and worth of all people is that our nation is composed of
people whose backgrounds are rooted in cultures around the world. This subordinate clause
contains two essential elements — the unifying aspect of our nation and the diversifying aspect of
backgrounds rooted in cultures around the world. Similar to other texts, the third person singular
possessive pronoun our simultaneously grants ownership over nation and also creates a common
factor from which an American identity derives — the fact that we share a common nation.
Moreover, the diversifying aspect, the fact that American identity is composed of diverse
backgrounds, also gives ground to claim a common identity. The commonality is that American
identity is unified through a nation of immigrants. Therefore, all people of the nation are presented
as immigrants and thus presented on equal footing in American society.
American identity is further defined in the section subtitled “national identity” which falls
under the second goal of “democratic understanding and civic values”. Understanding national

identity requires that students
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[r]ecognize that American society is now and always has been pluralistic and multicultural. [...]

Yet, even as our people have become increasingly diverse, there is broad recognition that we are

one people. Whatever our origins, we are all Americans. (California Department of Education

1988: 35)

In this excerpt of the framework, the authors’ intentions and vision of American identity becomes
more explicit. Cultural plurality is presented as a timeless characteristic of American society and
at the same time, acts as a unifying factor that defines American identity. The first sentence uses
the adverbial time-markers now and always to acknowledge diversity in America throughout
history. By acknowledging pluralism as a defining character of American society, pluralism or
diversity becomes legitimate and valued at the state level. However, in the last sentence, the
authors confirm that a uniform American identity is to take precedence above a fragmented
pluralistic identity.

The 1988 framework contains much more structure than the 1981 version in that it outlines
specific requirements expected of students in order to reach the goals of the education system as
expressed in the framework. With the additional curriculum structure came the beginning of the
structure of an American identity. And, despite the fact that pluralism and multiculturalism is
recognized in the framework, its actual role in American identity remains ambiguous and
contradictory.

5.3 1998 History-Social Science Framework

By 1998, the history-social science framework was fully structured and based almost solely
on itemized points composed of details outlining information that was to be learned throughout
the year. It was the first time in California education history that all students were obliged to follow
the same program and learn the same information. The standardization of education allowed
schools, states, and the federal government to test skills and knowledge acquired by students.
Standards set a constant against which students (the variable) and schools could be measured, and
therefore, according to test results, both students and schools could be classified in terms of
academic achievement or rigor. As a way to measure students’ progress, standards generate
competition between schools, states, and even countries.

In order to test the knowledge students acquire, the information they are tested on must be
as precise as possible. The authors of the framework itemize the information and present it as fact,

something that can be rather controversial regarding history. They present it as fact by beginning
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each item with a verb in the present simple tense. Below is a list of verbs used throughout the

framework.
Compare Understand Analyze Examine
Explain Discuss Evaluate Know
Identify Describe Trace Relate

Each of these verbs presuppose the occurrence or existence of what is to follow. The authors would
not ask students to analyze an historical event if they did not believe there was something to
analyze at all. Furthermore, history can be studied from many perspectives and contains
innumerous details. Selection of those details is part of what constructs an historical perspective
and bias. By choosing specific elements in the standards, the authors determined which
information was important and which was not. The fact that the information is tested formalizes
and institutionalizes even further the perceived importance of the information. Therefore, the
standards construct a unified historical perspective which students are expected to internalize as
fact.

In history-social science classes, which focus on either U.S. history or world history,
students are constantly confronted with the task of navigating their place in the world as
Americans. Within the standards, like the previous frameworks, certain ideologies emerge through
which a national identity is formed. For example, in eleventh grade, students study “The Modern
World” of which the introduction states,

[Students] trace the rise of democratic ideas and develop an understanding of the historical roots of

current world issues, especially as they pertain to international relations. (California Department of

Education 1998: 42)

In the first sentence, the presupposition is that there is/has been a rise of democratic ideas in the
modern world and students are expected to comprehend the changes that brought on such a rise.
Through grammatical coherence in the same sentence, the authors include the presupposition that
current world issues exist and derive from historical reasons. In this first sentence, we have two
opposing ideas that are supported by imagery. On the one hand, the rise of democratic ideas,
although figurative, suggests an upward movement through the use of the verb fo rise. In the
English language, upward movement is very often associated with progress and carries a positive
connotation. Therefore, democratic ideas are positive and indicate progress or an ultimate goal.
On the other hand, students are expected to understand the historical roots of world issues. The

authors use the figurative definition of roots to describe historical origins of the issues in question.
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Nevertheless, roots are not only (usually) found underground, but they grow downwards, which
leaves the reader with the image of downward movement. Though something deep-rooted or with
historical roots is not necessarily negative nor does it inevitably carry a negative connotation, the
fact that historical roots is modified by the prepositional phrase of current world issues, implies
the negative or rather condescending tone of historical roots. The noun issues, in this context,
inherently carries a negative connotation as it refers to a problem. So, with just one sentence, we
can see that the authors establish a dichotomy between positive democratic ideas and negative,
historically-rooted world issues.

This dichotomy becomes even clearer in the second sentence,

[Students] extrapolate from the American experience that democratic ideals are often achieved at a

high price, remain vulnerable, and are not practiced everywhere in the world. (California

Department of Education 1998: 42)
In this sentence, the authors presuppose that all students know what the American experience is or
have experienced it themselves, as students are expected to extrapolate or conclude something
based on something else already known. Also, the authors presuppose that there is a single
American experience through the determiner the, signifying a known noun. Compared with
previous frameworks or even the national discourse, we can see the change in how American
identity is constructed. In previous texts, American identity was presented as pluralistic and
multicultural, yet unified. Here, the framework affirms that American identity, via the American
experience, 1s singular and unified with no acknowledgement of diversity or Other within the
identity; it is presented as homogenous. The Other, however, is present but has changed from a
geographically domestic Other (meaning in the country) to a geographically international Other
(meaning abroad). This dichotomy establishes a difference between the American experience and
everywhere in the world, where they are separated by those who practice democratic ideals and
those who do not. Embedded in the American experience is the experience of democratic ideals.
Because students are expected, likely from their own American experience, to deduce the value of
democratic ideals (high price, vulnerable or fragile, not practiced everywhere or rare), it is implied
that democratic values are intrinsic to the American experience, and therefore the American
experience is singular, valuable, exceptional, and opposed to those who do not practice democratic

ideals.
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If we take into account the national discourse for more competitive education on an
international level, we can see that the push for standardization was directly linked to foreign
policy and an increasingly interdependent world economy. In the two excerpts above, the authors
make this intention clear. In the first sentence, the world issues that students are expected to
understand are those which pertain to international relations. That is to say, issues that concern
the United States and foreign policy. The authors, then, are implying that the issue is only worth
knowing or learning about if it concerns American foreign policy. Furthermore, the authors make
an association between current world issues in the first sentence and the fact that democratic ideals
are often achieved at a high price, remain vulnerable, and not practiced everywhere in the world
in the second sentence. It is implied that current world issues ensue, to some extent, in places
where democratic ideals are not practiced, and issues are therefore the result of lacking such ideals.
This implication enhances the dichotomy of the U.S. against “non-democratic” countries and also
shows the influence that national discourse has on the state.

In the 1998 history-social science framework and standards, the authors emphasize that
American identity is ingrained in ideas such as democracy and pitted against the Other, which are
the non-democratic countries. Beyond this dichotomy, this curriculum framework reformulates the
image of the American citizen by bringing specific attributes and images to the forefront of the
American narrative. From the high school standards, there are three major recurring themes —
Eurocentrism, the role of religion, and the mythification of American institutions.

In grade ten, students are to study modern world history. However, the unit begins by
studying the link between Judeo-Christian and Greco-Roman views and philosophies “to the
development of Western political thought™ (California Department of Education 1998: 42). The
unit continues with studies of the Industrial Revolution in Europe as well as WWI and WWIL.
Only two standards of the eleven require students to study phenomenon occurring outside of
Europe. In both of those standards, the student chooses and analyzes only two regions or countries
among a list provided.’* Not only is the role of history outside of Europe minimal but it is even
further reduced by simply choosing a country or region from a list. Additionally, almost all of the

world events to be studied take place in Europe. Even in the eleventh grade where students study

% For example, standard 10.4 states “Students analyze patterns of global change in the era of New
Imperialism in at least two of the following regions or countries: Africa, Southeast Asia, China, India, Latin
America, and the Philippines.” (California Department of Education 1998: 43)
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twentieth century U.S. history, Southern and Eastern European immigration is addressed.*’
Mention of non-European immigrants appears a few times, but the discussion is typically geared
towards the situation and not the people.

Under standard 11.7 in which “Students analyze America’s participation in World War 117,
the authors mention the internment of Japanese Americans. Although Japanese Americans are not
immigrants, they are American citizens, the adjective Japanese implies a separate identity that
derives from national or ethnic origins, thus implying immigration. Moreover, the standards
require that the students be able to

5. Discuss the constitutional issues and impact of events on the U.S. home front, including the

internment of Japanese Americans [E] (California Department of Education 1998: 50).
This particular point deflects the attention away from Japanese Americans’ real predicament
during WWII and focuses the attention on how the decision to intern an entire population affected
(or was affected by) the interpretation of the Constitution and how the internment affected the rest
of the events in the U.S. linked to WWII. Therefore, even when non-European immigrants or non-
European Americans are mentioned, their narrative is secondary or even tertiary to the focus of
the study.

Accordingly, throughout the entire 1998 framework and standards document there is little
to no use of terms (in any form) indicating some form of diversity such as multicultural, pluralistic,
or diverse all of which were rather present in the first two frameworks. The exclusion of diversity
as being part of American identity was likely a conscious choice on behalf of the authors. Analyzed
in the context of an academic standardization movement and growing fears (or reemerging fears)
of the Other, the state of California pushed for the standardization of American identity. In the
1998 framework and standards, American identity is not explicitly defined, whereas in the two
previous versions it is. In not defining American identity, the authors allow the standards to
implicitly do the work of shaping a common identity. However, this common identity was founded
on a European American standard and consequently excludes or marginalizes those who do not fit

the identity.

%0 11.2 Students analyze the relationship among the rise of industrialization, large-scale rural-to-urban
migration, and massive immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe. (California Department of
Education 1998: 48)
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The move towards curriculum standardization directly correlates with the change in the
discourse on American identity. As the curriculum and education became more standardized, so
too did American identity. The idea behind standardization is to produce a general, one-size-fits-
all norm against which students could be held in order to track progress or lack thereof. As the
norm, standards call attention upon those who do not fit within it; and so, students not assimilating
to the norm are often stigmatized. In terms of American identity, the national and state discourse
gradually moved in a direction that implicitly underscored a norm as to who was American and
who was not. While this norm existed in the past (see Part III), it was heavily challenged by the
upheaval of the civil rights movement, which impacted the national and state perspective on
American identity. Not long after the 1960s, the national discourse quickly moved in a direction
to avoid highlighting (cultural, ethnic, etc.) differences among the American population. This
discourse later carried over to the state level and by 2000 was fully integrated into mainstream

(hegemonic) ideology of the time.

Conclusion

California, as one of the most ethnically and racially diverse states in the United States and
the most populated, has historically been the location of various primarily in-state controversies
and conflicts, notably regarding its education system. Education is a source of cultural capital
which eventually provides opportunities to expand one’s financial capital. With cultural and
financial capital, social mobility becomes a possibility. However, the cultural capital propagated
by the education system is often criticized as tailored to white Americans especially through
standardization which positions white Americans as the academic norm and therefore gives white
Americans easier access to social mobility.

Since the establishment of the United States and more importantly, since the end of the
Civil War, questions of race have always been problematic. American institutions such as the
Constitution were interpreted based on principles of racial hierarchy with white Americans being
superior to all other races. At the heart of the conflict leading up to the Civil War was the expanding
ideology of liberal individualism. Liberal individualism asserts that a free and democratic society
is one with a free labor market and a decentralized government in which individuals are held
accountable for their livelithood. This ideology relies on competition with others (and thus

hierarchy) in the labor market in order to gain financial capital necessary for social mobility. As a
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racial hierarchy had already been nationally established, it was expanded to California society in
the post-Gold Rush era through processes of racialization. At different moments at the end of the
nineteenth century and into the twentieth century, competition in a free labor market was
threatened by low-wage, non-white labor and consequently, white Americans and immigrants
fought to limit non-white immigration and further entrench racial inequalities in order to secure
their own social mobility. To do this, however, white Americans relied on the federal government
to maintain the racial hierarchy despite their opposition to federal government intervention in the
labor market.

At the turn of the century, America was rapidly industrializing and new markets emerged,
California included. Correspondingly, new jobs became available to which white Americans easily
gained access. With the creation of new jobs came social mobility (especially for poor white
Americans) that resulted in a growing middle-class. In addition to the expanding job market, the
federal government allowed white miners and settlers in California to seize land from non-white
inhabitants. Again, white Americans maintained the racial hierarchy by excluding non-whites from
land acquisition and financial capital gains. Federal policy legitimized the racial hierarchy and
accepted white justifications of discriminatory procedures by means of racial categories.
Paradoxically, the ideology of liberal individualism opposes government assistance to any special
interest groups. Liberal individualism contends that policy should be equal for everyone, and not
cater to any single group. However, white Americans often lobbied for group-targeted policy such
as immigration restriction on non-white immigrants or open access to already owned land. As long
as white Americans were the beneficiaries of the policy, there was no objection. With state and
federal collaboration, the racial hierarchy was not only maintained but extended to new societal
organization in housing policy and education.

Later on, in the twentieth century, exacerbated by years of discrimination and social
changes resulting from events such as World War I and 11, racial inequalities could no longer be
ignored. In the 1960s, the civil rights movement gained momentum on the federal and local levels.
Minorities began appropriating the racial categories that had been assigned to them a century
earlier and using them to construct collective identities from previously fragmented ones. The
federal government supported the move towards equal rights by enacting laws such as President
Lyndon B. Johnson’s 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act which intended to reduce

inequalities in education by granting federal funds to schools in low-income areas. Johnson
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promoted the ideology of mosaic multiculturalism in which policy served to provide all citizens
equal access to social mobility by compensating for existing disparities. His policy therefore
targeted specific populations and was eventually criticized by proponents of liberal individualism
in the coming decades.

The civil rights movement later transitioned into resentment and frustration resulting in
racial violence and a political backlash that gradually resulted in diminishing support amongst
white Americans in the fight against inequality. Instead of promoting multiculturalism, political
discourse was directed towards unifying the population under a single identity, refusing to
acknowledge the racial categories that had been appropriated by the groups they were assigned to
and thus had taken on new meanings. This political discourse is especially present in President
Ronald Reagan’s speeches in which he strongly promotes liberal individualist ideology, especially
in regard to education and the need for stronger state and national education systems in order to
compete as a nation on an international level. Reagan fosters the idea that individuals are
responsible for their actions and their circumstances and therefore, education policy should not be
tailored to specific populations. Reagan encouraged the standardization of schools and curriculum
as a way of applying equality through policy, yet, not necessarily with the goal of an equal society
as Johnson had in mind. By encouraging standardization Reagan was promoting melting
multiculturalism whose ultimate goal is cultural uniformity and assimilation.

The movement towards standardization in education continued further with presidents
George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton and eventually made its way to the state level. Standardization
in California was gradual and faced different challenges than the federal government in the
process. As a minority-majority state, California wanted to conserve and emphasize a diverse and
multicultural identity by including the minority populations’ history in the curriculum. However,
as shown by the first three history-social science curriculum frameworks, the curriculum and the
American identity propagated within in became increasingly uniform, setting a norm to which
students would be compared. By 1998, the norm resembled white Americans through Eurocentric
history and avoided any mention of diversity difference to be celebrated within the curriculum. By
avoiding race altogether in the discourse, addressing inequalities rooted in racial difference became
more difficult and eventually led to the belief in a post-racial society, which reached its peak with

the election of Barak Obama in 2008.
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Education was almost exclusively a state issue until 1965, when the federal government
expanded its powers under the justification of equality in education. The ensuing discourse
illustrates the power relation or even conflict between liberal individualist ideology and federal
expansion of power. Although the presidents after Johnson opposed centralization of federal
power, they reenacted Johnson’s education policy albeit with modifications. Furthermore, they
expanded federal power once again through the discourse of curriculum standardization and school
and state accountability, justified by national interests. The power relations between state and
federal governments are embedded in values of liberal individualism, and yet, contradict them at
the same time. Furthermore, the state government is bound by the population and therefore power
relations between the state and population are constantly drawn into question. Curriculum
continued to standardize, while at the same time, the state attempted to include minority
populations within it. However, as seen by the Hindu Textbook Controversy, that inclusion was
not always satisfactory and criticized as being Eurocentric.

This thesis is highly limited in that numerous other documents could have been analyzed
such as ethnographies of anthropological studies carried out on high school students, other official
documents that reflect California’s state education system (e.g. California Education Code), or
even interviews with teachers. All of which would have provided a more complete understanding
of the power relations that operate on multiple levels. However, due to time and space constraints,

a more extensive study is reserved for future research.
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