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Researching what I believe to be exclusionary practices in higher education against

African Americans has compelled me to approach this subject, in part, historically.

Although I realize that a historical chronology of any subject is often deceptive, as with

any writer, I am tempted to interpret events to fit my reality. However, my interest goes

far beyond the matter of setting a historical record straight. I am far more interested in

investigating reasons why there seem to be structural barriers erected against African

Americans in higher education. For many, the answer is simple. They say that it is racism,

pure and simple. However, I propose to show that it is more than racism. I contend that

higher education is the source and disseminator of the theoretical concept of race and

consequently of racism. I contend that once a theoretical concept, such as "race," has been

socially and educationally constructed, all questions henceforth can be designed and

narrowed down to a perpetually tautological construct called knowledge.

In this dissertation, 1 will refer, metaphorically, to the concept of "race" as being

an incurably malignant pathological paradigm that has been nurtured in higher education

and passed on as knowledge. Based on this pathological paradigm, I will explore how

higher education has portrayed African Americans as an inferior paradigmatic archetype.
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Prelude

Structural Oppression of African Americans
in Higher Education

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In 1933, Carl Woodson' wrote the following words:

The so-called modern education, with all its defects . . . does others so much
more good than it does [African Americans], because it has been worked
out in conknnity to the needs of those who have enslaved and oppressed
weaker peoPles. For example, the philosophy and ethics resulting from our
educational system have justified slavery, peonage, segregation, and
lynching. The oppressor has the right to exploit, to handicap, and to kill the
oppressed. [African Americans] daily educated in the tenets of such a
religion of the strong have accepted the status of the weak as divinely
ordained, and during the last three generations of their nominal freedom
they have done practically nothing to change it. Their pouting and
resolutions indulged in by a few of the race have been of little avail (xxxii).

Woodson's statement raises the question about education and its impact upon the

African American's psyche. His contention is that oppressors have used their power by

teaching their way of seeing the world. The oppressors would say that this is only normal.

The question is, have the oppressors' epistemological paradigms in higher education, as

structured, oppressed African Americans? One way to examine and possibly answer this

question is from a historical point of view.

Unarguably, history is written from the oppressors' points ofview. While compiling

"A Bibliography of the Publications and Manuscripts of R. G. Collingwood," the Oxford

philosopher and historian, in 1985 with Donald S. Taylor, I could not help but note the

following: "If history's purpose is to become acquainted with things as they actually

happened . . . then it is certainly an illusion" (8). Later, in the same work, Collingwood
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spoke about the ways in which the act of writing history incorporates what should or should

not be told. He called this "scissors-an4paste history" (54).

Oppressors as educators act in the same way. In order to perpetuate their cultural

paradigms, they "cut and paste" only those "facts" that will consolidate and perpetuate their

existing power structures. Common sense should tell us that oppressors necessarily select

their "facts" and interpret them to their advantage. Although they use what they call

"empirical evidence" to support their "facts," it is foolish to suspect that so-called empirical

evidence was not written to support their belief in their superiority. For the oppressors to

"logically" justify their hegemonic belief system, they must invent a scapegoat. Without a

scapegoat, there is no way to heighten their self-grandeur.
x

According to Thomas Szasz in his book The Myth of Mental Illness, because the

oppressors are "unable to admit ignorance and helplessness" they are forced to seek refuge

in scapegoat explanations. "The specific identities of the scapegoats are legion: witches,

women, Jews, Negroes, the mentally ill, and so forth. All scapegoat theories postulate that

if only the offending person, race, illness, or what-not could be dominated, subjugated, or

eliminated, all manner of problems would be solved"(186-187). Another point of view,

however, shows that the oppressors' "facts" do not exist until the oppressors, as educators,

have selected and interpreted them.

When I was a younger professor, I naively believed that higher education would

allow me to assert, reinterpret and inform my attentive audience(s) about realities that had

not been given a fair hearing in the past. I introduced my students to voices that had never

been heard or read in the classroom, challenged the precepts of the oppressors and

exhibited my distrust and disbelief in the oppressors' literature and essays. In time I was

told, in no uncertain terms, that I was treading on "thin ice." My role, I was told, was to
/-

adhere to and accept the oppressors' doctrines--nothing else had credence. Over the years

I dutifully acquiesced.
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When affirmative action was introduced a few years after I began my teaching

career, my naivete increased. I, like so many others, believed that the oppressors had finally

decided to come to their senses and set aside their exclusionary practices by lowering their

structural barriers. I also believed that my isolation within the institution would now be

over, and that there would be others to soon identify with. Once they arrived I felt that we

could attack the dominant paradigm that had so wantonly suppressed and oppressed our

hidden genius. I looked forward to discussing and debating points of view with people who

had similar experiences to mine. However, it never came to pass. The system of higher

education never did fully open its doors to African Americans. Ironically, as I will explain

more fully in a later chapter, there are proportionately the same number of African

American professors in white universities and colleges today as there were when I started

teaching in 1968.

Woodson's prophetic words that I quoted earlier started to haunt me over the years.

He went on to say (somewhat tragically) that "No systematic effort toward change has been

possible, for, taught the same economics, history, philosophy, literature and religion which

have established the present code of morals, the [African Americans] mind has been brought

under the control of his oppressor" (xxxiii).

Now that I am an older African American educator with apparently secure

employment, I have taken his words to heart and have again become outspoken. Over the

years I have come to understand the usefulness of the oppressors' "cut and paste"

methodology. I no longer support, in the classroom, their dominant epistemological

paradigms that have either made no reference to people of color (suggesting that we are

non-existent or unimportant), or go along with the ways in which we have been patronized.

Now that I've become more cognizant of who I am, I find myself going outside of

my once expected role by critically questioning given theories and illustrating how my

experiences of reality do not reflect the oppressors'. In fact, I now have my students
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analyze the ways in which they might see how the African Americans' progress has been

hindered by these paradigms. Within the institutions of higher "learning," this has caused

me to be chided and written off as a "troublemaker," a favorite ploy of the oppressors.

I have now come to believe, as my professional years draw to a close, that African

Americans have been and are still being systematically crushed by the oppressors'

educational system. Woodson says, "the [African American], thus educated, are a hopeless

liability of the race and . . . the oppressor is everything and has accomplished everything

worth while" (xxxiii). African Americans are never expected to measure up to the

standards of the oppressors and, until we establish an epistemology in higher education that

reflects our reality, Woodson's words will become our destiny.

Finally, it is important to state at the outset, that while Asians, Hispanics, women,

and Native Americans are categorized minorities in higher education, my discussion will

focus primarily on African American faculty and students. It is my belief that "other"

minorities have not experienced the same difficulties and problems as African Americans.

The history of African Americans has shown that our origin has left us with a legacy of

racial discrimination and exclusion that still persists to this day. Harlow Dalton in 1995 tells

us that:

Slavery continues to shape our lives more than a century after abolition
because of the link it forged between Blackness and inferiority, Blackness
and subservience. Slavery's enduring legacy is that our "subhumanity" has
been deeply imprinted in the American psyche. It does not matter that
contemporary Black folk were not personally enslaved so long as we carry
the stigmata of those who were---dark skin (Tierney "The Parameters of
Affirmative Action" 191).

The Oppressors' Language

"When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone, "it
means just what I choose it to mean. Neither more nor less."

"The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make words mean so many
different things."
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The question is," said Humpty Dumpty, "who is to be Master. That is all"
(Carroll 196).

One of the oppressors' great successes has been in their use and control of language.
X

Language has been used to justify the oppressors' reality. It has also been used to conceal
>4 )4

and misrepresent the true aims of the oppressors. Their "humanistic" preachments of words
.2(

like integration, assimilation, diversification, and inclusion suggest racial tolerance, which
,e.

rr,.; / Y

has served to mollify those of us of color into believing that our ways of thinking, acting

and reasoning will be respected. However, I must keep reminding myself that the

oppressors have always used words to justify their beliefs. Recognizing that the oppressors

are continually using words in this way, one could ask, do these words carry an additional

meaning beyond what they denotatively suggest? Is there something that is intentionally

ominous in the way that these words are used?

Toni Morrison in 1994, upon receiving the Nobel Prize for Literature in Stockholm,

exposed the role that language plays in societal oppression. She said in her acceptance

speech that:

Oppressive Language does more than represent violence; it is violence; does
more than represent the limits9f knowledge; it limits knowledge. Whether
it is obscuring state languag6' or the faux language of mindless media;
whether it is the proud but calcified language of the acadet4 or the
commodity-driven language of science . . . or laniage designed for the
estrangement of minorities, hiding its racist plunder in its literary cheek - it
must 13`e rejected, altered and exposed (qtd. by King 184).

Julian Huxley, quoted by Norman Cousins in a lecture called "The Environment of

Language" said, "The words men' [sic] use, not only express but shape their ideas.

Language is an instrument: it is even more an environment. It has as much to do with the

philosophical and political conditioning of a society as geography or climate."

My interpretation of this statement is that language tells us a lot about the people

who are doing the defining. Cousins illustrates this point by using, as an example, how the
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color of one's skin is tied to plus-or-minus words that inevitably condition human attitudes.

The word "black" and "white," he tells us, are heavily loaded in Western culture. The word

black, as most English speakers well know, has unfavorable connotations while white has

favorable connotations. Cousins, quoting Ossie Davis, the African American author and

actor, extended this contention in a study during which he looked up their meanings in an

English dictionary and Roget's Thesaurus. He found 120 synonyms for "blackness," most

of them with unpleasant connotations: blot, blotch, blight, smut, smudge, sully, begrime,

soot, becloud, dismal, evil, wicked, malignant, deadly, secretive, unclean, etc. Incorporated

in the same listing were words such as Negro, nigger, and darky. On the other hand, the

word "white" had 134 synonyms, almost all of them having favorable connotations: purity,

cleanness, bright, shining, fair, blonde, stainless, chaste, unblemished, innocent, honorable,

upright, etc. Davis points out that no less invidious are other words associated with color

and race like yellow, which connotes coward, conniver, fear, effeminacy, soft, spiritless,

timidity, milksop, sneak, lily-livered, etc. [Asian]3 people were also included in Davis' lists.

Davis concluded that the English language was his enemy.

Although Cousins' speech points out that the words white, black, and yellow are

colors and not necessarily descriptions of race, they still, none the less, have become

symbolic. These words have been stipulated by the oppressors to express and help shape

their reality. For most Western people from the time they first learned to speak, words like

black, white, red and yellow carried with them negative connotations, which, in Cousins

word, "infects their subconscious. Prejudice is not merely imparted or superimposed. It

is metabolized in the bloodstream of society."

Franz Fanon, in his book Black Skin White Masks, said that the concept of color

black in Europe, in reference to Africans, is the symbol of evil. The European, he goes on

to say, has come to believe that:



7

The torturer is the Black man, Satan is Black, one talks of shadows, [and]
when one is dirty one is blackwhether one is thinking of physical dirtiness
or moral dirtiness. It would be astonishing, if the trouble were taken to
bring them all together, to see the vast number of expressions that make the
Black man the equivalent of sin. In Europe, whether concretely or
symbolically, the Black man stands for the bad side of the character. As
long as one cannot understand this fact, one is doomed to talk in circles
about the "black problem." Blackness, darkness, shadow, shades, night the
labyrinths of the earth, abysmal depths, blacken someone's reputation; and
on the other side, the bright look of innocence, the white dove of peace,
magical, heavenly light. . . . In Ed rope, that is to say, in every civilized and
civilizing country, the Negro is the symbol of sin. The archetype of the
lowest values is represented by the Negro (187-88).

Here, Fanon has captured the essence of how the African and their Western descendants

are seen and acted upon in terms of color.

Sander L. Gilman further supports this concept in Difference and Pathology by

saying_that "blacks are the antithesis of the mirage of whiteness, the ideal of European

aesthetic values, [that] strikes the reader as an extension of some 'real,' perceived difference

to which the qualities of 'good' and 'bad' have been erroneously applied. But the very

concept of color is a quality of Othrness, not of reality" (30).

In an examination of The Random House Dictionary of the English Language done

by William Duncan, he came to discover that the word "black" either had negative or

neutral meanings. In fact, the only positive connotation that was suggested for the word

was in the phrase, "in the black." In contrast, he points out, "white has a preponderance of

positive meanings," with no negative connotations. Although he makes clear that all

dictionaries merely report the ways words have been used in the past and are presently

being used, they have not made complete reports of the word "black." For example, black

clothing has been defined as clothes worn at funerals in the dictionary, but it makes no

reference to black clothing as formal attire for men as well as the color for robes worn by

judges and academicians. Duncan also asked the question, why "weren't references made

to the black opal or pearl or to other contexts in which the word carries a positive
I--

connotation" (214)? Although his question is rhetorical within the oppressors' linguistic

paradigm, it still needs to be pondered.
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I Recently (1998), while speaking at Virginia Tech, Kweisi Mfume, President and

CEO of the National Association for the Advancement for Colored People (NAACP),

announced that Merriam-Webster Dictionary has finally agreed to drop the word "nigger"

in their next edition. He went on to say that "nigger" will no longer be synonymous with

Black People and that it shall be "duly noted that it's a racial slur and not what African

Americans themselves are." To remove the word "nigger," which connotes black, from the

dictionary, will not necessarily change the connotations that have been applied to this word.

More importantly, any additions, deletions, corrections, or improvement in the way

dictionaries treat words that have negative connotations pertaining to race or skin will not

eliminate race prejudice. People will use words that fit their reality whether the words are

in official print or not. It is my belief that the lexicographer or dictionary maker should be

allowed to record word usage as a reflection of both the past and present moment in our

history. To censor words because it might harm our sensibilities is not in the African

Americans' best interest, and could be, in the end, damaging. Negative words and their

connotations must not be excluded if they are in present use, for to do so would harm those

of us who have been victimized by them.

The Oppressors' Use of Statistics to Conceal and Misrepresent

Aside from language, statistics have also undermined the oppressed, particularly in

higher education. One example that I cannot help but be aware of happened three years

ago (1995) at Lane Community College in Eugene, Oregon. I had just received a set of

statistics, provided to the College Board of Education that year, which suggested that

minority hires had increased over a 12-year period. Having been one of the only minority

professors on campus for over twenty years, I had reason to suspect that this generalization

was faulty. This compelled me, the following month, to deliver a report to the school board
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questioning this supposition based on a document called the "President's Report on Key

Benchmarks at Lane Community College," which was reviewed by the board, shows that

there had been an increase of minority employees from 1983-1995. I pointed out that there

had been several glaring errors. To support my contention, I used a set of numbers from

a college brochure called "Facts 1994-95," which is an overview of the college's progress

on affirmative action next to the bar graph below. In it are statistics of the "Staff by

Ethnicity. Fall 1993" (Table 1). As you can see, there is a disparity in how the "facts" were

reported. Let me explain:

Percent of Minorities by Group, 1983 through 1995

1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995

CI Faculty Support Staff 0 Management

In 1995. 5.8% of Lane's employees who reported race/ethnicity were members of minority groups.In 1995, of 1,064 employees with known race/ethnicity, 62 were minorities - 25 faculty, 35 supportstaff and two managers.
Staff with unknown race/ethnicity were excluded from the percentages.
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TABLE 1. Staff by Ethnicity, Fall 1993

Caucasian African-
American Hispanic Asian

Native
American Unknown Total

Contracted 270 2 5 4 1 282
Faculty

Part-time 326 3 3 2 240 574
Faculty

Contracted 358 1 8 8 4 11 390
Classified

Part-time 88 2 4 2 253 349
Classified

Admin. 69 1 1 71

Mgmt. 13

Support 13

Total 1,124 6 21 17 7 504 1,679

Percent 66.9 0.4 1.3 1.0 0.4 30.0

By looking at the brochure you will see the word "Unknown," which represents

those people who did not designate their race on their employment application. On the bar

graph, in very small print, it states that "Staff with unknown race/ethnicity were excluded

from the percentages. However, what was not made clear was that this was true only for

the years 1993 to 1995. If, as I reported to the board, one were to scrutinize the "Fact"

brochure which shows that 30% of the staff at Lane Community College was "unknown"

between 1983 to 1991, they would come to discover that the "unknowns" were in fact the

Caucasian staff population during those years. Therefore, by excluding the "unknown

category" from the Caucasian population between 1993-1995, the bar indicates an artificial

increase in the percentage of minority staff members.

Having distorted the data in this way, Lane Community College, which advertises

itself as being an equal opportunity/affirmative action employer, had fraudulently shown a



11

minority staff increase that never occurred. What's even more ironic is that if the

"unknown" category had been included as part of the Caucasian staff population throughout

the twelve year period, the percentage of minority employees would have either remained

the same or gone down. Although the college suggested that minority employment on the

campus grew by 1.67 percent during that twelve-year period, the fact of the matter was that

if anything, the percentage of minority staff overall had gone down if compared with the

county's minority population, which had doubled.

After I had made my presentation to the (all white) board that evening in 1995, and

had shown them what I described as a blatant distortion of the facts, the board simply

ignored my findings. No action was taken to rectify these falsehoods, and neither the

President of the college, who incidentally was hired in 1991 shortly before the artificially

contrived minority percentage went up, nor the college's data collectors were made

accountable for these questionable statistics. To date, the board still receives these "Key

Benchmarks" reports and "Fact" brochures.

Even though the above event took place in 1995, its seems no different from how

other critics over the past thirty years have described similar events since affirmative action

came into law. Moore and Wagstaff, quoting Theodore Caplow and Reece McGee's

provocative volume, The Academic Marketplace (1965), says, "Discrimination on the basis

of race appears to be nearly absolute. No major university in the United States has more

than a token representation of Negroes on its faculty, and these tend to be rather specialized

persons who are fitted in one way or another for such a role" (40). Moore, eleven years

later, echoed their words when he said, "Ironically, white faculty members and

administrators often attack affirmative action plans as discriminatory. They maintain that

such plans violate the rights of whites by establishing preferential treatment for the

previously excluded blacks" (4). It is my contention that the only violations of rights come
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from the misuse and misreporting of words and data, which supports the exclusionary racist

practices and polices of the oppressors.

Clearly, if the underpinnings of oppression in education are to be exposed, it must

start, I feel, with examples similar to the ones that I have given. The more we become

aware of the damaging power that statistics and words have, the closer we will come to

correcting these inaccuracies. However, I am not so naive as to believe that the academic

community is prepared to reshape or rid itself of those things that have helped them to

define and reinforce its "reality." My only hope is that in the following pages, I will work

towards creating this awareness for future generations so that they will come to understand

the oppressors' motives and the African Americans fate.
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Notes

Carter D. Woodson studied at the University of Chicago and at Harvard
University, where he received a Ph.D. degree. One of his intellectual contemporaries was
another Harvard-trained scholar, W. E. B. DuBois, who, along with Woodson, believed
that education propagandized and indoctrinated the black youth, draining them of self-
confidence, self-respect, and self-knowledge.

I find it interesting that Huxley uses the word "men" to stand for "human being"
while criticizing how words shape ideas.

3 Cousins uses the words "Oriental people" at this point. Although the reader
understands him to mean "Asians," the word Oriental is no less invidiously disparaging.
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CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The Pathological Retention of 'Race'
Concepts in Higher Education

As a dark-skinned person, I have been given a race label. The label that I carry is

directly related to the color of my skin which says nothing about me, yet tells the labelers

everything they want to know. My skin has become for them a 'race' that defines who I

am, designates the role that I'm to play in life, and classifies and characterizes me in

relationship to all other groups. The oppressors have written volumes about my color while

saying nothing about me. As a 'race' I have become for the oppressors, both an object and

a subject. As a 'race' object I am contemptuously acted upon. As a race subject I am

expected to imitate the acts and actions of the oppressors, follow their guidance and believe

in their preachments. This racial me exists to accommodate and reinforce the oppressors'

idea of self. For them, my intellect is defined by how well I have adjusted to their reality

or epistemologies. Paradoxically, the label that I have been given remains the same.

Strangely, the concept and origin for the label "race" cannot be found in Western

history. George Mosse says in his book Toward the Final Solution that race is a mystery.

He goes on to say:

The "mystery of race" emphasiz[es] the irrational nature of racism, the
supposed mythological roots of race, and the so-called spiritual substance
which was said to create and inspire it. Thus any connections with science,
already tenuous, were rejected, and with them such rational structures of
thought and observation as the science of race had sought to maintain (94).

In Barry Troyna's book, Racism and Education, Fazal Rizvi says because there is no single

form of universal racialization, we cannot define race and racism essentially. "Even the
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visible colour difference that is so often assumed to represent the essence of racist ideology

is socially constructed and can and has changed over time" (13). Others, such as Ashley

Montagu in his book, Man's Most Dangerous Myth: The Fallacy of Race, say that the word

`race' is of obscure origin (33). Alden Vaughan, in his book Roots of American Racism,

argues that 'race' is a confusing term (ix). Kenan Malik, quoting Robert Miles, has gained

ground by rejecting entirely the use of race as a sociological category (3). Yet, the word

`race' is taken for granted by the vast majority of educators and seems to have no

ambiguous meaning for them. Malik says, even though the word has been contemporarily

rejected, "traditional arguments about race dominate academic discourse" (3).

`Race,' in and of itself, is clearly an absurd concept to entertain based on our

contemporary belief in the monogenetic origin of the human species. Yet, for all intents and

purposes, dark and light-skinned people are still defined and labeled as a 'race.' No other

definition precedes what has been socially and institutionally established. If I were to now

deny the existence of my 'race' label, as the oppressors can so easily suggest that I do after

centuries of defining and controlling this word, it would clearly be a denial of my existence.

`Race' has now become that reified entity, me. All my life I have been defined not by my

accomplishments, but by my 'race.' Even when I struggled to separate myself from the

aspersions attached to my 'race,' I, like my ancestors before me, have in some way been

chained and shackled to what the word connotes.

Winthrop Jordan argues that "the initial contact [that] the English had with the

African had less to do with 'race' . . . [and that] Negroes were prejudged merely as another

sort of man" (4). Alden Vaughan, on the other hand, calls 'race' a misconception that has

been profoundly shaped by early Euro-American relations with Africans. He goes on to say

that the word is now widely discredited in scientific literature as intellectually unsound and

socially pernicious (viii).
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As confusing as the concept of 'race' has become, I am left with no other alternative

than to conclude that although it does not reflect my reality, it gives way to understanding

the oppressors' pathology. To allow this word to be struck from our lexicon would take

away from understanding the oppressors' pathology.

"Race" is not only a pathology, it is one of the underpinnings of this society's

history. I agree with Benjamin Disraeli, who said in his novel Tancred or the New Crusade

that, "All is race. There is no other truth. . . . Race explain[s] the character of individuals,

the structure of social communities and the fate of human societies" (qtd. by Malik 1).

The only way to illustrate the unexplainable origin of 'race,' is to refer to it as being

a metaphorical pathogen. I will attempt to show that 'race,' as a theoretical concept, has

spread in ways that suggest it is a contagious disease because of the ways that it has been

historically sanctioned, taught, and accepted in our society in general, and within colleges

and universities in particular. It still continues to be promoted by educators and scholars

who either never did understand the damage that this pathological concept has done or who

simply do not care.

As a pathogen, I will also assert that "race" infects only those who call themselves

white, or the oppressors. Unlike Michel Foucault's formulation of the "mad being denied

their own voice" [qtd. by Gilman 217], I will show how this pathogen acts differently. It

gives the oppressors a voice, which is heard most audibly within their institutions of higher

education.

I am fully aware that, by my saying all this, I have obviously reversed the age-old

Western belief that assumes that it is the Other, such as African Americans in this case, who

are pathological, both by nature and nurture. For instance, Gilman says in his book

Difference and Pathology, "[it has traditionally been] believed and taught that . . . the

physiology of the blacks . . . predisposes them to mental illness. For example, from the start

of the 'Age of Reason' the African as slave was thought to be the possessor of or infected
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by a pathogen that made them less rational" (114). Gilman, quoting Pasamanick' s attempt

to pinpoint the historical origin of the association of blackness and madness in the

Enlightenment, writes:

The dogma of the inferiority of the Negro begins largely with the beginnings
of the Age of Reason in the eighteenth century and has been reinforced from
all sources since. A corollary dogma which arose almost simultaneously
stated that slavery was the ideal state for such inferior and inadequate
persons and indeed that freedom resulted in their decay and degradation.
The nineteenth century political, sociological and anthropological literature
is filled with the demonstration of these allegations. During our century, the
scientific evidence and tools have been sharpened and these dogmas fiercely
applied (141).

I contend that had Pasamanick made the attempt to look beyond the Enlightenment

in reference to those who believed in the Black inferiority dogma, he might have been able

to pinpoint the historical origin of this pathology as having been internally as opposed to

externally metabolized.

Gilman makes clear that during the Age of Reason, novels, data concerning mental

illness and political pronouncements taught that Africans suffered from a pathogen that

made them either idiots or lunatics. One physician, Samuel Cartwright, for example,

published a paper in the New Orleans Medical and Surgical Journal in 1840 in which he

attempted to substantiate the association of blackness and madness by specifically

identifying psychopathologies to which blacks alone were prey. "Among the classes of

illness he pinpointed were "Drapetomania, or the diseases causing slaves to run away" and

dysaesthesia aethiopis or hebetude of mind and obtuse sensibility of bodya disease

peculiar to negroescalled by overseers, "rascality." In both instances, manifestations of the

blacks' rejection of the institution of slavery were fitted into the medical model of insanity"

(Gilman 138).

This pathology of 'race' has caused whites to believe that their position of

dominance makes them superior to all other groups in society. Although many oppressors

are not aware of their 'infection', Mosse says "[race], in its wide penetration, its
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annexations and infections, often embrace men and women who were not racists at all, or

whose racism was highly ambivalent; yet their ideas were appropriated in its scavenging.

[Race] had to take its stereotypes and its theory of heredity from somewhere" (235). I

suggest that that somewhere is in the area of education, particularly in colleges and

universities.

Over the next few centuries, this metaphorical pathogen mutated and metastasized

once it became thoroughly entrenched into the Western educational system, which hindered

the oppressors' ability to critically analyze their position on the subject of 'race' outside the

socially-constructed, theoretically-designed academic curriculum. Further, this pathogen

caused the oppressors to conveniently fall back upon past theoretical and philosophical

paradigms that many knew to be flawed, but could not deny because it drew into question

what they had come to believe, i.e., their idea of superiority. Finally, I contend that the

oppressors' knowledge base in higher education is irrefutably flawed and any attempt at

correcting it becomes a tautological exercise. This 'race pathogen' has become so much

a part of the oppressors' socially-constructed reality, housed in their colleges and

universities, nourished in their offices, classrooms and homes, and, spread throughout their

society, that to deny it is tantamount to a denial of their reality. Milton Kleg, in Hate,

Prejudice and Racism put it this way: "Because misunderstandings about race have often

led to violence and bloodshed, it is important to define the concept of race clearly and to

examine its effect on people's behavior" (65). Unfortunately, his prophetic words sound

more like a whisper in this age of denial and so-called 'color blindness.'

Although there are those who still might dispute the fact that barriers exist for the

African American in society based on race, my role will be to act as a reminder. It must

never be forgotten that the African American's ancestors were brought here in chains. It

must also never be forgotten that the North American slave system, from which the African

American descended, was historically found to be crueler, more rigid, and longer lasting
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than slave systems elsewhere in the so-called advanced world. Fischer et al. stated quite

succinctly that "Americans built an especially high wall between the status of slave and that

of freeman and built it higher over time. . . . They began with religious justifications, that

blacks were descendants of Noah's dark son Ham, whose transgressions condemned his

descendants forever to be servants . . . and ended with 'scientific racism,' scholarly

arguments that Africans' biological 'nature' made them fit only to be servants" (176).

Fischer et al. provocatively went on to say, "These distinctive features of American slavery

contributed to the enormous weight of disadvantage passed on to the descendants of slaves.

The formidable edifice of slavery was, of course, not natural; it was policy. . . . We [African

Americans] continue to live with the consequences of those choices" (176).

Some of the symptoms that this pathogen produces can be frightening at times. One

is the oppressors" delusion' of superiority which is well documented. Another is their need

to irrationally attack any group that it does not identify with, both physically and

psychologically. Although these symptoms might have seemed dormant and inoffensive at

times, its virulence reach its peak when African Americans start to act as if they have equal

rights. Some of the oppressors' most hateful outbreaks in our most recent past were

recorded during the civil rights movement, when African Americans naively thought that

they could integrate the public school systems during the 50s and 60s. Although the

passage of Brown vs. the Board of Education (1954) deluded African Americans into

believing that the ills of society had passed, the early 70s suggested otherwise.

By the 80s and 90s this pathogen started to show signs of an early 'dementia' called

`color-blindness.' The oppressors' dementia convinced them that they were blind to color.

In turn, they wanted to convince African Americans that they should also be colorblind.

Moreover, the frightening part about their myopic moment was that they again started to

emphatically deny the existence of 'race,' particularly in their institutions of higher

education. Thomas and Sillen state that:
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The illusion of color blindness, the assumption that the black person is "just
another patient". . . has a fine impartial ring, but it is also hollow. For like
all proclamations of 'color-blindness' it seeks to abstract the black man [sic]
from the specific conditions of his history and existence in the United States.
The primary consequence of this fallacy is to automatically label deviations
from the white middle-class standard as evidence of intrapsychic pathology"
(142).

Strangely, this was all being done while the oppressors argued whether preferences, based

on COLOR, should be allowed when considering entry, hiring and promotion policies under

a title called "affirmative action," particularly in higher education.

Throughout the 90s, other symptoms brought on by this 'malignancy' started to

show up. White administrators and educators were convinced that they and their

institutions had given way to the idea of equal opportunity, while never accepting the idea

that past exclusionary barriers, such as standardized tests and their idea of merit, made their

institutions any thing but equal. They also continued to claim that they were color-blind.

During this same time, they began to mumble incessantly to each other about preferences

that were being given to those who were unlike them. Dr. Thomas Szasz, in his book The

Manufacture of Madness, suggested that in white thinking these symptoms would

eventually be eased once the African American became white. Szasz puts it this way:

What characterizes Everyman as the enemy of human differences . . . is the
accept[ance that] the Other . . . conforms to his image and conduct (159).

In other words, by becoming white, the African American would no longer be "the enemy."

Some might interpret my pathogenic assertion about the oppressor as simply saying

"white folks is crazy." However, Thomas and Sillen say:

Racist attitudes in America can hardly be viewed as
idiosyncratic. They are all too 'normal'. . . The full
horror of systematic prejudice can be grasped only if it is
seen as a characteristic of persons who are not deranged.
When we view the racist as a creature driven by blind and
irresistible psychodynamic forces, we cushion his crime
(113).
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Although both Thomas and Sillen contend that racist acts and attitudes are

institutionalized in society and "are not pathological" (in the truest sense of the word), it

is important for me to reiterate that my 'pathogen' is a metaphor. It has less to do with

`mental illness' and more to do with the theoretically-constructed paradigms that are taught

in higher education. Thomas and Sillen, quoting Daniels and Kitano from their book,

American Racism (1970), say, "We felt that the consistent attacks on various social groups

are impossible to explain solely from the 'sick personality' approach, unless one is willing

to assume the existence of an extremely large number of such people, past, present, and

possibly in the future" (113). Because I am willing to make this assertion about a large

number of such people historically, I will continue to metaphorically reinforce my 'sick

personality' model of the oppressors.

To further explain this metaphorical 'pathology,' I will use Thomas Szasz's model,

in his book Ideology and Insanity, which compares modern psychiatric ideology to the

traditional ideology of Christian theology (5). Szasz argues that religion and psychiatry are

the same. I would extend his argument and say 'race pathology' also does not differ from

religion and psychiatry in the sense that all three are socially constructed and defined.

Moreover, instead of being born into sin or sickness as Szasz contends, I will suggest that

the infected oppressors are born into ignorance. Instead of a person being born into a vale

of tears or diseases as found in religion and psychiatry, I will assert that the pathologically

infected oppressors are immersed in hatred born out of that ignorance. Szasz refers to this

ideology as being an old trap in new trappings (5). I will refer to it as being the same old

trap with a new wrapping.

Finally, I wish to assert that all three of these belief systems--religion, psychiatry and

race--hold to a doctrine of own-group superiority. David Ingleby's states, "to the extent

that the human sciences are taking over from religion the function of providing man [sic]

with a self-image, they should be seen in the same light as religious myths" (179).
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These similarities can be found in the way that the oppressors refer to their theorist

as being god-like. As the Western God is thought to be omniscient and referred to as

"father," so too are the father(s), so-called, of psychiatry and education. Moreover, all

three systems of beliefs refer to their written 'Words' as being healing, curing, or instructive

which are contained in their bible or textbook. These words are preached, counseled, or

professed by their ministers, doctor/therapists, or professors for the sole purpose of saving

the soul, body/mind, or the learner. All are 'disciples' of one or more of these belief

systems who 'worship' in places called churches, hospitals, offices, or college/university

classrooms, and their followers of the 'faith' are given names like parishioners, patients or

students who come to be saved. Thomas Szasz, in his book The Myth of Mental Illness

says this about religion:

Contemporary 'liberal' interpretations of religious documents, whether
Christian or Jewish, serve mainly one aim, namely to sell religion to modern
man [sic]an unenviable task if ever there was one. It is only right for
vendors to wrap their merchandise so as to make it attractive for the
buyerin this case, to make these religions as compatible as possible with
the political and scientific ideas and institutions of modern Western nations
(166).

The same can be said about the pathology of 'race' in education. By making its

infected merchandise, called 'knowledge,' attractive to its buyers, and then rewarding them

with degree(s) once this pathological knowledge has been attained, the buyers then think

of themselves as, ironically, (un)equal to all others. According to Thomas and Sillen, "it

is true that certain social [and educational] values can feed and reinforce pathological trends

in an individual" (114). Thomas and Sillen, quoting from J. P. Corner's article, "White

Racism: Its Root, Form, and Function" (1969) state: "A given society may promote and

reward racism to enable members of the group in control to obtain a sense of personal

adequacy and security at the expense of the group with less control" (114). Further, as Dr.

Joel Kovel of the Albert Einstein College of Medicine states in his book White Racism: A

Psychohistory (1970), racism is both "a set of beliefs whose structure arises from the
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deepest levels of our lives" and "the product of the historical unfolding of Western culture"

(qtd. in Thomas and Sillen 119). This is precisely how "race" as a pathology functions

within institutions of higher education.

The So-Called Origin of 'Race Pathology'

`Race' pathology is thought to have been born in Greece around 407 B. C. During

this time, Plato established the Academy, the first school of 'higher education' near Athens

(Republic 16, 304). According to H. D. P. Lee, the translator of Plato's Republic, "Plato

was the first person to formulate what we should to-day call a university course . . . and the

academy . . . was the first University in Europe" (32). In addition, most of us in Western

society are all too familiar with Plato's moving account of the last days and death of

Socrates, his teacher, whom he dialogues with in the Republic. We have more than likely

been taught about how Socrates believed in Virtue and Good as universal ideas that make

for the capability of ruling a just state. Because a large part of the Republic is about

education, we have learned how Plato touched upon virtually every problem that has

occupied subsequent philosophers, and that his beliefs have been the most influential in the

history of Western civilization. But, I would dare add, very few of us have been presented

with his argument about the worker.

According to Montagu in his book Man's Most Dangerous Myth: The Fallacy of

Race, "Plato had deliberately proposed a piece of disingenuous fiction concerning the innate

differences existing between men, calculated to convince the workers that there were people

who by nature were better qualified to rule than they" (17). Plato cautiously floated the

proposal in the Republic that people at the bottom are constructed with intrinsically inferior

material (poor brains, bad genes, or whatever), according to Gould (31). Plato even

proposed in the Republic that in choosing "our Rulers . . . we should prefer the steadiest
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and bravest and, so far as possible, the best-looking" (304). Who, I might ask, will

determine that which constitutes "looks?" Could "looks," along with steadiness and

bravery, be equated with what we now call 'race'? Could his first emphasis, "intellectual

virtues," when picking "Rulers," have anything to do with how 'race' intelligence is

determined today?

In the same vein, Aristotle,' who studied under Plato, also opened his own school

of 'higher education' in the Athenian Lyceum, where he taught treatises on logic,

metaphysics, Nicomachean and Eudemian ethics, politics, rhetoric and works on biology

and physics. In point of fact, Aristotelian philosophy is considered the basis of all Western

thinking. It is generally known and understood that he taught that knowledge of a thing

requires an inquiry into causality and that the "final cause"--the purpose or function of the

thing--is primary. However Aristotle, according to Montagu, also came up with a theory

to justify the existence of slavery, which followed and supports Plato's pronouncements

from the Republic concerning innate differences. Aristotle argued in the Politics that "the

slave was but a partial man, lacking the governing element of the soul and therefore needed

to be ruled by those possessing this element. In short, that some men were more fitted by

nature to be slaves than others" (Montagu16-17).

Now I am not suggesting that either of these two men is speaking to the subject of

`race.' More to the point, these two men have constructed an artificial hierarchical system,

which coincidentally, resembles the oppressors' hierarchical position concerning 'race.' But

what makes Plato and Aristotle's idea of 'innate differences' so intriguing is how it mirrors

the oppressors' past and present pathological belief in 'race.'

Montagu, in quoting Diller et al.2 asserts that, "The Greeks, as also the Romans,

were singularly free of anything resembling race prejudice" (18). And yet, according to

Thomas and Sullen, the Roman orator Marcus Tullius Cicero (106 B.C.-43 B.C.) considered

the greatest Roman orator, who was influenced by both Plato and Aristotle, advised a friend
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two thousand years ago: "Do not obtain your slaves from Britain because they are so

stupid, and so utterly incapable of being taught" (23). Setting 'race' aside, for an origin has

yet to be discovered, I contend that Plato and Aristotle, through their polemics, helped to

plant a pathological seed that clearly stated that there are those who are naturally endowed

with intelligence and leadership over another. To simply say, as Diller et al. have written,

that 'race' did not fit into the Greek or Roman hierarchical system, is patently false, based

on Cicero's comment. For if one's status is defined as innately different and only partially

human without the brains to be taught, might we infer that this is the essence of 'race' as

we know it in the Western World? We know that there were slaves in both the Greek and

Roman society that had few or no rights. We are also aware, as pointed out in the

introduction to the Republic, that there was a group called the `metic,' residents who

because they had been born elsewhere, did not qualify for citizenship (22). Might we say

that the classifying and categorizing of groups, as was done in ancient Greece, bears a

strong resemblance to how groups are classified and categorized today?

Montagu, however, supports Diller et al.'s contention that the Greeks and the

Romans were free of anything resembling race prejudice, and continues by saying, "A study

of the cultures and literatures of mankind (sic) both ancient and recent, shows us that the

conception that there are natural or biological races of mankind (sic) which differ from one

another mentally as well as physically is an idea which was not developed until the latter

part of the eighteenth century" (18). However, 1 am again left with the question, if 'race,'

as a classification, was not used specifically, could not another word or concept have been

used, such as one's status as slave or `metics'? It is commonly known that the Greeks and

the Romans enslaved those from different geographical or hemispheric locations. In

addition, the literature of the period often refers to those who are alien to the community

in terms of their location. Thomas and Sillen added that a thousand years after Cicero's

advice to a friend, the Moorish savant Said of Toledo observed: "Races north of the
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Pyrenees are of cold temperament and never reach maturity; they are of great stature and

of a white color. But they lack all sharpness of wit and penetration" (23). Based on this

one statement, can one not assume then that location, and maybe even color, might well

have been a factor during the age of both the Greek and Roman?

Moreover, is Montagu's claim concerning the idea that races of mankind were not

developed until the latter part of the eighteenth century based solely on how 'race' is

defined presently? For example, it is a known fact that Aristotle's hierarchical categorization

and classification, according to Charles Smith in his book Styles and Structure, fits into the

ever-changing and complexly interrelated picture of reality that our modern study of the

universe seems to suggest (186). Aristotelian structure was so rigidly fixed by class, that

when any given assertion was to be made, it would have to be supported by his logically

constructed argument called syllogism which forms the core of Western educational

thought. In addition, Smith tells us that Aristotle specifically warned against the use of

tautology and metaphors that he thought pernicious in defining (186). Yet, if something

is [rigidly] defined, as was the slave in Aristotle's Politics, for example, and his

characteristics are used to assert how "some men were more fitted by nature to be slaves

than others," does this not become a tautology that can be used to rationalize definitions

based on the servant/server paradigm? Does this not give way to simply saying that a slave

is a slave?

Education in Western society requires that we read the polemics of Greek and Roman

scholars and philosophers so that by the time we reach college, we are expected to apply

their theories to any assertion or arguments that we might make. In point of fact, most of

our supporting evidence comes from the 17th Century word "empiricism"(a priori truths,

e.g., principles of mathematics and logic), which can be interpreted as coming directly from

the Greek's theory of logic. Therefore, it should come as no surprise when I say that the

Western hierarchical (from the Greek hierarkhia or rule of a high priest) system of
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classification, along with the words "hegemony" (from the Greek words hegemon, which

means leader or hegeisthai, to lead), meshes "nicely" with the word "hermeneutics" (from

the Greek hermeneutikos, or to interpret). These words may help

to put into perspective another way to understand how, lexically, these words have come

to dominate the thinking of the oppressors' need to mirror the Greek's idea of superiority

with their own. For example, insofar as hegemony is a "struggle in which the powerful win

the consent" and unknowing participation of those who are oppressed, this "battle for

domination" is fought at the level of cultural forms, the social construction of

identity/subjectivity, and the mobilization (or elimination) of desire (King 178). The word

hegemony, as well as the others that I mentioned, are some of the main lexical building

blocks that have helped to make up 'race' pathology. This pathological belief system has

enabled those who have been infected to control, define, classify, and interpret the lives of

the Other. It has, for example, helped to explain just who the Aristotelian "partial" person

is and who is "hierarchically" in charge. Moreover, these pathological words make clear

who the leaders will be within its hegemonic paradigm along with who will hermeneutically

assess all theories, past or present, that educators in higher education are expected to accept

and teach. Because of this, we have been left with these words that have, in my opinion,

produced draconian models of human classifications. This is the crux of 'race pathology'.

Although scholars, according to Montagu, continue to argue over whether 'race'

and Hellenism,' a belief in a spirit (17), had anything to do with each other, this is no longer

a question for me. What I am suggesting is that this "spirit" has developed into a

`pathogenic seed' that has been used in higher education and cannot be separated or

extracted from its curriculum.

Due to the educational practice of legitimizing certain Greek and Roman theories,

it should not be surprising to find that the idea of the worker/slave pathology, as presented

by Plato and Aristotle, continues to influence theorists throughout the pre- to post-modern
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period. For example, Carolus Linnaeus, it has been argued (Montagu, 1974, Gould 1981,

Dubow 1995), used a belief that could easily be attributed to Plato, Aristotle and Cicero.

Most students know Linnaeus as the first to classify plants and flora. He is also known as

the 'father of taxonomy.' What is not widely known is that he attached a series of

`pathological' characterizations when he classified man in his book, Systema Naturae in

1758. Although he did not refer to 'race' when he made these four classifications--

European Man, Asiatic Man, African Man, and American Man--he did conclude that, for

example, the European man was ingenious, inventive, and governed by law. On the other

hand, the African Man was characterized as crafty, lazy, careless, and governed by the

arbitrary will of their masters (Montagu 55). These characterizations set a precedent and

are thought to be the origin of 'race' (Gould 35, Dubow 25-6, Montagu 54-5). Yet, again

we are absurdly told that 'race' was not referenced. Gould, on the other hand, argues that

Linnaeus gave us the first formal definition of human races in modern taxonomic terms by

mixing character with anatomy (35). 1 might add, who amongst us today would not

recognize Linnaeus' characterizations as being embedded into our entire understanding of

how 'race' is defined?

Once Linnaeus' pathological categories were defined and accepted, European

scholar/theorists became infected and carried Linnaeus' pathogen into their educational

centers where it metastasized and spread rapidly. According to Stephen J. Gould, even

highly- respected white leaders of Western nations did not question the propriety of racial

ranking during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In this context, the pervasive assent

given by scientists to conventional rankings arose from shared social belief, not from

objective data gathered to test an open question (35). It became, if you will, merely a

shared social disease that, although questioned, was no longer analyzed closely.

Gould tells us that "George Cuvier, widely hailed in France as [ironically] the

Aristotle of his age, and founder of geology, paleontology, and modern comparative
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anatomy, referred to native Africans as the most degraded of human races, whose form

approaches that of the beast and whose intelligence is nowhere great enough to arrive at

regular government" (35-36). Culvier, along with many other of his generation, continued

to catch and spread this pathogen while referencing the native Africans. For example,

according to Gould, "Charles Lyell, the conventional founder ofmodern geology, referred

to the Bushman as having a brain like the monkey (36). Charles Darwin, the 'father of

evolution' (whom Gould describes as being a kindly liberal and passionate abolitionist),

wrote "about a future time when the gap between human and ape will increase by the

anticipated extinction of such intermediates as chimpanzees and Hottentots" (36). Each of

them, along with their students and followers, continued to spread these pathological

principles of 'race' superiority. Their pathologically impaired judgment, due to their

`infection,' went unnoticed, along with a number of other symptomatic 'delusions' that can

only be attributed to this pathogen.

Paradoxically, these so-called "highly respected white leaders" (Gould 35) exhibited

one of the many physical symptoms of this pathogen, which became the precursor to what

I referred to earlier as "color-blindness." This undetectable myopic condition can best be

described by the way that these `fathers,' founders' and 'leaders' described the Africans.

These 'fathers' concluded that they saw the Africans as having similar characteristics to the

monkey, but seemed not to notice how closely their own characteristics resembled the

monkey. Their myopic 'impairment' caused them to observe the lips of the chimpanzee or

the orangutan as thick like the African, when in fact they are thin like their own (Gould 86).

In addition, had they not been blinded by this pathogen, they would have avoided the error

of comparing the straightness of the monkey's hair with that of the African's curly hair and

would have also noticed that the skin of the monkey is light and not dark. Caution must be

taken, however, not to assume that I am making the same comparisons that these "white
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leaders" have suggested. I am simply pointing out how this pathogen can so easily be

applied.

Other European theorists, like J. F. Blumenback, the "father of physical

anthropology, also suffered from this myopia. Blumenback, for example, wrote about how

climate distinguished the African from the European [suggesting, I suspect,that beauty, after

the 'tan' goes away, is only skin deep] (Gould 1981, Dubow 1996). He, like his

predecessors, also had no doubt about the fact that white people set the standards from

which all other races must be viewed as deviating departures. He said, "The Caucasian

must, on every physiological principle, be considered as the primary" (qtd. by Gould 36-7).

By now, one should be able to recognize that this pathogen has become an endemic

part of the Western intelligentsia. These early pathological theories became within the

oppressors' institutional curriculum an uncontrollable malignant growth, which started to

take on a life of its own. Although the pathology started out as a simple belief in innate

differences, as time passed, it mutated into the areas of taxonomy, geology, paleontology,

anatomy, anthropology, and philosophy, to name a few. The Others, such as Africans and

their descendants, who are unlike the pathological labelers, are defined as "less than." By

the time this pathogen arrived in the North American colonies, it mutated again into a

peculiar American 'racial' strain.

The Seventeenth to the Nineteenth Century:
Race Pathology in the New World

This peculiar mutation, called 'race,' is genetically related to the European

pathogenic strain. Some would have us believe that it came about due to a sudden social

and philosophical change in society brought on by the introduction of the African slave.

Others would argue that it had nothing to do with slavery at all. Alden Vaughan, in his

book, Roots of American Racism, along with several other historians that he mentions (
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Deg ler, Jordan, Fredrickson, Hand lins), support the idea that race and racism arose in

response to slavery (160). Robert Blauner, in his book Racial Oppression in America, and

others (Fanon, Thomas and Si nen) took the position that it was the profound consequences

of colonialism that created races and racism through "[the] weakening . . . of other human

distinctions" (115). Those who support Blauner's position blame it on colonialism and insist

that Western colonialism brought into existence the present-day patterns of racial

stratification by saying that "in the United States . . . it was a colonial experience that

generated the lineup of . . . racial division" (12).

The irony surrounding the origin of this mutating pathogen is that it did not strike

everyone all at once, for this was the so-called 'Age of Enlightenment,' and Europeans were

slowly adjusting the pathological position of superiority over all others. However, there

were Europeans, such as Voltaire, who, infected early on by this mutation, declared, after

examining a 'white girl' born of black parents [an albino mutant if you will], that he had

discovered a new race of men, although few people agreed (Jordan 251). Voltaire was not

alone. Others in Europe who saw these white black men became aroused, with interests

ranging all the way from scientific speculation to side-show curiosity, according to Jordan.

"Reports from America on white or spotted Negroes quickly found their way to Europe,

sometimes followed by the living evidence" (250-1). Although this 'race' pathogen mutated

much more slowly in Europe, it became virulent in the American colonies because of the

introduction of the African Slave. This mutation caused men like Benjamin Franklin and

Thomas Jefferson to echo some of the earlier Greek beliefs, albeit with a twist. Using

hermeneutic skills based on the infectious nature of this pathogen over generations, they

declared that the African was not only different innately, but inferior to all whites (Gould

1981, Jordan 1973, Montegu 1974).

Throughout the 18th Century many were struck by this infectious mutation in the

colonies. One of the most peculiar effects that this mutation had was on a physician by the
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name of Dr. Benjamin Rush (1797). Known as the 'father of American psychiatry' and one

of the original signers of the Declaration of Independence, Rush, according to Szasz,

theorized that the color of the African's skin was a congenital disease derived from leprosy

called "Negritude." It was Rush's belief that over time, the Africans would lose their dark

diseased pigment and would turn white, thus becoming cured, and presumably human. He

based this on an African, named Henry Moss, who had a hereditary disease we now know

as vitiligo.4 Moss's progressive loss of skin pigmentation was, for Rush, empirical evidence

that "the norm for the color of a healthy member of the human species was white."'

Rush's contemporaries, on the other hand, found his pronouncement to be too

liberal, for it did not support, according to Szasz, the justification for the enslavement of

the black if in fact they were white men in black face. Rush also did not base his findings

on church Scripture, which was the educational institution in the colonies. To make any

pronouncement that was not in keeping with Scripture was wrongheaded. It had to be

understood that in order to retain a rational semblance of a social order within the

institution of slavery, any interpretation of 'race' must come into line with Scripture. As

Jordan asserts, these apparently divergent admonitions were not new to America or to

Christianity; however, the church has had to profoundly grapple with this revolutionary

implication within its doctrine while rationalizing the equality of souls with the inequality

of people (363). Therefore, Rush eventually aligned his theory with the church.

As mentioned earlier, the church was not only for the salvation of the soul, it was

the educational center for the colonies. Although the European pathogen had already

spread through the church, it had not yet started to mutate. Thus, it saw the African as one

who was innately different in reference to color, but not as a new species as some were

speculating that they might be in the area of science. The church taught that under

scriptural authority at that time, God had invoked the curse on Ham (Cham) upon his son

Canaan and all their descendants, according to Jordan, to account for the color of Africans.
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The story of Ham's curse, as Jordan reminds us, became relatively common in the

seventeenth century and was utilized almost entirely as an explanation of color (17-19).

Thomas and Sillen, in their book Racism and Psychiatry, support this claim and add that in

Genesis, "Noah was so enraged at his son Ham for beholding him naked that he thundered

a curse dooming all the descendants of Ham to be the servants of servants. This passage

was interpreted with the customary latitude by plantation owners who identified their slaves

with the doomed tribe of Ham, thus providing unassailable biblical support for the thesis

that blacks are inherently subordinate creatures" (1-2).

Although the mutant European pathogen seemed to remain dormant for awhile,

Benjamin Rush, this time aligning himself with the church, stated, according to Szasz, that

"it was not God but nature that marked the black man. His blackness, he said, is a sign, not

of his "congenital sin," but of his "congenital illness" (156-57). The very term nature, along

with its corollary, 'natural,' according to Jordan, made it so that God was depersonalized

and made into the Author of Nature (294). This time the church did not find Rush's

position out of line and went so far as to rationalize his position when it came to its sermons

that, when addressed to the slave, asserted that the African was equal before God, yet

unequal on earth (Jordan 363).

Now that science was in keeping with the monogenetic belief in the traditional

biblical account of the common descent from Adam and Eve, it branched off into its own

institutions of higher education to further spread this mutated pathogen. Although

education was originally church based in the colonies, it was now able to integrate and

interpret this pathology at will. As is well known, numerous colleges were founded in the

17th and 18th Centuries to train young men for the ministry: Harvard (1636), William and

Mary (1693), Yale (1701), Princeton (1746), and Columbia (1754). To deal with the

notion of God and nature within these confines, Jordan tells us that "some became caught

up in a round of thought which imbued mankind with the spark of divinity by a circular
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process of naturalizing God, deifying Nature, and naturalizing man, a process which

brought heavenly equality to earth, literally" (363). It was not until this pathogen mutated

once again into what came to be called biological determinism, that the church and science

once again clashed.

The Eighteenth to the Nineteenth Century: The
Legacy and Impact of Plato's Innate
Differences on Biological
Determination

Stephen J. Gould, in his book The Mismeasure of Man, tells us that biological

determinism is a scientific version of Plato's tale (20). By referencing Plato, Gould argues

that the doctrine of innate differences based on one's role, as stated earlier, suggests that

there are people who are better qualified to rule than others. He goes on to say that the

principal theme of biological determinism is that worth can be assigned to individuals and

groups by measuring intelligence as a single quantity. He cites two major sources of data

to support this theme: craniometry (or measurement of the skull) and certain styles of

psychological testing (20).

Innate differences, Plato's pathological concept, once again mutated and is now

called 'biological determinism.' As witnessed in the last section, in order for this mutation

and those infected by it to survive, it must be in conformance with the church.

Philosophically, biological determinism holds to the belief of polygenesis,6 and has moved

away from the church's monogenetic paradigm. Dubow, in his book Scientific Racism in

Modern South Africa tells us, "So entrenched was this [religious] paradigm that the dissent-

claims of polygenists, particularly in America, tended to remain marginalized or covert until

well into the nineteenth century" (28). According to Gould, the polygenists abandoned

scripture as allegorical and held that human races were separate biological species, or the

descendants of different Adams. Specifically, the polygenists were referring to Blacks as
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being another form of life who were not the "equal of man." (39). Polygenists, such as

David Hume, known as a skeptic who repudiated the possibility of certain knowledge,

advocated both the separate creation and innate inferiority of nonwhite races. He said, "I

am apt to suspect the negroes and in general all the other species (for there are four or five

different kinds) to be naturally inferior to the whites" (qtd. by Gould 40).

Polygeny at this time was an unexpected mutation of this pathogen. American

theorists saw its doctrine as a way of separating from both church doctrine and European

theorists. Gould tells us that the European antecedents were very much a part of their

theoretical doctrine, although it did act as an important agent in this transformation of what

the Europeans referred to as the "American school" of anthropology (42). Gould

concentrates on two of the most famous advocates of polygenyAgassiz, the theorist, and

Morton, the data analyst.

This new mutation showed itself to be far more virulent than its predecessor. For

example, when Louis Agassiz (1807-1873) came to America to advocate the doctrine of

human unity, which had won him his reputation in Europe, he was immediately hired as a

professor at Harvard and became the leading spokesman for polygeny (Gould 43). Agassiz,

upon coming to this country, and seeing a black person, according to Gould, experienced

a pronounced visceral revulsion (44). He rationalized his position concerning blacks as

being a separate species by referring to Adam as being the origin of Caucasians. Agassiz

concluded that education, according to Gould, must be tailored to innate ability; train blacks

in hand work, whites in mind work (47).

The virulence of this new mutation caused many of the followers of Agassiz to

believe and teach that blacks should be denied social equality. He said, "No man has a right

to what he is unfit to use. . . . Let us beware of granting too much to the negro race in the

beginning, lest it become necessary to recall violently some ofthe privileges which they may

use to our detriment and their own injury" (qtd. by Gould 48). Although, as Gould tells us,
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Agassiz's world collapsed during the last decade of his life, the result of his students'

rebelling, he remained a hero to the public . . . and his social preferences for racial

segregation prevailed (50).

Aside from Agassiz, several other icons in higher education became infected with

this new malignant strain, such as Oliver Wendell Holmes, Alexander von Humboldt and

Ralph Waldo Emerson. However, like Agassiz, their position on 'race' is seldom heard

within the academy, even though it was their pronouncements that changed how the African

American was to be looked upon by future generations. One who did stand out more than

the rest on the subject of 'race', however, was Samuel George Morton, who was credited

with showing how the size of the crania is related to one's intelligence. It is Morton's

theories that history has concentrated on in the comparative study of the human crania.

Morton's pathological symptoms were so extreme that they drove him to collect

more than one thousand human skulls in order to establish objectively that the size of the

skull determined a ranking of the 'races' superiority. According to Gould, Morton

hypothesized that a ranking of races could be established objectively by looking at physical

characteristics of the brain, particularly its size (51). Morton, who held two medical

degreesone from Edinburghwas undoubtedly influenced in favor of this"head-measuring

craze" by the inventor of the popular 'mental science' of phrenology, Franz Joseph Gall,

according to Dubow. Phrenology was based on the theory that particular mental faculties

were located in discrete portions of the brain and that the character of individuals could be

interpreted by studying the external contours of their heads (29). Morton went one step

further by going directly inside the head.

Although other Europeans, such as Anders Retzius,7 Pieter Camper,' and Paul

Broca9 extensively used the earlier European "craze" of measuring cranial or cephalic

indexes (Dubow 29), Morton took a special interest in racial ranking. Morton's most

famous published work was Crania Americana (1839), which contributed greatly to the
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American polygeny debates about racial ranking. Morton, as a polygenist, although a

conventionally devout Christian, according to Gould, "nevertheless believed that both

science and religion would be aided if untrained parsons kept their noses out of scientific

issues and stopped proferring the Bible as a document to settle debates in natural history"

(70). This argument between the monogenists and the polygenists was not resolved until

after Morton's death, when the polygenists finally admitted that there was a common

ancestor in the "prehistoric mists." This was based on the belief that races had been separate

long enough as "to evolve major inherited differences in talent and intelligence" (Gould 73).

Although Morton's pathological theory was repeatedly reprinted as irrefutable

"hard" data on the mental worth of human races, it is interesting to note that Gould, upon

reanalyzing Morton's data in 1977, stated "bluntly" that Morton's summaries are a

"patchwork of fudging and finagling in the clear interest of controlling a priori convictions."

Gould goes on to say that the most intriguing aspect of researching Morton's data is that

he could find no evidence of conscious fraud; indeed, had Morton been a conscious fudger,

according to Gould, he would not have published his data so openly (54). What concerns

me about Gould's statement is that it indicates that this pathogen has now made its host,

such as Morton, incapable of seeing their own error. Even more frightening is the fact that

it took over one hundred years before Morton's data were analyzed, suggesting that within

that time period, many more unsuspecting students and professors became victims. The

insidiousness of this pathogen made it so that the allure of numbers, and the faith that

rigorous measurement could guarantee irrefutable precision, became the basis of all

scientific constructs to this day. Gould tells us that when Morton died in 1851, the New

York Tribune wrote "probably no scientific man in America enjoyed a higher reputation

among scholars throughout the world, than Dr. Morton" (51).

If Gould's assumption is correct about Morton not being conscious of his fraudulent

measurements, 'race' ceased to be speculated upon and became a visible object that could
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be defined and manipulated as the oppressors saw fit. Based on Morton's "irrefutable

confirmation," he gave visibility to 'race' in the form of numbers. Gould argues that at this

point in history, evolution and quantification formed an unholy alliance. He states that "by

the end of Darwin's century, standardized procedures and a developing body of statistical

knowledge had generated a deluge of more truthworthy numerical data" (74). Gould

charged that this helped to create the first powerful theory of what is now called "scientific"

racism (74). 'Race' then, can no longer be thought about as "theoretical." The concept of

`race' simply is.

The Nineteenth to the Twentieth Century:
The Eugenic Transformation of Race

Now that biological determinism has helped force the earlier 'race' pathogen into

a kind of remission through quantification (by making African Americans measurable

subjects), a new pathological door was opened called "scientific racism" or "eugenics."

Montagu tells us that "throughout the nineteenth century and well into the twentieth there

was not a single scientist who did not fully subscribe to the concept of 'race' " (53).

Science, according to Mosse, by the 19th century was used to justify the existence of 'race'

through the use of numbers. As a way of putting their pathological past into a better light,

scientific educators such as James Hunt (1833-1869), the founding president of the

American Anthropological Society, Mosse revealed, simply said that all so-called prejudices

must be rejected and race must be equated with "good reliable facts" (70). Put another

way, Montagu tells us that:

Most anthropologists took completely for granted the one thing which
required to be proved, namely, that the concept of 'race' corresponds with
a reality which can actually be measured and verified and descriptively set
out so that it can be seen to be a factin short, that the anthropological
conception of 'race' is true, which states that in nature there exist groups of
human beings comprised of individuals each of whom possesses a certain
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aggregate of characters which individually and collectively serve to
distinguish them from the individuals in all other groups (57).

This called for no mixing of the 'races.' Hunt exhorted to the Anthropological

Society that to "apply our science," men must work against racial mixing and for the natural

selection of a ruling class. (Could this be shades of Plato's belief in innate differences?) His

statement helps us to understand this new pathological mutation, called eugenics, in terms

of its ancient past. For example, Plato believed that criminals who married above their

"station" are likely to produce a mean and misbegotten child (Republic 257).

The pathological eugenicists believed that eugenics must be practiced on behalf of

the superior race, to keep it from degeneration, and that meant the elimination of the unfit

(Mosse 87). Eugenicists, as a group, according to Montagu, are people who "believe that

the human race . . . is rapidly decaying and that, if the race is to be made safe for the future,

steps must be taken to eliminate the undesirable decay-producing elements and to bring

about a general improvement in man's (sic) physical and mental structure by selective

breeding. . . . Simply put, eugenics means good breeding" (235).

In Europe during the early part of the nineteenth century, the subject of race was

being lectured upon in both academia and in public. People would hear scientists, like the

famous Scottish anatomist Robert Knox (1798-1862), say things like, "Race is everything

[and that] civilization depends on it" (qtd. by Mosse 67). Like many of Knox's

contemporaries, they would reference the Greeks as being models of the perfect type (68).

The Swiss botanist, Alphonse de Candolle (1806-1893), and his pupil Comte Georges

Vacher de Lapouge, for example, believed that among the Greeks, the Spartans were the

purest, a race of heroes endowed with iron will but also with moral virtue and intellectual

ability. Lapouge referred to their skull measurements and said that their long narrow skulls,

dolichocephalic [Greek meaning dolikhos, long plus cephalic] and blond coloring were

evidence of their superior nature (59). Plato, not so ironically, made the same assertion
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when referring to the Spartans. More importantly, a close reading of the Republic reveals

his constant references to the perfect character. As mentioned earlier, Plato stated that they

must be the "best looking."

Moreover, Plato believed that they must have a natural aptitude for education and

a "natural advantage" by saying, "unlike whole crowd[s] of squatters [who] leave the

meaner trades, at which they have acquired a considerable degree of skill, and rush into

philosophy, like a crowd of criminals taking refuge in a temple" (261).

Earlier, Plato states that "For philosophy, abused as it is, still retains a far higher

reputation than other occupations, a reputation which these stunted natures covet, their

minds being as cramped and crushed by their mechanical lives as their bodies are deformed

by manual trades" (257).

Is it any wonder that the theorists during part of the 19th and 20th centuries could

have easily interpreted the squatters as being those who are considered less than and

education as that which is to be preserved for those who fit the ideal type? Plato's

pronouncements weigh in heavily when speaking about the subject of eugenics and its

effects on higher education.

Charles Darwin's ideas of "natural selection" and "survival of the fittest" (coined

by Spencer) led to the founding of racial eugenics according to Mosse (72). Darwin

eventually substituted the phrase "favoured races" for "survival of the fittest" and defined

the measure of successful survival by the number ofprogeny that animals could produce.

"Such a scientific hypothesis when applied to men," according to Mosse, "could be taken

to mean that fertility determined racial survival" (72). This led Sir Francis Galton in 1883

to coin the name 'eugenics' and write about ways of improving the racial 'stocks' (Dubow

121).

Theoretically, Galton, a cousin of Darwin, derived this eugenics concept from

Gregor Mendel's work on genetics which helped to conceptualize how dominant and
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recessive genes revealed how specific traits could reappear in successive generations

(Dubow 122). Although Mendel and his followers viewed genes and chromosomes as

discrete units, the biometrical (statistical study of biological phenomena) school of Galton

and his followers sought instead to explain evolution through statistical means and

conceived of evolutionary change as a gradual, incremental process. They were committed

to a rival theory of inheritance. In higher education, it had become an irrefutable science

that "proved" what had always been subjectively speculated "that differences between

individuals, nations or races were innate and unalterable" (Dubow 123). If this sounds like

the echoing of both Plato and Aristotle's earlier rationale, it is important to understand that

`eugenics' incorporated, as a part of its theoretical paradigm, all of the pathogenic agents

that have been mentioned earlier.

Galton, whom Gould refers to as the "apostle of quantification" and the "pioneer

of modern statistics," saw everything as being measurable (75-76). Gould tells us that

"Galton's major work on the inheritance of intelligence (Hereditary Genius, 1869) included

anthropometry (study of human body measurement for use in anthropological classification

and comparison) among its criteria, but his interest in measuring skulls and bodies peaked

later when he established a laboratory at the International Exposition of 1884 . . . where for

threepence, people moved through his assembly line of tests and measures, and received his

assessment" (76). His racial attitudes were affected when, as an explorer in South West

Africa (Namibia) between 1850 and 1852, he concluded that even when a white traveler

met with a black chief, it was seldom that he would feel less a man than he (Dubow,15,

Gould, 76, Montagu 236). Indeed, early in his career, Galton's account of his experiences

among the Damara of South Africa wrote that while comparing the mental traits of the

Damara with his dog "The comparison reflected no great honour on the man" (qtd. by

Montagu 236). Galton concluded, according to Dubow, that by and large, the birth rate of

the unfit should be checked and that of the fit encouraged through early marriage (74).
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By now, Darwin's theory of natural selection, along with Herbert Spencer, were the

most obvious influences on Galton's theory which helped to provide a convenient rationale

for the colonial subjugation of non-Europeans (Dubow 121). Although students in higher

education are rarely if ever told that Galton was a 'race' theorist, it is not hard to glean,

based on the order of the day, where his sentiments lie. Students are taught that Galton

primarily presented evidence that talent is a naturally inheritable characteristic. However,

others have told a different story. In an article called, "The Politics of Genetic Engineering:

Who Decides Who's Defective," Ausubel, et al. stated that Galton "had produced

quantitative 'proof' of the hereditary inferiority of Negro intelligence, and defined eugenics

as 'giving the more suitable races or strains of blood . . . a better chance of prevailing

speedily over the less suitable" (40). Montagu tells us that Galton was convinced of the

existence of 'higher' and `lower,' `superior' and `inferior,' races,' and that Galton

considered it a desirable thing that the `superior' races' should prevail over the 'inferior'

`races,' and that as speedily as possible. Thus, Montagu concludes, the eugenic movement

from the outset was the doctrine of racism (235-36).

Eugenics, as this pathogen is now called, enjoyed a boom in higher education. It

must be kept in mind, however, that those being taught this new theory were not African

Americans in higher education. Barriers had already been set in place after reconstruction

so that African American could not get as much as a primary level education. According

to Fischer et al.: "Outside of a few major cities, high school education was, for all practical

purposes, unavailable to black youth in the early years of the twentieth century. In 1911,

for example, Atlanta had no high school for black students; in 1930 about one-third of

counties in the South had no four-year high schools for blacks. The dismantling of black

education was especially devastating in those regions with the greatest concentration of

blacks" (179). On the other hand, according to Dubow, Britain's eugenics was represented

institutionally by the Eugenics Education Society, established in 1907-8, as well as the
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Eugenics Laboratory at London University created by Francis Galton and directed by Karl

Pearson. The German Society for Race Hygiene (1905) and the American eugenics,

pioneered by Charles Davenport at Cold Spring Harbor (1904), along with the Eugenics

Society of France (1912), gathered a momentum that brought on the enthusiasm of highly

regarded scientists and intellectuals internationally (124). According to Mosse, eugenics

societies were formed to spread knowledge of the laws of heredity in order to improve the

race (75). Ausubel goes on to tell us that the leading U.S. eugenicists and educators of the

period--Charles B. Davenport, William E. Castle, Edwin G. Conklin, Herbert S. Jennings,

Thomas H. Morgan were all respected members of the National Academy of Sciences and

held prestigious positions in elite Eastern universities. Eugenics courses sprang up at

dozens of colleges. International congresses of eugenics were held in New York and

London. A number of scholarly journals printed the latest eugenic theories and proposals

(40). As an academic theory, the eugenicists, according to Ausubel, began to exert political

pressure for laws designed to preserve and upgrade the purity of the country's genetic

stock.

As this new 'race' pathogen, called eugenics, moved into the twentieth century, it

carried with it the heritage of the nineteenth century which was expressed in two ways: the

subjective idea of 'race' and the "scientific and academic respectability for racial

classification" (Mosse 76). This, Mosse tells us, was the mainstream of racism: the fusion

of anthropology, eugenics, and social thought. These traditional concepts were now linked

to Darwinism, and so led to a racist preoccupation with heredity and eugenics as vital for

the survival of the fittest (76). To put it another way, racial hygiene, or the cleansing of the

`race,' had to be put into place.

Mosse tells us that the demands for racial hygiene went so far as to call for the

sterilization of the unfit, but more normally appealed for voluntary abstinence from mating

by those who had a history of congenital sickness. He goes on to say that "In Europe, men
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like Arnold Dodel, a botanist at the University of Zurich, and Alfred Ploetz, the principal

founder of racial biology in Germany, emphasized at the turn of the century that the

Germanic race was the chief culture-bearing race in the world. Their beliefs as well as

others helped to bring about the attempted genocide of the Jews" (Mosse 80). Ploetz, who

headed up the Society for Racial Hygiene, never mentioned 'race' in its statutes of 1904 or

1922, making it easy for the English equivalent to his society, the Galton's Eugenics

Education Society, to gear up their program to eliminate those that were thought to be

members of inferior races (81). Their educational practices were so convincing, that in the

United States, "between 1907 and 1930, 30 states passed sterilization laws under which

nearly 20,000 people were sterilized" (Ausubel 40). According to Thomas and Sillen "state

after state adopted sterilization laws which were often used selectively against blacks. .

As a committee of the American Neurological Association reported in 1935, "the avowed

purpose of sterilization invariably starts out by being a genetic one, it often ends up

becoming a social one" (43). According to Mosse, "By the time of Galton's death in 1911,

journals concerned with eugenics had been established in many European nations. Societies

such as the Station for Experimental Evolution in 1904 and the Eugenics Record Office in

1910 at Cold Spring Harbor, on Long Island, were started in the United States backed by

the Carnegie and Harriman families. J. H. Kellogg provided the financial and ideological

force behind the Race Betterment Foundation, established in 1913, in Battle Creek,

Michigan. The doctrine of heredity as applied to a race had attained scientific respectability

and had entered the universities" (75).

One of the more interesting, yet well kept "secrets" in education, particularly in the

area of psychology, was the position of the famous European psychiatrist, Carl Gustav

Jung, on the subject of race and, in particular, eugenics at this time. According to Thomas

and Sillen, Jung fancied himself an expert on blacks and upon one of his visits to America
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examined some black patients in a mental hospital. He claimed to have discovered, as many

of his American contemporaries stereotypically echoed, that:

The black 'primitiveness' has infected American behavior in general. .

What is more contagious than to live side by side with a rather primitive
people? [Jung explained at the Second Psychoanalytic Congress in
1910] Living together with barbaric races exerts a suggestive effect on the
laboriously tamed instinct of the white race and tends to pull it down (14).

Richard Noll, a clinical psychologist and lecturer at Harvard University,

provocatively wrote in his book, The Aryan Christ: The Secret Life of Carl Jung (1997),

that Jung was a believer in the pure prototypical Aryan males and females who could

produce progressively superior progeny (119) and that, not surprisingly, Jung's feelings

came out of his classical education in Greek and Latin, which played a significant role in his

beliefs (110).'

Looking back on the 19th and 20th Centuries, with its quantified concept of 'race'

called "scientific racism" or eugenics, may help us to understand how this pathogen has led

into another metabolized growththe theory of the intelligence quotient or 1Q.

The Twentieth to the Twenty-First Century:
The Theory of IO and Its Impact
on Higher Education

As time passed, the eugenic pathogen began to metabolize. One infected French

psychologist, Alfred Binet, attempted to eradicate this destructive pathogen, but to no avail.

His mistake came when he devised a series of tests for feebleminded children so that they

would not be forced to compete with normal children in the French school system. He

argued that the greatest danger lurks when biases are submerged and a scientist believes in

his own objectivity (147). Even though Binet was influenced early on by the biological

determinists and the eugenicists while director of the psychology laboratory at the Sorbonne

where he first studied intelligence by measuring cerebral volume, he eventually became
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disenchanted when he discovered that Broca' s measurements (mentioned earlier) favored

the better students, but the average difference between good and poor amounted to a mere

millimeter (Gould 146-7). Based on his findings, "Binet decided to construct a set of tasks

that might assess various aspects of reasoning more directly" (149).

Some mistakenly believed that Binet's task was to construct a set of tests that

measured one's "intelligence." Although Binet disputes this conjecture, according to Gould,

these various tests that he constructed and gave to children between the ages of 7 to 9 years

helped to identify children whose poor performance indicated a need for special education

(152). Gould argued in favor of Binet's task by reiterating that his sole purpose was to help

and improve, not to label in order to limit, the poor performance of a child in school.

Binet's path breaking work unfortunately, according to Dubow, was constantly modified

both in Europe and the United States in ways he would have undoubtedly disapproved of

(212). According to Thomas and Sillen, once Binet's tests moved across the Atlantic, they

acquired an additional use and became a major instrument of 'scientific racism.'

"Administered with apparent evenhandedness to white middle-class children and to black

children brought up under poverty and oppression, the tests were used, not to indict the

racism that produced the unequal conditions and disparate scores, but to confirm the racist

insistence that blacks are born less intelligent" (Thomas and Sillen 34). Moreover, the

American eugenicists disregarded Binet's stated intentions and used his tests as indicators

of intelligence.

In England, Dubow tells us, Binet's scales were translated and introduced by Cyril

Burt, who became the first educational psychologist to the London county council in 1913

and twenty years later obtained the prestigious chair of psychology at University College,

London. As a committed hereditarian and pioneer advocate of applied psychology, Burt

played an important though sometimes exaggerated role in the adoption, from the late

1930s, of the controversial 11-plus examination, which employed psychometric testing to
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assess the suitability of school children for secondary education (212). Yet, as this

pathogen has shown in the past, in the case of Morton, here is another man, according to

Gould, who was found to have faked a statistical correlation, this time on the "IQ" of twins.

"These charges led to further reassessments of [his] 'evidence' for his rigid hereditarian

position. Indeed, other crucial studies were equally fraudulent, particularly his IQ

correlation between close relatives (suspiciously too good to be true and apparently

constructed from ideal statistical distributions, rather than measured in nature. . ." (Gould

235).

In 1979, L. S. Hearnshaw, in writing Burt's "official" biography, verified his fakery

by saying that he was not a devious person, but one who was a sick and tortured man.

Gould makes what I would call an obviously rhetorical statement by saying, "All this, of

course, does not touch the deeper issue of why such patently manufactured data went

unchallenged for so long. . ." (235). In my opinion, this pathogen had become so malignant

that Burt's data were unquestionably accepted. To suspect his findings to be otherwise

would again be tantamount to challenging the superiority of the white 'race.' Past

influences have been known to force one to "fudge" on the numbers if only to rationalize

one's presupposition. However, Gould tells us that Burt's earlier "Honest" error has

reverberated throughout our century and has affected millions of lives (239).

"IQ tests," as Burt's erroneous assumption came to be called, have become the

greatest bane for African Americans, particularly in the area of education. Although the

concept of intelligence is, like the concept of 'race,' a mythical construct, it is still used to

predict how well one will achieve in school. J. P. Guilford, a leading investigator of

intelligence, has argued that a search for culture-free or completely culture-fair tests is a

futile and misleading objective (qtd. by Thomas and Sillen 38). Florence L. Goodenough

(1950) and Anne Anastasi (1968) both concluded that "Persons do well or poorly on certain

kinds of tests depending on their specific background . . . and that no test developed within
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a single cultural framework can serve as a universal yardstick for measuring 'intelligence'

" (Thomas and Sillen 39). Yet these tests still persist and are used as performance

indicators in almost every college and university in this country today, aside from Binet's

original protestations.

Lewis Terman of Stanford University, one of the most eminent psychologists of his

time, adapted the Binet tests to American circumstances which helped to lead the racist IQ

movement (Thomas and Sillen 34-35). In his book, The Measurement of Intelligence

(1916), Terman claimed that "his tests proved that a low level of intelligence was "very,

very common among Spanish-Indian and Mexican families of the Southwest and also among

Negroes. Their dullness seems to be racial. . ." Terman asserted that "the children of such

persons are uneducable beyond the merest rudiments of training . . . and that no amount of

school instruction will ever make them intelligent voters or capable citizens in the true sense

of the word. Judged psychologically, they cannot be considered normal"(qtd. by Thomas

and Sillen 35). Aside from Terman's presumptuous attitude, which in my opinion, could

only be made by one who felt confident in both his students and the public in general's

reaction to his summation, his comment about "school instruction" suggests that the

cornerstone of the educational barrier for African Americans has been set.

Terman became infected at the early age of nine or ten when he tells us, "a book

peddler and phrenologist told him that the bumps on his skull predicted that he had

measurable mental worth" (Gould 176). Although it was H. H. Goddard, the director of

research at the Vineland Training School for Feeble-Minded in New Jersey, who first

popularized the Binet scale in America as well as coining the Greek word 'moron,' meaning

foolish, Terman was the primary architect for its popularity (Gould 159, 175).

Terman's greatest achievement was his initiation of the Army Alpha/Beta mass

testing during World War I, which was used to classify nearly two million men by

measuring their so-called 'intelligence.' Terman, in collaboration with Robert M. Yerkes,
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Goddard and others, administered to literate recruits a written test (Alpha) and a pictorial

Beta test which was given to illiterates and Alpha failures, each of which corresponded to

suitable military placements. Using the raw material that had been collected, it had been

pronounced in 1921 that the average mental age of white American adults was 13 (just

above the level of moronity) compared with the so-called mental age of 10.41 for the blacks

(Dubow 213). One of the main conclusions drawn from the Army data was that immigrants

and Negroes were mentally inferior to the native white population (Thomas and Sillen 35,

Gould 177, Dubow 213). These tests, argues Thomas and Sillen, played a big part in

making Americans "IQ-conscious" in the postwar years (35). More to the point, however,

"school administrators greeted the Army Alpha/Beta within a few years after the war's end"

as a way to measure a student's mental aptitude" (Gould 177). Two years later (1919),

Terman, while at Stanford, created a test, based on the Alpha/Beta, that he called the

Stanford-Binet. This test has become a part of our century's vocabulary and the virtual

standard for all "IQ" tests that followed' (Gould 175).

Gould suggested that if Plato and his student Aristotle (the original patriarchal

spreaders of this pathogen), had been alive, they would have celebrated the wide success

that Terman's test has had (180). Terman's tests helped to not only support Plato and his

followers' dangerous vision of innate differences, but according to Gould, pronounced that

"If all people could be tested, and then sorted into roles appropriate for their intelligence,

then a just, and, above all, efficient society might be constructed for the first time in history"

(180). Is this not the ultimate objective of higher education based on their entrance and

hiring standards one might ask? Are not the several different entrance examinations, such

as the SAT, MCAT, LSAT, etc., given based on this very same argument?

Toward the end of Terman's career, he seemed to recant many of his findings due

in large part, according to Gould, to the morass of the Great Depression and the intellectual

fashions of jingoism and eugenics (191). However, Robert M. Yerkes, who also helped to
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devise the Alpha/Beta tests, and who had been on the faculty at Harvard University since

1915 as well as chief of the psychology division in the Surgeon General's Office (1921),

asserted that Terman's data proved the intellectual inferiority of the African American. He

said, "The tests brought into clear relief . . . the intellectual inferiority of the negro [sic].

Quite apart from educational status, which is utterly unsatisfactory, the negro soldier is of

relatively low grade intelligence . . . [Terman] concluded, [and] that education alone will

not place the negro race on a par with its Caucasian competitors" (Thomas and Sillen 35).

Yerkes, Dubow tells us, was the man who first persuaded the United States Army

to accept psychological testing as part of its recruiting process (212). He wished to

establish psychology as being as rigorous a science as physics which Yerkes and most of

his contemporaries equated with numbers and quantification (Gould 193). Because of his

role as one of the designers of the first mass-administered written tests, Yerkes was

bombarded by educational institutions that wanted to have him adapt psychological

examinations for their special needs (Gould 195). However, it was one of Yerke's

disciples, C. C. Brigham, who brought Yerke's works to fruition by developing the

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) based on the army models (Gould 199).

C. C. Brigham, a Princeton psychologist, argued in his book, A Study of American

Intelligence ,(1923) that the Army tests proved the superiority of the 'nordic type' over the

Alpine, Mediterranean, and Negro groups. . (qtd. by Thomas and Sillen 36). As

mentioned earlier, Brigham developed the SAT, which has had one of the greatest impacts

on the structural oppression of African American and other non-white groups in higher

education (Gould 199). Like many of his predecessors, he held to the belief of innate

intelligence; however, he later reviewed his studies in the Psychological Review (1930) and

repudiated his own work as unsound. He said in part:

This review has summarized some of the more recent test findings, which
show that comparative studies of various national and racial groups may not
be made with existing tests, and which show, in particular, that one of the
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most pretentious of these comparative racial studiesthe writer's ownwas
without foundation (Thomas and Sillen 36).

Gould points out that Brigham realized that the Army data were worthless as

measures of innate intelligence for two reasons: First, he admitted that Alpha and Beta tests

could not be combined into a single score as he and Yerkes had done while producing

averages for races and nations. Second, he acknowledged that the tests had measured

familiarity with white American language and culture, not innate intelligence (Gould

232-233). Otto Klineberg noted, "It is unfortunate that so many people have been

influenced by the original study, whereas relatively few know the recantation" (qtd. by

Thomas and Sillen 36). It is even more important to note that standardized tests around the

world have shown that members of disadvantaged groups usually score lowerthan members

of advantaged groups, whatever their racial identities (Fischer et al. 19). Yet, the test is

given without, it seems, any notice of the fact that those who either devised, wrote, or

advocated this exam were members of the dominant group.

To reiterate, Terman and Brigham recanted much of what they had said or written.

Burt's statistical fakery had been exposed by 1979, and Yerke's zealotry is well

documented. All that one can conclude is that this pathogen has either caused memories

to lapse or suspect that the oppressors, particularly in higher education, have taken their

idea of superiority for granted, making it so that the position on the question of 'race' might

he simply met with raised eyebrows. As for the legacy of the eugenicist movement, it went

into momentary remission, due to the Nazis' support on the subject, but would raise its ugly

head thirty years later.

The Twenty-First Century and Beyond: The Ultimate Pathological Impediment to
Higher Education in the Shape of a Bell

Although many may have felt that this revised pathogen called scientific racism,

which prompted the eugenic movement, was either eradicated or buried by the end of
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World War II, by asserting that our nation had seen the light and thus became color-blind

(no pun intended), a number of prominent scientists became infected by this microbe after

unearthing tainted remains from their university libraries. These pathogenic microbes or IQ

materials were found so deeply embedded inside the oppressors' informational confines,

that its past theoretical 'race' concepts were for some, unrecognizable. At first glance, they

merely looked like benign standardized tests, which had been legitimized before World War

II. But the pathogen's infectious strength had not waned. Three of its victims proved to

be the perfect "Typhoid Mary" (a person from whom something undesirable or deadly

spreads to those nearby).

Arthur Jensen was the first to become infected. Jensen, a professor of educational

psychology at the University of California at Berkeley and known as America's best

hereditarian, according to Thomas and Sillen, proposed in 1969 that reproduction should

be restricted on a racial basis. Jensen felt that this needed to be done in order to raise "our

national IQ, based on his belief that there has been a clear decline, due to a higher birthrate

among blacks than whites" (Thomas and Sillen 42). Jensen, in a 1969 article, wondered:

"Is there a danger that current welfare policies, unaided by eugenic foresight, could lead to

the genetic enslavement of a substantial segment of our population?" Later, in the Harvard

Educational Review (1969) Jensen again asserted that "genetic factors are strongly

implicated in the average group differences between blacks and whites found on intelligence

testing. His entire 123-page article was reprinted in the Congressional Record and was

introduced as evidence by Southern school boards involved in desegregation suits, which

formed a basis of White House policy discussion (Thomas and Sillen 31). James P. Comer,

an African American psychiatrist and Associate Dean of Yale Medical School in 1970, in

commenting on Jensen et al.'s study, said: "it is not responsible science to make

assumptions about the meaning of black and white differences when the 'scientist' does not

know the black experience or fully understands or takes into account the implications of the
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experiential differences. Few researchers have made a systematic appraisal of the impact

on inequitable and traumatic social [and educational] policy" (qtd. by Thomas and Sillen

44).

Even more ironic was the fact that Jensen, according to Gould, called Cyril Burt

(the fraudulent researcher), a "born nobleman" and "one of the world's great

psychologists." Later, Jensen, along with two other accomplices, William Shockley and

Richard Herrnstein, used Burt's figures as the most important data in their notorious 1973

article, "The Differences are Real," in order to show that intelligence, or more accurately,

"IQ," is determined primarily by heredity rather than environment (Ausubel et al. 38, Gould

235). They implied that inferior genes accounted in part for the low socioeconomic status

of blacks (38). One of the researchers, Herrnstein, whom I will write about later in this

chapter, went so far as to suggest that poor people of all races in the U.S. may he that way

for genetic reasons (Ausubel et al. 38). Now, although their studies were based on their

misuse of genetic theories and statistics, and should have been recognized as questionable

at best and absurd at the very least, these studies, along with others before them, continued

to be used. Moreover, the fact that the "IQ" tests that they used to measure intelligence

were considered by many psychologists to be culturally biased against blacks and other poor

minorities, would make one think that this would be the end of the subject (Ausubel et al.

38). However, Ausubel et al. argues that "Since Jensen, Herrnstein and Shockley have

received far more publicity than their critics, much of the public assumes their views were

based on good scientific evidence. . . Teachers can now justify their biases toward black

or other minority-group students . . . [and] Congressmen can now easily explain why

compensatory education programs are doomed to failure, and thus unworthy of funding"

(38). These three men not only resurrected this pathogen once more, but this time it

became a plague-like epidemic with no cure in sight. Even though colleges and universities

were inoculated with a vaccine called "equal opportunity," along with a booster that had
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to be given in the posterior called "affirmative action," they were still not immune. One

would have thought that even when Shockley proposed a program of sterilization to combat

what he calls dysgenics, the breeding of inferior genetic stock, academia would have

distanced itself from his conclusions. Moreover, when Herrnstein was published in an

interview by the Harvard Crimson, and recommended gathering IQ information as part of

the U.S. census so that "we could observe dysgenic or eugenic trends in American society,"

one should have recognized his recommendation as being similar to the actions taken by the

Third Reich. When asked what such information could be used for, Herrnstein replied: "If

at some time in the future we decide that our population is getting too large, and we need

to limit it, we could use census information on IQ to decide how and when to limit it"

(Ausbel et a138). These professors' and scientists' words helped to sway both public and

academic opinion because they were members of prestigious institutions and were not

known to represent racial hate groups. This caused other white scholars to become infected

and follow in their footsteps.

Educators like Bernard Davis, professor of bacteriological physiology at Harvard,

for example, according to Ausubel et al., wanted to go on record by suggesting that a

eugenic program should be set in place to reduce the production of individuals whose

genetic endowment would limit their ability to cope with a technologically complex

environment. Geneticist Bentley Glass, former president of the American Institute of

Biological Sciences, had written during this time that "in an overpopulated world it can no

longer be affirmed that the right of the man and woman to reproduce as they see fit is

inviolate . . . the right that must become paramount is not the right to procreate, but rather

the right of every child to be born with a sound physical and mental constitution, based on

a sound genotype." In addition, geneticist James F. Danielli, director of the Center for

Theoretical Biology at the State University of New York, Buffalo, wrote: "While we must

support the social scientists in their endeavors [to improve humankind], we must perforce
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consider other possibilities if civilization is to persist and advance to a modestly stable state.

The other possibilities lie in genetic engineering" (qtd. by Ausbel et al. 32).

Soon after, genetic engineering became an outgrowth ofthis newly formed eugenic

movement which goes all the way back to the Greeks. Genetic engineering is a methodthat

is used to reduce, manipulate, or eradicate genetic characteristics that do not conform to

a desired genotype. Leading the attack have been academics who have "provided more

fodder for genetic screening laws with poorly conceived and value-biased studies. . ."

(Ausubel et al. 59). In higher education, infected administrators and educators alike have

come to believe that the only way to eradicate or sterilize those genetic characteristics that

do not conform to a desired genotype is through the use of their culturally biased genetic

screening called, standardized tests. It has been argued that standardized tests are

culturally devised to assess the difference between the wanted and unwanted. Although

many have been told that these tests ostensibly measure one's "IQ," or that they assess the

success or failure of a given applicant who might dare to apply, the standardized test is seen

by many as a genetic construct that has been used to attack the intelligence of minorities in

general and African Americans in particular. These tests form the basis of an academic

eugenic program within colleges and universities, with professors and administrators acting

as "sterilizers." To back up their program, they still call on their theoretical fathers,

inventors, discoverers, polemicists, and, most importantly, their numbers to validate any

findings needing to be verified in order to protect their curricula or policies. The resurgence

of this newly mutated ideological pathogen, that I will call 'academic eugenics,' has become

so virulent that to challenge it is seen as being 'academically and politically incorrect.' As

early as December 1975, the noted molecular biologist, Dr. Robert Sinsheimer of the

California Institute of Technology, in an essay on humanism and science, said in part, "The

questions of the social consequences of science and technology, the issues of choice and

values, must be brought into the physics, chemistry and biology classrooms" (McElheny,
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N.Y. Times). One year earlier, he suggested that cloning "would permit the preservation

and perpetuation of the finest genotypes that arise in our species." One need not wonder

what genotype he might be referring to.

One of the most glaring examples of how this pathogen has evolved and taken a

front row seat in determining who should or should not survive in academia or elsewhere

was conducted by the University of Hawaii's Behavioral Biology Laboratory in 1974 in a

research program called "Genetic and Environmental Bases of Human Cognition."

According to Ausubel et al., this program was funded by a $1.7 million grant from the

National Institutes of Health. The project was supposed to test 3,200 families of Caucasian

and Japanese heritage. Its purpose was, in part, to provide some solid information about

the genetic correlates of intelligence so that an informed decision could be made about

population control (40). How close are we, one might ask, to making that same

determination on the basis of standardized tests in education?

I believe that the current interest in eugenics in general, and academic eugenics in

particular, comes out of the social and political trends of our time. I also believe that it is

the inevitable consequence of past theoretical and educational beliefs. According to

Ausubel et al., one need not look any further than Mendel's laws of heredity around 1900,

which gave rise to the study of genetics as we know it today. Ausubel et al. explains that

by "starting with relatively simple physiological traits . . geneticists began extending their

theories to human behavioral traits such as intelligence and criminality. . . . Many of them

reread the works of the English eugenicist, Sir Francis Galton, who had produced

quantitative 'proof of the hereditary inferiority of Negro intelligence, and defined eugenics

as "giving the more suitable races or strains of blood . . . a better chance of prevailing

speedily over the less suitable" (40). Out of this came the growth of the testing market,

which helped to erect quantifiable academic barriers that only the culturally advantaged
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oppressors could pass. What better use of standardized tests could there be once the letters

"1Q" were attached to them?

Although Ausbel et al. naively believed that much of the genetic impetus came

directly or indirectly from the major social upheavals that occurred around the turn of the

century (59), I submit that it is important that one look further back into European history.

Without stretching one's imagination too much, genetic engineering can be equated with

Plato's innate differences. Once 'race' was applied and human classifiers like taxonomists

and anthropologists started to break groups down based on their artificially constructed

categories, later to be numerically validated, institutions took on the role of maintaining this

socially constructed white monolith, called IQ, as a representation of superiority. With all

of these educators and scholars calling for the "improvement ofhumankind" in various

colleges and universities, the eugenic implications have become ominously terrifying.

Although there were still voices in the woods that could be heard shouting

invectives over inequality issues, their voices fell on deaf ears for the most part. By the

1990s there was again a level of complacency in society in general and higher education in

particular. Many believed that despite the big debate over the Jensen, et al. earlier findings,

academia had convinced itself that it came to its senses and started to create more

opportunities for minorities of color. Many scholars, according to Ladislaus Semali in his

article entitled "White Supremacy in American Schools," believed that questions of race and

intelligence had been put to rest, but were unprepared for some of the genetic explanations

of racial intelligence seeping back into journals and books of the academy during this time.

He stated: "The return to this debate has been fueled by a frenzy of the mass media and has

served as a flagpost for years of losing crusades by individuals such as Arthur Jensen,

William Shockley, and Cyril Burt who attempt[ed] to justify inequality in the American

society by attributing it to hereditary characteristics and thus to support insidious 'racial

policies' that acclaim white racial superiority and genetic inferiority of all non-Whites"
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(162). What Semali and other scholars simply did not grasp, or better still underestimated

I dare say, was the insidiousness of this pathogenic plague.

Many scholars in higher education, even though they read about the question of race

intelligence coming out of their academic journals, never once questioned the veracity of

the standardized "tests" that they were giving. They simply saw them as valid predictors

of a given student's success and not something that determined their intelligence.

Educators were under the impression that, if they merely believed in the idea that 'race' no

longer existed, all past sins would just disappear. Some of these very same scholars argued

that since the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is in place, that no other safeguard was needed.

They believed that there was more equality in education now than ever before. Others,

particularly those of color, would challenge that argument, and point to the

disproportionally low numbers of professors, administrators and students in higher

education of color, even after the Civil Rights Act had been implemented thirty-four years

earlier (see my chapter on affirmative action). However, those who remained under the

impression that equality had been gained in higher education continued to use past civil

rights initiatives to vindicate their position, with the presumption that a level playing field

(a euphemism for equality) existed. Four years later, another theory in the form of a book

emerged that brought them out of their complacency: The Bell Curve (1994).

This book alarmed only a few academicians because it was, in a perverted sort of

way, not far off from their own thinking. For one thing, it supported the idea that

standardized tests gave every one equal opportunity to get ahead. For another, the authors

of this book referred to their findings as showing that they were testing for "cognitive

ability" (a euphemism for 'IQ'). 'Cognitive ability' for most academicians is simply what

they are testing for in the classroom. The Bell Curve, as I see it however, is simply another

theoretical extension of Plato's belief in innate differences. The main author of The Bell

Curve, Richard Herrnstein, mentioned earlier in reference to Arthur Jensen, and his
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associate, Charles Murray, took the position that inequality is the natural result of a free

market, based solely on intelligence and largely determined by how well people did in life.

Herrnstein, who was a psychologist at Harvard (he died shortly before the book's

publication) and Murray, a political scientist at the same institution, provided for its

audience the same litany that was given in the 1970s. They felt that they now had an

explanation for the troubling aspect of inequality in America which suggested that

"Blacksand Latinos, toowere by nature not as intelligent as whites [based on their low

economic status]" (Fischer et al. 6). Their findings were based, ironically, on another Army

test, this time called the Armed Forces Qualifying Test (AFQT)." This test was

administered by the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) in 1980, which helped

Herrnstein and Murray, who referred to the AFQT as an "IQ" test, "prove" that intelligence

is essentially fixed and unchangeable, and that intelligence largely determines life's

outcomes (Fischer et al. 12). Claude Fischer et al., on the other hand, argued that the test

had nothing to do with one's "IQ," nor was it a test of one's genetic capacity or of quick-

wittedness, but tested what people have been taught. Fischer continued by arguing that

"much of the variations in intelligence lie in specific policies concerning such matters as

schooling . . The leverage here lies not with the episodic compensatory programs over

which there has been much debate, but with the everyday structure of schools in America"

(17). Again, one would have thought that by just assessing the AFQT in this light,

Herrnstein et al.'s conclusions would have been set aside. In addition, if one thought along

these lines, one would also have to set aside the SAT, LSAT, GRE, and other standardized

exams that are based on one's schooling, and no academician in their 'right' mind would

advocate this 'extreme' position.

Looking back once more at The Bell Curve, one needs to understand that the very

foundation of its contention comes from a belief in one's 'cognitive ability' or innate

intelligence which is measured by psychometricians (ones who measure the mental traits of
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others). According to Fischer et al., the authors of this text used a psychometric paradigm

to support their argument. It assumes that the fundamental skill or talent critical to human

functioning is 'intelligence' which gives little attention to determination, self-discipline,

empathy, creativity, charm, energy, or a myriad of human abilities that we recognize in

people during our daily lives. Among the foundational, paradigmatic assumptions of

psychometrics is the premise that people must rank in a "bell curve" (26). Herrnstein and

Murray imply that no self-respecting psychologist questions the psychometric perspective,

according to Fischer et al., and that "its development is based on tools to rank and

differentiate people by how successfully they solve academic problems . . . . Among the

difficulties with this approach is that the test items psychometricians typically use deal with

school subjects or are school-like, such as math questions. They thereby confound

intelligence with schooling" (23).

In a provocative article called "Speculation Based on Speculation," Jo Anne Pagano

asserts that education is implicated in the current situation that has helped to create the

sorry state that our country is in (199). Pointing to the authors of The Bell Curve, she

criticized their assumption that there is a natural correlation between IQ tests and the SAT

tests. She says, "I would like to see a study in which people were coached to take IQ tests

in the same way that the wealthy, who already have high IQ's, we are led to believe, are

coached to take SAT tests" to see whether there is in fact a correlation between IQ tests

and SAT tests (199). Her notion leads one to believe that no one in a position to do so is

willing to prove whether there is a "natural correlation," because it might suggest that there

is another overriding belief that the oppressors have already taken for granted. That notion,

I might venture to say, is the pathogen that causes the oppressors to believe in their own

superiority over all others.

Ladislaus Semali explains it this way:
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Recent studies indicate that claims of white supremacy take different forms.
. . . Some observers indicate that Americans prefer to assign good fortune
to individual merit, saying that we owe our perches in the upper percentiles
of income and education not to our "connections" but solely to our own IQ.

. . From elementary schools to colleges and universities, where
thousands of students have learned the misconception that IQ differences
are related to race, schools have fostered the belief in white supremacy
(166).

Could it be that this belief in white supremacy is the reason that the president of Rutgers

University was prompted to say in 1998, while alluding to The Bell Curve, why it is that

black students have problems in academia (Fischer et al.13)?

Culturally oriented and/or academically biased tests have consistently been one of

the primary barriers for African Americans in higher education. The Alpha, and now the

AFQT, SAT, and LSAT, to cite just a few of the hundreds of examinations given each day,

have been used to keep the poor, and particularly the African Americans in their place.

These so-called IQ-like tests measure culturally bound knowledge that has little if anything

to do with the experiences of African Americans. It is my contention that if culturally

bound knowledge is based almost solely on the dominant group's educational and cultural

milieu, the African American has little or no chance of success. Fischer et al. tell us that

"some scholars have realized this and that the kinds of questions used in the AFQT and in

most other similar aptitude tests totally miss what they call 'everyday' or 'practical'

intelligence . ." (43). They also argue that "Most college applicants and administrators

probably ignore the ambiguity of the tests and the mountains-out-of-molehills strategy of

test construction as they open their mail from the Educational Testing Service . . . [and

that] test construction in the psychometric paradigm magnifies differences among people

and so impedes our understanding of inequality" (44). They go on to say that what they

have found to be most discouraging is that as university faculty, their students who do well

in classes on research design, do not do well when presented with analogous logical

problems outside the classroom. The point is that there is not much transfer between
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academic intelligence and everyday intelligence (43). Yet, despite these and other findings,

African Americans are still being judged by those who construct, administer, and analyze

these "1Q-like" exams that act as barriers against them in higher education.

Although I still find it to be astoundingly hard to accept the fact that institutions of

higher education depend so heavily on IQ-like' tests that have been constructed by these

psychometricians, it is even harder for me to accept the fact that these very same institutions

use these tests to decide who is or is not to be admitted or placed within these institutions.

Gould reminds us that Binet's greatest fear about his test(s) was that they would be reified

as an entity for testing "IQ" and that school teachers might use them as a convenient excuse

for getting rid of unwanted students (151). Binct could never have imagined how perverted

his theoretical idea had become. Gould tells us that:

The temptation to reify is powerful. The idea that we have detected
something 'underlying' the externalities of a large set of correlation
coefficients, something perhaps more real than the superficial measurements
themselves, can be intoxicating. it is Plato's essence, the abstract, eternal
reality underlying superficial appearances. But it is a temptation that we
must resist, for it reflects an ancient prejudice of thought, not a truth of
nature (252).

Even more daunting is the fact that many scholars have accepted the reification of

intelligence as valid because they measure exactly what they are supposed to measure,

which is another way of saying that it closes off all other issues, and becomes irremediably

circular. Because intelligence, I believe, is a reified concept, educators like Herrnstein et

al. tend to assume that it can be validated and predicted, leading others to assume, as

Fischer et al. assert that people who take these tests and do well, tend to do well on

another. The explanation is that the tests measure a common, underlying property called

intelligence (34-5). As Pagano puts it, "We have a long history of tagging education as

cause and cure. Now we add to educationintelligence" (198).

Intelligence has now become to higher education what the pathogen has become to

Western thought. For one thing, it cannot exist outside a hierarchical structure, and for
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another, it has become so interwoven, that to remove it would cause higher education and

its theorists to self-destruct.

Many scholars are now stepping forward to castigate the authors of The Bell Curve,

like Ellis Cose, who in his book Color-Blind: Seeing Beyond Race in A Race-Obsessed

World (1997), refers to it as "merely regurgitating one side of a debate as old as the field

of psychology, supplying voluminous data in support of a theory they themselves

acknowledged they could not prove . . . [and that it was taken, ironically] as seriously as

a Delphic prophecy, when it deserved mostly to be ignored" (28). Cose, along with Fischer

et al. (11), conies closest to recognizing the points that I am making in my argument which

simply says that The Bell Curve is based on a philosophy ages old. It is my contention that

positions like Herrnstein's and Murray's will continue to be a part of our societal construct

as long as past 'race' theoreticians are relied upon to answer the question of intelligence in

higher education that should have never been posed. As long as this historical pathogen

remains protected behind the walls of higher education, one must come to accept The Bell

Curve as our bellwether into the 21" Century.
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Notes

The development of the anthropological conception of"racc" may be traced from
the scholastic naturalization of Aristotle's doctrine of the predicable of genus, species,
difference, property, and accident according to Montagu. From the Middle Ages through
the seventeenth century it may be followed to the early days of the Age of Enlightenment,
when Linnaeus in 1735, took over the concepts of class, genus, and species from the
theologicans to serve him as systematic tools (54).

2 Montagu' s references to Greek and Roman race prejudices: Diller, Race Mixture
among the Greeks before Alexander; Hertz, Race and Civilization; Nilsson, "The Race
Problem of the Roman Empire," Herodotus, II; Detweiler, "The Rise of Modern Race
Antagonisms" American Journal of Sociology, XXXVIII; McClue, "Greek Genius and
Race Mixture," etc. (Montagu 18).

Hellinism simply refers to the culture, ideals and pattern of life of classical
Greece. It is often contrasted with austere, monotheistic Hcbraism. The Hellenic period
ended in the 4111 cent. B.C. and was followed by Hellenistic Civilization.

Vitiligo, according to Szasz, occurs in both white and people of color. In the
United States, approximately one person in a hundred suffers from it. Michael Jackson,
the singer performer, claimed that he was one in a hundred that suffered from this disease.

5 As a side note, Rush, unlike some of the earlier European pathologists, could be
considered a forward and progressive thinker. His concept was way ahead of its times,
and the contemporary liberal oppressors could easily proclaim him to be their 'father of
color-blindness'. Although some might refer to his concept as being somewhat
pathological [literally], we must not forget that Rush was the 'father of psychiatry,' which
would have made him the original definer of normalcy. If he were alive today, his position
would help to revolutionize the concept of a color-blind society.

Polygenesis is the belief that derivation of a species or type is from more than one
ancestor.

Anders Retzius in the 1840s indexed the percentage ratio of greatest breadth of
the skull to its greatest length. He divided mankind into three major groups:
dolichocephalic (long-headed), mesocephalic (medium-headed) and brachycephalic (short-
or round-headed). For a start, both the Negro and Nordic races were shown to share a
relatively dolichocephalic head shape, while the 'yellow' or Oriental' races emerged as
particularly round-headed (Dubow 29).

8 Retzius used the Dutch anatomist, Pieter Camper (1722-89) facial angle
measurements of the projection of the face and jaws beyond the forehead along with the
nasal indices as an additional criteria to bolster the superiority of whites (Dubow 29).

9 Paul Broca (1824-80), the leading French scientist and founder of the
Anthropological Society of Paris, argued that the higher mental functions were
concentrated in the frontal lobes of the brain and that the long-headedness of 'Negroes'
and 'Hottentots' was deceptive and caused by the development of the poserior rather than
the frontal regions of the brain (Dubow 29-30).
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1' As a side note, Jungian psychology has no significant effect on how we interpret
the many 'white' archetypal characters while studying the eugenic movement in Western
Society and institutions of higher education, would be a distortion of major proportions,
which unfortunately can not be examined in this study. It is also interesting to note that
without the collaboration of Edith Rockefeller McCormick, the troubled daughter of John
D. Rockefeller, whose personal fortune during the First World War thought to comprise
about 2 percent of the gross national product of the United States, Jung might never have
succeeded in presenting his theoretical models. As for Edith Rockefeller McCormick,
known as the Princess of Standard Oil, she donated generous sums of money for the
translation of Jung's works into English. Rockefeller's money introduced Jung to the
English-speaking world and helped bring him the worldwide fame he has today. In the
1940s, Mary Mellon, with her husband, financier Paul Mellon, provided the funds for the
translation of all the German works and retranslating of most of Jung's previous
publications into English. The Rockefellers, the McCormicks and the Mellons were three
of America's wealthiest families, and we can only wonder whether Jung would still be so
popular today if he had not attracted and converted their women to his mytsteria. Without
their financial backing his works might still be in Germany and therefore inaccessible to
much of the world (Noll 212-13).

"One interesting paradoxical concession that came out of the Terman tests was
that the IQ hereditarians did not follow their craniological forebears in harsh judgements
about women. Women did not score below men in IQ, and Terman proclaimed their
limited access to professions both unjust and wasteful of intellectual talent (Gould 189).

12Terman, according to Gould, provided a lengthy list of the attributes of general
intelligence captured by the Stanford-Binet tests: memory, language comprehension, size
of vocabulary, orientation in space and time, eye-hand coordination, knowledge of familiar
things, judgment, likeness and ditThrences, arithmetical reasoning, resourcefulness and
ingenuity in difficult practical situations, ability to detect absurdities, speed and richness
of association of ideas, power to combine the dissected parts of a form board or a group
of ideas into a unitary whole, capacity to generalize from particulars, and ability to deduce
a rule from connected facts (175).

" According to Fischer et al., The importance of general knowledge for scoring
well on IQ tests goes back to the original army "alpha" tests used in World War I (42).
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CHAPTER III

PATHOLOGICAL METHODS

Introducing the Development of
Past Pathological Theories

Expanding on the issues raised in the last chapter, this chapter will present a critical

overview of how the development of past pathological theories has affected the African

American in the system of higher education. My purpose will be to show, through my

research and personal experiences, how higher education has helped to create a pathological

myth about African Americans that has hindered their ability to succeed. I will attempt to

summarize all relevant research on this subject by using three central themes, each of which

has implications that go far beyond the halls of education. First, I will propose that the

oppressors, having convinced themselves of the normalcy of their pathological views, have

fostered acquiescence, self-denial, anger, and rage among African American students,

faculty, and staff in higher education. Second, to add to and support this argument, I will

present empirical evidence that suggests that the oppressors' curriculum, in higher

education, along with their pathological views, has negatively influenced African Americans'

behavior and ability to learn. Finally, I will propose that the pathology that I spoke about

in the last chapter has become so pervasive in higher education, that it has, in effect,

undermined the African American's ability to perform academically. These findings should
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indicate the importance ofmoving beyond the historiography ofthe oppressors' pathological

influence in higher education so that new models can be incorporated.

The Pathological Myth about African
Americans in Higher Education

A normal Negro child, having grown up within a normal family, will become
abnormal on the slightest contact with the white world (Fanon, Black Skin,
White Mask 143).

Normalcy has always been assumed by the oppressors as a given. In their minds,

'normal' is how they identify themselves. Those who do not fit the oppressors' definition

of normal are considered abnormal and thus pathological. Thomas and Sillen confirm this

by stating:

White racism has improvised a thousand variations on two basic themes.
The first is that black people are born with inferior brains and a limited
capacity for mental growth. The second is that their personality tends to be
abnormal, whether by nature or by nurture. . . . Both have served to
sanctify a hierarchical social order in which 'the Negro's place' is forever
ordained by his genes and the accumulated disabilities of his past (1).

According to Ivan Illich in his book Medical Nemesis, `norma' in Latin meant

square, as in a carpenter's square, to be transformed in English into 'normal' which came

to designate conformity to a common type or person (161). During the late nineteenth and

early twentieth centuries, this word took on both a medical and a social connotation. To

be normal is to be healthy, as defined by the oppressors, both physically and

psychologically.

The oppressors' reality dictates that the world is made up of polar opposites, i.e.,

good-bad, right-wrong, black-white. Because the oppressors have defined themselves as
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`normal' and thus white, they have labeled African Americans, whom they see as opposite,

or blacks being 'abnormal.' They had become so obsessed by justifying the African

Americans" abnormal' position in society, that when their assertions were either challenged

or found to be without foundation, they would simply create new pathologies to support

and justify their perceptions. For instance, the oppressors would create maladies, as

mentioned earlier, that only African Americans could have like 'Negritude' (an illness

caused by leprosy which turns skin black); `drapetomania' (flight-from-home madness); or

dysaesthesia Aethiopica' (insensibility of nerves and hebetude of mind).' The oppressors'

pathological improvisations became the foundation of such `scientific' notions as racially

determined intelligence, along with a myriad of genetic assumptions that later led to the

eugenic movements. These new "scientifically" improvised labels allowed the oppressors

to justify the many barriers that they had erected in order to keep African Americans from

becoming active and productive members in society. Ironically, this method of inducing

mythological illnesses can also be traced back to ancient Greece. The Greeks even had a

word for itlatrogenesis.'

Iatrogenesis, according to Ivan Mich, is a way in which physicians induced non-

existent illnesses. llfich contends that physicians have turned health care into a sick-making

enterprise (ix). I contend that the oppressors have turned higher education into a

normalizing enterprise. Just as physicians pathologized the patient, educators are actively

pathologizing, in this instance, African Americans.

I suggested earlier that the origin of "race" pathology came out of Greek culture,

later becoming endemic in Western thought. Out of this came the oppressors' idea of

superiority and their self-righteous belief that they can label others who differ from them as
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pathological. In order to validate these labels, the oppressors have reified abstract numbers

and concepts such as IQ and intelligence. In this way, the oppressors have been able to

induce iatrogenic labels in order to judge an entire population.

According to Illich, "medicine cannot be practiced without the iatrogenic creation

of disease" (36). I contend that higher education, as it now exists, cannot be practiced

without the iatrogenic creation of pathological 'race' labels. Along with these labels, the

oppressors have constructed theories to support their assumptions. These 'race' theories,

as they have come to be called, have been infused into the curriculum of higher education

and have acted as knowledge-based barriers against those who do not fit the definition of

normal. Illich clarifies this point by saying, "In very society, medicine, like law and religion,

defines what is normal, proper, or desirable. Medicine has the authority to label one man's

[sic] complaint a legitimate illness, to declare a second man sick though he himself does not

complain, and to refuse a third social recognition of his pain, his disability, and even his

death" (37-8). In like manner, I would argue that education in general, and higher

education in particular, defines what is normal, proper, or desirable, and legitimizes it to fit

the oppressors' pathology. Education has the authority to label the oppressors' reality as

normal and thus legitimate, while declaring others' realities, such as African Americans',

as abnormal and thus illegitimate. In addition, education refuses to recognize the legitimate

anger and frustration of African Americans by labeling their reactions abnormal, which is

brought on by their inferiority and their inability to fit in.

Illich tells us that as full time specialists use medicine to control large populations

by means of bureaucratic institutions, educators also control large populations of students

in institutions of higher education (39). He tells us that the medical profession owes its
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supreme authority to the medical schools. I concur and would add that the educational

profession, like the medical profession, owes their supreme authority to higher education.

Illich goes on to say that "Only doctors 'know' what constitutes sickness, who is sick, and

what shall be done to the sick and to those whom they consider at a special risk" (39)

[Illich's emphasis]. Paradoxically, the oppressors tell us that only educator know what

constitutes knowledge, who is to be educated and what shall be done with those that they

consider a 'special risk.'

The oppressors' use of iatrogenic labeling in higher education has caused African

Americans, who are the oppressors' abnormal model, to become angered and outraged

(Thomas and Sillen 54). The oppressors define the African Americans' reaction to their

having been labeled as a symptom of their 'abnormal' pathology. Thomas and Sullen,

however, have argued that the African Americans' anger and rage is "a sign of health, not

pathology." They go on to say that when an African American is perceived as being in a

state of 'blind rage,' running amok,' or being 'impulsively violent,' the oppressors

misinterpret their acts or actions as being "excessive" and "inappropriate" (54). For reasons

that are beyond most African Americans' comprehension, the oppressors' own pathological

`mind-set' cannot grasp or fully comprehend a healthy African American reaction to their

labels. Within the oppressors' way of thinking, to be a healthy African American, by

definition, is an oxymoron.

Thomas and Sullen are not alone in assuming that the African Americans' rage and

anger is healthy. Two black psychiatrists, Grier and Cobbs, have also supported this

premise by writing:
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People bear all they can and, if required, bear even more. But if they are
black in present-day America, they have been asked to shoulder too much.
They have had all they can stand. They will be harried no more. . . . In
order to survive, the black man [and woman] has had to develop "cultural
paranoia, in which every white man [and woman] is a potential enemy unless
[they] personally find out differently. . . . Allied with this cultural paranoia
are 'cultural depression, "cultural masochism,' and 'cultural antisocialism'
. . . and clinicians [along with educators] who are interested in the
psychological functioning of black people must get acquainted with this
body of character traits which we call the Black Norm (qtd. by Thomas and
Sillen 54).

In my opinion, the oppressors' institutions of higher education have become blinded

by their own pathological idea of what is normal. They are unable to analyze their unethical

`racist' beliefs because of their ways of defining normal, which draws into question the

oppressors' morality. The oppressors, particularly in higher education, have become, to

quote Illich, "monuments of narcissistic scientism and concrete manifestations of their own

professional prejudice" (40).

African Americans' Mis-Education
in Colleges and Universities

The worst crime the white man has committed has been to teach us to hate
ourselves (Malcolm X Speaks 61).

This "cultural paranoia" that Grier and Cobbs referred to earlier reminded

me of when I dropped out of a doctoral program a few years back. A question came up in

class one day that asked whether a man should or should not leave his door open when he

has a female student in his office. I answered that as an African American male, there is no

question about what I would do, particularly if it is a white woman in my office. My door

would remain open solely because "I simply do not trust white women." My comment
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caused the females in this class (all white), to go to the white female instructor, who

incidentally headed up that graduate program, after the session to complain. Unaware of

the fact that my comment had caused them discomfort, I was surprised when I received a

call from the instructor and was asked to meet with her. At our meeting, I was told that my

comment was out of line and caused the female students a great deal of distress. At first

I was surprised by her assertion. After I returned home that evening, angry and

disappointed, I wrote her the following letter detailing my frustration:

After our talk yesterday, I agonized over my decision to leave the
program. I felt attacked, patronized, and disrespected for who I am and
what I believe. One of the points that you kept coming back to in our
discussion was that I should take responsibility for my actions which you
described as confrontational and that I, at one point, had brought tears to
a couple of females. Am Ito understand that when I voice a fear thatblack
men have had to live with all their lives, a fear that says, "don't get caught
with a white woman alone under any circumstances," I am to take the
responsibility for those women personalizing my comment and becoming
upset? For me to say that I do not trust white women in the context of the
discussion has a long history behind it that cannot be denied. Yet, you
allowed these women to go behind my back in order to get your sympathy.
Did you consider my feelings? Did you at any time consider this an issue
that one could learn from? Did you even consider sitting down with me and
my accusers in order to gain a level of understanding from my point of
view? From my perspective, if you did anything, it was to reinforce
whatever bigoted feelings these women might have. If what I am being
asked to do in order to remain in this program is to stay in my place, then
this program is not for me.

There used to be a time that African American males were perceived
as being either good or bad niggers. The bad nigger was the
confrontational, uppity nigger, while the good nigger remained quiet and
went along with the status quo. This situation suggests to me that those
days are still not over.

I must be the bad uppity nigger, for I will not compromise my values
and/or my beliefs to comfort others, and will remain contentious when
necessary. Let's face it. There are going to be controversial issues that are
going to come up at times that need to be dealt with. Some are going to be
more unpleasant than others. If issues that concern me and others of color
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are seen as confrontational (and thus unhealthy), it is my belief that
education will continue to suffer and perpetuate racism. Confrontations

should be seen as a part of our learning experience, as long as it is done, not

to harm or demean, but to increase awareness. For me, the true meaning of

an education is to respect each other as family, even if that means that there

will be disagreements between those members at times. This program

means a lot to me, but not enough to sell my soul. In as much as you feel

that I have been too contentious and confrontational, please accept this

letter as my resignation from this program.

The instructor's reaction to my comment in the class and my subsequent letter was

to recommend that I accept some responsibility for my actions. Her need to protect these

women from my perspective came down to her 'regretfully' accepting my resignation. It

seems as if my response did not evoke in the instructor any semblance of understanding for

my position. For her, the anger, rage and frustration of the females in the class was far

more important and justifiable.

Admittedly, leaving the program did not assuage my feelings towards the instructor

or these white women. From their vantage point they saw my comment as an attack against

them. Their reaction to my words indicated that I was personally blaming them. To them,

I was just another misogynistic man who was attacking women in general, and white

women in particular.

Few would argue that women have not been victims of male oppression. Yet, their

victimization must not be confused or distorted by how African American men and women

have been pitted against white women who, in this society, represent the model of beauty,

sensuality and virtue that the oppressors have placed on a pedestal to praise and demean at

the same time. However, it must not be forgotten that within the oppressors' power

structure, white women are privileged above people of color in general and African

Americans in particular, whether they want this imposed privilege or not. What must be
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understood is that the comment that I made to the women in the class has a history that for

many African American men goes beyond the threat of losing ones job or position in a

graduate program. We have either been told or have read that by merely looking at a white

woman, much less being caught in a room alone with her, could be met with suspicion or

certain death. Many African American literary figures such as Charles Chesnutt, Nellie

Larsen, Richard Wright and Ralph Ellison, to name a few, have all made this their literary

theme. It is our reality. Ironically, what happened to me in that one session, 'behind closed

doors,' suggests that there has been very little if any progress or understanding between

white women and the African American man. The African American man, however, must

remain vigilant when explaining his role to white women or any one else who naively thinks

they know the African American man's experience better than he does. He must not allow

himself to become complacent and must show outrage when necessary. Our livelihood and

quite possibly our lives could be at stake.

bell hooks echoes my earlier feelings by describing her own pent up rage while

attending a predominantly white institution of higher education (Stanford University). She

makes it clear that while "white rage" is acceptable, [and] can be both expressed and

condoned . . . black rage has no place and everyone knows it" (15). bell hooks in killing

rage, goes on to say:

Like all profound repression, my rage unleashed made me afraid. It forced
me to turn my back on forgetfulness, [and] called me out of my denial.. .

. A black person unashamed of her rage, using it as a catalyst to develop
critical consciousness, to come to full decolonized self-actualization, had no
real place in the existing social structure. I felt like an exile (16).

Like me, bell hooks was "forced to witness firsthand the oppressors' willful

ignorance about the impact of race and racism. The harsh absolutism of their denial. Their
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refusal to acknowledge accountability for racist conditions past and present" (17). bell

hooks, quoting the black scholar Andrew Hacker's work Two Nations: Black and White.,

Separate, Hostile, Unequal says, "Racial hatred is real. And it is humanizing to be able to

resist it with militant rage" (17).

What was even more daunting was the fact that there were two other African

American males in the class who demonstrated a level of "acquiescence" in order not to be

perceived, I suspect, as abnormal. bell hooks in her book killing rage tells us that some

black people simply have no rage (16). She says, "Though we do not live in the same fierce

conditions of racial apartheid that only recently ceased being our collective social reality,

most black folks believe that if they do not conform to white-determined standards of

acceptable behavior they will not survive" (15).

African Americans must no longer acquiesce. "Indeed," as hooks tells us, "if black

people have not learned our place as second-class citizens through educational institutions,

we learn it by the daily assaults perpetuated by white offenders on our bodies and beings

that we feel but rarely publicly protest or name" (15). African Americans must learn to

understand that what they are being taught is to act as victims so that they will suppress

their rage. hooks argues that, "White folks promote black victimization, encourage passivity

by rewarding those black folks who whine, grovel, beg, and obey" (13). These lessons, as

taught within institutions of higher education, bring comfort to the oppressors "precisely

because it is the antithesis of activism" (killing rage 18).

In order for the oppressors to convince African Americans that they must reject and

hate themselves, based upon the oppressors' pathological labels, they have created a

curriculum within their educational institutions that helps to promote and sustain their
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beliefs. African Americans within these institutions, in order to maintain their sanity, have

had to look upon the oppressors' curricula with an air of suspicion, distrust, and doubt.

According to Lerone Bennett Jr.:

We cannot see now because our eyes are clouded by the concepts of the
oppressor. We cannot think now because we have no intellectual
instruments except for those that were designed expressly to keep us from
seeing. It is necessary for us to develop a new frame of reference, which
transcends the limits of the oppressor's concepts. The oppressor's concepts
have succeeded in making black people feel inferior. In addition, the
oppressor's concepts have created the conditions that make it easy to
dominate a people through its distortions of past histories. The initial step
towards liberation is to abandon the partial frames of reference that the
oppressor has created, and work on creating new concepts which will help
us to create a new reality (quoted by William R. Jones 1).

Many African American scholars have come to believe that if they were able to

teach the oppressors about their experience, all would be well. However it must be noted

that even those attempts at times have been futile. As Roosevelt Johnson puts it in his book

Black Scholars on Higher Education in the 70's,

There is no use in our 'rapping' about who the institution is for, for we will
not come to any consensus on this topic. The faculty will say it's for
teaching, the administration is apt to espouse any number of reasons for its
being, but one can rest assured that one of these bodies will express a
position that it is for society as a whole. it perhaps, they could bring
themselves to a point of serious deliberation about the concept of society,
they would learn that the black spectrum is definitely a part of society and
by virtue of our being a part we deserve a role in the process of making
decisions about our destiny (28).

Johnson's problematic assertion does not allow for the fact that the oppressors'

pathology is clear on who the institution is for and that any "point of serious deliberation"

must be argued in terms of its paradigms. For the oppressors, there is simply no "black

spectrum." The oppressors believe that within their narrowed academic models, there is

only one true spectrum--their own.
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Because the oppressors ignore a "black spectrum," it creates for the African

American student a sense of academic anxiety. Claude Steele, in an article published in the

Atlantic Monthly in 1992, highlights this point and others by describing reasons why, at

four-year colleges, 70 percent of all African Americans at some point in their academic

careers drop out (qtd. by Ellis Cose 42). For one thing, Steele speculates, any time a

university recruits a minority student, there is the implication that that student is at risk. At

this point, academic anxiety becomes, for the African American student, a reality (Cose 43).

Steele, in describing this feeling of anxiety, uses an example of a nineteen-year-old African

American student that he had volunteered to mentor. He tells us that once this student had

been recruited, she was steered to a largely segregated setting with others who were "under

suspicion of intellectual inferiority."

Laboring under such a heavy burden of perceived inadequacy, she dared not
share news of any academic troubles with instructors, counselors, or peers.
It is only a short step from the situation to a state of disidentification.' A
person "disidentifies" by divesting any psychological and emotional
investment made in academic excellence. High achievement becomes
unimportant to one's sense of self-esteem. In short, one protects oneself
emotionally by giving up on the goal of academic success--and thereby
setting oneself up for failure. The stigma of academic inferiority undermines
the achievement of black students as effectively as a lock on a schoolhouse
door (qtd. by Cose 43).

This case in point hit closer to home when my oldest daughter, a few years back,

made out applications to various universities. The first university to accept her attached a

proviso that because she was a minority student, they would strongly recommend that she

take specially designed courses for the 'at risk' student (a euphemism for students of color).

Despite the fact that my daughter scored high on her SAT and had close to a 3.9 grade

average from a high school that was 99.9 percent white, she discovered that she had been
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stigmatized by her color. My daughter was momentarily devastated by this university's

patronizing assertion that suggested, before she was even given the chance to perform, that

she would have difficulties. As a side point, my daughter's white peers that had been

accepted to the same university with lower grade points and/or SAT scores had no provisos

attached. Although my daughter received, a week later, her notice of acceptance to

Stanford University with no proviso, she remained anxious, stressed and angry over having

been identified as one who was 'at risk' because of her 'race.' Years later, her academic

anxiety had still not worn off even after graduating from Stanford and being accepted at one

of the top medical schools in the country.

The oppressors' iatrogenically induced label of inadequacy that my daughter and

others like her have had to experience is still powerful. It has forced her, like so many other

African Americans, to live with this indelible stain called 'at risk.'

As noted earlier, the oppressors' pathological need to label the African American

as inadequate has been continually reinforced by these various pathological programs.

What these programs truly represent, more often than not, is that the educational system

is flawed. These so-called 'at risk' programs in higher education have been experimentally

designed to support the oppressors' pathological belief in the African Americans' academic

inability. On the surface these programs make the oppressors seem altruistic; however,

underneath it all there lies an invidious purpose. Woodson tells us in his book The Mis-

Education of the Negro that "Somebody outside of the race has desired to try out on

Negroes some experiment which interested him and his [peers]; and Negroes, being objects

of charity, have received them cordially and have done what they required. . . . Any Negro
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who has learned to do this is well prepared to function in the American social order as

others would have him" (134).

The question that is left is, what can be done in order not to make the African

American student feel this sense of inadequacy? Philip Uri Treisman, a mathematician at the

University of California, found himself faced with this question in the mid-1970s while at

the University of California at Berkeley. He discovered that African Americans were

disproportionately represented among those doing poorly in freshman calculus, "while

Chinese students, by and large, were doing much better than the norm" (qtd. by Cose 46).

Taking a closer look at the problem, Treisman discovered that unlike the Chinese student

who studied in groups, the black students studied alone, which caused him to conclude that

it was essentially a matter of pride. He found that the African American students believed

that they could do the work without help and that they were not inferior. Treismanhad

discovered that these students "scorned the campus tutoring program, refused to ask

graduate assistants for help, and ignored signs that they were in trouble . . . although a large

number of them failed" (46). So, instead of constructing an 'at risk' program, as the

oppressors might have done to solve the problem, Treisman, according to Rose Asera in

an article entitled "Supporting Student Persistence" says that he spent a year and a half

studying in depth the lives of freshman (African American) calculus students to be sure that

he understood the nature of the problem (104). Working with a small group of black

students, Treisman got them to adopt many of the practices of the Chinese students with

stunning results. "Of the 42 students he worked with, only one failed a calculus course and

more than half got grades of B minus or better" (46). Could Treisman have found an

answer?
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The point that I am trying to make here is that Treisman, in trying to understand the

failures of the African American student, did not take the attitude that these students were

`at risk' in the same way that the oppressors defined these words i.e., intellectually inferior

or under prepared. Instead, he became involved with first understanding the students. Out

of this came an approach that enabled the students to succeed, not only in calculus, but in

subsequent mathematics courses according to Asera (104). Woodson suggests that to

educate the African American, it is important to know something about their background

and not cram their mind with what others have shown that they can do. Their latent powers

should be developed so that they can perform in education (151). For any program to work

for African American students, they must, as Woodson suggests, develop from within a

study that is not based on the oppressors' conclusions (144).

To combat the effects ofthe oppressors' pathology, methods and approaches similar

to Treisman's must be developed. It is my opinion that once African Americans are dealt

with as subjects and not as labeled objects, their skill level will help to erase their feelings

of inadequacy, and the 'at risk' label will be erased.

In a report in a 1995 issue of the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

according to Cose, another approach was used to gain some insight on how the African

American can combat the oppressors' labels. Claude Steele designed and tested a theory

based on how African American students might perform on tests when their anxiety level

has been lowered. He, along with an associate, Joshua Aronson, gave a group of black and

white undergraduates at Stanford University a difficult examination under a variety of

conditions. Certain groups were told the test would diagnose their strengths and

weaknesses in problems requiring reading and verbal reasoning abilities while others were
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told that it was not meant to evaluate their ability but merely would help researchers

understand 'psychological factors involved in solving verbal problems.' "Steele and

Aronson hypothesized that presenting the test as `nondiagnostic' would remove any stigma

that might be attached to the test and performance of black students" (Cose 43). Not only

were their hypotheses correct, they discovered that the black students performed

significantly better than they expected. Because their ability was not being judged, the

African American students were less anxious and expressed less self-doubt. "The white

students," they said, "were not affected nearly as much" (43). Steele and Aronson

concluded that "whatever environmental or genetic endowments a person brings to the

testing situation, this research shows that this situation is not group-neutral . . . when the

tester and test content have been accommodated to the test-taker's background" (qtd. by

Cose 44). The problem, as they so astutely perceived, is that "stereotypes afoot in the

larger society establish a predicament in the testing situation - -aside from test contentthat

still has the power to undermine standardized test performance, and, [they suspect],

contribute powerfully to the pattern of group differences that have characterized these tests

since their inception" (Cose 44).

The African Americans' academic experience in higher education to date has been

devastating for the most part. History has shown that the oppressors are not willing to drop

their pathologically induced labels in higher education because to do so would undermine

their position of power and destroy their theoretical assertions. According to Woodson,

"The present system under the control of whites trains the Negro to be white and at the

same time convinces him of the impropriety or the impossibility of [their] becoming white"

(23). Until the system of higher education adopts saner policies and sets aside its
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pathological need to label and develop programs that are detrimental to the health and well

being of African Americans, I must conclude that African Americans will continue to be

`Mis-Educated."

African Americans' Vulnerability in Higher
Education: The Standardized Test

The African Americans' greatest vulnerability in higher education is that they are

liable to succumb to the irrational premises that are held by the oppressors. For example,

the oppressors' need to teach they pathologized notion that they are 'normal' is one of the

many lessons that the African Americans and others of color must resist. Further, the

oppressors' pathology does not allow for any other paradigms to be proposed or

implemented that do not conform with their ways of seeing or understanding. As pointed

out earlier, African Americans and others of color are left with the feeling that unless they

are able to educate the oppressors within the oppressors'own institutions, all is lost.

The African Americans' vulnerability is even greater when they come to discover

that the oppressors' institutions of higher education are their primary domain for

interpreting, defining and distributing their racist concepts. In addition, higher education

is the oppressors' most important refuge when its 'race' policies and beliefs are under

attack. The oppressors, as educators in these institutions, have for centuries defended

their pathologies by using their 'race' theoreticians as their ultimate authority. African

Americans, as well as others of color, have been bombarded with an array of distorted

statistical data to support the oppressors' self-reflecting theoretical claims.

In addition, any attempts at introducing a different curricular model in areas of
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Multicultural, Black or Latino/a Studies that does not conform to the oppressors'

paradigmatic reality is looked upon as being a threat to its very foundation. For these

models to be taught, they must first be approved and/or sanctioned by the oppressors.

Even then, if any one of these models have been grudgingly 'adopted' by the oppressors'

institution, they will be viewed as fringe courses.

In order to guarantee that African Americans remain vulnerable, the oppressors, in

their continued hierarchical effort to retain control, have established what they call

`standards.' These 'standards' have become another one of the oppressors' codified lines

of defense. By devising 'standard' rules and objectives that clarify who is or is not

qualified or deserving to enter into the oppressors' realm, they have helped to fortify their

defenses. One of the best examples is their self-designed, culturally biased 'tool' called

the 'standardized' test as stated earlier.

The oppressors have defined and labeled these tests 'standard' so that everyone

would assume that they were written for them. They have even gone as far as referring to

these tests as intelligence indicators by simply reifying the word intelligence and giving it

a number. These so-called intelligence tests, such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test, or

`SAT,' are used to determine who is or is not qualified to enter the oppressors' colleges

and universities. The mere fact that the oppressors have the power to reify abstract

concepts in order to fit their idea of 'standard,' only increases the African Americans'

vulnerability.

To help support their assumptions about what is or is not standard, the oppressors

have called upon so-called 'scholars,' like Arthur Jensen, William Shockley, Richard

Herrnstein, and Charles Murray, to argue that these tests, are culturally valid tools.
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Others, however, like Robert M. Hendrickson, the head of the Department of Educational

Policy Studies at Penn State University, have argued against their claim. He says in his

article "The Bell Curve, Affirmative Action, and the Quest for Equity":

While the research may substantiate that the test questions are free of
cultural or race bias, that does not remove the cultural bias emanating from
the quality of the high schools many minority students have been educated
in. We know there are differences in the educational environment of
predominantly white suburban schools and predominantly minority inner-
city schools. If these standardized tests are measuring the learning
environment and individual utilization of that environment, then the
differences found between students from these differing environments are
not surprising (360).

Again, it is important to reiterate that when a test is called 'standard,' one must

ask, whose standard is being used? Phil Carspecken, in an article entitled "The Set-Up:

Crocodile Tears for the Poor" writes:

What ought to be of most interest to social scientists are the cultural trends
that have generalized the selection mechanisms of SAT and IQ scores to
popular conceptions of 'intelligence.' These trends, of course, legitimate
the stratification of higher education and help with blaming-the-victim
strategies when it comes to social problems. . . . To serve all those who
merit services seems to be democratic, but if "merit" means the ability to
perform well on tests that are relevant to only a small band in the
continuum of human capabilities, obviously real democracy is undermined
(121-22).

I contend that tests are labeled or constructed solely for and by the oppressors.

Further, I would argue that any one group that does not reflect the oppressors' reality

could not be expected to do well. Moreover, it is the height of folly and self-promotion

for anyone to accept these tests as being a valid construct that will predict success or

failure. If these tests prove anything, it is that the oppressors' most mediocre

representatives have a better chance of passing these tests than do the oppressed.

Hendrickson tells us that these culturally biased tests should cause one to have
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serious reservations about how much importance should be ascribed to them in admission

decisions and how their primary function is to serve and perpetuate a societal structure

based on race (361). More importantly, he concludes by suggesting that standardized

tests used to select and admit students to higher education are not free of racial bias and

that the playing field is not truly level (352).

These tests are, for the most part, 'foreign' to many African Americans, as well as

to others of color. It is a fact that African Americans live apart from the oppressors, both

physically and mentally, and exist in their own particular psychological space. Kenneth

Clark supports this by stating, "Human beings who are forced to live under ghetto

conditions and whose daily experience tells them that almost nowhere in society are they

respected and granted the ordinary dignity and courtesy accorded to others will, as a

matter of course, begin to doubt their own worth" (qtd. in Thomas and Si llen 52).

The oppressors, in their ongoing quest to find the ultimate and verifiable answer to

their prognosticated assumptions about the African Americans' inferiority, have come to

assume that standardized tests have given them their best answer so far. Their use of

these tests, which, according to Thomas and Sillen " . . . [has] exercised tyrannical sway in

American education" (37), shows that:

Any intelligence test [will] favor individuals from the particular culture in
which it was developed. For each culture encourages certain abilities and
ways of behaving, [while] discouraging others. Persons do well or poorly
on certain kinds of tests depending on their specific background. No test
developed within a single cultural framework can serve as a universal
yardstick for measuring 'intelligence' (39).

Even if the African American has successfully passed a primary barrier, such as the

S.A. T. that has been erected by the oppressors, their vulnerability has not lessened. They



86

come to realize that they are looked upon by the oppressors as exceptions to the rule and

find themselves alienated from both their own group as well as the oppressors' culture.

For example, Phillip Richards, an associate professor of English at Colgate University,

writes in "A Stranger in the Village: Coming of Age at a White College," that:

The climate in a largely white, middle- and upper-class institution
encourages black students to see their blackness as estrangement from
upper-class American life. . . . [This] justifies the alienation of blacks from
the college's cultural centers, and explains what is widely perceived to be
unequal levels of academic performance (1).

Another invidious objective that reinforces the vulnerability for African Americans

within the oppressors' institution of higher education is the demand that they become,

metaphorically speaking, white, as mentioned earlier. Thomas and Sillen, in describing the

African American student who has been accepted into graduate studies, cite a study done

by Jones et al. this way:

Blacks chosen to enter . . . are expected to share the institution's white
middle-class values and 'demonstrate that they will uphold, continue to
support, and reaffirm the white institution's concept of itself as liberal,
unbiased and nondiscriminatory.' Those who appear to challenge these
views are considered unsuitable candidates. If accepted . . . the black
[student] is subject to an almost 'hallucinatory whitening,' by officials who
insist that 'color doesn't matter' . . . If the black [student] reacts against
displays of racism, he is 'labeled as hypersensitive about race . . . [and if
any] questions of racism comes up, the black [student] is expected to deal
with them as if he were himself white, lest he disturb the apparent peaceful
black-white relations' (Thomas and Sillen 150).

In addition, African Americans are continually being reminded that the role models

that they must accept and adhere to, are exclusively white theorists or leaders. Therefore,

for the African Americans to succeed, they are expected to look upon them and their

theoretically questionable positions as being valid. To do otherwise is to fail at adjusting

to the indefensibly oppressive theoretical position of authority. Any attempt on the part of
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the African Americans to question the oppressors' theoretical foundation is labeled as

being pathologically abnormal.

I am forced to ask, if the oppressors' "standard" test models, which support their

predetermined idea of superiority remain in place, is there any way out of this quagmire

for vulnerable African Americans? Moreover, is there any way to achieve an academic

"standard" for African Americans that is outside of the oppressors' habituated standards?

Further, is there any way that African Americans might avoid taking the oppressors' so-

called standardized tests, or avoid being subjected to the oppressors' theories that do not

reflect their reality? If the answer to all the above questions is a decisive 'No', then I must

assume that all is lost. Personally, I would propose that higher education simply discard

its standardized tests and re-frame its curricular approach. This would, at the very least,

remove several "predictable" results that have come to support the oppressors' many

"racial" and ethnic stereotypes that have been institutionalized in education. In point of

fact, African Americans have, in my opinion, two ways to go. They can either avoid the

oppressors' educational centers at all cost, or resist by not accepting the oppressors'

"standardized" results.

As noted earlier, the oppressors' first confirmed 'IQ' test came with the

'Alpha/Beta.' Out of this came the standardized tests used in the workplace and

education. From this came a multitude of various pathological examinations used to

prove that African Americans and others are intellectually inferior. Although the

oppressors established a eugenic movement based on standardized tests, hampered

momentarily by a pathogenic variant called 'Nazism,' they still continue to see these tests

as a way of verifying their superiority. The Nazis, as with the modern-day oppressors,
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shared the belief in the need to test, label and pathologize other groups, although the

Nazis' acts and action were later pronounced as aberrant.

Thus far, I have suggested that the African Americans' vulnerability in higher

education is multifaceted. Their ability to slow down the virulent growth in the

oppressors' pathogenic ways of thinking is critical. Even now African Americans have

come to discover that the oppressors are in search of a human gene that will once and for

all give them concrete and verifiable evidence to prove, 'unequivocally,' that the African

American is inferior. For instance, the oppressors have initiated a federally-funded

program called 'the genome' (a process of counting chromosomes with its associated

genes). According to Jessica Mathews in her article in the Washington Post on Dec. 4,

1994, entitled "Genetic Study Pandora's Box of Information:"

The human genome is about to become the most incendiary scientific
frontier since Charles Darwin's heretical insight. . . . The mapping of the
genomea federally funded crash effort launched in the mid`80s to
identify every human gene--is beginning to unleash a torrent of information
. . . [that] will make the current to-do over genetics, race and intelligence
seem mild . . . . It may tell us our personal endowments of traits that make
up what we now grossly call intelligence, perhaps sparking calls for
educational tracking from an early age (Mathews lb).

From here it is not much of a stretch to assume that African Americans' genes, by

definition, will be labeled inferior and abnormal, if only because to be superior and normal,

according to the oppressors, is to be white. In the near future, I believe that the gene will

replace standardized tests and will be used as the new reified measurement for intelligence

in order to determine who is or is not acceptable or expendable within the oppressors'

pathologically constructed quagmire that they call education. In this way qualifications
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and merit will be redefined by their pathological mentality that no longer recognizes one

by their skin color, but by their genetic structure.

The Oppressors' Pathological Need to Teach and
Disseminate Mythologically False African American
History in Higher Education

Carter Woodson tell us in The Mis-Education of the Negro that it is well

understood that the teaching of history by the oppressors as educators is done to further

assure them of their superiority over African Americans and incidentally, other people of

color. He tells us that if the oppressors can control a person's thinking, they do not have

to worry about that person's actions. His contention is that if a person can be made to

feel inferior, that person will be compelled to accept an inferior status (84). 1 would argue

that this is true within the curriculum in higher education. Although African Americans

are under the impression that these institutions have been established to help fulfill their

undeveloped minds, Woodson says, education has simply become an opiate to temporarily

relieve their impression but has no intention of educating them (100).

Knowing this, the oppressors have devised ways to add to their pathologized

agenda in the area of academic courses by fictionalizing, revising and tokenizing their

course content. This is done to placate any detractor who might argue that their culture,

gender, or "race" has not been given an equal voice. Farai Chideya in her book Don't

Believe the Hype supports this notion and argues that "it is a complete fiction that

instruction in 'other cultures' has always been available in American educationor even

that it is available now. "In fact," she goes on to say, "The College Blue Book lists under

150 college and university programs in Black/African-American Studies, versus, for
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example over 1000 in English" (95). She tells us that although African Americans have

affected the development of every discipline, these disciplines have done nothing for them.

For example, she tell us that African Americans in the field of science like Daniel Hale

Williams who performed the nation's first successful heart operation in 1893 at Chicago's

Provident Hospital, and Charles Drew, who developed modern blood plasma science, are

not heard about. The same is true in the area of literature. She tells us that although lip

service is given to Phyllis Wheatley's 1773 published book of poetry, and the Nobel Prize

winner, Toni Morrison, might be mentioned, white Americans are used to seeing their

own contributions. African Americans and others of color have little to connect with their

history. What African Americans are used to reading about are the accomplishments of

the oppressors and their contributions to history (94). Yet, when the oppressors do

decide to introduce the accomplishments of African Americans, they do so only if it

reflects their reality. One of the most interesting cases in point is Alex Haley's Roots.

Alex Haley in 1976 portrayed his 'family' in Roots, a novel that sold some 1.5

million copies in its first year of publication. It was hailed by the oppressors as being one

of the greatest historically-documented breakthroughs about African Americans to date.

However, it was soon discovered to be a hoax. Shortly after its publication, two authors,

Margaret Walker Alexander (Jubilee 1966) and Harold Courlander (The African 1967)

sued Haley by claiming that he had "largely copied" from their novels.

The fact that Roots continued to be represented in white institutions as serious

historical literature exemplifies how the oppressors can knowingly support a

pathologically-revised historical rendition of the African Americans' past, allowing it to be

taught without critically reviewing its authenticity. Many African Americans, along with
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the rest of the American public, are still not aware that a hoax had been perpetrated,

because they want to believe in Haley's 'rags to riches' story. When Haley's published

work Roots was introduced, African Americans, like many others, clamored to buy this

"documented" piece of "lost" history. Haley's 'family' became America's family. Their

trials and tribulations gave most Americans something that they felt that they could

identify with. Never in the African Americans' wildest dreams could they have imagined

that the oppressors would want to identify with their plight, much less publish or film it.

Further, to add insult to injury, it must be remembered that Alex Haley wrote The

Autobiography of Malcolm X. Therefore, who could possibly doubt the authenticity of a

Haley's past history who was allowed by the oppressors to call a biography an

autobiography of another man's life?

In his novel, Roots, Haley, the Pulitzer Prize-winning author, traced for all to read,

his slave "ancestors" from the shores of Africa to North America. Educators hailed his

novel as a great historical triumph. Jim Sleepers, in "Toward an End of Blackness," says

that at "least 250 colleges began offering credit courses based significantly on Roots"

(37). Sleepers even recounts how he had watched Haley tell "a rapt audience of Harvard

undergraduates, many of them black, of his meeting with the griot, or oral historian, from

a village in Gambia from which, Haley said, his ancestor Kunta Kinte had been abducted

to America in 1767. . . . [That left his audience] awash in tears" (37). What Haley didn't

tell his audience, or better still, what he couldn't tell his audience, in order to keep the

oppressors' institutions guiltless, was about the 50 million slaves who died during or

shortly after their Atlantic crossing. Nor could Haley write about the many `Kunta

Kinte's' that were lynched and murdered by the oppressors after arriving. This would
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have made him abnormal in the eyes of the oppressors, who found his new, although

highly implausible, story normal.

The oppressors' educational institutions and their media not only helped support

Haley's great lie, but they helped to generate the idea that African Americans have now

found their diaspora. Many African Americans identified with the novel and/or ABC's

filmed docudrama. Few however asked the most important questions, like how was it that

Haley happened to make this incredible find when others have not? Why do African

Americans feel a sense of rage most of the time, yet there does not seem to be that same

sense of rage in the Haley "family"? Has this novel forced African Americans to feel that

they have been simply experiencing a momentary loss of memory over the past three to

four hundred years?

Doubleday publishing house tried to answer these questions when it called this

book "the long, tortuous arc of black dispossession and yearning for a historic reckoning

seemed at last, to come home. . ." (37). But whose home did it affect? Certainly not the

African Americans'. For they still got up the following day to face their "rootless"

existence while, somehow, one of them was able to find his roots unlike those whose

roots had been torn out of the ground, replanted in foreign soil, and stomped on.

In the meantime, the 'roots' of Alex Haley, inside the oppressors' institution of

higher education, grew. It became within their structure a therapeutic elixir. The

oppressors' greatest cathartic moment came when Roots depicted a more humane

crossing and enslavement of this group of people. They no longer needed to feel a sense

of shame for their exploitation and murder of the African while reading this novel. All

that they needed to do was to read how the Africans, later referred to as African
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Americans, pulled themselves up by their boot straps, like all other 'God fearing'

immigrants. Roots became an academic sponge that helped to absorb any and all past

transgressions that had been perpetrated by the oppressors. David Brion Davis (also a

Pulitzer Prize winning author for his book Problem of Slavery in Western Civilization)

defended the book by saying, "We all need certain myths about the past, and one must

remember how much in the myths about the Pilgrims or the immigrants coming here has

been reversed" (qtd. by Sleepers 38). Davis however misses the point. African

Americans were not pilgrims fleeing religious persecution, but were kidnapped captives

brought here to do the oppressors' bidding.

Davis may feel comfortable about how historical myths have evolved because they

have, in most cases, a traceable past. African Americans' traceable history starts with

their landing on these shores. What has been portrayed in Haley's novel is, for all intents

and purposes, a flagrant lie. Moreover, the mere fact that the media and higher education

have not exposed this lie helps to confirm the cultures need to believe in this pathological

hoax. Frank Rich in Time magazine continued to perpetuate this myth by having told us

that Roots occupies a special place in the history of our mass culture: ". . . it has the

singular power to reunite all Americans, black and white, with their separate and

collective pasts" (qtd. in Sleepers 38). My answer to Rich is that if this is what is going to

unite black and white America, African Americans are better off remaining separate.

What needs to be said at this juncture, and said loudly, is that Haley's novel is not

what it has been purported to be. The historian Oscar Handlin, from Harvard, denounced

Roots as being a scholarly "fraud" (Sleepers 38). As stated earlier, both Harold

Courlander and Margaret Walker Alexander sued Haley for plagiarism. Because these
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cases were settled out of court and not widely publicized, the public, both white and

black, remained, for the most part, enamored by the idea that African Americans, like the

pilgrims, had successfully persisted against all odds. Why the charade?

Ironically, had it not been for Walker and Courlander's suits, or Haley's untimely

death, I believe that we would undoubtedly be into our third or fourth miniseries of Roots.

Yet, as mentioned earlier, its questionable authenticity has not been widely publicized.

Most educators whom I have spoken with who use this novel as a historical and/or literary

text in the classroom either have not heard about Haley's plagiarism, or, if they have

heard, have made no attempt to investigate or teach this novel as the fictional hoax that it

is. The oppressors and their surrogates, in teaching and airing this novel, have most

certainly triumphed in creating a fiction as fact. The oppressors' institutions have used

this novel as a "living" historical legacy. It wants its students, both black and white, to

forget about the existence of slave rebellions. The oppressors' institutions wish to

promote the idea that slavery was not the cancerous infection that African Americans have

known it to be by trying to cover it over with this whitewashed 'root.' But, within the

dark recesses of the African Americans' psyche, there remains a truth that cannot be

concealed.

This story's improbability will eventually be looked upon by African Americans as

just another false lesson, like so many others, that has been used to teach a level of

tolerance for the oppressors. Sleepers says, "If Roots hasn't helped a new generation of

American blacks to fit itself in the national tapestry, we must find something else that can,

for separating the black thread would harm all of us even more than hiding it deep in the

weave, as we've done in the past" (43). The question that African Americans should start
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to ask themselves is how many more pathological lies have they been told that have gone

uncovered? Better still, how many more have been taught that have not been exposed, and

have gone without notice into education as fact? Will institutions of higher education ever

critically analyze, expose, replace or remove their racist theorists, practitioners, and

materials from their institutions? These questions still are waiting to be answered.

Even more ironic, a 13-foot-high, 4,200-pound bronze figure of AlexHaley was

unveiled on April 24, 1998, in a park in Knoxville, Tennessee. It is the largest statue of a

black man in America.

The Pathologizing of an African
American Archetypal Hero

When I was young adult, I remember listening to the voice of Malcolm X and

reading copies of Muhammad Speaks, (the Nation of Islam's weekly periodical), every

chance 1 got. His unbridled rage took me to a level of awareness that 1 had not been to

before. I began to question everything that the oppressors had to say. However, when

the Autobiography of Malcolm X by Alex ("Roots") Haley was presented to the American

public shortly after Malcolm's assassination, the fervor started to die down. The rage that

had once existed was no where to be found. After reading the Autobiography, it was hard

to recognize the Malcolm that I remembered. Now, after years of thinking about

Malcolm, I have come to believe that the oppressors somehow had a hand in watering

down his image. In addition, I came to discover that I was not alone. "Shortly after the

brutal assassination of Malcolm X," according to bell hooks, "Bayard Rustin predicted
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that 'White America, not the Negro people, will determine Malcolm X's role in history'

(Outlaw Culture 155).

I could not help but think back to the fact that this book was published after

Malcolm's death. Like Roots, Haley's Autobiography of Malcolm X was also a bestseller

and widely taught in higher education. Although I try to avoid thinking that this work

might be a conspiratorial makeover by the oppressors, it was hard for me to separate the

fact that Haley was involved with the writing of both works. Looking back, in order to

assess and evaluate Haley's Malcolm, as I had done with his Roots, I had to first consider

that Haley was not an historian, as, in my opinion, both of his books have revealed. More

importantly, when the rights to this book were sold to Warner Brothers to have this book

turned into a film, my suspicions were raised.

For instance, prior to the assassination of Malcolm X, he was nowhere to be found

in the halls of higher education. According to bell hooks, the oppressors appeared to have

no use for him. She tells us that even when the oppressors were told that there was a

changed Malcolm that no longer fiercely advocated racial separatism, the oppressors still

kept their distance (Outlaw 155). Manning Marabel, speaking about Malcolm X, warned,

"There is a tendency to drain the radical message of a dynamic, living activist into an

abstract icon, to replace radical content with pure image" (qtd. by hooks 155). However,

once his ideas were commodified and sold by conservative market forces that strip the

work of all radical and revolutionary content, according to hooks, the threat has been

diminished (Outlaw 156).

Interestingly, when a decision had been made to produce a film about Malcolm,

based on Haley's book, a growing controversy evolved out of who was going to write the
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screenplay for the Autobiography. Spike Lee, who was eventually selected to direct the

film, said, "There have been a million scripts done. I mean, David Mamet did a script. He

[even] put Alex Haley, Malcolm's co-author on the Autobiography, in as a character in

the film" (The Village Voice 40). Strangely, Lee did not mention James Baldwin's name.

Although Baldwin was originally selected to "reinterpret" and write Haley's

Autobiography, his name was nowhere to be found. Baldwin, who had written the

screenplay based on Malcolm's life, says in an essay entitled, "The Devil Finds Work,"

that he would "rather be horsewhipped, or incarcerated in the forthright bedlam of

Bellevue, than repeat the adventure" (550). He supports this phrase by referring to a

memo that he came across that was sent to his producer, which he "unscrupulously"

intercepted. The memo advised the producer to have Baldwin write the script so that the

tragedy of Malcolm's life was to be blamed on some whites in the beginning, but was later

to be portrayed as the doing of many blacks [emphasis in the original] (551). Baldwin

was also to discover that the studio had assigned to him a "technical" expert, disguised at

first as a collaborator. This collaborator was to translate each scene that Baldwin had

written in "cinematic language, shot by shot, camera angle by camera angle" (551).

Baldwin's "collaborator," however, had rewritten one of Baldwin's earlier bar scenes so

that it made Malcolm as a young adult appear an unthinking gun toting "child" looking for

trouble, when in fact there was no indication in the Autobiography that would support this

assumption. Baldwin, realizing that the "technical" assistant was merely a ploy to distort

and reinterpret his writings, "simply walked out, taking [his] original script with [him]"

(553).

Twenty-five years later, the decision was made to produce the film. However, a
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controversy grew out of who was going to direct it. At first Warner Brothers had chosen

the white director Norman Jewison to make the film; however, the African American

director, Spike Lee, as mentioned earlier, because of his insider position, according to bell

hooks, and the likelihood that he would draw the biggest crossover audience to insure the

movie's financial success, was finally chosen (Outlaw Culture 157). Lee insisted that

having a white man directing Malcolm X would be "wrong with a capital w!" (qtd. by

hooks 157). Yet Lee, along with some of his white "collaborators," proceeded to change

names, events and characters (making three or four characters into one), without, in his

opinion, distorting the Malcolm X story (San Jose Mercury News 14). Lee even admitted

that Warner Brothers wanted him to stress that Malcolm, after going to Mecca, stopped

calling white folks blue-eyed mutant devils. He tells us that they had a point because

Malcolm's post-Mecca is the point where he evolved the most (San Jose Mercury 14).

What is it that Lee is suggesting here? Are we to suppose that Malcolm's vehemence

towards the oppressors in his formative years was simply an aberration and that his post-

Mecca period, a year before his death, was his high point of enlightenment? What follows

reads like another oppressors' historical déjà vu that African Americans have come to

accept.

Although Baldwin took his copy of the script, the studio retained its own copy of

the script, along with the "reinterpretations." When Lee was finally chosen to direct the

film, Baldwin's script was turned over to him, but he, interestingly, again did not mention

Baldwin's name in the film credits. Lee explains that this was due to Baldwin's sister and

executor, Gloria, who said that she "didn't want to have anything to do with this project,"

according to Lee (The Village Voice 40). Therefore Lee, along with his studio
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"collaborators," Arnold Perl (who, incidentally was Baldwin's "technical" expert), David

Bradley, Calder Willingham, Charles Fuller and David Mamet continued to "reinterpret"

James Baldwin's original script (The Village Voice 40, San Jose Mercury 14).

Shortly after the film was made, Spike Lee was asked by Henry Louis Gates Jr.,

the W.E.B. Du Bois professor of Humanities at Harvard University, "What's the real

reason this movie was never madeuntil now?" Lee answered that "I just think the

studios were scared of the film . . . [because] Malcolm X was basically disputing the

American dream" (San Jose Mercury 14). When Gates asked, "Do you think about the

relation between the film and the facts?" Lee answered, "You have to realize we're not

making a documentary; we're making a drama" (14). Although Gates did not react to

Lee's answer, I would like to know why Lee then used documentary film clips of

Malcolm's speeches. It seems to me that if this film is not a documentary based on

Malcolm's "autobiography," why did Lee use documentary film clips?" Surely the original

film footage of Malcolm's speeches did not add to the drama, I would assume. However,

the story does not end here.

Although I will admit that the characterizations of public figures change as history

dictates, and that any form of narrative history involves falsification or distortion to fit a

narrative framework, the peculiarity surrounding Malcolm's fictional character, as well as

other African American characters, seems to be tinctured with the pathology of the

oppressors. For example, hooks tells us that Lee had to appeal to a white audience by

creating a fictive Malcolm, although (as mentioned earlier) documentary footage was used

to make the film seem authentic (Outlaw 157-8). Throughout the film Lee distorts what

is known about Malcolm by creating what hooks calls his predominance of spectacle, of
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the coon show and Lee's inaccurate portrayal of Malcolm's tragic childhood and family

relationships (Outlaw 158). Warner Brothers even chose the actor who played the role of

Malcolm, Denzel Washington, although Lee, the director, would have ordinarily made

that choice, according to hooks (159).

It is hard for me to recognize the Malcolm X of my young adulthood based on

Haley and Lee's portrayal. He has been made over twice--once in a book that is called an

autobiography and later in a film. Clearly, the way in which this one archetypal hero has

been revisited 'historically' and fictionally should cause us all a moment of pause. I have

come to conclude that the only way to combat this and other distorted images of African

American archetype heroes is that African Americans must refocus and, if need be, revise

them so that they might fit their reality. Otherwise, it is my opinion that African

Americans will continue to live within the oppressors' Kafkaesque asylum, where

hopelessness and self-victimization will continue to be our destiny.
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Notes

' As noted in Thomas and Sillen, in 1903, the distinguished American psychiatrist
William Alanson White asserted that "the percentage of colored insane increases rapidly
as we leave the natural home of the negro and go in any direction. In other words, as
soon as the negro goes north and enters into active competition with the white, who is
mentally his superior, he succumbs in the unequal struggle." The echoes reverberate in
the influential Textbook of Psychiatry by Eugen Bleuler (1924). The eminent Swiss
psychiatrist wrote that "in America it was discovered that the negroes, who as slaves had
no percentage of insanity worth mentioning, become insane in greater numbers the more
they approach the manner of living of the whites. . . ." Karl Jaspers also cites this alleged
fact in his General Psychopathology (1963), but this German psychiatrist more cautiously
adds, "Any plausible interpretation seems impossible in view of the little known material
and the impossibility of testing it critically" (124).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The Oppressors as Gatekeeper

The oppressors have created a Kafkaesque asylum, as mentioned earlier, that

African Americans are trapped in. Inside, it can only be seen as an irrational, senseless

world, which is intent upon controlling the African Americans' total existence. The

oppressors' pathology suggests that there is only one world order, which is framed around

their epistemology. Their 'race' theories, modeled by their belief in their own superiority,

have become for them the repository of "truth." Anyone denying their "truth" is labeled

abnormal. But Franz Kafka says, in the last line of his parable about the "Law," from his

novel The Trial, that if it is the oppressors who are defining the world-order, it is a lie (130).

The African Americans have experienced this lie on a daily basis, and their entire existence

is continually being shaped by it. Let us consider a parallel with Kafka's parable, the

"Law." In the following adaptation, I will suggest that it is higher education that occupies

the position of the law as an institution in Kafka's story. In addition, I will rename Kafka's

character, the gatekeeper, whose sole raison d'être is to guard the entry to the Law, and call

him the oppressor. The African American will portray Kafka's outsider.

One day, the African American arrives and begs the oppressor to be admitted into

higher education. The oppressor, who guards the gate, tells the African American that they

cannot be admitted, "at least for the moment." He also warns the African American against

trying to go past him, for there will be other gatekeepers, unlike him, who are more

powerful within. The African American says to the oppressor, "If it is not possible for me

to enter now, then when?" The oppressor, as gatekeeper, replies, "There is the possibility
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that you might enter at a later time, but not at this moment" (124). Trusting the words of

the oppressor, the African American waits.

As the African American stands in front of the gate of the guarded institution, the

oppressor, feeling a sense of"beneficence," and knowing that the African American will be

standing for quite awhile, offers a stool, which the African American readily accepts. The

oppressor even engages the African American in impersonal small talk. But the gate

remains closed.

At one point the African American even tries to bribe the oppressor with gifts, but

to no avail. The oppressor simply takes each gift saying, "1 take this only to keep you from

feeling that you have left something undone." Unable to understand what it is that has been

left undone, the African American continues to wait.

As the years pass, the African American angrily curses this evil fate aloud, yet

continues to wait. Finally, as the African American's body starts to stiffen and life begins

to come to a close, a question begins to form. Beckoning the oppressor to bend down to

listen, the African American says, "Everyone strives to attain knowledge, and a chance at

getting an education. How does it come about that in all these years no one has come

seeking admittance through this particular gate but me?" The oppressor, noticing that the

African American is about to die yells, "You are insatiable. No one but you could gain

admittance through this gate, since this gate was intended only for you. Therefore, it will

remain closed."

This has been the African Americans' legacy. The closed gate has always been

there. For centuries African Americans havewaited at the gate, believing that once beyond

it, there would be hope. But, like the outsider in Kafka's story, African Americans remain

outside, begging to be admitted.

Walter Kaufmann, Kafka's biographer, says that "the 'Law' invites a multitude of

different interpretations; and [Kafka] does not want to be reduced to one exclusive
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meaning" (122). In light of this, Kafka's ambiguity has helped me to recreate this

prophetically frightening tale about a group that has been pathologically lied to for

generations while still trusting in the "moment" that never arrives. Yet, African Americans

wait, naively believing that at any given moment, the gate will open and permit them to

enter.

Kafka's parable, however, does not end with the closed gate or the death of the

outsider. The scenario continues with the introduction of a priest, as narrator, described

as the upholder of truth, who tells us that the parable could be interpreted so as to see the

gatekeeper as the real victim in this story, and not the outsider, as some would believe. This

important twist allows the reader to understand how the oppressors can take the obvious

and alter it to fit their own "truth." For instance, the narrator in the parable argues that it

is the gatekeeper who has to put up with the appeal of the outsider over the years while

showing a great deal of patience. The narrator also argues that the gatekeeper is a

compassionate person, who offers the outsider a stool and makes small talk. Moreover, the

narrator describes how the gatekeeper is accepting of the outsider's gifts and even tolerates

the outsider's curses. Finally, the narrator takes the position that it is the gatekeeper who

is really subordinate to the outsider, for if the outsider had not wanted entry, the gatekeeper

would not be bound to his post. In fact, the narrator argues, it is the gatekeeper's duty to

serve the outsider.

As this parable draws to a close, the narrator has shown how the gatekeeper has

been moved from the role of victimizer to victim. This line of reasoning has become one

of the many ways in which the oppressor has been able to control and define others. In the

parable, according to the narrator, it is the gatekeeper, as oppressor, who is now the one

waiting. He is the one who has given up his freedom and has become subordinate to the

outsider, if only out of duty. According to Kafka's narrator, "To doubt [the gatekeepers']

integrity is to doubt the Law itself" (130).
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If this quotation is correct, then Kafka' s final words are chilling. We are told that

if the gatekeeper represents truth and integrity, "lying has now become a universal

principle" (130).

Based on the above adaptation, I will attempt to show in the following section how

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, along with its subsequent Orders, models the "Law" in higher

education in an ominous way.

Affirmative Action: The Oppressors'
Most Profound Nightmare

Writing about affirmative action and its adjunct, equal opportunity, and its impact on

the hiring/entry of African Americans into higher education is like telling another

Kafkaesque tale. To glean how these two contradictory concepts have been linked, it is

important to define them. Tierney explains it this way:

Equal opportunity seeks to make the organization blind to difference,
whereas affirmative action accentuates difference. Equal opportunity does
not demand that an organization publish percentages of men and women
working in departments, for example; affirmative action requires it. . . .

Equal opportunity believes that a meritocracy requires that an organization

not ascertain any prior information about a candidate's race or gender;

affirmative action assumes that such information is necessary to make an

informed judgement (173).

In addition, it is important to understand that equal opportunity is based on the

assumption that the world will work in a fair and just manner and that an organization is not

systemically racist or sexist. Affirmative action is based on the opposite assumption, and

calls for the development of systemic plans. Tierney tells us that these are the kinds of

institutional concepts that impede action (172). Faye Crosby put it even more succinctly

in an article called "Understanding Affirmative Action":

In the assumptive world of equal opportunity policies, discrimination occurs
because an individual makes unjustified or unfair distinctions between other
individuals. In the assumptive world ofaffirmative action, discrimination
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can occur in the absence of ill will or prejudice on the part of any individual

currently in the organization (qtd. by Tierney 173).

Yet, what is so absurd about these two notions is that many institutions of higher

education call themselves affirmative action/equal opportunity campuses, suggesting that

they can be color blind and color sensitive at the same time. In this manner, the oppressors

have it both ways. Is there any wonder why there is so little if any progress in the area of

civil rights in higher education? To answer that question, it is important to assess and

evaluate events that have led up to the civil rights acts in high education.

Historically, the oppressors' institutions of higher education have had little if

anything to fear from the African American. The oppressor-gatekeepers have dutifully

succeeded in keeping African Americans waiting, even after the advent ofaffirmative action,

which was a part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The purpose of affirmative action,

according to William Tierney, was to redress past wrongs, correct present ills, and create

the conditions for a more diverse future (190). Although one might think that the

implementation of affirmative action would be seen as both a fair and equitable federal

Order, which could quite possibly reduce racial, and/or gender inequities in employment,

particularly in higher education it did just the opposite.

For one thing, African Americans were excluded from participating in higher

education from the 1600s to the mid-1800s according to Washington and Harvey (5).

Meyer Weinberg in 1977 said that by 1865, fewer than 30 African Americans had graduated

from a college or university in the United States . . . and that major institutions,

such as Princeton and Brown University, refused to accept African American students (qtd.

by Washington and Harvey 5). In order to understand this dynamic, we must look at higher

education at the turn of the century where, for example, Kenneth Jackson tells us that there

were only three African Americans known to have ever taught in white institutions. He

goes on to say that that number had only increased to six by 1938 (136). Although it had
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been statistically recorded that there were approximately 200 full-time African American

faculty members in higher education by 1958, according to Jackson, what was not revealed

was that 194 taught exclusively within the traditionally black institution (137).

History also tells us that the oppressors were able to maintain their dominance in

higher education through the use of exclusionary policies. Shirley Vining Brown supports

this by saying, "From the beginning the exclusion ofBlack Americans from higher education

was sanctioned by law, custom and tradition" (315). Brown, quoting William Cross, states

that "the oppressors are the gatekeepers of social progress and exclusionary educational

policies which has [sic] systematically perpetuated the unequal stratification of race/ethnic

groups in American society" (315). These exclusionary policies remained so entrenched in

higher education that they did not ebb for African Americans until the mid-twentieth

century.

Although Jackson mentioned that there were only three African Americans known

to have ever taught in white institutions by the latter half of the 19th Century, research has

shown that there were in fact only two African Americans appointed to faculty positions in

the oppressors' institutionsGeorgetown University and the University of South Carolina-

according to Brown (315). This discrepancy in numbers was due in large part to how

African American educators were defined. For example, W.E.B. Dubois did not instruct

but did research in higher education (he would have been counted by Jackson), whereas the

two African Americans that Brown referred to were full-time teachers (Washington and

Harvey 5).

Jackson tells us that prior to the 1960s, "The relatively small number of blacks in

academia. . . can undeniably be attributed to deliberate exclusionary practices on the part

of higher education. Even though there were notable exceptions in both cases, [African

Americans] for the most part, were systematically and intentionally excluded from the

mainstream of the academic world in any meaningful sense up until the beginning of the
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1960s" (135). In addition, Jackson tell us that "it is a well-documented fact that blacks

were denied the opportunity to even acquire the training necessary to become participants

in higher education after emancipation" (135). Interestingly, in 1947 when the managers

of the Julius Rosenwald Fund contacted five hundred college and university presidents

requesting that they make some effort to recruit and hire black faculty members, they

discovered that "four-fifths ofthe colleges did not deign to reply to this outrageous request;

the other fifth refused. Those who did typically replied, 'It isn't that we discriminate against

the Negro race as such, it's just that our entire college is white' " (qtd. from Ebony

Map7ine by Washington and Harvey 6). The only educational alternative that African

Americans had was to establish their own traditionally Black institutions.

Once the Second World War was underway, the federal government and defense

contractors started to modify their exclusionary laws towards African Americans, in part

because of Franklin Roosevelt's Executive Order 8802 that banned discrimination in

employment. Academicians also set aside their exclusionary policies in higher education

because white educators were needed to help fight the war. Brown, paraphrasing J. E.

Fleming, G. R. Gill, and D. H. Swinton, tells us that to keep their institutions of higher

education open, the academicians co-opted the African American educators by temporarily

placing them into their positions while white educators were away. Fleming, et al. describes

this situation as a transition from "policies of exclusion" to "policies of experimentation"

(qtd. by Brown 316). Although the African Americans' teaching role had not significantly

increased during this time, by 1947, out of 3,000 African Americans who listed "college

teacher" as their occupation, only 78, many who were part-time lecturers, had ever taught

at a white school. Still, this was a far cry from the two African American tenured faculty

members identified in white institutions in 1941 (Washington and Harvey 7). But, by the

end of the 1940s, less than seven percent of white institutions employed African American

faculty (Brown 316). William Exum reported that "by 1950, only 72 of the 1,051 white
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colleges and universities surveyed employed African American professors; most of those

were visiting instructors for one term or one year" (qtd. by Harvey and Washington 7).

Essentially, the war effort created a form of de facto desegregation based on higher

education's need at the time, It was not until 1953 that a concerted effort was put into

place to integrate our schools based on the Supreme Court decision, Brown v. Board of

Education, 347 U.S. 483, in 1954. This was the first legal decision, successfully fought in

the Supreme Court by an African American, Thurgood Marshall, which attempted to

eradicate the 'pathogen' that had infected the oppressors in education. Jackson, quoting

William Trent stated that "despite the fact that Brown became a legalized mandate to

integrate the public schools by 1954, along with another Court ruling -- Florida ex rel.

Hawkins v. Board of Control, 350 U.S. 413 in 1956 ruled that Brown also covered higher

education--progress was not forthcoming" (Jackson 112). Moreover, it did not directly

affect the hiring practices of higher education in white universities and colleges. Large

numbers of African Americans were still observed, metaphorically speaking, sitting at the

gates of the oppressors' institutions of higher education.

Washington and Harvey, quoting Exum, said that "by 1961, seven years after

Brown, 300 or 3.5 percent full-time African Americans taught at predominantly white

colleges and universities, while the majority were heavily concentrated in historically

African American schools" (7).

By 1963, racial unrest started to build within the inner cities. Lyndon B. Johnson,

as Vice President, witnessed a massive march on Washington, D.C., led by a young African

American civil rights activist, Martin Luther King Jr., as did President Kennedy who

"stressed the elimination of oppressive economic and social burdens imposed on African

Americans by racial discrimination" (qtd. by Albert G. Mosley 2). Shortly after the

assassination of Kennedy, President Johnson experienced the results of what happens when

a group waits too longcivil disobedience. Johnson came to the realization that in order to
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quell these disturbances, new policies concerning African Americans would have to be

enacted.

By 1964, due to racial concerns, Congress passed a Civil Rights Act. This new Act

was designed, in my opinion, to placate the African American, yet not disrupt the status

quo. Moore, quoting Theodore Cap low and Reece McGee, tell us that during that year:

Discrimination on the basis of race appears to be nearly absolute. No major
university in the United States has more than a token representation of
Negroes on its faculty, and these tend to be rather specialized persons who
are fitted in one way or another for such a role. We know of no Negro
occupying a chairmanship or major administrative position in our sample of
universities (qtd. by Moore and Wagstaff 40).

William Moore Jr., having quoted Caplow and McGee, goes on to say that "In

reality, up until 1964 African Americans found higher education to be a fortressalmost

impenetrable to all but Caucasian males" (3). Now that this new act was in place, African

Americans started to lean on the closed gate.

As African Americans applied more pressure on the gate, President Lyndon Johnson

assisted them by signing two Orders--Executive Orders 11246 in 1965, which established

affirmative action [amended in 1972 to apply to educational institutions], and 11375 in

1967, which included gender along with race as an illegitimate bases of discrimination.

Paul Brest and M. Oshige offered a succinct definition for both Orders, which came

to be known as affirmative action. They too echoed Tierney's words when they wrote, "An

affirmative action program seeks to remedy the significant underrepresentation of members

of certain racial, ethnic, or other groups through measures that take group membership or

identity into account" (qtd. by Tierney in "The Parameters of Affirmative Action" 167).

Their definition suggested that there would be a conscious and deliberate effort to bring

qualified people of color, particularly African Americans, into jobs and educational

institutions, from which they had been largely excluded for centuries.

In addition, there were advocates who wanted an even stronger bill based on the fact
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that the rate of unemployment of African Americans was double the national average and

the average lifetime income of all African Americans was less than that of a white eighth-

grade dropout, according to Albert Mosley (3). Armed with these figures and the tenets

as set in the Executive Orders, according to Tierney, the Department ofLabor ordered all

federal contractors to draw up acceptable affirmative action plans that included goals and

timetables. These goals and timetables were to solve deficiencies, defined as lack of

employment or promotion, or lower rates of pay and compensation for specific groups of

people (167). President Johnson attempted to clarify this new order in a speech at Howard,

a traditionally Black university in 1965. He stated:

Now, freedom is not enough. You do not wipe away the scars of centuries
by saying: you are free to go where you want, do as you desire, and choose
the leaders you please. You do not take a man who for years has been
hobbled by chains, liberate him, bring him to the starting line of a race,
saying, "you are free to compete with all the others," and still justly believe
you have been completely fair. Thus it is not enough to open the gates of
Opportunity (301).

Although Johnson's speech was clearly targeting the African Americans' plight,

affirmative action according to Moore and Wagstaffr, was not been as potent in insuring

African Americans recruitment as was hoped. In fact, opposition to his proposal was

immediate. Mosley tells us that the oppressors argued that the employer has the right to

hire and fire and to allow unions to choose its members. In addition, postsecondary and

professional schools should be allowed to choose students and give seniority rights in

employment (3). Washington and Harvey, quoting both William Exum and Meyer

Weinberg, tells us that the oppressors still had little to fear from this new policy. For

example, Exum says, "In 1960, African Americans comprised 3 percent of all faculty in the

United States and were heavily concentrated in historically African American schools" (7).

Concurring, Meyer Weinberg says, "Not until the late 1960s did colleges in the United

States begin to feel even slight pressure from the federal government to employ nonwhite

faculty, and the results were exceedingly minimal" (7).
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Accordingly, by 1968-69, the percentage had fallen to 2.2 percent of the total and

had increased to 2.9 percent by 1972-73" (qtd. by Washington and Harvey 7). In 1976 and

later, in 1979, Exum reported that the percentages of African American full-time faculty in

the nation got as high as 4.4, with the heaviest concentration still found in historically

African American institutions (qtd. by Washington and Harvey 7).

Clark Kerr, who had been the Chancellor for the California System of Higher

Education, helps us to understand why these results were minimal in a provocative

statement concerning the attitudes of academicians and their feelings towards what looked

like a threat to their "sovereignty" in 1965. He said, in light of Johnson's Civil Rights

decision, that "When change comes it is rarely of the instigation of this group of partners

[academicians] as a collective body. The group is more likely to accept or reject or

comment, than to devise and propose" (Moore and Wagstaff 86). His words have proven

to be prophetic. J. Stanley Pottinger, the director of the Office for Civil Rights, noted that

"Institutions of higher education have been singularly reluctant to admit any sort of external

influence on the policies and practices which govern their operations and their faculties in

particular" (qtd. by Moore 77).

For the next few years, many more opponents "came out of the woodwork" to voice

their disapproval of affirmative action from a legal position. Most recently, Nicholas

Capaldi, like many others, has argued that "Affirmative action in anything other than the

most innocuous sense is illegal." To support his point, he first provides the five major

definitions of affirmative action:

Definition 1 (open-search): Affirmative action consists of those policies
designed to advertise all openings as widely as possible and to monitor
appointments and promotions processes in order to insure that the process
is open, nondiscriminatory, and promotes excellence.

Definition 2 (punitive): Affirmative action consists of any policy, private or
public, ordered by the court to redress proven cases of individual
discrimination. The remedy may involve a specific numerical objective, but
the numerical objective is limited to a specific time and place.
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Definition 3 (minority set-asides): Affirmative action refers to
congressionally mandated rules concerning federal contracts and involving
a specific percentage of contracts to be set aside for minority contractors.

Definition 4 (backward-compensation): Affirmative action covers any policy
designed to redress alleged cases of discrimination against a group by
placing members of the group in the positions they would have allegedly
held if the alleged discrimination had not taken place.

Definition 5 (forward-preferential): Affirmative action designates any policy
in social planning, without any causal claim of what would have been,
designed to produce a society or institution that reflects some stated goal
and invokes quotas of group representation (Mosley and Capaldi 68).

Capaldi tells us that affirmative action, in the senses of definitions 1,2, and 3 (in a

highly limited version), is legal. He argues that 4 and 5 are illegal because the Fourteenth

Amendment to the United States Constitution makes clear that no state can "deprive any

person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person

within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws." Based on this amendment, Capaldi

argues that the Fourteenth Amendment is referring to individuals, not groups, who have

rights.

What Capaldi neglects to consider in his argument is that when the Fourteenth

Amendment was written, it pertained to and was assumed, ironically, to refer to a given

group (African Americans) and not individuals. His literal reading and interpretation of the

Fourteenth Amendment is to the advantage of those who wish to think of this amendment

as pertaining just to individuals. However, to assert that this amendment was meant to

serve only individuals is to forget that, as a matter of history, the primary and original

purpose of the amendment was to protect the newly freed slaves as a group. African

Americans, not only at the signing of the Fourteenth Amendment, but even now, have

always been looked upon as a group, and not as individuals within a group in this country.

African Americans have even come to think of themselves as members of a group.
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For example, when an African American does not perform well on, say a given

standardized test, the oppressors tend to assume that this is the failure of the group and not

the individual. Yet, if the oppressor is given that same test and fails, the failure is attributed

to that person alone and not to the group as a whole. This double standard is just a small

part of the argument that the oppressors are using to thwart the efforts that are being made

by African Americans.

Suffice it to say, affirmative action did not become the long hoped for curative

measure against discrimination, particularly in higher education. Pottinger confirmed this

by stating that affirmative action did not ruffle higher education. Some educators, he said,

insisted that "head count and ethnic law in the 1950s and 1960s and the current demand for

it is a step backward" (qtd. by Moore 76). By 1971, according to Mosley, the U. S.

Commission on Civil Rights provided comprehensive evidence that meaningful results were

not being produced. "Subsequently," he tells us, "Congress passed the Equal Employment

Opportunity Act of 1972 . . . [which granted] the Equal Employment Opportunity

Commission (EEOC) enforcement power and jurisdiction over cases involving institutional

patterns of exclusion" (4).

In a tongue in cheek fashion Washington and Harvey tell us:

Presumably, colleges and universities should not have needed governmental
prodding to hire African Americans and Hispanics for their faculties. In
settings where intellect is nominally the most valued quality, the prejudices
and irrationalities of the less educated would scarcely be expected to exist.
After all, institutions of higher education would ostensibly be more
interested in the quality of a person's mind than the color of the person's
skin (7-8).

Quoting Reginald Wilson, Washington and Harvey tell us, "This presumption is not

supported by the record, however, which clearly shows that prior to the initiation of

affirmative action, there were practically no African-American or Hispanic faculty members

in predominantly white colleges and universities" (8).

Yet, as Moore goes on to tell us, "Instead of looking for ways to make affirmative
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action plans work and providing leadership which would help to bring about equality in the

employment of minorities, academicians looked for reasons why such a plan would not

work" (77). They saw no reason to disrupt the status quo through acquiescing to and

accepting the federal mandates.

Be that as it may, there's no doubt that initially, there were changes made in the

hiring practices of academicians in higher education shortly after the Act and Orders were

instituted, but again, it had nothing to do with the their willingness to comply. To the

contrary. What seemed like a momentary change of heart had more to do with the

oppressors' fear of an escalation of violence in the inner city and on their campuses. It

appears that there was a direct correlation during the years 1965-71 between social unrest

and the increase in the hiring and promoting of African Americans. Kenneth W. Jackson

bluntly states that it was "the forces outside of the colleges and universities [that have]

brought about the hiring of Blacks. Progress in the recruitment, selection, and hiring of

Blacks has been made because of events, forces, and rewards outside of the colleges and

universities" (195).

All the same, Congress' actions and President Johnson's subsequent Executive

Orders, which at first allowed a few African Americans to get beyond the gate, had little

effect overall. For African Americans, it was like hearing the same old litany"not at this

moment" now coming from the academicians' mouths. Although some changes were

being made in the private and public sectors in society, higher education seemed unmoved.

According to Moore, even when the government revised Executive Order No. 4 in 1971

and 1972, which declared that an institution would have to develop affirmative action plans

to recruit and hire minorities and women, this Order was rebuffed by educators who insisted

that the guidelines were unclear (76). Freddie Nicholas and Arnold Oliver argued that it

was the development of de jure exclusionary laws and policies and the destructiveness of

such policies that dictated higher education's position (35).
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As amply documented in the 1968 Kerner Commission report on racial disorders,

when the oppressors were left to their own devices, past and present, American institutions

in such areas as college admissions, hiring decisions and loan approvals had been making

choices that discriminated against blacks (452). Looking back, one could attribute past

beliefs, such as theoretical concepts, biological determinism, standardized tests, labels, and

exclusionary practices, to being the academicians' safeguard against any intrusion that the

African American might make into their institutions. The oppressors' need to define and

control became all consuming. "Whites," Roger Wilkins tells us, "have an easy sense of

ownership of the country, [and] feel they are entitled to receive all that is best in it. . . . To

blacks there's nothing very easy about life in America, and any sense of ownership comes

hard because we encounter so much resistance in making our way through the ordinary

occurrences of life" (410).

As now seen, white college and university educators, for the most part, neither

devised nor proposed any actions that might increase the participation of the African

American educator inside of their institutions. The more powerful gatekeepers continued

to work on ways to keep them from entering the gate. For the gatekeepers, it was

important to thwart this impending nightmarish battering ram called affirmative action in

some way. Their past practice was now under the threat of being "reversed" because the

African American, as well as other outsiders, started to use some of the very same weapons

that the academicians have always used to gain preferential entry. In as much as the

oppressors' past exclusionary practice of preferential hiring had always been taken for

granted, the advent of affirmative action's use of preferences became the first attack against

all that was sacred and traditional in higher education. The academicians felt that they were

left with no other alternative than to argue against their own traditional practice of

preferential hiring. Like Kafka' s narrator, who defended the gatekeeper as one who was

being discriminated against because of his duty, the academician now took up a similar cry
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by saying that the use of 'race' preferences for hiring is discriminatory and takes unfair

advantage. Academicians even had the temerity to call it 'reverse' discrimination.

It was not until 1979 that higher education was put under more pressure from the

federal government to employ nonwhite faculty. However, by 1981, President Ronald

Reagan took up the academicians' and others' cry for help. Because he had made getting

rid of affirmative action a central part of his presidential campaign, according to Mosley,

"he proceeded to appoint executives like William Bradford Reynolds to the Justice

Department; Clarence Pendelton, Jr. and Clarence Thomas to the Equal Employment

Opportunities Commission (EEOC); and Supreme Court justices Antonin Scalia and

Anthony Kennedy who were hostile to the direction that affirmative action had taken" (12).

Reagan cut the budgets and staff of the EEOC and the office of Federal Contract

Compliance, curtailing their ability to pursue cases of overt discrimination and affirmative

action compliance (12). After the appointments were made and the budgets were cut,

affirmative action's impact started to slow down. To make sure that affirmative action was

kept in abeyance and continued to be ineffective, the oppressors conjured up more of their

greatest controlling weapon--words.

Doublespeak: The Oppressors'
Newest Weapon

From 1964 to 1998, institutions of higher education have become an Orwellian

refuge for academicians. Language has become the all controlling weapon, and what

looked to others like a source of linguistic openness and freedom became, for African

Americans, a totalitarian state of narrow-minded verbal control that, I suspect, would have

surprised even George Orwell. During what was known as the Reagan years, the

oppressors began to use trigger words and phrases in higher education as a weapon against

affirmative action. Tierney tells us that "Virtually all discussions about affirmative action



118

began by framing the topic in argumentative terms such as "controversial," used by Clayton

and Crosby in 1992; "contentious" by Wilson in 1995; "explosive," by Eberhardt and Fiske

in 1994; "misunderstood" by Fleming, Gill, and Swinton, in 1978; and a "disaster" by

Sowell in 1989" (167). William Moore tells us that

by using a "string of superficial and factless adjectives, added by emotional, thoughtless,

vitriolic and tasteless trigger words and phrases," the oppressors worked on the base fears

of those who started to feel threatened by affirmative action (77).

Orwell, in an essay he wrote fifty-two years ago entitled "Politics and the English

Language," says "Political language has to consist largely of euphemism, question-begging

and sheer cloudy vagueness" (118). Academicians have made good use of this kind of

language also. They have, for the most part, adopted what Orwell, and later, William Lutz,

refers to as "doublethink" or "doublespeak." Lutz tells us that "We laugh and dismiss

doublespeak as empty or meaningless words at our own peril, for, as George Orwell saw

so clearly, the great weapon of power, exploitation, manipulation, and oppression is

language" (xii-xiii).

Academic language, like Orwell's political language ". . . is designed to make lies

sound truthful . . . and to give an appearance of solidity to pure wind"(118-19). The

oppressors as academicians have learned to use, for example, meaningless words to give the

impression that they are sincere and truthful in their effort to open the gate to African

Americans in higher education. As mentioned earlier, a phrase like "at risk," which is

generally applied to African Americans, raises a number of issues. For example, are the

oppressors being sincere when they support so-called "at risk" programs for this group, or

is this just another way of saying that African Americans are "at risk" because they are

intellectually inferior? Do oppressors have ulterior motives for using the phrase "at risk"

in order to make those, who have been so labeled, feel as if they are "at risk?" With the

oppressors' power to control, define, and above all, manipulate the meaning of words,
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along with their theoretical belief in the inferiority of African Americans, to be "at risk"

around the oppressor is a risk in and of itself.

Lutz tells us that higher education has more than its share of doublespeak (14). For

example, Moore tells us that "it is clear that John Bunzel, president of San Jose State

College and political scientist Paul Seabury [of the University of California at Berkeley]

mainly speculated about the evils of affirmative action and projected a fear that borders on

paranoia of the unqualified black and female onslaught" (85). As mentioned earlier, to be

"unqualified" was one of the many ways to earmark African Americans when they were

applying for jobs in academe. According to Bunzel, "those who represent the black

marketplace and women will be 'relatively unqualified persons [who] will do a serious

disservice . . . to all graduate students" (Moore 78). Furthermore, if an African American

is able to successfully gain entry into the oppressors' cloister, other words like "token" have

come into use, particularly if they were found to be the only ones represented within a given

department or school. The word 'token' even suggested that their qualifications should

remain in question, even after they have met the criteria as set forth within a given

department.

When academicians fall back on euphemisms, question-begging and sheer cloudy

vagueness, as Orwell's article reminds us, the issue is no longer "what we are doing to the

language," but according to Lutz, "what we are doing with the language" (xi). When

academicians, for example, beg questions like, "why should standardsbe lowered or altered

to accommodate the African American," the answer is in the words that they have used.

Words like "standards," "lowered," "altered," and "accommodate" are considered loaded,

making the answer to the question, in context, obviously clear.

Orwell would say, "The great enemy of clear language is insincerity" (119). Indeed,

the academicians' language in relationship to affirmative action heightens their paranoia,

which produces a level of insincerity. Their language is cloaked in code words, lies and
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deception that should concern everyone inside and outside academia. Lutz argues that the

academicians' doublespeak "is not a slip of the tongue, or language used out of ignorance,

but is instead a very conscious use of language as a weapon or tool by those in power to

achieve their ends at our expense" ()di).

Academicians have shown recently that they are able to undermine the entire

concept of affirmative action through the use of words that were traditionally used to help

and not hinder the educational growth and development of particular groups in higher

education. For example, a word like "privilege," which has created preferential treatment

for particular groups in the past, now has a different connotation when used for African

Americans. The same holds for words like "quota," "merit," and "qualification." These

words, like many others, have taken on various connotations and meanings since 1964,

which are unlike what these words meant twenty years earlier. Take for example the words

"preferential treatment."

Preferential Treatment

Michel Rosenfeld, in an article titled, "Affirmative Action and Justice: A

Philosophical and Constitutional Inquiry," stated that "affirmative action shall be assumed

henceforth to include some kind of preferential treatment." What Rosenfeld is saying in

short is that affirmative action, as defined, should not only give preference in hiring and

promotion to minorities and women, but also give preferential admission to these groups

in colleges and universities. Subsequently, it must be assumed that under the terms and

conditions, as set forth within the affirmative action guidelines, that preferential programs,

particularly in higher education, will help to remedy its traditionally exclusionary policies

The academicians' reaction to giving preferential treatment to specific groups under

this or any other definition, has been a great deal of hostility. Their contention has been,

by and large, that no group deserves to be given preferences over others. Yet, according
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to Shirley Vining Brown, "preferential treatment as a remedial tool is not particularly unique

in American history" (322). She quotes Hartigan and Wigdor who observed in 1989 that

we are all beneficiaries of overt preferential treatment in the areas of income tax write-off

of mortgage interest, and if veterans, we are beneficiaries of hiring preferences in civil

service and referral priority by the U.S. Employment Service. It is not the preferences that

are novel, she goes on to say, "it is the intended recipient that is" (322).

A glaring example of the oppressors' hypocrisy concerning the issue of preferential

treatment is in terms of the federally mandated G. I. Bill, enacted shortly after World War

II. This bill instituted preferences that allowed veterans to benefit in areas of housing,

loans, and jobs, as well as lending assistance to those who wished to go to colleges and

universities. The phrase "preferential treatment" was an unarguably accepted concept for

veterans, who, when taking full advantage of this governmental bill, were never chided or

had their qualifications questioned. Even when these veterans were found to be

academically deficient in a given area, programs were created in order to help them gain a

level of fluency. During this time there were no uproars or accusations concerning their

competence. Moreover, they were never referred to as being at risk or unqualified.

Preferential treatment, enacted under the G. I. Bill, was to both honor and compensate them

for their role during the war. This bill was enacted so that their role in the war would make

them feel like included members of society.

On the other hand, preferential treatment, as proposed for the compensatory benefit

for African Americans under affirmative action, and used to redress past exclusionary and

discriminatory practices, took on an Orwellian tinge. Although veterans benefited from

society's gains after the war, the oppressors, particularly in academia, argued that their

exclusionary practices against African Americans over the last few centuries, in spite of

affirmative action, should not be used as a preferential vehicle to compensate them. Based

on the oppressors' position, Tierney concluded that affirmative action really has less to do
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with a group being compensated for injustices in the past, and more to do with the injustices

that still exist today (192).

As stated earlier, no one at the end of the Second World War argued against our

veterans' rights, as national defenders, to receive preferential treatment. Nor did veterans

have to wait at a gate to enter. African Americans, who were ostensibly receiving

"preferential treatment" under affirmative action, on the other hand, found themselves

caught up in a never-ending cycle of debates concerning the issue of preferential treatment.

For the oppressors, particularly the academicians, the very idea of preferentially

compensating the African American under this affirmative action for past historical

exclusionary practices, was an outrage.

Blackwell tells us that merely suggesting that 'preferential treatment' should be

given to African Americans violated the oppressors' most "cherished values" (Faculty

Issues: Impact on Minorities 424). Klugel and Smith in 1983 and Ponterotto, et al. in 1986

tell us that "a significant white majority opposed programs defined as 'preferential

treatment for members of minority groups' . . . and that black privilege in a racially stratified

society posed a threat to their economic well being" ("Faculty Issues: Impact on

Minorities" 424).

Preferential treatment is not particularly unique. More importantly, it is still

practiced. Brown exemplifies this by saying, "The most recent evidence of preference is .

. . the 1991 Immigration Law that was passed into law by Congress. This bill establishes

140,000 employment-based visas, of which 55,000 are "diversity" visas that would increase

the inflow of skilled and professional workers from Europe" (322-23). To put it another

way, Europeans do not have to wait at a gate because they are preferentially "seen as

desirable contributors to the economic, cultural, and educational interests of the United

States" (323). The law, in this instance, is seen as diverting the nation away from the
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training needs of minority citizens in order to support those who the oppressors more

closely identify with.

Ronald Fiscus, in his book, The Constitutional Logic ofAffirmative Action, argues

that preferential treatment should be justified in terms of distributive justice. He

recommends that "as a matter of equal protection . 'individuals be awarded the positions,

advantages, or benefits they would have been awarded under fair conditions,' that is,

conditions under which racist exclusion would not have precluded Blacks from attaining

`their deserved proportion of the society's important benefits.' "Conversely," he tells us,

"distributive justice also holds that individuals or groups may not claim positions,

advantages, or benefits that they would not have been awarded under fair conditions" (qtd.

by Mosley 45).

If this last sentence, along with the Immigration Act of 1991 in the last paragraph,

is to be taken at face value, it suggests that preference for European immigrants should be

based on "distributive justice." Clearly, European immigrants have not been 'racially'

excluded, and have not suffered from the same discriminatory practices that African

Americans have. Therefore, it is important to understand why African Americans should

be granted preferential treatment based solely on the present burdens of discrimination.

Mosley tells us that this is exactly the kind of intervention that is appropriate if preferences

are to be given (53).

Owen Fiss, in an article entitled "Groups and the Equal Protection Clause," argues

that "preferential treatment for a disadvantagedgroup provides members of that group with

positions of power, prestige, and influence that they would otherwise not attain in the near

future" (qtd. by Mosley 32). He provocatively points out that this will "provide the group

with a source of defense and advocacy which these disadvantaged groups now lack" (32).

All and all, to give preferences to one group in order to compensate them for their
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services or skills and deny another group their just compensation based on past and present

exclusionary practices, is not only irrational, but also cruel.

Clearly, the words, preferential treatment, are used when they convenience the

oppressors, while on another level, they are used to condemn the policies and actions that

might advantage the oppressed. The use of the words preferential treatment, as defined by

the oppressors, is on the one hand positive, and only becomes negative and divisive when

used to improve the status of the minority. In effect, preferential treatment under

affirmative action has become, for the oppressors, a way that they can fortify their structural

barrier against the African American in particular.

Preferential treatment must now be seen as an Orwellian doublespeak, which has

allowed the oppressors to compensate themselves and forget about the compensatory

obligation that they have to others, most notably African Americans. It should be noted,

however, that when a 'bill' remains unpaid, it will eventually bankrupt and bring great harm

to the system, educationally and otherwise.

Quotas

"Quota" is another word that the oppressors have hypocritically used to benefit

themselves. For example, when the affirmative action plan recommended that various

institutions establish goals as a part of a "good will effort," the oppressors deceptively

substituted the word quota for the word goal. Once the word goal was replaced for the

word quota, it took on a more divisive meaning. In so doing, the word quota has taken on

a negative connotation where none had existed before. To understand this, I will again refer

to the G. I. Bill that benefitted veterans.

The oppressors unabashedly established the use of a quota system during the Second

World War under the Selective Service. A quota system had been developed in order to
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give a particular group a chance to receive indirect benefits that others were not entitled to.

For instance, Jack D. Foner tells us in his book, Blacks and the Military in American

History, that instead of the selective service asking a local draft board for the first 124 men

available for induction, they asked for the first 120 eligible white men and the first four

eligible blacks (143). This self-imposed set-aside or quota was obviously introduced at this

time to exclude a given group. Women, as well as others, interestingly, were also being

excluded. As Jesse Johnson wrote in his autobiography, Ebony Brass, the army had "two

types of segregationrace and sex" (Foner 165).

Established quotas made it so that African Americans did not receive the same equal

opportunities as whites eventually have under the G. 1. Bill. This is not to say that some

minorities were not able to take advantage of the Bill, which, according to Washington and

Harvey, provided the bulk of the minority faculty and administrators between 1964 and

1974 (7). However, Foner argues that the majority of African Americans who attempted

to participate in the national defense effort met with repeated rebuffs and were not given

the same advantages under this Bill (135). In addition, they were prevented by

discriminatory hiring practices from working in defense plants, and discovered that when

they tried to volunteer for the military service, the armed forces were virtually closed to

them. For example, in the armed forces alone, according to Foner, by early 1943,

approximately 300,000 blacks had been passed over because the oppressors had a quota

system in place (143).

Quotas, in this instance, worked effectively for the oppressors in giving preference

to a particular group during the Second World War. On the other hand, the oppressors,

particularly in higher education, have now made effective use of this word in a negative

way. For example, now that 'goals' have been replaced with the word 'quotas,' it has

become a powerful weapon to defend the academicians' exclusionary practices against

African Americans. The oppressors, as academicians, can now argue with impunity that a
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goal is now a quota, and is being used as a demand against their institutional hiring policies.

Therefore, whenever the word 'goal' was used, it was deceptively interpreted as an attempt

to set hiring or entry 'quotas' for African Americans and others. To the oppressors, a goal

by any other name was a quota, which, in the oppressors' way of thinking, put the status

quo at risk.

Academicians like John Bunzel and Paul Seabury have also argued that goals are

nothing more than quotas in disguise, which will lead "inexorably to the hiring of

unqualified persons for irrelevant reasons" (qtd. by Moore 77). Their reaction to the

request that 'goals' be set, according to Moore, along with other eminent scholars, has

disturbed and moved many to accept this word as being a code for quota (87).

Academicians such as Bunzel and Seabury's reinterpretation of the word 'goal' as

'quota' has, in some instances, successfully worked to subvert efforts to hire or allow the

entry of African Americans into higher education. Although the use of quotas was an

acceptable practice, particularly under the Selective Service System, and was generally used

to keep the status quo in check within the defense industry, many academicians have used

the word contemporarily to thwart the 1978 Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection

procedures or Revised Order No. 4, according to Mosley. This Order said, in part, "a

practice has an adverse impact on a group if it resulted in a selection rate from that group

that was less than four-fifths the selection rate of the group with the highest selection rate"

(Mosley 7). Mosley, referring to the revised order, says: "Where there is a pattern of

exclusion, the remedy seeks to correct the resulting underrepresentation through special

recruitment efforts, goals, and timetables, and in the most egregious cases, strict numerical

quotas until a certain level of representation is reached" (7).

Could it be that many academicians realized that higher education represented the

most egregious cases when it came to the hiring of African Americans who caused them to

reinterpret goals to mean quotas? Or, is their outraged reaction to Order No. 4, and the
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word 'goal' in place of 'quota,' simply a perverse "doublespeak" that needs to be

addressed?

Merit

According to Roslyn Mickelson and Melvin Oliver in their article, "Making

the Short List," it is "well-established that merit is the overriding consideration guiding the

selection process of university faculty members." However, they go on to argue that merit

is "inherently bias" against minorities in general, and African Americans in particular (152).

Interestingly, the word 'merit' is not mentioned within the affirmative action

guidelines, but is still used by many academicians in higher education as a way to

deceptively make sure that minorities in general, and African Americans in particular, are

not able to enter into higher education. Many academicians have argued that for an

institution to remain viable, the retention of merit is sacrosanct. But, what is merit?

The oppressors would have you believe that it is an objective standard, based on

meritocratic principles, which allows for an autonomous faculty, for example, to choose the

best qualified. But, how can the selection of the best qualified be objective when

established criteria, which have been traditionally used to disproportionately select one

group over the other, are in place? For example Mickelson and Oliver tell us that "the

problem of reliance on institutional sources of merit in preliminary evaluations ofcandidates

. . . tend to rely heavily on the source of the recommendations that accompany an

applicant's file" (153). They quote Caplow and McGhee as saying "that 'personal influence

among networks of colleagues' is the most important carrier of the prestige that really

counts" (154). They go on to argue that because African Americans do not have the

`momentum generated by initial privilege,' that they "suffer more acutely" in this context.

To understand the word merit, and the oppressive system that wishes to retain it, I will
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show how the veteran under the G. 1. Bill was able to make gains while African Americans

under affirmative action have not been able to.

Merit for the veteran, under the G. I. Bill, according to Tierney, was never an issue.

For example, it was assumed that veterans, who served the country, had already earned a

meritorious position. These veterans were given priorities in jobs and even had their higher

education entrance requirements waived or lowered based on merit. Such practices,

according to Tierney, received little if any outcries from the public as stated earlier.

Veterans, in spite of the argument used later against African Americans and others, received

extra points on entrance examinations, and were provided extra help if they had been out

of school for three to five years or lacked the necessary skills to gain entrance. Their

meritorious advantage came about by merely having been in the military service.

On the other hand, the word 'merit' and African Americans, in the same breath, is

considered an oxymoron by the oppressors. Unlike the veteran, any meritorious

consideration, based on the exclusionary policies and practices ofthe oppressors concerning

their being hired or admitted into higher education caused an outcry, particularly by

academician. For instance, the idea of giving extra points on entrance exams or giving

special consideration on an employment application based on skin color was simply out of

the question. Academicians fostered the argument that this would not only lower the

standards of the college or university, but would, as some have absurdly argued, harm the

African Americans' feelings of self-worth by making them compete against those of"greater

intelligence." Even Thomas Sowell, an outspoken African American opponent of affirmative

action, when speaking about 'merit' argued that "even when people of color or women

reach a goal without the support of societal policies, their achievements are diminished and

discredited. In effect, white people and/or men are able to operate successfully in a

meritocracy, but people of color and women are considered deficient" (qtd. by Tierney

188). One must conclude that in the same way that the earlier terms I have used have
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helped to promote the oppressors' interests while denying others, the issue that is at stake

here is that when the meaning of a word is subtlety changed, it merely reinforces the

institution of racism. As Mickelson and Oliver put it, as long as `sponsored mobility' based

on merit is kept in place, "the underutilization of minority talent will continue, as will the

minority faculty crisis in higher education" (163).

Qualification

The word 'qualification' is even more vague and capricious. For example, to be

qualified under the G. I. Bill, one simply had to be a veteran or employed by the military

during the Second World War. On the other hand, to be a qualified African American under

affirmative action, a member of that group would have to meet or exceed the oppressors'

standards, which they define as individual excellence. For instance, Moore, quoting Barzun,

tells us that Bunzel, Seabury and other eminent scholars emphasize publication and research

as the criteria for excellence and the mark of qualification, when it comes to being hired as

a university faculty member. Teaching is never mentioned as a criterion (86). Many African

Americans today, however, have earned their undergraduate and graduate degrees from

traditionally Black institutions, where teaching was emphasized over research and

publishing. According to Wilson, "research and publishing was limited due to a lack of

funds, along with restricted access and opportunity in various fields" (qtd. by Tierney 169).

Because of this, these same graduates, when applying for employment at white institutions,

could not meet the criteria that academic search committees required, and thus were looked

upon as being unqualified. Moore explains that "the overwhelming majority of [African

American educators] had neither the means [nor] time (due to excessive workloads) . . . nor

the institutional support to do research and publication" (95). Again, one is left to conclude

that the word 'qualified' has a specific meaning with a specific group in mind.
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Obviously, the entire concept of whether a person is qualified or not has become a

purely subjective decision in the case of academicians, who have put themselves in the

position to determine who is or is not qualified based on their narrowly focused criteria.

Even if African Americans have been or are able to pass through the oppressors' gate and

into their institutions of higher education, they are still branded as unqualified and

incompetent, according to Moore (75).

Moore goes on to say that some academicians are even resisting the hiring of

African Americans who have graduated from their institutions by labeling them as

"unqualified." Ironically, he tells us, many African Americans that have been called

`unqualified' by the same institutions from which they obtained their graduate degrees, have

also been called unqualified by the same professors who advised them and directed their

dissertations (95).

Therefore, it must be concluded that the word qualification is also a deceptively

meaningless term when used by the oppressors to preserve the status quo. It has also

become a part of the oppressors' doublespeak. Toni Morrison, it must be reiterated, makes

clear that language used by the oppressors is "designed for the estrangement of minorities,

hiding its racist plunder in its literary cheekit must be rejected, altered and exposed" (King

184).

The Oppressors' Outside Supporters

The oppressors' opposition to affirmative action has created a number of supporters

who ordinarily would not have backed them in the past. For example, James Robinson tells

us that there was a time that Jews and African Americans formed alliances and fought for

over fifty years against discriminatorily oppressive acts. "Jews helped found the National

Association for the Advancement of Colored People in 1896, and by the 1930s, a quarter
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of all black children were being educated in schools built by Julius Rosenwald, the founder

of Sears" (113-14). However, once privilege was bestowed on Jews along with the rise of

African American nationalismthe necessity for African Americans to define the world in

their own terms"The black-Jewish coalition began to unravel" (Robinson 113).

What became even more disheartening for the African American was when Jewish

academicians, supported by powerful organizations such as B'nai B'rith according to

Moore, and who were once rejected by the same oppressive structure, became affirmative

action opponents (95). At the dedication of the Johnson Library, President Lyndon B.

Johnson said, "Those who have struggled long to gain advantages for themselves do not

readily yield the gains of their own struggles so that others may have advantages" (qtd. by

Moore 95). Moore, in support of Johnson's statement, said, "While Jews represent about

3 percent of the total population, they constitute a far greater proportion than that on the

faculties of American colleges and universities." In fact, argues Moore, "[the Jew] has

become quite influential in helping to perpetuate the very system which denied them entry

for a considerable period of time. In some institutions they appear to be the major

discriminators" (96).

Robinson, in his book Racism or Attitude?, gives a case in point. Michael Levin,

a Jew and a City University of New York philosophy professor, tells us in an article he

wrote in the Australian journal Quadrant in 1987, "The trouble with American education

. . . turned out to be the staggering energy expended to bring American Negroes into the

educational mainstream. And the reason these costs were so staggering and why quotas

won't work has to do with the fact that, on average, blacks are significantly less intelligent

than whites" (120-21). Although Levin's article reads as one man's opinion, it is important

to point out that as a Jewish professor in a public university, his obviously racist views

affect a larger segment of society. His statement has the support of American Jewish

organizations that have also been very successful in opposing affirmative action programs,
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according to Robinson (123). Robinson tells us, "Blacks have not forgotten that, as

recently as 1978, a Jewish student, Allan Bakke, with support from American Jewish

organizations, won a U. S. Supreme Court case when he claimed that, because a medical

school had turned him down in favor of less-well-qualified blacks, he was the victim of

reverse discrimination" (123).

The Bakke case is interesting in the sense that Bakke used the Civil Rights Act and

the Fourteenth Amendment for his defense. Bakke was twice refused entry into the

University of California, Davis' medical school, ostensibly due to a special program that

insured the representation of minority students. The basis of Bakke's suit, according to

Mosley, was that UC-Davis had a 16 percent minority set-aside for its medical school

admission. "There were eighty-four seats out of the one hundred admission slots that he

was eligible to fill, and he was excluded from competing for the other sixteen slots because

of his race" (46). Therefore he asserted that because there were sixteen additional slots that

he was not considered under, he was being discriminated against.

His case went to the Supreme Court where, in a split decision, five justices agreed

with him, but differed over whether it was unlawful for the school to take race into account

in its admission process. Yet, little known to the public is the fact, according to Mosley,

that "Bakke did not score among the top 100 Whites, [and] would not have qualified for

admission. Thus, he had no right to the position he was contesting, and indeed if he were

given such a position in lieu of awarding it to a minority, Bakke would be much like a

person who had received stolen goods" (47).

Even more ironic in this situation is that Bakke, as a Jew, as well as the Jewish

organizations that supported him, used the same protective devices that were used to

protect African Americans under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth

Amendment. I am not questioning his use of this Clause as much as I am questioning the

use of it against groups that have been traditionally excluded. Although Bakke's argument
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may have been sound had there been more slots open to white candidates, the fact of the

matter is that the white openings, if looked at from another point of view, were in effect set-

asides for whites. For Bakke to argue that he was being discriminated against because he

was not awarded a position in the remaining sixteen slots that had been set aside for

minorities is, in my opinion, absurd. Moore helps us to better understand the Bakke case

by explaining it this way:

The overwhelming majority of Jews in America are white. Whites who can
prove they are being denied their rights for equal treatment and who can call
attention to the fact that they are being discriminated against will get
someone to listen and someone to act (96).

Bakke, with the help of several Jewish organizations, not only got someone to listen

and act, he helped to strengthen the arguments against affirmative action and slowed its

progress in higher education for years to come. It is important to remind Jewish

academicians that just a short while back they were the victims of exclusionary practices

that kept them out of higher education. For them to now support some of the same

oppressive tactics that excluded them and that are now being used against African

Americans is reprehensibly questionable and profoundly inexcusable.

Although many Jewish academicians have taken positions that are opposed to

affirmative action, the oppressors have found an even more formidable group to help

support its policies in regards to affirmative action - "white washed" African Americans.

Historically, African Americans have referred to these individuals as 'Uncle Toms,'

`Mammies,' and 'sell-outs.' Take for example the African American, Ward Connerly, a

member of the Board of Regents of the University of California. Connerly, although not

an educator, has accepted the oppressors' position by denouncing affirmative action in

higher education. Speaking for the oppressors, he has attacked affirmative action as a

system of quotas, preferences, and set-asides that hurt innocent people. He tells us that
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affirmative action is nothing more then a sugar-coated nasty-tasting system of preferences

(20-21).

Other co-opted African Americans like Thomas Sowell, a professor at Stanford

University, and Clarence Thomas, the Supreme Court Judge who admitted that he really

was an affirmative action candidate, have allowed their voices to be used by the

gatekeepers.

Aaron D. Gresson III, in an article called "Coda: 'Cognitive Elitism' versus Moral

Courage" tells us that Clarence Thomas is reported to have said that "God's Law" required

that he vote against affirmative action. Thomas added:

[A] tremendous burden has been placed upon the righteous Black man of
today to rise above the wrongs done to him and help right America. . .

Black people have a critical role in bringing to fruition the promise of 1776.
. . . We can't give in to our passions and expediency and compromise the
way they did. We must get it right this time, at all costs (qtd. by Gresson
439).

Thomas in the above quote has not only taken the position of the oppressors, he has

assumed their character. For example, to say "Black people have a critical role in bringing

to fruition the promise of 1776," which I suspect is a reference to "All men are created

equal," is ridiculous. For one thing, most of the signatories were slaveholders who did not

recognize their slaves as human, much less men, and women. For another, the notion of

equality was never a promise that was made to Africans while slaves. More to the point,

Thomas is simply echoing the gatekeepers as oppressors who keep repeating, "not at the

moment."

Sowell, Connerly, Thomas, and other African Americans who echo the oppressors'

words have even gotten themselves caught up in the same tautological arguments with

expressions like "Blacks have been victimized, but at base they are not victims" (Robinson

181). With this kind of rhetoric, which, according to Robinson, is growing within the

African American community (187), the survival of affirmative action is in doubt.
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In addition, the oppressors would also like for us to believe that Thomas, Sowell,

and Connerly's color is irrelevant to the things that they have said, knowing full well that

the public is not color blind. In fact, some have argued that when you take a closer look

at their arguments, their fundamental points reveal them as being more like stage minstrels

in "black face."

Another group of outsiders who have helped to support the oppressors' position are

white women. They, unlike Jews or white washed African Americans, according to Moore,

have been in the academy for a long time, although there were not many of them (94).

Although they have been historically excluded in higher education, their numbers over the

last thirty years have grown exponentially, making them the largest benefactors under

affirmative action. Moore, however, tells us that they have been "used, refused promotion,

given a disproportionately lower salary for the same work as their male counterparts, and

many of them were denied tenure" (94). Yet, in terms of their support for African

Americans, particularly males according to bell hooks:

White women active in contemporary feminist movement often behaved
as did their nineteenth-century counterparts who when struggling for
the vote were quite willing to evoke white supremacy as that structure of
bonding that should lead white men to give them rights and privileges
before extending them to black males" (55).

Ironically, privilege for many female academicians is now being taken for granted

in higher education. Yet some like Peggy McIntosh, in an article called "White Privilege:

Unpacking the Invisible Knapsack," started to question her privileged role. Although she

was acutely aware of how white males worked from a base of unacknowledged privilege,

when she thought about her role as a white woman, she began to count the ways in which

she enjoyed unearned skin privilege. She tell us that:

My schooling gave me no training in seeing myself as an oppressor, as an
unfairly advantaged person, or as a participant in a damaged culture . . .

whites are taught to think of their lives as morally neutral, normative, and
average . . . For me white privilege has turned out to be an elusive and
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fugitive subject . . . [and in] facing it I must give up the myth of meritocracy
(10-11).

McIntosh says that meritocracy is a maintained myth that perpetuates the idea that

democratic choice is equally available to all. Meritocracy, she goes on to say, is there to

prop "up those in power, and serves to keep power in the hands of the same groups that

have most of it already" (12). This meritocratic myth helps to sustain the idea of "white

privilege, which McIntosh sees as an "invisible package of unearned assets." Yet, as stated

earlier, even as a white woman, her "unearned" privilege is stifled by the fact that the white

woman in higher education is still treated differently from her male counterpart. For

example, although she is not "waiting" in the same way as African Americans and others

of color, she still finds herself caught in a revolving door, as opposed to a gate. Statistics

have shown that McIntosh and others like her have been able to walk through the door in

larger numbers; however, their inability to stay and gain tenure has turned their entry into

a revolving door. According to William T. Cross, women stay for a few years only to

become discouraged and leave (qtd. by Tierney and Rhoads 64). The oppressors might

argue that the status quo has always worked for them, therefore it should remain that way.

On the other hand, African Americans and others of color have argued that the status quo

is what has caused them to wait, and that they have waited long enough. Although neither

argument will be resolved in the near future, it is important to get a perspective on how the

more powerful gatekeepers have been able to manipulate certain outsiders in order to keep

affirmative action from reaching its anticipated goal.

Affirmative Action: Success or Failure?

Few would deny that African Americans have made certain gains outside of higher

education over the last thirty-three years. Statistics have shown that nearly twice as many

African Americans are now considered middle class. But statistics also tend to lie and/or
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distort the facts. According to Peter Kirsanow in "National Policy Analysis," African

American unemployment today is twice that of Whites"virtually identical to the difference

30 years ago . . [and] although Blacks constitute nearly 13% of the country's population

. . . [they make up only] 4% of doctors, 3.7% of engineers, 3.3 % of lawyers, 3.6% of

natural scientists and 1.4% of architects" (3). Based on these statistics, he warns the

conservative polemicists that they need to discard their quaint platitudes about justice and

equity (3).

Although his comments, for the most part, tend to give the impression that he

supports affirmative action, Kirsanow in fact takes the position that affirmative action has

done nothing to advance African Americans and has become a "Colossal Failure." He refers

to it as being "racist, demeaning and repugnant" and proposes that it should be gotten rid

of. However, taking a closer look at Kirsanow's statistic, one will note that the professions

that he is citing are all white-collar positions. He does not mention that between 1960-

1993, the proportion of African American employment in blue-collar professions under

affirmative action, such as police, firefighters, and telephone operators has increased. For

example, Mosley tells us that during these years "employment increased from 23,796 to

70,095 among police officers." Nor does Kirsanow tell us that among African American

electricians, there has been an increase from 14,145 to 40,626 and from 10,633 to 30,774

among bank tellers. In addition, African American health workers have increased their

numbers under affirmative action from 3,914 to 29,250, and pharmacists, from 2,501 to

11,407 (39). Although Kirsanow's and Mosely's percentages are measuring two different

professional areas of employment, it is important to understand that affirmative action has

not been the "Colossal Failure" that Kirsanow tells us that it has been. Mosley makes this

clear when citing his statistics, where Kirsanow, for the sake of his argument, neglects to

point this fact out.
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On one level however, Kirsanow's is correct. Interpreted in one way, affirmative

action has failed, particularly in higher education. But, as Washington and Harvey observe,

it is the institution or the structure that "owns" the problem. It is the colleges and not

affirmative action that have created and perpetuated the problem by failing to embrace the

resources, talents, and capabilities of the full range of our national human resources (15).

Another detractor, Dinesh D' Souza, echoed Kirsanow's position by arguing that

"the last few decades have witnessed nothing less than a breakdown of civilization within

the African American community" (qtd. by Tierney 189). D' Souza lays the blame for such

a breakdown at the doorstep of proponents of policies such as affirmative action by arguing

that "the best way for African Americans to save private-sector affirmative action is to

repeal the Civil Rights Act of 1964" (qtd. by Tierney 189).

Critics such as D' Souza and Kirsanow believe that once affirmative action has been

abolished, meritocracy within the institutions of higher education will again thrive, where

individuals will be judged solely on their abilities (Tierney 189). However, let us not be so

naive as to think that academe has ever been a meritocracy, as mentioned earlier. The mere

fact that institutions of higher education choose to hire one person over the other based on

who they know within their network, or the number of articles published, or simply on the

basis of their sex or race, suggests that these institutions are not as meritorcratic as they

make themselves out to be. The issues that need to be addressed, however, have less to do

with meritocracy or employment statistics, and more to do with past exclusionary and

discriminatory decisions made by the oppressors. Although academicians have called their

colleges and universities "Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Institutions," as earlier

stated, the evidence of their so-called "good-will" intentions in hiring and promotional

practices is not supported by their actions. For example, we continually read in the media

or hear so-called liberals tell us that they support these Acts and Orders, and that it is the

conservative who wishes to end affirmative action in higher education. However, upon
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taking a closer look, the liberal and the conservative academician tend to be in agreement,

and colleges and universities, considered a bastion of liberal thought, are in actuality a

caldron of anti-African American sentiment. According to Harvey and Scott-Jones in 1985,

"While it may be true that causes that promote social justice and human rights often receive

support on college campuses before they receive it from other segments of society, even

professors who tend to be liberal about issues outside higher education can be quite

conservative regarding proposed modifications within their own bailiwick" (qtd. byHarvey

and Washington 14).

The percentage of African Americaneducators in higher education under affirmative

action seemed to have increased significantly by the mid-1960s. During the 1960s and early

1970s, while the more powerful gatekeepers waited for an appropriate time to seal the

crack in the gate after the advent of affirmative action, several post-secondary institutions

made apparently genuine efforts to recruit and employ minorities for faculty and nonfaculty

positions. Those efforts, according to Blackwell, were stimulated by the tumultuous events

of the 1960s, demands from students, the commitment of some white faculty to

institutionalize diversity in their departments, and the intervention of affirmative action in

higher education as mentioned earlier (430). Harvey supports Blackwell's contention and

adds that:

[The] academic establishment's timidity in embracing social change is the
fact that the nation's colleges and universities generally took no position on
the civil rights movement until goaded to do so by student activists. Even
in a situation where there was a glaring contradiction between the nation's
stated goals of justice and equality and its actions of discrimination and
prejudice, the sanctity of the established order appeared to be more
important to academic institutions than was society's fair treatment of all its
citizens (21).

The evidence, according to Jackson, "indicates that while the percentage of black

faculty in academia continued to increase during this [tumultuous period] at a tremendous

pace," the absolute numbers among the total faculty pool had decreased to a snail's pace.
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He tells us that between the years 1961 and 1976, the number of black faculty had increased

by 10,651 or 126 percent. On the other hand, between the years 1976 and 1985, they only

increased their numbers by 355 or 1.9 percent (137).

Although the earlier statistics at first seemed promising, and showed a significant

increase in the total full time faculty pool of African Americans employed in white

institutions, the trend started to dissipate precipitously by 1976. Jackson felt that this

decrease, by any standard, required some type of explanation (137). His suspicions

concerning this precipitous downturn are made clear when he says:

Changes evident in the late 1970s and early 1980s represent the nature of
the contemporary conditions that surround the status of black faculty today.
It appears that no longer are we discussing problems that deal with direct
exclusionary practices or wholesale restrictions on access to the mainstream
of academia; rather, the issues today center around problems of
growthgrowth in terms of steady and consistent increases in the size of the
pool of black faculty, as well as growth in terms of the equity of
professional status among those already in the pool (138).

Although Jackson made an attempt towards finding an explanation, other African

Americans also asked for an explanation from academicians. However, when they did not

receive what they felt was an adequately reasonable response, they turned to the federal

government for assistance. Their appeal for federal assistance in bringing discrimination

suits against these institutions was, for the most part, futile. Resistance to their employment

by the oppressors inside and outside higher education was unrelenting. Moore concluded

in 1972 that:

In short, black educators are not doing too well in two-year colleges. And
the picture does not look significantly better in four-year colleges. The
comments and observations that we received on this subject compels [sic]
us to record the general and collective conclusion that racism and
discrimination in higher education are so self-evident that one must be
appalled at the intransigence of educators in denying the reality of these
attitudes (27).

If, as Moore puts it, racism and discrimination in higher education are self-evident,

then Franz Fanon's words about the oppressors should also be self-evident. He tells us that
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"[people] of color [do] not have the right to hope that in the white man there will be a

crystallization of guilt toward the past of his race" (Black Skin 228). 1 use his prophetic

words to show that affirmative action gave African Americans the hope that the oppressors

were attempting to 'mend their ways.' But upon second glance, one can now see how

affirmative action caused the oppressors to not only remain poised at the gate, but to fortify

it with whatever weapons were available to them.

Moore puts it this way:

Instead of looking for ways to make affirmativeaction . . . equit[able] in the
employment of minorities, [the oppressors] looked for reasons why such a
plan would not work. They conjured up real and imaginary problems, which
they said would not permit an educational institution to accommodate such
a plan (74-75).

After the initial buildup in the early 60s and 70s, the gate-keeping academician soon

started to make unrelenting attacks against affirmative action and those African Americans

that made use of it. For example, by 1975, as noted earlier, words like "quotas," "merit,"

and "preferences" were in full use by academicians. Academicians spoke about how past

standards and academic excellence must be retained. Their words help to provide the

necessary ingredient for doubt among those who were still riding the fence. Once this seed

of doubt was planted into the heads of erstwhile academicians, some of whom were starting

to recover from their past pathologically-induced beliefs, the more the traditionally powerful

academicians were able to convince them that the old paradigms of judging the qualified and

competent needed to be re-instituted.

The Committee on Discrimination from the American Association for University

Professors states that:

In too many cases it is the faculty itself, or a significant portion of it, which
has opposed change in such area as appointment policies. Improperly
utilizing the principle of preserving quality, faculty members responsible for
recommending appointments have denied entrance to the academy to
women and to persons of minority race and background (Moore 76).
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Yet as Moore reminds us, there is nothing in the Act or the Orders that indicates

that an institution is expected to lower its standards or hire unqualified persons (80).

Although the academicians' words and phrases remain questionable in the eyes of African

Americans, their approach seems to be working. Past exclusionary practices and wholesale

restrictions were no longer being called into question. Even proponents of affirmative

action, according to Blackwell, such as Arce and Manning, Harvey, and Matthews sounded

the alarm over the declining trends in the hiring and retention of minorities, but to no avail

(Faculty Issues 421). For instance, Blackwell and Harvey claimed that African Americans

comprised about 4 percent of total faculty by the mid 80s, but this percentage represented

a decrease from an estimated high level of approximately 6 percent in the late 1970s before

the severity of the effects of the "revolving [gate]" ofjunior faculty had been realized (421).

There was no significant increase by the end of the 90s, and there are growing signs in

states, such as California and Washington, with propositions opposing affirmative action,

that suggest that this trend will continue.

Affirmative Action's Ambiguous Numbers

With the advent of affirmative action, the number of African American faculty in

higher education has become ambiguous. For example, Blackwell and Harvey claim that

African Americans' percentage decreased from an estimated high of 6 percent in the late

1970s to 4 percent of total faculty by the mid-80s, which included those who were

employed at historically black colleges and universities. However, when those numbers are

disaggregated from the total number of African Americans holding faculty positions in post-

secondary education, according to Blackwell, African Americans account for 1 percent of

the faculty in predominantly white colleges and universities. Whites, on the other hand,

claim nine of every ten faculty positions in American colleges and universities (Faculty

Issues 422).
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Many have argued, as of late, that affirmative action in higher education has made

great strides in the hiring of African American faculty. However, the numbers do not

substantiate these claims. In addition, this decrease in the hiring of African Americans can

be further supported by the fact that two- and four-year institutions over the years have, in

general, devoutly maintained their status quo (Harvey 21). It can now be shown, according

to Harvey, that "One of the ironies of the academic structure is its ability to be perceived

as an agent of transition and change. This perception is neither verified by data regarding

the relationship between academe and the larger society nor shown in terms of its own

operation and function." He goes on to say that "Faculty members who operate at the core

of the institutions tend to select others who share their academic and personal experiences,

their value orientations, and their outlooks, to join them" (21).

Those ofus who have been active academicians in higher education since the advent

of affirmative action have witnessed the pendulum take an extreme swing. Between 1977

and 1984, according to a report from the U. S. Equal Employment Opportunity

Commission, the percentage of full-time black faculty at four-year state institutions in this

country dropped from 4.3 to 4 percent. During this same period, the American Council on

Education in 1988 also reported that between 1977 and 1983 the number of black full-time

faculty dropped from 19,674 to 8,827, while the number of white faculty increased 5

percent, as stated earlier, to 473,787. According to Carter and Wilson, in 1989 the

percentage of African American faculty was 4.5 percent virtually the same as it was 15

years before. More than half of those professors were employed at black colleges.

Additionally, the American Council on Education reported that between 1979 and 1986 the

number of black recipients of doctorates dropped by 22 percent, from 1,056 to 820. By

1989, according to the National Research Council or NRC, it was reported that the same

number declined to 805 (qtd. by Frierson 71).
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The NRC, in addition, indicated that by 1986 the recruitment and retention of

minority faculty on the nation's campuses might become increasingly difficult in the 1990's

because there would be fewer minority candidates. Their report, as stated earlier, says that

a decreasing number of African Americans are obtaining doctoral degrees, which in the

past, had been considered the "ticket" to faculty positions in institutions of higher education

(National Research Council 1986 17). These percentages are in line with the decrease in

African American faculty during this same period. Thus, the percentage of African

American faculty at major doctorate-granting research universities in all fields, including

education, is minuscule.

The decreasing number of African Americans obtaining doctoral degrees however,

is not the only reason. According to Harvey and Scott-Jones in 1985, one of the most

frequently heard reasons for African Americans not being hired for vacant faculty positions

was the reference to the paucity of suitable African American candidates. One could hear

academicians say that so few have the appropriate qualifications for an academic

appointment, or "we can't find any." However in community colleges where, generally

speaking, the master's degree is considered sufficient preparation for faculty appointment,

Harvey and Scott-Jones go so far as to state that the question first raised in four-year

institutions could be similarly posed; they ask whether 'We can't find any' might be

interpreted to mean 'We don't want any'"(20). Table 2 will show that the supposed

scarcity of qualified applicants is not a credible explanation.

William Harvey tells us that community colleges have "less of their own sense of

tradition to follow, [and] have adopted many of the practices and procedures used by four-

year institutions of higher education, unfortunately with sometimes similar results.

Nevertheless, hiring and retention patterns continue to show that African Americans are not

gaining access to faculty positions at community colleges, particularly at institutions that



145

serve predominantly white student bodies" (19). William Harvey, quoting Cohen and

Brawer in 1989 states that "From 1953 to 1987, the number of two-year college faculty

members grew from 23,762 to 256,236" (20), but, according to Astin, Korn, and Dey, by

1991 "even with the phenomenal increase in the number of positions, at present African

Americans are estimated to occupy only about 4 percent of these slots" (qtd. Harvey 20).

TABLE 2. Master's Degree Conferred
by Racial Group, 1976-77

to 1990-91

Total Number of
Master's Degree

Recipients

Number of
African American

Recipients

Percentage of
African American

Recipients

1976-77 316,602 21,037 6.6

1077-78 300,255 19,418 6.5

1980-81 294,183 17,133 5.8

1984-85 280,421 13,939 4.9

1985-87 289,341 13,867 4.8

1988-89 309,770 14,096 4.6

1989-90 322,465 15,446 4.8

1990-91 328,645 16,136 4.9

Harvey, quoting a study by Hawthorne called "The Preparation, Screening and

Selection of Community College Faculty Members," says "Community Colleges routinely

use hiring procedures that result in new faculty members whose racial backgrounds are the

same as the individuals responsible for their selection from the candidates considered" (22).

In a later study by Reeves and Galant, they tell us in part that "community colleges rarely

identify African Americans as the most qualified candidates for positions; consequently, the

number of African Americans in the faculty ranks remains at its low level" (qtd. by Harvey

22). Another explanation suggests there were other reasons for this down turn. Moore,
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for example, blames it on the attitudes, fears, anxieties, and bigoted behavior of

academicians (72-3).

Opp and Smith in 1994 also confirmed in a recent study, full-time African American

faculty members' numbers had decreased and remained low over the last twenty-two years.

They contend that there has been an erroneous perception that affirmative action brought

about an increase in the number of African American faculty and administrators in two-year

colleges which has led to what some believe are discriminatory preferential hiring practices

(157). Harvey in 1994 not only supports Opp and Smith's position, but also suggests that

over the same period, there had been an underrepresentation ofAfrican American faculty

in four-year colleges and universities as well (19).

As indicated earlier, by the 1990s, African American educators in higher education

constituted between 1 and 2% of the faculty at predominantly white institutions. Harvey

and Scott-Jones, quoting Frierson in 1985, describe the problems that African Americans

confront when their numbers are small:

When there is only one, or a very small number of Black faculty members
in a given institution, the burdens of institutional and individual racism
weigh heavily. The usual protective network ofsympathetic senior faculty
also does not exist. . . . [and] Black faculty members are subjected to the
aggravating aspects of the academic milieu without enjoying some of its
compensating benefits, contemplation, independence, and social and
intellectual stimulation from colleagues sharing the same interests and
outlook (70).

Continuing to research these and other claims in the area of the community college,

which tends to reflect the practices and procedures used by four-year institution, as

mentioned earlier, I came to discover even more disturbing discriminatory evidence. In a

study conducted by the U. S. Department of Education in 1992, Opp and Smith found that

two-year colleges were said to have reported that African American full-time faculty

represents only 4.5% of a given faculty which is significantly less than their proportional

representation in the overall U.S. population. Opp and Smith realized after surveying 701
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two-year college campuses in order to calculate the percentages of minority faculty

members, that a number of structural barriers repeat what most of the earlier writers have

reported. However, beyond that, they came to understand that even if the structural

barriers were removed, it would not change the racist attitudes that have prevented the

hiring of minority faculty on some campuses (157).

As of this writing, the hiring of African Americans in higher education continues to

decrease. With the advent of California's Proposition 209, passed in the November 1996

election, ostensibly ending affirmative action, and an identical proposition, 200, looming in

the state of Washington, the prospect of a permanent padlock on the gate that African

Americans are sitting in front of is inevitable. Although thirteen states in 1997-1998 voted

down affirmative action restrictions, its opponents are still actively working on structuring

bills to bring about its demise. What becomes insufferably clear is that past traditional

hiring practices have not gone away. If the hiring of African Americans continues to

decrease or remain stagnant, the African American educator's future in higher education

will remain bleak.
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EPILOG

MY REPORT TO THE ACADEMY

So it takes education to eliminate [ignorance and greed]. And just because
you have colleges and universities, doesn't mean you have education. The
colleges and universities in the American educational system are skillfully
used to miseducate (Malcolm X Speaks 196).

Researching the "Structural Oppression ofAfrican Americans in Higher Education"

has been painfully unsettling as well as thought provoking. Although there seems to have

been an increase in African American student enrollment over the past few years, this does

not hold true for the African American administrators and teachers, a phenomenon which

will, in effect, set African American students up for failure.

exclusionary practices of the oppressors are still in full force.

Not only has the African American's status in academia eroded, but the old notion

of "innate difference" has resurfaced in another form which has the potential to undermine

the status and authority of African American participation in intellectual life. The eugenics

movement, based on the old theme of biological determinism, has not gone away. It now

has the same face with a new name The Human Genome Project which is in search of,

among other things, an intelligence gene as mentioned earlier. Due to the oppressors'

proclivity for reifying abstract concepts, such as IQ, in order to justify their beliefs, this gene

will be eventually "uncovered," and in due time used to justify the oppressors' idea of innate

superiority. As Stephen Jay Gould says in The Mismeasure of Man, "Millions of people

[will suspect] that their social prejudices are scientific facts after all" (28). These millions

that Gould speaks of, whose beliefs have been shaped by scientific and educational

communities to accept reified concepts of 'race' and 'IQ' as fact, are still closing and

guarding their doors against African Americans.

The thinly veiled racist
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Franz Kafka's short story, "A Report to the Academy," will help expose how the

oppressors' doors have remained in place. In Kafka's story, an ape has been invited to give

an account of the life he formerly led to a scientific gathering at the Academy. He tells

about his capture off the Gold Coast, his naming, and the trials, tribulations, and

humiliations that he suffered. He tells about how, in struggling to find "a way out," that

there was only one way to mimic his captors. His human captors, he noticed, seemed to

derive a certain amount of joy and appreciation from his duplicating their daily actions.

The ape was not so naive, however, as to think that mimicry was a road to freedom.

Freedom, he says, has nothing to do with a spacious feeling on all sides that he once

experienced. "Freedom," as he came to understand the word in human terms, was simply

an illusion, "a mockery of Mother Nature," and not "a way out." What he realized,

however, was that if he pretended to act like humans, which he found easy, "due to their

habit of doing everything as slowly as possible," there was a small chance that this would

be "a way out," which should not be confused with freedom.

He made clear to the members of the Academy that imitating humans was not

something that interested him. He repeatedly said that these men, in themselves, were-L
---- ---

great attraction to him. He imitated them because he needed to escape the confines of his

cage, and for no other reason. So he quietly observed everything that they did. He paid

close attention to their movements as they walked around unimpeded. They seemed merely

to be copying each other. As he practiced mimicking their "theoretical expositions" and

speech patterns, the ape was eventually able to convince his captors that he had reached the

average European's cultural level, which precipitated his release from the cage. His

captors, in turn, rewarded him with invitations to perform at scientific receptions and social

gatherings. After performing at these various functions, the ape would invariably say to his

audience, "On the whole, at any rate, I have achieved what I set out to achieve. But do not
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tell me that it was not worth the trouble. . . I am not appealing for any man's verdict, I

am only imparting knowledge, I am only making a report" (259).

Kafka almost certainly had the African Diaspora in mind when he wrote this story.

Although the ape metaphor is an unfortunate one, it is not that far from the way African

Americans have historically been viewed - as imitative primates. In fact, the only time that

African Americans have been invited into the confines of the academy, for example, is when

they have proven that their mimicking skill matched or surpassed the average oppressor's.

While the ape's mimicry has been accepted by his captors as grounds for granting

him human status, in an ironic turn, Zora Neale Hurston portrays a slave being denied

humanity on the same grounds that he effectively mimicked the culture of his white

master. In this story, a slave master teaches a particularly bright slave higher mathematics

and Latin. Succeeding, the slave master calls one of his neighbors to show off his brilliant

slave. The neighbor concludes that although this slave can read Latin and knows higher

mathematics better than many white men, he could not possibly understand a thing that he

is doing. He chides the slave master by telling him that all the slave is doing is "aping" our

culture and that the master is crazy if he thinks that he has changed the slave. The neighbor

further says that if the slave were turned loose, he would revert at once back to his jungle

ways. In fact, the neighbor concludes, "all you have done is to turn a useful savage into a

dangerous beast" (Charters 1430-31).

What these two stories suggest is that African American will never be looked upon

as fully human, and that their intelligence will never be recognized, allowed or honored in

the oppressors' society. While Hurston's white character clearly feels this way, Kafka and

African American intellectuals, academics, and certainly students still see mimesis as their

only way out. Ironically, African Americans have spent their waking lives trying to hone

their mimicking skills, so as to find "a way out." What they have come to discover, to their

chagrin, is that to be 'intelligent' mimickers is an oxymoron in this society. Only on rare
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occasions, when the oppressors wish to take credit for the African Americans' imitative

prowess, are they allowed to exhibit their act on the oppressors' various stages. But let

there be no doubt the oppressors do not equate the mimicry of African Americans with

intelligence. In the words of Carter G. Woodson, "The present system under the control

of the whites trains [the African American] to be white and at the same time convinces him

[sic] of the impropriety or the impossibility of his becoming white" (23). For the

oppressors, African Americans are simply trained to play out the role of "monkey see,

monkey do." Consequently, it is only the oppressors' mimicry of themselves that is

considered a sign of intelligence.

Recently, many African Americans have become outraged by this game of cross-

racial impersonation and imitation that is expected of them by the oppressors. The ape said

in a second report to the Academy, "I'm overcome with such an aversion to human beings

that 1 can barely refrain from retching" (260-61). African Americans are feeling a similar

aversion towards the oppressors. They have come to understand that if the oppressors are

willing to grant only themselves intelligence, then intelligence clearly must be an abstract,

reified concept, which is used to reinforce the oppressors' educational paradigms.

Accordingly, African Americans have now come to believe that within the oppressors'

institutions, education, which is based on the oppressors' theoretical definition of

intelligence, is nothing more than a reiterative process of memorization and imitation.

Realizing this, African Americans are now demanding that the crudities of the oppressors'

theories, along with their racist theorists, should either be revised or replaced with a

curriculum that incorporates not only their culture, but also those of others who have been

taught to imitate the oppressors. For them, there is no other alternative.

Woodson states that the "chief difficulty with the education of [African Americans]

is that it has been largely imitation resulting in the enslavement of his [sic] mind" (134).

Miseducation, which presupposes imitation, must not continue. African Americans have
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come to realize that in order to survive, they must become the modern day iconoclasts

which means that they need to start breaking down the structural barriers that have

excluded them for so long in higher education. Moreover, African Americans must start

to work towards the creation of newer educational multicultural models that will make their

reality more inclusive. In turn, they must infuse within these new curricular concepts

inclusive theories in order to combat and eventually destroy the oppressors' pathological

belief in "innate differences."

African Americans and others must continue to challenge and fight against the

oppressors' pathological 'race' paradigms in higher education by exposing their

theoreticians and practitioners. Until then, the mis-education of African Americans and

others will continue into the next millennium.
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