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ABSTRACT 

CHRISTA JEAN DOWNER 

THE MAKING OF A PLURALISTIC EGALITARIAN SOCIETY: 
RECONCEPTUALIZING THE RHETORIC OF 

MULTICULTURALISM FOR THE 
21st CENTURY 

MAY2006 

This dissertation explores the rhetoric of multiculturalism as it manifests itself in 

the influential forms of critical, liberal/left-liberal, feminist, and transformational 

multiculturalism. I explore the ways in which the rhetoric of multiculturalism critiques 

and challenges dominant narratives about the civil society by-products of citizenship, 

civic virtues, and the common good. I then show how multiculturalists reconceptualize 

the U.S. social sector to achieve the promises of democracy. My central thesis is that the 

different forms of multiculturalism working synergistically provide a theoretical model 

and normative ideal of U.S. civil society based on a philosophical tradition of pluralistic 

egalitarianism. An underlining thesis of this work is that democracy needs and is needed 

by a moral philosophy of pluralistic egalitarianism. Together they keep the ideal of 

democracy possible. 

I begin the analysis by examining how the different forms of multiculturalism 

reconceptualize the U.S. citizen. The pluralistic egalitarian citizen considers the moral 

and political principles of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity a set of ultimate 

norms that guide critical thinking about divisive issues in U.S. society. Chapter three 
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illustrates how multicultural rhetoric transforms traditional notions of civic virtues by 

rejecting the disjunction between principles and virtues. Pluralistic egalitarian members 

of society live by civic moral virtues that express the contractarian principles of 

democracy in their public and private lives. Chapter four examines how multiculturalism 

challenges pervasive ideologies in current U.S. society that obstruct the realization of the 

ideal of democracy and creates a space in which members of society who hold divergent 

ideas of the common good can come together and deliberate in an ethical manner. In 

chapter five, I examine the agentic orientations that academic multiculturalists adopt and 

the multicultural literacy that they create in pursuit of their transformational goals. 

Chapter six applies the moral framework of pluralistic egalitarianism to two examples of 

divisive contemporary issues in U.S. society-unauthorized Mexican workers and 

homosexual rights-illustrating how multiculturalists offer ways to communicate about 

cultural issues and mitigate cultural tensions that extend the ideal of democracy to all its 

members. Chapter seven concludes the study with a discussion of limitations and 

illumination of possibilities. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

"The aggressive promotion of the multicultural agenda [is} an assault on 

the academic enterprise. " 

--Bradford Wilson (16) 

"Right wing organizations have led the assault, alleging that Marxist 

intellectuals have 'politicized the academy ' and imposed ideological 

constraints on.free speech. " 

--Scott Henson and Tom Philpott ("The Right") 

In the introduction to Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition, 

Arny Gutman asserts that the continuing conflict over multiculturalism in U.S. education 

and politics results from representative speakers' unwillingness to engage their 

opposition with respect and with any serious consideration of change (21-24). 1 The 

conflicts to which Gutman refers are a sign of the "argument culture" that Deborah 

Tannen claims the U.S. has become. The U.S. is a culture, Tannen says, that approaches 

divisive issues through an adversarial frame of mind ( 4). This cultural tendency is 

discernible in the academic and media discourse of the "culture wars," a theatre within 

which, if we take seriously the telos of the war metaphor, the purpose is to win, 

1 Early on in the drafting process of this dissertation, Keating pointed out to me that using the term 
" America" to refer specifically to the U.S. conflates the U.S. with the Americas, a conflation many 
multiculturalists see as an act of imperia list thinking. Ln this dissertation, then, I make the distinction 
between the Americas and the U.S. except where the term is used by other authors. 
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especially if winning means killing the enemy.2 For Gutman, the unwillingness to 

respectfully discuss differences obstructs the moral promise of multiculturalism: 

achieving a society in which "we can make a virtue out of the necessity of our moral 

disagreements" (22). This society can only be achieved, Gutman argues, through mutual 

respect. Virtuous argument, then, is based on mutual respect and has the potential to 

transform the structure of adversarial frameworks. Gutman describes the role of respect 

in deliberation: 

Mutual respect requires a widespread willingness and ability to articulate 

our disagreements, to defend them before people with whom we disagree, 

to discern the difference between respectable and disrespectable 

disagreement, and to be open to changing our own minds when faced with 

well-reasoned criticism. The moral promise of multiculturalism depends 

on the exercise of these deliberative virtues. (24) 

Yet, respect for the opposition is often hard to hear in the voices that argue for the 

dismantling of a hegemonic "EurocentTic American culture" or those that lament the loss 

of "The American culture" at the hands of the "other." 3 This mutual lack is especially 

2 The currency of this decades-old metaphor can be found in the many references to it in today's media. 
See, for example, e-journal and print journals: Standards: The International Journal of Multicultural Studies 
and Multicultural Review; recent book titles on multiculturalism include: Jefferey Scott Mio, et al. 
Multicultural Psychology, Larry May, et al. Applied Ethics: A Multicultural Approach, and Peter Kivisto ' s 
Incorporating Diversity, Rethinking Assimilation in a Multicultural Age. 

3 For current discussion on the loss of the American culture see Samuel P. Huntington's Who are We? The 
Cultural Core of American National Identity and Mary E. Williams's Culture Wars: Opposing Viewpoints, 
especially chapters by People for the American Way, McElroy, Bolt, and Policy Review; for current works 
on ending Eurocentrism, see Eric M. Kramer's The Emerging Monoculture: Assimilation and the "Model 
Minority," importantly essays by Kramer, Mickunas, and Bhatt and chapters nine and ten in David R. 
Roediger' s Colored Whjte: Transcending the Racial Past. 
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prevalent when, as reflected in the epigraphs used to open this study, the speakers are 

"assaulting" one another. 

In her argument, Gutman connects the promises of multiculturalism with hopes of 

transforming civil society. Regardless of this important connection, there is a dearth of 

scholarship on the concept of civil society from multiculturalists.4 This is to their 

detriment because, as Eberly argues, "[ m] uch of the most consequential social change in 

America was produced by the stirrings of concerned individuals joining together in 

association with others" (6). It is especially important for multiculturalists to explore the 

concept now, considering that the U.S. is experiencing a renaissance in civic initiative 

(Eberly 4). Ehrenberg, speaking for civil society scholars, makes the point clearly: "If 

civil society is to play a role in contemporary democratic theory, it needs to be 

reconceptual ized, enriched, and made appropriate to the concrete conditions of the real 

world" (xvi). For these reasons, multiculturalists need to be a part of these new 

initiatives, clearly delineating their concept of civil society and helping to create such 

mediating institutions for their transformational goals. Further, theorizing how they 

develop moral , empathetic citizen-agents with the ability to virtuously deliberate on 

differences and putting these theories into practice by engendering such citizen-agents 

will prove beneficial in creating the society multiculturalists such as Gutman so candidly 

call for. 

4 An important work connecting the two fields of study is Simone Chambers and Will Kymlicka' s 
Alternative Conceptions of Civil Society; in particular, see essays by Chambers and Kymlicka, Walzer, 
Chambers, and Mosher. 
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My purpose in this study is to tease out from their theories a nuanced 

understanding of academic multiculturalists' rhetoric on civil society. Such a study will 

provide multiculturalists with both a theoretical model and normative ideal of U.S. civil 

society. In addition, by preparing citizen-agents for membership in these new initiatives, 

muhiculturalists can mitigate the tensions of the culture wars and provide speakers with 

more useful ways to communicate divisive issues to achieve their movements' 

overarching goals. Finally, my study speaks to two dominant themes discussed at the 

2003 Alliance of Rhetoric Societies inaugural conference: "revitalization of the public 

sphere and the use of rhetoric as an instrument of social critique" (Zarefsky 31 ). 5 

I have designed my research to answer two questions: (1) How do 

multiculturalists (re)conceptualize twenty-first century U.S. civil society? and (2) How 

does rhetorical agency effect the society multiculturalists seek? To answer these 

questions, J explore the rhetoric of multiculturalism as it manifests itself in specific, 

influential forms. I analyze multicultural theories for their conceptions of citizenship, 

civic virtues, and the common good. Further, I examine how multiculturalism's 

reconceptualizations of civil society by-products-citizenship, civic virtue, and the 

common good---expand and transform traditional conceptions. Finally, I examine the 

agentic orientations that academic multiculturalists adopt in pursuit of their 

5 See the special issue of Rhetoric Society Quarterly on the 2003 Alliance of Rhetoric Societies 
Conference. Members of the conference proposed four important questions for the field of rhetoric: "I. 
How we ought to understand the concept of rhetorical agency. 2. Whether we have a ' rhetorical tradition' 
and how we should use the concept of 'tradition ' itself. 3. What the institutional and social goals of 
academic rhetoric should be. 4 . What it means to teach rhetoric" (Clark 5). 

4 



transformational goals, examining the efficacy of these positions in relation to the goals 

they seek to achieve. 6 

The Problematics of Civil Society 

Instead of respectfully facing those with whom they differ and engaging in 

respectable disagreement, members of U.S. civil society are more likely to enter into 

toxic debates and zero-sum gan1es that work to polarize participants into "us against 

them" binaries drawn along various lines of social , political, economic, religious, and 

moral differences. I am not proposing, however, that the civic realm should be void of 

tension, or that conflict will always result in problems that balkanize discourse 

participants. Conflict is often a productive force in societies, moving individuals and 

groups toward the ideals they seek. Nevertheless, as many peace and conflict study 

theorists maintain, social change can take place without inflicting on one another the 

psychological, physical, and spiritual violence that the current battle cries and modus 

operandi in the multicultural debates exact. 7 

Ellen Gorsevski, in her study on the interrelationship of nonviolent theory and 

rhetoric, presents one such communication model. For Gorsevski, "Nonviolent theory 

espouses democratic visions for the public and debate in openly mediated channels. [It] 

challenges the history and traditional views that often characterize rhetoric as inherently 

6 Sonja K. Foss, William J.C. Waters, and Bernard J. Armada' s recent essay, "The Nature and Function of 
Liberatory Agency: A Case Study of Run Lola Run," brought to my attention the need to analyze the 
agentic orientations of multicultural rhetors. 

7 In a personal communication with Keating, she pointed out that there are philosophical implications in 
capitalizing " Western" and italicizing foreign words, and I agree. Especially in the context of this study, to 
continue a tradition of "capitalizing" the term "Western" and italicizing foreign words creates a binary of 
opposition, so I do not italicize foreign words in this work. 
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'power over' people by showing that rhetoric can, and often does, mean 'power with' 

people" (468). Similarly, W. Barnett Pearce and Stephen Littlejohn describe new 

communication patterns that focus on managing moral conflicts rather than winning 

them. They argue that "when conflicts are handled well, the participants form stronger, 

more open social bonds" ( 44). These communication styles could greatly improve the 

current state of the multicultural debates, as those on the pro and con sides of issues often 

fail to see possible ways of bridging their differences. However, are non-violent and 

managerial theories of communication enough to move society beyond the oppositional 

binaries that create the culture wars? 

The acts of polarization and the constitutive cognitive processes of the war 

metaphors, and other uncivil metaphors, have serious consequences.8 The inability to 

engage in respectful dialogue diminishes the role of civil society as a realm in which the 

democratic exchange of ideas can take place. Indeed, civil society scholars observe that 

these warring debates are symptomatic of even greater social ills, such as "fraying 

communities, widespread apathy, and unprecedented levels of contempt for politics" 

(Ehrenberg ix-x). The picture drawn from the above discussion of the U.S. 

argumentative culture, the warring positions on divisive issues, and an isolated and 

apathetic citizenry renders a social sector at a critical impasse. I contend that these 

greater social ills need to be the focus of any attempt to mitigate the multicultural 

8 According to George Lakoff and Mark Johnson in Metaphors We Live By, a culture's most fundamental 
values will be expressed in the metaphorical concepts by which the people of the culture live (see 
especially the chapter: "Metaphors and Cultural Coherence"). Lakoff extends this argument to the culture 
wars in U.S. society by analyzing the discourse of conservatives and liberals in Moral Politics. He argues 
conservatives approach U.S. society in a "Strict Father model" of discourse and liberalism uses a 
"Nurturant Parent model" of discourse ( 12). 
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debates. Consequently, I believe it is time for multiculturalism to focus less on "winning 

arguments" and more on framing the arguments differently to transform the notion of 

U.S. civil society and the relationships therein. 

Civil society scholars concur that throughout the twentieth century the U.S. 

voluntary sector has steadily eroded (Eberly 3). The image of diminishing associations 

and of groups unable to manage conflict depicts a much different picture from the U.S. 

civil society of Alexis de Tocqueville's acclaim. The French observer of nineteenth

century U.S. society clearly saw that the multitude of associations of which every type of 

person joined worked to instill "democratic habits and skills" in the hearts of the 

republican citizen. These associations were independent of the state but worked 

conjointly, Tocqueville believed, to attain the goal of human equality. This goal was the 

ends of civil society: The quest for a better society. Indeed, Tocqueville wrote about the 

freedom and equality he observed during his visits. He noted, "[N]o novelty in the 

United States struck me more vividly during my stay here than the equality of conditions" 

( qtd. in Eberly 26). 

Of course, Tocqueville did not observe universal human equality in his visits to 

the U.S. , as the very society he witnessed enslaved groups of people and allowed only 

property-owning, white men a voice in its democracy. While bracketing this important 

issue, neo-Tocquevillian scholars herald the importance of the once flourishing 

associations. They fear that the demise of these voluntary groups and the power source 

of localism at the hands of "materialism, individualism, and egoism" will lead to a 

paternalistic and despotic state and ultimately to a lack of freedom at the hands of an 
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unbalanced quest for equality (Eberly 26-27). Yet, many critics make several arguments 

against this narrow and alarming view of civil society, questioning the "historical, 

empirical, and normative validity of a single public sphere grounded in rational-critical 

discourse" (Jacobs 3). 

For instance, John Ehrenberg traces three distinct bodies of thought on civil 

society throughout its conceptualization in Western political thought and maintains that 

the single, normative view of civil society in neo-Tocquevillian theory distorts its reality 

(x). In addition, critics of the narrow, alarmist view of civil society expand the notion of 

the U.S. social sector to mean the free and voluntary associations citizens make in pursuit 

of larger social purposes- political and cultural. These associations, however, are much 

more complex than previous scholarship allowed and are characterized as "a multiplicity 

of public spheres, communities, and associations nested within one another, most of 

which are also oriented (in differing degrees) to a putative larger 'national sphere"' 

(Jacobs 3). Lastly, critics claim that the by-products of civil society- the ability of 

intermediate institutions to stand between the individual and the state, and these 

structures' democratizing effects on citizens- are overstated. 9 

One of the main concerns of exaggerating the significance of civil society ' s by

products, for instance, is the unproblematic notion of civic virtue. Richard Dagger 

expresses six virtues that are directly civic: respect, tolerance, justness, patriotism, and 

9 Don E. Eberly writes that the by-products ofa healthy civil society are associational groups that can 
mediate between the state and market and keep democracy strong, civic virtues, social trust, social 
authority, and citizenship (15-22). Ehrenberg cautions against the uncritical stance on civil society that 
credits it as a democratic sphere, creating by-products that support democracy. He analyzes economic 
inequality as an important factor in the breakdown of civil society and its importance to democracy (see 
especially chapter nine). 
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citizenship (196). Dagger claims: "The nature of the virtues indicates that much of the 

cultivation must take place in families, neighborhoods, churches, the workplace, and 

voluntary associations of various sorts-civil society" (198). These virtues constitute the 

liberal-republican citizen, seemingly without question. But there are undoubtedly times 

in U.S. society when such virtues as tolerance and patriotism can serve to maintain an 

unjust status quo and therefore are not very virtuous at all, masking injustices in acts of 

"civility." 

Because of the use of civility to uphold injustices, James Schmidt suggests that 

"we may do well to ask whether all this noise about civility is anything more than a 

design to turn us away from the concern with justice which lies at the heart of any 

'Enlightenment project' worth defending" ( 426). The uncomplicated notion of civic 

virtues in our social sector, then, can make the promise of "justice for all" more difficult 

to achieve. Similarly, Ehrenberg claims that the focus on civility and the social sector 

rather than the political potential of civil society makes the work of social justice more 

difficult. He argues, "[T]heorizing civil society in the limited antistatist terms of the 

current discourse makes it impossible to grasp the emancipatory possibilities of political 

action" (xvi). Schmidt and Ehrenberg argue that civil society scholarship needs to 

reconceptualize the terms and expand the boundaries of civil society, focusing on its role 

in achieving a just society. 

I believe multiculturalists have been answering Schmidt and Ehrenberg' s call for 

several decades now. For instance, multiculturalists interpret the concern for civic virtues 

and the greater call for a return to neo-Tocquevillian civil society as a plea for the 
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restoration of "The American Culture." 10 At the heart of multicultural debates is the 

struggle over the meaning of "American Culture," its origins and foundations. Much of 

this debate centers on the notion of tradition-which manifests itself in the rhetoric of 

assimilation versus anti-assimilation. Conservatives invoke a static notion of tradition, 

one in which they believe U.S. society must return. On the contrary, multiculturalists 

maintain an "American tradition" has never existed, but rather pluralities of traditions 

have blended to create U.S. society. 

Michael Leff offers an interesting theory on tradition that proves helpful in the 

debate over "The American Culture." He suggests that tradition is an "ongoing historical 

development," in which participants neither assimilate to a fixed tradition nor reject 

tradition. Leff explains the process: 

Inclusion within a tradition shapes the individual self but also, and as a 

direct result of submitting to the mores and practices of the community, 

the individual gains the power to shape tradition. Moreover, the agents 

who succeed in effecting change in tradition also change their self

conception since individual and affiliative identities never lose connection 

with one another. (140) 

In other words, all participants in society continuously create tradition. Building on this 

idea, I believe the rhetoric of multiculturalism has much to offer in theorizing how the 

traditions of civil society are evolving. Further, I think reconceptualizing civil society 

10 For an alternative perspective on the need to reestablish unified culture to ameliorate the culture wars, see 
Morris Fiorina, Jeremy Pope, and SamuelAbrams' s Culture War? The Myth ofa Polarized America. 
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will help answer the difficult questions about how to evolve U.S. democracy in a 

culturally pluralistic society. 

Insofar as civil society is a powerful mechanism for social change, 

multiculturalists need a clear(er) understanding of how they are (re)producing the U.S. 

social sector through their rhetoric. This claim, however, presupposes that 

multiculturalists possesses agency through their rhetoric, a highly contested proposition 

since the postmodern critique of the Enlightenment's autonomous agent. For many 

critics, the ability of the rhetor to make change in the world is illusionary. In "How 

Ought We to Understand the Concept of Rhetorical Agency?" Cheryl Geisler outlines 

two major arguments in response to this claim. She asserts that the first is a line of 

reasoning from fact: 

Studies of rhetorical agency in specific contexts seem to show that 

members of subaltern groups, though circumscribed in terms of their 

agency, are not without agency altogether; that a number of 

unacknowledged resources-body, space, and so on-allow for the 

exercise of agency in ways that rhetoricians can call attention to. (15) 11 

11 In addition to Geisler's examples, one can find the exercise of agency in previously unexplored areas 
such as theoretical and creative works from women-of-color feminism and queer theories. For instance, 
Ella Shohat's Talking Visions gathers rhetorical moments by women-of-color fem inists in a multitude of 
artistic productions from "videostrips," (309) "dyke playing cards," (313), poetry, prose, to artistic 
reinterpretations of classical pieces of art such as Yo Mama's Last Supper by Renee Cox (322). Jose 
Esteban Munoz's Disidentifications collects agentic performances from "queers of color" in photography, 
autoethnographies, song lyrics, and artistic "disidentity performances." 
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The second, Geisler claims, is an argument from value: 

What shall we, as teachers, say to our students about their potential and 

obligations with respect to becoming rhetorical agents? What shall we, as 

critics, say to our fellow citizens about their potential and obligations with 

respect to being rhetorical agents? If neither our students nor our fellow 

citizens have such potential or obligations-if agency is illusionary- we 

sidestep these questions of potential and obligations as irrelevant ... but 

only at the cost of the irrelevancy of rhetoric. ( 16) 

Following both lines of reasoning, then, multicultural rhetoric functions in this study as 

both an "interpretive theory" of rhetorical agency that exists in diverse contexts and as a 

"productive art" in its potential as efficacious action (16). In my analysis of the different 

forms of multicultural rhetoric, I claim that multiculturalists, through their agentic 

activity, create a synergistic framework for civil society, one that offers a new covenant 

for U.S. society in the twenty-first century. 12 

Literature Review 

In this study, I design the review ofrelevant literature in two parts. First, I 

explore the points of connection between civil society and multiculturalism to establish a 

framework through which I can explore the sites where multiculturalists 

(re)conceptualize the U.S. social sector. To establish these frameworks, I examine the 

definitions and theoretical boundaries of both civil society and multiculturalism. In what 

12 Jean Bethke Elshtain ' s core thesis in Democracy on Trial is that multiculturalism's and feminism's 
blurring of the public and private spheres has caused the decline of civil society and democracy in the U.S. 
She argues for a social covenant that is a return to the separation of these spheres and a turn to a less 
"rights" oriented society. 
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ways do their meanings converge? What are they trying to explain? How are their 

theoretical approaches similar or dissimilar? How are they working toward the same 

goals? And, how are they in opposition? The second part of the review discusses the 

issue of rhetorical agency. In my claim that multiculturalists are transforming U.S. civil 

society, I make explicit that rhetorical agency exists. The literature relevant to the issue 

ofrhetorical agency makes several assertions about the usefulness of the concept. To 

understand the rhetorical agency of multiculturalists, then, requires a discussion of the 

nature and the contexts that undergird its possibilities. 

I. Civil Society and Multiculturalism 

The Act of Defining 

Clarifying and fixing the meaning of a term seems fundamental to any complete 

understanding of and agreement on that word. Yet, neither the concept civil society nor 

multiculturalism exists in popular culture or academia in any unified sense. In The 

Essential Civil Society Reader, Don E. Eberly argues, "Formulating a definition of civil 

society that is precise and that enjoys wide acceptance is not easy" (5). Its current 

conception, most scholars concur, is subject to many definitions, each depending upon 

what group is invoking the term and for what reasons (Dionne 2; Eberly 5; Beem 5). 13 

Similarly, multiculturalists readily acknowledge that the expansive concept of 

multiculturalism is amorphous and attempts to define it reduce and delimit its 

possibilities (Melzer, et al. 1; Ceaser 141 ; Goldberg 1 ). For instance, in 

13 However, Christopher Beem writes that tbe term did enjoy a long history of unified meaning from its 
origination by Aristotle as a " political society" until the advent of the modem period (44). 
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"Multiculturalism' s Unfinished Business," Christopher Newfield and Avery Gordon 

claim: "[T]he meaning of multiculturalism remains varied and often vague despite its 

growing presence as a policy rubric in schools, businesses, arts and other cultural 

institutions, the military, and various local and national political organizations" (76-77). 

In an attempt to explain the different understandings of both concepts, many 

scholars argue that the speaker's motive directs the meaning and use of the terms. 14 

Schmidt, for example, argues that the term civil society remains unclear because of its 

use at times either as an "analytic category" of already existing public arenas or as a 

"normative ideal" of what the social sector as a good political community looks like 

( 422-23). Christopher Beem understands these analytic and normative uses as deriving 

from personal desire: "What you think civil society is-your understanding of what the 

term means analytically; which institutions, groups, associations are included, and which 

are not, which epitomize the concept, and which are effectively ignored-is all largely 

determined by what you want civil society to do" (13). 

In multiculturalism, the "policy rubrics" to which Newfield and Gordon refer 

highlight the normative use of multicultural theory and a clear departure from its 

postmodern roots. While many argue that multiculturalism has inherited a rejection of 

universalism and foundationalism, it is clear that in application its practitioners seek 

specific norms by which society should live (Willett 2-3; Newfield and Gordon, 

14 Kenneth Burke in A Grammar of Motives argues that motives are complex philosophical instances. At 
once, a human being's motives are unique to the present and past situations of the individual and some are 
titular to the class of human agents ( I 03-104). Burke's notion of titular terms has interesting possibilities 
for help ing elucidate the use of civil soc iety and multiculturalism as analytical concepts for understanding 
U.S. society. 
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"Multiculturalism's" 108). Like civil society, multiculturalism's various meanings

whether analytical and/or normative- are affected by who is using the term and for what 

purposes. 

Theoretical Boundaries and Practical Application 

Particularly today, civil society and multiculturalism have power and ubiquity in 

the public eye as tools of criticism and as social movements. What they are commenting 

on exposes a second important point at which the concepts converge. As theoretical 

enterprises, civil society and multicultural models are multi-faceted and concerned with 

the examination and critique of various social phenomena, especially relationships in 

U.S. society among the social sector, market, and the state. 15 

For civil society theorists, the concept of an associational sector as an analytical 

category has developed throughout Western history in three distinct phases: classical and 

medieval thought, the Enlightenment, and the modem state. Each phase, scholars 

theorize, seeks to explain the above-mentioned relationships. For instance, Ehrenberg 

writes that in classical and medieval times "[ w ]hether its final source of authority was 

secular or religious, civil society made civilization possible because people lived in law

governed associations protected by the coercive power of the state" (5). Ehrenberg 

identifies the second body of thought as arising with the advent of modernity. He argues 

that the loss of centuries-old and fixed ways of living and knowing and the rise of 

15 Academic multiculturalism and conceptions of civil society as they manifest themselves in U.S. society 
differ from forms of multiculturalism and civil society in other societies. Analyses and connections drawn 
between these different expressions could prove useful in future studies on the impact of globalization on 
social phenomena. 

15 



"national markets and national states" changed the conception of civil society to one of 

"individual interest, competition, and need" (6). Beem suggests that, in reaction to this 

change, "thinkers endeavored to respond to the incipient social reality by identifying 

social institutions that would ameliorate or soften the atomizing, centripetal effects of 

democracy and capitalism" ( 45). 16 These attempts, according to Ehrenberg, signal the 

third and current influential phase of civil society, which is the "sphere of intermediate 

associations that serves liberty and limits the power of central institutions" (6). 

Multiculturalists have rejected any easy categorization of the concept of 

multiculturalism into phases of development. 17 Some thinkers argue that 

multiculturalism originates in the civil rights movements of the 1960s, the women's 

rights movement of the late 1960s and early 1970s, and other movements of oppressed 

groups such as gays and lesbians, people with disabilities, and the elderly that took place 

through the 1970s (Gorski; Wing; Banks 40-41). In opposition to an experiential notion 

of multiculturalism, conservatives claim that multiculturalism is simply a postmodern 

intellectual invention and leftist political ideology that has spread through late twentieth

century U.S. academies and businesses (A. Schmidt 3; Horowitz, "Hating" 142-43; 

Wilson, "Multiculturalism" 169). Beyond both the above-mentioned views, many 

16 By "atomizing, centripetal effects of democracy and capitalism," Eberly seems to be addressing the 
"new" center in the individual; the individual in the modern state is now driven by self-interest and a 
pursuit of possessions ( 45). 

17 Studies such as Ehrenberg's and Beem's easily connect the U.S. conception of civil society in its present 
phase to its historical development in other countries. Interestingly, theorists have not developed the same 
historical genealogy for multiculturalism, keeping its various meanings centric to its manifestation in the 
U.S. An important area of further research could be a comparison of other culturally pluralistic countries 
and their scholar's theories on multiculturalism, exposing influences on and by U.S. conceptions of 
multiculturalism throughout history. 
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theorists argue that although the concept may have been named during the 1970s and 

1980s the U.S. has always been, since its very beginning on "the Virginia shore," 

multicultural (Takaki 17; Cruz 28). 18 

The various analytical uses of both civil society and multiculturalism are rooted , 

indeed, in all of the above historical narratives. 19 I do not attempt in this study to present 

every area of analysis, but I do provide several of the concepts' major analytical 

categories. I claim that the issues that have led civil society scholars to decry the demise 

of the U.S. social sector and the failure to realize its by-products (promises) are the very 

theoretical categories for which multiculturalism attempts to find just solutions. I show 

that the analytical categories in multiculturalism converge in significant ways with civil 

society's by-products of citizenship, civic virtue, and the common good. 

For instance, many thinkers consider the multicultural project a rejection of the 

de facto requirement of monocultural assimilation for U.S. citizenship (Goldberg 7; 

Abalos 115; Appiah 48; Frankenberg 19-20). Although these scholars seem to be unified 

in their analysis, their application is actually diverse as they find significance in greater or 

lesser degree in issues such as race, sex, class, ethnicity, sexuality, and disability. By 

18 Rona ld Takaki asks hi s reader in what mirror one should see " America"- the narrow mirror that only 
traces the hi story of certain Europeans, or a multicultural mirror? His study of the differences, similarities, 
and contributions of multiple cultures in U.S. society reminds one that the U.S. since its beginning does not 
be long to a s ing le race or a single group. For other earlier cites of multiculturali sm, Newfield and Gordon 
write that the " word ' multicultural ' had a fitful beginning in the World War LI era, appearing in non
trendsetting situations such as a New York Herald-Tribune Books attack on prejudice on 27 July 1941 , or, 
in 1959, a descr iption of Montreal as multicultural" ("Multiculturalism 's" 94). 

19 In thi s claim, I follow a well-developed path of understanding history as narrative. For instance, see 
William Cronon 's " A Place fo r Stories: Nature, History, and Narrative," Allan Megill 's " Recounting the 
Past: ' Description ,' Explanation, and Narrative in Historiography," and Ellen Somekawa and Eli zabeth E. 
Smith 's "Theorizing the Writing of History or ' I Can' t Think Why It Should Be So Dull , For a Great Deal 
of It Must be Invention .'" 
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focusing on civil society ' s by-product of citizenship, these analyses examine the complex 

nature of inequities that exist in U.S. society. Other theorists focus on multiculturalism' s 

distinct epistemological purpose---opening up spaces for previously marginalized ways 

of knowing into "what George Lipsitz has called ' the enormous industry of meaning 

making'" (Lubiano 68; Trotman ix). Respecting epistemological stances creates a public 

sphere where all members of civil society can equally participate. For most 

multiculturalists, the concept is intended to be decidedly transformational, changing 

institutions and consciousnesses into a "new ethos of inclusion, participation, mutual 

respect, affection, and recognition of otherness while celebrating our common humanity" 

(Abalos 68-69). Creating this new ethos allows society to find shared conceptions of the 

common good. 

The last connection between civil society and multiculturalism that I explore is 

located in their respective roles as social movements. Drawing from the literature, one 

can discern that both concepts are ways in which society attempts to grapple with the fear 

and the material realities created by changing social relationships- whether between 

individuals or between individuals and social institutions. According to Joe L. Kincheloe 

and Shirley R. Steinberg, the changing demographics in the U.S. (and many other 

Western countries) make U.S. society a reality of cultural contradictions. 

Multiculturalism is concerned with how a society deals with these contradictions. How a 

society deals with pluralism underscores the openness and democratic nature of that 

society (2). In this sense, multiculturalism serves a similar purpose as civil society. 

connecting civil society scholarship to the phenomena of changing social relationships, E. 
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J. Dionne writes: "the quest for new forms of civil society can be seen as a rational 

response to social change- not a rebellion against the modem world but a new attempt to 

deal with modernity's discontents and dislocations" (7-8). Understanding the diversity of 

U.S. society and seeking new ways to relate to one another in respectful and socially just 

ways undergirds the multicultural and civic society movements. 

Both movements also have the similar goal of creating a more moral society. 

Willett describes the goal of the multicultural movement as a "basic concern for 

overcoming oppression through social, political, and cultural conflict and the need to 

articulate this multifaceted concern for oppression from discordant positions" (2). 

Multiculturalists believe that relationships of oppression must be eliminated to refashion 

a moral society. Many theorists understand that this goal must be achieved at the 

individual level through the process of transformation. Similarly, civil society thinkers 

seek changes in the individual citizen. For instance, Eberly claims that the civil society 

movement "reflects a search for a new citizenship that is less self-interested, more civil , 

and more civically engaged" ( 4). Beem writes that this is the "ostensible goal of the civil 

society movement" to "fashion a more moral, more civic-minded society" (3). Further, 

Beem understands that, to achieve this goal, citizens must have a "shared commitment to 

a set of moral values and virtues and to a set of civic ideals" (3). For Beem, the goal as 

articulated by Eberly fails to take into account the pluralistic nature of U.S. social 

institutions. Consequently, attempts such as Eberly's to achieve a shared commitment 

are unsuccessful. 
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Multiculturalists deal directly with the pluralistic nature of society and theorize 

various ways of dealing with diverse commitments. Gutman, for example, argues that 

U.S. society needs a set of deliberative virtues to deal with diversity and to achieve the 

moral promise of multiculturalism. Beem argues, similarly, that to achieve its goal the 

civil society movement must "be directed, contained, and sustained by a minimal yet 

overarching set of moral principles" (3). In this study, I analyze how the different forms 

of multiculturalism look to the moral and political principles of U.S. constitutional 

democracy--equality, freedom, justice, and humanity- for a "minimal yet overarching" 

framework for U.S. civil society. 

A Range of Perspectives 

Both civil society and multicultural movements consist of a wide range of 

perspectives that determine their respective courses of action. However, it seems as 

though the only views played out, particularly in the media, are the polar opposites of 

conservatives and liberals.20 These positions dominate the discourse in both civil society 

and multicultural debates. Conservative scholars characterize civil society as 

intermediate institutions that are nonpolitical (Eberly 32; Schambra 319). For instance, 

Eberly writes, "the embrace of civil society can be seen as a desire to transcend social 

division and political chaos" (6). Many civil society scholars find calls for transcending 

such difficulties suspect and argue that politics and the state must be a part of building or 

20 These characterizations are misguided, however, as they are built upon the uncomplicated categorization 
of conservatives and liberals. Conservatives may consider themselves as moderate, traditional , or extreme, 
and those classified as liberals often self-identify as liberals, progressives, or radicals. Moreover, both 
conservative and liberals may "act" outside the defining parameters of their labels regarding certain issues. 
The "rigid positions" taken toward many of the issues in U.S. civil society, then, are often created by the 
media representing the issues. 
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rebuilding a moral society. They charge moderate and conservative civil society scholars 

with limiting the U.S. social sector to voluntary associations and of divorcing 

associational groups from their political and power aspirations (Beem 3; O'Connell 24; 

Rosenblum 46). For instance, in Diminished Democracy: From Membership to 

Management in American Civic Life, Theda Skocpol argues that the call for a return to 

localism detached from politics in order to revitalize U.S. democracy ignores "issues of 

economic inequality, power disparity, and political demobilization" (257). 

Similarly, multiculturalism has suffered from the polarized positions of 

conservatives and liberals. Many conservative thinkers maintain that multiculturalism is 

the root cause of U.S. society's breakdown. They claim the movement is destructive 

because it encourages immigrants not to assimilate into a common culture (Chavez 168; 

Ravitch "Ex Uno"; Schlesinger 2), and it infuses traditionally neutral institutions with 

divisive politics (Wilson; Horowitz "Mussolini"; A. Schmidt 4). Multiculturalists 

counter these claims in diverse ways. Many argue that the act of assimilation and the call 

for a common culture are ways of imposing dominant Anglo-Saxon cultural traditions on 

the diverse cultures existing in the United States (Appiah 48; Abalos 115). These 

scholars argue that the U.S. is heterogeneous and not homogeneous, and, therefore, its 

social, political, and economic relationships must reflect this reality. Further, they argue 

that no institutions in U.S. society have been free of politics, and even the 

monoculturalist position reflects a power relationship (Kincheloe and Steinberg 7; 

Goldberg 20-1; Robinson 120). In an analysis of these counterclaims, I show how 

multiculturalism reconceptualizes conservative notions of civil society, ideas that impede 
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the overarching goals of democracy---equality, freedom, justice, and humanity-for all 

members of U.S. society. 

Summary 

The review of relevant literature on civil society and multiculturalism suggests 

that both concepts are not easily defined. They are open and fluid, changing along with 

the dynamic society that they are used analytically and normatively to understand and 

describe. However, throughout this study, the definitions of civil society and 

multiculturalism that I use come from the diverse perspectives found in the literature. I 

do attempt, though, to keep the definitions plural and to focus on the connections among 

them rather than on how they may operate individually. Nevertheless, the perspectives 

that I choose to employ do limit the meanings and demarcate the theoretical boundaries 

of both concepts, while also pointing to my own purposes for using them. 

Civil society is conceived of in various ways. Conservatives view of the social 

sector as a space for civility and charities, which are based, most often, on religious 

morals (Elshtain, "A Call" 13); libertarians believe the social sector is a "synonym for 

privatization" (Eberly 5); liberals understand civil society not as an isolated social sphere 

but as a space in which citizens engage in political projects, participating in their 

democracy (Skocpol 12; Beem 6). From these diverse definitions of civil society, I 

describe the multiple and often conflicting stances each takes on the by-products of the 

U.S. social sector: citizenship, civic virtue, and the common good. 

My definitions of multiculturalism derive from the following perspectives. 

Conservatives thinkers consider multiculturalism as divisive and as a project that breaks 
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down U.S. traditions such as a common culture, national unity, and family values (Fonte; 

Schlesinger 2). For many liberals, multiculturalism is a way to deal with difference by 

focusing on our unique sameness as human beings. They believe the project can reform 

social institutions, thereby giving marginalized groups more opportunity and access 

(Kincheloe and Steinberg 10). Deriving from a similar politics of pluralism, left-liberals 

also view multiculturalism as a project for reforming social institutions; however, instead 

of focusing on sameness, left-liberals focus on differences, insisting that the unique 

nature of groups must be understood (McLaren, "White" 51 ). 

Unlike conservative and liberal perspectives on multiculturalism, critical thinkers 

believe that it is not enough to simply reform social institutions. Rather, they believe that 

society needs to transform. Multiculturalism, then, is a critical project concerned with the 

contextualization of inequalities. It seeks to transform relationships by helping the 

individual develop a consciousness that understands how power, domination, and 

oppression are constructed (Kincheloe and Steinberg 23-24). For feminist 

multiculturalists, the project embodies a way of moving past fixed, essentialist identities 

and based on a project based in a politics of intercommunity and interconnectivity. Thus, 

it moves beyond identity politics to achieve "identification, affiliation, and social 

transformation" (Shohat 9). Finally, many advocate multiculturalism as a 

transformational project in the service of social justice that moves beyond binary

oppositional epistemologies and pedagogies (Powell 97). Transformational 

multiculturalism focuses on the radical interconnectedness and interrelatedness of human 
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beings to forge new socially just relationships through forms of spiritual activism 

(Keating, "Forging" 551-52). 

For this study, I understand the fluid nature and multiple meanings of civil society 

and multiculturalism as important aspects of any concept attempting to explain the 

complicated social relationships between people and institutions in the U.S.21 Exploring 

these points of connection between civil society and multiculturalism allows me to 

identify a synergism created when the concepts' various meanings converge. It is this 

synergistic effect, I believe, that (re)conceptualizes the U.S. social sector for the twenty

first century. 

II. Rhetorical Agency 

Who are multiculturalists? What are their roles in the classroom and larger 

society? Aliven J. Schmidt writes in his argument against multiculturalism that one must 

not confuse multiculturalism (and multiculturalists) with multicultural education. For A. 

Schmidt, the former is an ideology ravaging national unity and culture in U.S. society and 

the latter is simply a form of education that teaches students about various cultures. 

Explaining the role of multicultural education, he writes: 

[It] presents and examines the values and practices of other cultures 

objectively and critically in a nondoctrinaire manner. It recognizes that 

American culture has always had some diversity, especially religious and 

2 1 Many argue that feminist philosophy and epistemology are more conducive to understanding these 
phenomena because they do not rely on totalizing narratives and objective (perspectiveless) knowledge to 
understand human relationships. Rather, feminist philosophy uses both postmodern and modernist 
frameworks to create discourses that are "historically situated, concrete, fragmented, flexible, and diverse" 
and to critically use such modern concepts as "justice and the stable moral agent" (Garry and Pearsall 3-4). 
In addition, feminist epistemologies such as Code's theory of subjectivity takes into account the position of 
the knower when knowledge is about "knowing others" ( 16). 
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ethnic differences, but it views such diversity as subculture and 

subordinate to America's majority culture rather than standing separately 

alongside of it. (3) 

Unfortunately, A. Schmidt fails to cite any multicultural educators whose pedagogy 

expresses these tenets. Nevertheless, he may be referring to any number of practitioners 

who approach a multicultural curriculum in this manner. However, in my own research, I 

have not been able to find any multicultural textbooks that begin by outlining a majority 

culture in U.S. society and continue by exploring its subordinate subcultures to "get to 

know them," nor have I found teachers writing about this type of pedagogy. These 

tenets, then, do not seem to be the goals of U.S. multicultural education. 

Instead, the views represented by the theorists and practitioners in U.S. 

elementary, secondary, and higher education institutions reveal projects that attempt to 

change perceptions of what a multicultural society is, rather than using an "add-on" 

method to educational content. For instance, according to James A. Banks, 

"Multicultural education is largely a way of viewing reality and a way of thinking and 

not just content about various ethnic and cultural groups" (8). Banks writes that U.S. 

multicultural education has evolved into a project of restructuring the culture and 

organization of schools so that each dimension of the multicultural project is realized. 

Banks' s conceptualization of the four dimensions of multicultural education-"content 

integration, the knowledge construction process, prejudice reduction, and an equity 

pedagogy" develops from numerous multicultural educators' theories (14). 
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Bank.s's view of multicultural education suggests that it is a transformative 

project, not simply an add-on model of cultural awareness. Therefore, an objective, 

critical, nondoctrinaire exploration of various cultures, such as that depicted by A. 

Schmidt, fails to realize the goals of epistemological equity in content and the end to 

prejudices that lead to the oppression of subaltern groups. Moreover, Banks and others 

suggest a goal of social justice in the dimensions of multicultural educational projects. 

lndeed, many multicultural educators are working within the newly emerging field of 

social justice education. One goal, as articulated by Maurianne Adams et al., is to 

"enable students to become conscious of their operating world view and to be able to 

examine critically alternative ways of understanding world and social relations" (xvii). 

Adams et al. , argue that social justice educators envision society as equitable, physically 

and psychologically safe for all members, and a place where members are both self

determining and interdependent (1 ).22 

Nature and Context 

Inherent in both traditional multicultural education projects and the emerging 

social justice education projects is the idea of creating change. Transformation takes 

place in the educational culture and organization, in students, and in the larger U.S. 

society. At the center of this change, at least seemingly so, are the multiculturalists, 

22 For more works on social justice education, see Action for Social Justice in Education: Fairly Different 
by Morwenna Griffiths and Sharon Baillon. Griffiths and Bai lion offer educators several examples of how 
to put soc ial justice theories into practice. Carol Vincent's Social Justice, Education, Identity is a collection 
of essays from well-known social justice theorists ranging from issues in social justice to student and 
teacher identities. Also, see Teaching for Social Justice: A Democracy and Education Reader edited by 
William Ayers, Jean Ann Hunt, and Therese Quinn. The collection of essays connects social justice 
education with participatory democracy and provides examples of how to put social justice theories into 
practice in the classroom and in society. 
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initiating their programs, writing, teaching, and addressing the public at large. 

Understood in this sense, multiculturalists possess a rhetorical agency that can move 

listeners to new worldviews and can teach audiences to continue a transformative 

program within their lives. This seems very similar to the classical view of rhetorical 

agency where the flow of information is unidirectional- the speaker holds all of the 

power, and the audience is simply a passive recipient- a conceptualization of rhetorical 

agency rejected in postmodern critique. The postmodern subjectivity is overdetermined, 

and agency therefore is not the free will of the autonomous individual, but the determined 

results of social structures. Given the modernist-postmodernist theoretical impasse on 

what constitutes agency, how should multiculturalists ' rhetorical agency be understood? 

The nature of rhetorical agency has a long narrative that has been recounted in 

various ways by many contemporary scholars. We can trace the centrality of human 

agency in Western rhetoric back to its ancient Greek beginnings, and the controversy 

over its conceptualization to the tension between the sophistic emphasis on contingent 

truth and the philosophic emphasis on Eternal Truth (Hauser 181-83). The controversy 

manifests itself again, most notably, during the Enlightenment when such thinkers as 

Locke and Kant condemn the classical conception of ars oratoria because of its 

dependency on "concrete circumstances, motives, and audience interests, [ rendering] the 

orator heteronomous and therefore incapable of exercising either imaginative freedom or 

clear, unfettered reason" (Leff 140). Here, agency is conceptualized as an individualist 

conception of action based on the agent's free will to make rational choices. In the post

modern context, and following the interpretive turn in rhetorical studies, the tension 
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arises again in the rejection of the autonomous agent of classical humanistic rhetoric and 

Enlightenment lore. 23 Rhetorical agency moves from an "agent-centered model of 

'intentional persuasion'" to a "discourse-centered model of 'intertextuality"' (Gaonkar 

276).24 

Many thinkers have attempted to move beyond the binary of free will and 

determinism to conceptualize rhetorical agency in new ways. Leading the Alliance of 

Rhetoric Societies discussion group on rhetorical agency, Geisler observed, "[R]hetorical 

agency may be on the cusp of a major rethinking" (10). For Geisler, this rethinking takes 

place among new scholarship that moves the debate on rhetorical agency beyond 

traditional locations, detecting agency instead in non-traditional contexts, such as 

subaltern groups and digital technology, and non-traditional phenomena, such as gay 

bodies and the "to do I ist" ( 10-11 ). 

In addition to looking to new locations for rhetorical agency, Karyl Kohrs 

Campbell proposes five axioms that seek to move agency beyond the binary: 

I propose that agency (1) is communal and participatory, hence, both 

constituted and constrained by externals that are material and symbolic; 

23 Leff makes an interesting comparison between modernist and post-modernist critiques of classical 
humanist rhetoric and the "ars oratoria." Both are condemning the "ars oratoria" (conceptualized most 
c learly in Ciceronian rhetoric). Enlightenment thinkers criticized classical rhetors for their contingency on 
such determined factors as audience and material circumstances and for not centering agency in the 
autonomous agent, while post-modern thinkers reject humanistic rhetoric for advancing the "autonomous 
agent" and not taking into account structural contexts. The critiques, Leff argues, point out the failure to 
recognize the complexity of classical humanistic rhetoric. 

24 In his response to Dilip Gaonkar's criticism of the " ideology of human agency," which Gaonkar argues 
must inevitably follow along with any translation of the technical vocabulary of classical rhetoric into an 
interpretive metadiscourse, Leff argues that Gaonkar's suggestion of locating agency in textuality does not 
move him past the rigid binary he has created. Gaonkar, Leff argues, simply removes agency for the 
"orator perfectus," the master speaker, to the " lector perfectus," the master reader (296). 
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(2) is 'invented' by authors who are points of articulation; (3) emerges in 

artistry or craft; ( 4) is effected through form; and ( 5) is perverse, that is, 

inherently, protean, ambiguous, open to reversal. (3) 

Campbell's propositions seem to position her conceptualization of agency as a mediating 

force that merges aspects of both free will and determinism. Similarly, Celeste Michelle 

Condit and John L. Lucaites when defining rhetorical agency refer to the concept as the 

"third alternative" and the "middling orientation" that mediates the tension in the 

modernist and postmodernist debate. For the authors, rhetorical agency is a "function of 

complex speaker-audience interactions" that "denies neither the materiality nor the 

significance of the agency of the speaker or audience" ( 611-12). 

Along these lines of thought, Sharon Crowley, in her response to Campbell's ARS 

plenary speech, proposes a way of theorizing rhetorical agency that rejects "establishing 

hierarchized dichotomies" (6). Crowley points out how mediating solutions often reify 

binary relationships. For example, she reveals that Campbell creates binaries in axiom 

three and four in her definition of agency. The insistence on craft and artistry in axiom 

three is in opposition to Campbell's first axiom in which agency is "'constituted' by 

' externals that are material and symbolic"' (2). In addition, Crowley argues that in 

Campbell's fourth proposition, in which "agency is 'effected through form,"' she creates 

a "binary distinction between form and formlessness, as well as an implicit one between 

speaking and writing" (3 ). Instead, Crowley calls for a way of theorizing agency that 

"account[ s] for multiple sorts or levels of agency" (3). She asks her reader to adopt a 

"heuristic spirit" and to draw a line, a continuum of sorts, in which theories of rhetorical 
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agency are placed with the leftward end to left-center representing those theories based in 

linguistic determinism and the rightward end to right-center representing theories based 

in biological determinism. 

Crowley makes the important point that theories of rhetorical agency need to 

reject privileging either rhetoricism or biologism and, instead, must draw from a "range 

of available models of agency to articulate which are defensible and useful at this 

conjuncture in the history of rhetorical scholarship" (7). Crowley's attention to the 

dimensions of time and space when theorizing rhetorical agency relates to sociologists 

Mustafa Emirbayer and Ann Mische ' s reconceptualization of human agency as a 

"temporally embedded process of social engagement" (963). These authors argue that 

attempts to theorize human agency that privilege one perspective over another fail to 

grasp the different dimensions of agency. " [W]hen one or another [perspective] is 

conflated with agency itself," they argue, "we lose a sense of the dynamic interplay 

among these dimensions and how this interplay varies within different structural contexts 

of action" (963). For Emirbayer and Mische, agentic orientations and structural contexts 

of action are temporal and relational- informed by the past and oriented toward the 

present and future. Understood in this way, the capacity for human agency and structural 

environments do not stand opposed, rather "structural environments of action are both 

dynamically sustained by and also altered through human agency" (964). 

Instead of visualizing a continuum, like Crowley's, Emirbayer and Mische offer 

the reader a chordal triad "within which all three dimensions resonate as separate but not 

always harmonious tones" (972). The orientations of past, present, and future correspond 
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with what the authors suggest are the "constitutive elements of human agency: iteration, 

projectivity, and practical evaluation" (970). Iteration refers to the habitus. The authors 

write that the iterational "manifest[s] in actors' abilities to recall, to select, and to 

appropriately apply the more or less tacit and taken-for-granted schemas of action that 

they have developed through past interactions" (975). However, human agency is not 

only a matter or habitus. It also has an innovative and creative dimension oriented 

toward future possibilities, which the authors term the projective. They suggest that in 

the projective dimension "the locus of agency ... lies in the hypothesization of 

experience, as actors attempt to reconfigure received schemas by generating alternative 

possible responses to the problematic situations they confront in their lives" (984). 

Finally, the social actor must respond to the circumstances and contingencies of the 

present. Often referred to as practical wisdom, the authors name this dimension practical 

evaluation. Emirbayer and Mische state, at this level, "The primary locus of agency ... 

lies in the contextualization of social experience" (994). 

Although all three dimensions of human agency are important for understanding 

the multiculturalist's rhetorical agency, the practical evaluation element can prove most 

useful in expounding on theories of rhetorical agency, as the inherent contextualization at 

this level requires communicative processes. Emirbayer and Mische argue that "through 

deliberation with others ( or sometimes, self-reflexively, with themselves) about the 

pragmatic and normative exigencies of lived situations, actors gain in the capacity to 

make considered decisions that may challenge received patterns of action" (994 ). So 

then, an actor 's structural contexts- the cultural, social-structural, and social-
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psychological categories that "crosscut the key institutional sectors of modern social life: 

the administrative-bureaucratic state, the capitalist economy, and civil society"~an be 

challenged and transformed through a mediating approach (971, n5). However, the 

authors do contend that "given the contingency and uncertainty of interactions, the 

consequences of[social actors'] actions cannot be controlled and will often 'feed back' in 

ways that necessitate new agentic interventions" (994). Therefore, the sophistication by 

which the multiculturalist rhetor learns to move in and out of these levels of agency and 

by which they understand the agentic orientations of their audience bears directly on the 

success of their transformational goals. 25 

Summary 

What is important for this study is that the bifurcation of agency- free will and 

determinism- persists and still produces anxiety over what agency the rhetor may 

possess and if that action is efficacious. I contend that Emirbayer and Mische's 

reconceptualization of human agency as temporally embedded social engagements 

provides an opportunity to understand rhetorical agency that has not been previously 

considered in the debates framed by the free will and determinism dichotomy. 26 

Understood in this way, agency derives from the complex interplay among iterational, 

projective, and practical evaluation levels of agency. Drawing from Emirbayer and 

25 Similarly, Che la Sandoval' s theory of differential consciousness explains how U.S. Third World 
feminists move in and out of oppositional consciousnesses to "read" s ituations and choose appropriate 
ideolog ical forms to oppose specific oppressions (2-4). 

26 Emirbayer and Mische define human agency as "The temporally constructed engagement by actors of 
different structural environments- the temporal-relational contexts of action- which, through the interplay 
of habit, imagination, and judgment, both reproduces and trans.forms those structures in interactive 
response to the problems posed by changing historical situations" (970). 
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Mische's reconceptualization of human agency, I understand multiculturalists' rhetorical 

agency to derive from the synergistic effect of moving in and out of different levels of 

agency in accord with the exigencies they face, rather than relying on fixed strategies, 

especially when they may not be efficacious for the situation. 

Method 

To develop an understanding of academic multiculturalists' rhetoric on civil 

society, I use the grounded-theory method of Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss as 

delineated in The Discovery of Grounded Theory.27 Because the method is inductive 

rather than deductive, I conceptualize a new theory from the data rather than making the 

data fit an established theory of multiculturalism; thus, it allows me to approach 

multicultural rhetoric without a preconceived theoretical framework. An inductive 

approach is important to the creation of analytic models because it allows new 

perceptions to emerge beyond and alongside of the influences of established theories. 

Grounded theory ' s process of the constant comparative analysis of categories and 

properties within the data reveals a working conceptual schema that explains what 

multiculturalists are saying about civil society and how they are saying it. Understanding 

that the conceptual schema derives from a process open to change is an important aspect 

of this study because the rhetoric of multiculturalism is influenced by the constant flux of 

historical, societal, economic, and political changes. 

27 The nine-step process of Generative Criticism in Rhetorical Theory is not unlike Grounded Theory in the 
Social Sciences. Generative Criticism requires the critic to engage artifacts without a predetermined 
method of criticism. According to Foss, a critic who engages in generative criticism follows the process of: 
"(I) encountering a curious artifact; (2) coding the artifact in general ; (3) searching for an explanation; (4) 
creating an explanatory schema; (5) formulating a research question; (6) coding the artifact in detail ; (7) 
searching the literature; (8) framing the study; and (9) writing the essay" ( 411 ). 
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Data 

To begin an analysis of multiculturalists' rhetoric of civil society, it is important 

to identify the predominant viewpoints within the multicultural debates because these 

frameworks shape the various responses to the concept of civil society and to its many 

by-products. In "White Terror and Oppositional Agency," Peter McLaren conceptualizes 

four positions in academic multiculturalism: conservative, liberal, left-liberal, and critical 

( 4 7). He argues that this list is not exhaustive and states that each label should serve only 

as a heuristic and an attempt at mapping the multicultural field. Building on McLaren' s 

categorizations, in Changing Multiculturalism, Joe L. Kincheloe and Shirley R. Steinberg 

theorize five multicultural positions: conservative, liberal, pluralist, left-essentialist, and 

critical. They insist, too, that the positions are designed to promote investigation into the 

predominant issues of the multicultural debates. Further, Kincheloe and Steinberg stress 

that each group ' s boundaries are permeable, emphasizing that the positions rarely 

resemble their exact definitions in the real world (2-4). To create theoretical order, 

however, multiculturalists agree upon these classifications-or some version of them

either identifying themselves as having a particular commitment or characterizing 

someone else as representing a certain position. 

In this study, I modify these cartographies by adding the positions of feminist and 

transformational multiculturalisms and categorizing liberal and left-liberal 

multiculturalisms in the same grouping. It is important to recognize feminist 

multiculturalism as a distinct commitment in the multicultural debates because- beyond 

any other group-their position theorizes the complexity of oppression as it manifests 
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itself in multiple intersecting locations and refuses to reduce politics to one ideology. In 

addition, because it is wholly undertheorized, I add the emerging position of 

transformational multiculturalism based on the spiritual and imaginative, such as Gloria 

E. Anzaldua' s spiritual practice of conocimiento and her imaginative writing that blends 

theory, personal experience, spiritual rituals, and reflective dialogue. I also analyze the 

rhetoric of liberal and left-liberal multiculturalism together because both derive

although manifesting themselves differently- from the politics of pluralism. 

Consequently, the influential forms of academic multiculturalism that I choose to explore 

are conservative, liberal/left-liberal, critical, feminist, and transformational. 

Unlike McLaren' s and other similar studies, I go beyond delineating the 

characteristics of each academic multicultural position and naming theorists whose work 

embodies each form. For this study, I analyze liberal/left-liberal, critical, feminist, and 

transformational representative figures ' primary texts to reveal what each commitment is 

communicating about civil society and to explore how they use rhetorical agency to 

achieve the societal transformations they seek. Although I do define the characteristics of 

each group in this study ' s literature review and methodology section- in an attempt to 

demarcate their theoretical boundaries- I only do so to facilitate the process of exposing 

the locations in which the boundaries of each group blur and blend. I also analyze 

conservatism' s dominant narratives about civil society to which multiculturalists offer 

alternative notions. 

The rhetorical texts I include in the study meet three criteria. First, the academic 

multicultural field considers the authors as representatives of their respective 
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multicultural groups-liberal/left-liberal, critical, feminist, and transformational. The 

conservative authors are also most often cited in the multicultural field. Thus, drawing 

from these texts will give me a general understanding of what each particular 

commitment to multiculturalism is saying about civil society. Second, the authors' texts 

succinctly delineate their form of academic multiculturalism and express their 

overarching goals for U.S. society. This criterion allows me to discover why they are 

reconceptualizing civil society and how and whether they are achieving their objectives. 

Third, the texts are frequently taught in cultural and multicultural studies courses, and 

participants within the multicultural debates cite them often. The final criterion 

establishes the intertextuality necessary to discern the agentic orientations and efficacy of 

each multicultural project. 

The criteria were established by an extensive research of over seventy-five U.S. 

cultural and multicultural studies departments ' course syllabi. In addition, I researched 

over fifty major works on the multicultural debate for frequency of citations attributed to 

each author, choosing those most often cited. Because of space limitations, I focused my 

project on only two or three representatives of each academic multicultural commitment. 

Further, I limit my analyses to three or four essays and/or book chapters by the writers, 

choosing those that most succinctly express their multicultural project and those that 

comment on the by-products of civil society. 

My analysis begins with an examination of the conservative rhetoric on civil 

society. For this group, I selected texts by David Horowitz, Dinesh D'Souza, and Diane 

Ravitch. The conservative commitment to which these authors and their texts subscribe 
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is characterized by appeals for the reestablishment of an "American common culture" and 

a return to "American core values." Conservatives advocate a type of color blindness and 

push for homogeneity in society through a doctrine of assimilation to a traditional 

American "standard." Their push for standard curriculums and rejection of revisionist 

historiographical projects are based in an "environmentalist" position, which finds 

differences in achievement among races and ethnicities due to "culturally deprived 

backgrounds" and "lack of strong family-oriented values" rather than in determined 

structural contexts (McLaren, "White" 48).28 

I then consider how liberal/left-liberal multiculturalism depicts the by-products of 

civil society through analysis of texts by Charles Taylor and Nancy Fraser. These 

authors and their respective texts illustrate the liberal/left-liberal demand to value all 

cultures equally. Similar to conservatives, liberals also adhere to an ideology of color

blindness. However, they argue for the uncomplicated sameness that exists naturally 

among the races. In educational policy, liberals often seek the 

"depoliticization/decontextualization" pursuit of knowledge, attempting to "reform" 

institutions for equal access without understanding the complex power relationships that 

refuse certain groups access (Kincheloe and Steinberg 14). On the other hand, left-

28 I use the fol lowing conservative texts in my analysis: Horowitz's "A Conservative Hope" in Politics of 
Bad Faith: The Radical Assault on America's Future, "Missing Diversity" and " Racism and Free Speech" 
in Left Illusions: An Intellectual Odyssey, and "Academic Politics" and "Calibrating the Culture Wars" in 
Hating Whitey: And Other Progressive Causes. Also included are D'Souza's " Illiberal Education" and "The 
Victim's Revolution on Campus" in Illiberal Education: The Politics of Race and Sex on Campus, 
" Authentic vs . Bogus MuJticulturalism," "How Affirmative Action Hurts Blacks," and "Are Immigrants to 
Blame?" in Letters to a Young Conservative. The final texts in the conservative data are Ravitch 's 
"Multiculturalism: E Pluribus Plures," "Education and Democracy" in Making Good Citizens: Education 
and Civi l Society, and "ln Search of Standards" in Left Back: A Century of Failed School Reforms. 
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liberals argue that special attention to the differences between races should be paid, often 

exoticizing the other. Regardless of these different approaches, both positions are based 

on the "larger effort to celebrate human diversity and equal opportunity" (Kincheloe and 

Steinberg 15).29 

The third area from which I draw my data is the critical multicultural position. 

This position stresses the way in which power shapes our consciousness and seeks to 

provide critical self-reflection skills to men and women, so that they can understand how 

power ( expressed in the terms of oppression and domination) influences their lives. 

Critical multiculturalists reject projects in education that insist schooling is a neutral 

event and dedicate themselves to a "notion of egalitarianism and the elimination of 

human suffering" (Kincheloe and Steinberg 24). The position derives from a "resistance, 

poststructuralist approach to meaning," in which "representations of race, class, and 

gender are understood as the result of larger social struggles over signs and meanings and 

in this way emphasizes not simply textual play or metaphorical displacement as a form of 

resistance . .. but stresses the central task of transforming the social, cultural, and 

institutional relations in which meanings are generated" (McLaren, "White" 53). I 

29 The liberal/left-liberal texts that I examine are Taylor's "The Politics of Recognition" and "A World 
Consensus on Human Rights?" The final texts included in the data on liberal/left-liberal multiculturalism 
are Fraser's "From Redistribution to Recognition? Dilemmas of Justice in a 'Post-Socialist' Age" in 
Theorizing Multiculturalism: A Guide to the Current Debate, and "Politics, Culture, and the Public Sphere: 
Toward a Postmodern Conception" in Social Postmodern ism. 
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consult texts by McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, and Seyla Benhabib to analyze this 

commitment. 30 

I continue my analysis with an examination of feminist multicultural rhetoric. For 

this group, I selected texts by Shohat, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Trinh T. Minh-ha. 

This position is based in third-world feminism that analyzes both Eurocentric 

assumptions of white feminism(s) and the patriarchal and homophobic culture of 

nationalist movements. It is a critical feminist theory that expounds upon 

poststructuralist issues of power and subjectivity formation. These criticalists resist 

simple dichotomies of oppressor/oppressed to understand complex forms of power 

relations and multiple axes of stratification---class, race, nationality, sexuality, gender, 

and ability- among and within communities. Feminist multiculturalism underscores 

different ways of knowing and creates creative alliances to transform social stratification 

and hegemonic epistemologies. 31 

30 I study McLaren's "Multiculturalism and the Postmodern Critique: Towards a Pedagogy of Resistance 
and Transformation" and "Schooling the Postmodern Body: Critical Pedagogy and the Politics of 
Entleshment" in Critical Pedagogy and Predatory Culture, "Class Dismissed? Historical Materialism and 
the Politics of ' Difference,"' and " Unthinking Whiteness, Rethinking Democracy: Critical Citizenship in 
Gringolandia" in Revolutionary Multiculturalism: Pedagogies of Dissent for the New Millennium. I 
examine Giroux ' s "Education, Leadership and the Crisis ofa Democratic Culture" in Living Dangerously: 
Multiculturalism and the Politics of Difference, "Racial Politics, Pedagogy, and the Crisis of 
Representation in Academic Multiculturalism," and "Race, Rhetoric, and the Contest over Civic 
Education" and "Youth, Higher Education, and the Breaking of the Social Contract: Toward the Possibility 
ofa Democratic Future" in Take Back Higher Education: Race, Youth, and the Crisis of Democracy in the 
Post-Civil Rights Era. The texts I analyze by Benhabib are "Deliberative Democracy and Multicultural 
Dilemmas" and "Conclusion: What Lies Beyond the Nation-State?" in The Claims of Culture: Equality and 
Diversity in the Global Era, "Toward a Deliberative Model of Democratic Legitimacy" in Democracy and 
Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political, and selected notes from Critique, Norm and Utopia. 

3 1 The texts that constitute the feminist multiculturalism position in my data are Shohat's "Introduction" in 
Talking Visions: Multicultural Femfoism in a Transnational Age and "Contested Histories: Eurocentrism, 
Multiculturalism, and the Media" with Robert Stam in Unthinking Eurocentrism: Multiculturalism and the 
Media. Also included are Mohanty's "Crafting Feminjst Genealogies: On the Geography and Politics of 
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The last of the data that I use in my analysis constitutes a position within the 

multicultural debates called transformational multiculturalism. 32 This project seeks to 

create positive social change through means that radically depart from Western 

oppositional practices and notions of the atomistic individual. There are four important 

aspects in these transformationalists ' work. They seek to understand lives beyond 

identity labels and categories to focus instead on the commonalities and 

interconnectedness of human beings. Further, they advocate that to transform the world , 

one must change within. Therefore, as humans perceive, live, and act out in socially just 

ways, so then the world will change. Finally, transformational multiculturalists believe 

that humans can create long-term, systematic social change through spiritual and 

imaginative strategies.33 To represent this group, I select texts by Anzaldua, AnaLouise 

Keating, and Ines Hernandez-Avila.34 

Home, Nation, and Community" in Talking Visions: Multicultural Feminism in a Transnational Age, 
'"Under Western Eyes' Revisited: Feminist Solidarity through Anticapitalist Struggles" and "Race, 
Multiculturalism, and Pedagogies of Dissent" in Feminism Without Borders: Decolonizing Theory, 
Practicing Solidarity. The final texts included are Trinh ' s "Not You/ Like You: Postcolonial Women and 
the Interlocking Questions of Identity and Difference" in Dangerous Liaisons: Gender, Nation, and 
Postcolonial Perspectives and "Difference: ' A Special Third World Issue"' and "Grandma's Story" in 
Woman, Native, Other. 

32 Many thinkers whose works contribute to this emerging position are in various fields such as the creative 
arts, anthropology, theology, and many are spiritual leaders. Anzaldua and Keating provide a collection of 
"spiritual multiculturalism" in this bridge we call home. See especially chapter vii,"'/ am the pivot.for 
trans.formation' .. . enacting the vision ." 

33 I discuss these four aspects further in my chapter, "Beyond Opposition : Reconceptualizing Social 
Movements through the Spiritual and Imaginative Rhetorics of This Bridge Called My Back and this bridge 
we call home" (335-44). 

34 The texts by Anzaldua that I examine are "now let us shift ... the path ofconocimiento ... inner work, 
public acts" in this bridge we call home: radical visions for transformation and " La Prieta" in This Bridge 
Called My Back: Writings by Radical Women of Color. r study Keating's "'Making New Connections': 
Transformational Multiculturalism in the Classroom" and "Forging El Mundo Zurdo: Changing Ourselves, 
Changing the World" in this bridge we call home : radical visions for transformation. I explore Hernandez-
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Procedure 

The use of grounded theory necessitates that I code the data, allowing categories 

and properties to emerge. I then conduct a constant comparison of the categories and 

their properties. From these comparisons, I form hypotheses that eventually make up a 

conceptual schema. The final step in the process is writing up the theory that answers my 

research questions. 

I. Categories and Properties 

Glaser and Strauss stress that researchers may approach their data with a "partial 

framework of' local' concepts" ( 45). In this study, these local concepts are drawn from 

my theoretical sensitivity to the academic multicultural debates and my experiences 

studying rhetoric. They are referred to here as start lists. Not all of the concepts on the 

start lists may become part of the "core explanatory categories" of the emerging theory 

(Glaser and Strauss 45). To answer my first research question concerning how the 

different forms of multiculturalism envision the U.S. social sector for the twenty-first 

century, I use concepts that derive from the civil society debates such as citizenship, civic 

virtue, and the common good. I respond to my second research question concerning the 

efficacy of the multicultural rhetor by locating moments of intertextuality and identifying 

the agentic orientations of iteration, projection, and practical evaluative in key 

multicultural rhetorical practices. 

Avila's " In the Presence of Spirit(s): A Meditation on the Politics of Solidarity and Transformation" in this 
bridge we call home: radical visions for transformation and "Mediations of the Spirit: Native American 
Religious Traditions and the Ethics of Representation" in Native American Spirituality: A Critical Reader. 
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I code the texts for incidents of these concepts. For Glaser and Strauss, this initial 

data collection creates lower level categories. As I seek higher levels of 

conceptualization, I compare each incident with a previous one, taking note of the 

similarities and differences to attain new conceptualizations and their constituting 

properties. Glaser and Strauss explain that "higher level, overriding and integrating, 

conceptualizations- and the properties that elaborate them- tend to come later during 

the joint collection, coding and analysis of the data" (36). In this study, I maintain a 

constant comparison on two levels. I am concerned, fust, with the similarities and 

differences of concepts in each form of academic multiculturalism's representative texts. 

On another level, I evaluate the categories and their properties between the different 

forms of academic multiculturalism. These constant comparisons begin to bring forth the 

properties of each category, more categories, and hypotheses about their relationships. 

II. Hypotheses 

I focus on the multiple hypotheses that emerge from my analyses of the categories 

and properties among each form of academic multiculturalism. Glaser and Strauss 

suggest that interrelations among the hypotheses form "an integrated central theoretical 

framework- the core of the merging theory" ( 40). The goal, then, is the integration of 

hypotheses into a conceptual schema. 

III. Writing Theory 

The last step of my process is "writing-up" the analyses (Glaser 193). At this 

stage, I present the conceptual schema as an explanation of how multiculturalists are 

revisioning U.S. civil society and what makes their projects successful or unsuccessful. 
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A key component of the write-up is to allow the sum of hypotheses to create the schema 

and to refuse resorting to conjecture when material is thin. At this point, Glaser suggests, 

I can bring in literature that is associated and relative to my theory to weave into my final 

narrative of the conceptual schema. Finally, I will suggest areas of future research as the 

purpose of this study will come to an end (Glaser 194-98). 

Structure of Study 

In chapter one, I provide the reader with the significance of the problem to be 

studied, purpose of the study, identify the relevant literature about civil society and 

multiculturalism, and describe the method used. In chapters two, three, and four, I use 

grounded theory to analyze the rhetoric of academic multiculturalism, focusing on how 

multiculturalists challenge traditional conceptions of civil society and how they 

reconceptualize these notions. Chapter two examines the civil society by-product of 

citizenship. Chapter three explores the concept of civic virtues. Chapter four looks at the 

idea of "the common good." In chapter five, I examine how multiculturalists' agency 

achieves their projects' goals, creating a new philosophical tradition for U.S. society in 

the twenty-first century. I apply the new synergistic theory of civil society in chapter six 

to two divisive issues- unauthorized Mexican workers and homosexual civil rights

showing how the tenets of pluralist egalitarianism offer a way to bridge differences and to 

further the ideal of democracy in U.S. society. Chapter seven concludes the study with a 

discussion of limitations and illumination of possibilities. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

CITIZENSHIP 

"The first requisite of a good citizen in this Republic of ours is that he 

shall be able and willing to pull his weight." 

--Theodore Roosevelt ("Theodore") 

"[T}o the degree that the political order was rearticlated in terms of a 

natural order, citizenship became less contingent on one's performance in 

public life and more on an innate capacity determined by blood and 

heredity. " 

--Henry A. Giroux and Susan Searls Giroux (Take 144) 

Importantly, the different forms of multiculturalism insert themselves into the 

discourse on civil society by reconceptualizing the U.S. citizen. In this chapter, I show 

how multicultural rhetoric challenges traditional conceptions of the citizen agent. 

Multiculturalists analyze the complex relationships among citizens, the market, and the 

state and claim that traditional notions of citizenship fail to respond adequately to the 

contemporary issues of cultural pluralism and globalism. Moreover, multiculturalists 

argue that traditional conceptions of citizenship interfere with the possibilities of 

democracy-egalitarian realizations of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity for every 

member of society. Through analysis of the different forms of multiculturalism, I 

illustrate how understanding their theories and practices synergistically reveals how 
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multiculturalists envision and engender pluralistic egalitarian members of society who 

strive to fulfill the ideal of democracy in their daily lives and a moral philosophical 

tradition on which to base the U.S. social sector. 

What Is a United States Citizen? 

The U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services define a citizen as a "native born, 

foreign-born, or naturalized person who owes allegiance to the United States and who is 

entitled to its protection" ("Citizenship").35 The complete law states who is a U.S. citizen 

and who is not, who can become one and who cannot, and the process by which one can 

become a citizen (if eligible). It does not address, however, the question of "what" is a 

U.S. citizen. Roosevelt believed that the most important activity for U.S. citizens was 

involvement in the state. Today, Giroux and Giroux recognize that Roosevelt's vital 

requisite has largely given way to a person's state of birthright instead of one's 

contribution to the state. As Roosevelt and Giroux and Giroux's words reveal, the 

answer to "what is a U.S. citizen?" is contingent on the historical context in which it is 

asked. A citizen is a set of prescribed norms that is historically situated and continuously 

evolving as U.S. society changes. Moreover, citizens express these norms through acts of 

citizenship. 

35 This definition is based on the fundamental principles of jus soli (right of birthplace) and jus sanguinis 
(right of blood). As it is used in this definition, the most common interpretation of"allegiance" was 
provided in 1917 by William Tyler Page in "The American Creed." Page wrote: " I believe in the United 
States of America as a government of the people, by the people, for the people; whose just powers are 
derived from the consent of the governed, a democracy in a republic, a sovereign Nation of many sovereign 
States; a perfect union, one and inseparable; established upon those principles of freedom, equality,justice, 
and humanity for which American patriots sacrificed their lives and fortunes. I therefore believe it is my 
duty to my country to love it, to support its Constitution, to obey its laws to respect its flag, and to defend it 
against a ll enemies." The United States House of Representatives accepted the document on April 3, 1918. 
(Page). 
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Traditional Roles of the US. Citizen 

To understand how the different forms of multiculturalism conceive of the U.S. 

citizen, one must first be familiar with those traditions of citizenship from which 

multiculturalists' conceptions develop as well as those that their ideas reject. In Take 

Back Education, Giroux and Giroux identify three traditions in U.S. political and social 

thought that have defined what a U.S . citizen is since the birth of the Republic. Derived 

from seventeenth-century philosophers, especially Locke, the liberal tradition views a 

citizen as anyone who swears allegiance to uphold a "set of political ideals, principles, 

and hopes that comprise liberal democracy" (133). For Giroux and Giroux, the liberal 

notion is problematic because it is too easily reduced to a citizenship of mere legal 

membership (134). Giroux and Giroux 's argument finds support in the U.S. Citizenship 

and Immigration Services ' definition of citizenship. 

Many critics and political theorists by the 1960s began to argue against the 

primacy of the liberal tradition, arguing instead that the U.S. political system and 

citizenship were shaped more by a republican tradition that could be traced back to 

Aristotelian democracy. The republican notion understands citizens as vita active, and 

citizenship is conceived as an "emphasis on achieving institutions and practices that make 

collective self-governance in the pursuit of a common good possible for the community 

as a whole" (Giroux and Giroux 135).36 Even though citizens are considered active 

participants in their democracy, however, which is for Giroux and Giroux an 

improvement over mere membership, the republican tradition is still problematic. In its 

36 Cicero writes in De Oratore that vita active- being active in the commonwealth- was the highest level 
of goodness for the orator. See especially, Book Ill (337-38). 
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pursuit for a common good, the ideology demands a level of homogeneity that results in 

exclusionary practices for those not in the majority. 

The liberal-republican traditions are not the only beliefs to shape the concept of a 

U.S. citizen, however. Giroux and Giroux write that, in Civic Ideal: Conflicting Visions 

of Citizenship in U.S. History, Rogers Smith identifies a third tradition during his 

investigation of U.S. citizenship laws. Smith calls the notion ascriptive Americanism, 

and suggests it became a flourishing civic ideology by the late nineteenth century. 

Giroux and Giroux argue that the ascriptive citizen derives from "such events as the 

growth of racial science, the alarm over mass European immigration, and the desire to 

dismantle those social policies associated with Reconstruction" (137). What results from 

the ascriptive conception of a U.S. citizen is the displacement of the "liberal-republican 

citizen as bearer of rights and duties" with a citizen who takes on the role of a bearer of 

"a common ancestor, common experience, common ethnic background, common 

language, common culture, and usually common religion" (Giroux and Giroux 167). 

Therefore, instead of focusing on actively upholding the moral and political principles of 

equality, freedom, justice, and humanity, ascriptive citizens assume a particularistic focus 

on issues within civil society, usually to the detriment of those deemed "other." 

Citizenship in Contemporary Civil Society 

U.S. civic identity has always drawn from the three traditions of liberalism, 

republicanism, and ascriptive Americanism. Liberalism fosters an individualistic, 

personal rights-oriented membership. Republicanism creates small, homogenized 

political communities whose members have a sense of duty and responsibility to its 
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community. Ascriptive Americanism cultivates a notion of membership limited to a 

specific culture, which institutes an ideology of superiority and inferiority among races, 

classes, sexes, and any other group labeled "other." Because political, economic, and 

civil institutions continue to engender conflicting understandings of citizenship, these 

different conceptualizations create tension and infuse society with a widespread cynicism 

toward public life. Consequently, one is left to ask, how can good citizenship be 

produced? If one can effectively bring about good citizenship, what does it entail? 

In The Necessity of Politics, Christopher Beem writes that good citizenship 

derives from the third sector in U.S. society-civil society. Regarding the necessity of 

the social sector for good citizenship, he argues: "Through group interaction, citizens 

come to recognize their commonalities and differences. They learn to exploit the former 

through concerted political action and to resolve the latter through reasoned argument and 

compromise" (14). But is U.S. civil society creating citizens that possess these abilities? 

Most scholars of civil society believe the contemporary U.S. social sector is failing to do 

so. They bemoan the demise of liberal-republican citizenship in its twenty-first century 

context. They report a lack of political involvement, which is reflected in low voter 

turnout.37 Many are troubled by the reduction of citizen involvement in associational 

groups, which, in the country' s beginning, Alexis de Tocqueville had heralded as the 

reason U.S. democracy would not only progress but survive. Others are more concerned 

37 Many organizations study low voter turnout, such as Fairvote Voting and Democracy Research Center. 
According to FairVote, the U.S. ranks 20 out of2 l established democracies in voter turnout with an 
average of 50-55% of eligible voters participating in national elections compared to 70-75% in Canada and 
80% in most other democracies. The apathy extends to political participation too. In state elections for 
House of Representative and Senate seats, an average of 38% of a ll seats goes uncontested (" FairYote's"). 
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with the nature of the associational groups that do exist and whether or not they are good 

or bad for society. Some fear the consequences of a lack of grassroots advocacy groups, 

which are needed to balance the power of economic and government institutions. 

Because of factors such as these, many civil society theorists agree that today's citizens 

have become passive consumers of democracy-rendered prostrate by the influences of a 

ubiquitous market and an over-bearing state. 38 

In addition to the above-mentioned problematic landscape of the U.S. social 

sector, many civil society scholars object to the type of citizen that is the root cause of 

ascriptive citizenship. Ascriptive Americanism creates radically individualistic citizens 

who often form associational groups that impede the principles and goals of democracy. 

In "A Call to Civil Society," Jean Bethke Elshtain argues that the "philosophy of 

expressive individualism" is so pervasive in U.S. society that the civil society debate 

ultimately must engage in the issue of what a human person is. For Elshtain, the belief 

that a human person is an autonomous unit is "fundamentally flawed" and is at the root of 

the cultural issues facing our society because it disallows the affirmation of a moral truth 

originating from a community of intrinsically social persons (18). 

Because many radically individualistic citizens form groups that work against the 

goal of a united community, many civil society scholars research what kind of 

associational groups exist in the U.S., framing the issue in terms of "good" and "bad" 

38 For example, see Robert Putnam ' s Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community, 
Adam Seligman ' s The Problem of Trust, William A. Schambra's "The Progressive Assault of Civic 
community," and Gertrude Himmelfarb's "The Demoralization of Society: What's Wrong with the Civil 
Society." 
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civil society. Groups that form good civil associations, they argue, produce citizenship 

that strengthens the democratic principles and moral fabric of U.S. society. On the other 

hand, bad associational groups are counterproductive to these principles and goals. 

Among civil society scholars, however, there is much disagreement on whether such a 

line between good and bad associational groups can or should be drawn. Nancy L. 

Rosenblum, in Membership and Morals, argues that it is a "liberal expectancy" to believe 

we should require liberal democratic values to be the result of all associations in civil 

society ( 45). She claims that even bad civil society, the counterproductive groups, serves 

important functions such as "containment," providing "safety valves," and 

"circumscrib[ing] exhibitions of hate and hostile outbreaks of envy" (22). 

Agreeing to a point with Rosenblum's assertions, Beem argues that "limits" can 

be set on civil society (and on political and economic institutions) "by outlining and 

actualizing a universal and hence very thin set of goals and beliefs," which affirms 

"democracy, justice, equality, fairness, tolerance, and the like" (185). Beem claims these 

universals make up a much-needed public moral consensus, which is vital in undermining 

the counterproductive associations that work against these goals. Similar to seeking a 

public moral consensus, Simone Chambers and Jefferey Kopstein stress the virtue of 

reciprocity as a way of analyzing counterproductive associations. They investigate 

groups that "challenge [reciprocity] through the promotion of hate, bigotry, racism, anti

Semitism, and aggressive xenophobia" (839-40). 

Chambers and Kopstein also concede to Rosenblum that society can find value in 

groups that do not necessarily promote liberal ideals. However, because they believe 
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some civil groups are bad, they argue that these groups need to be understood as such. 

Moreover, similar to Beem, Chambers and Kopstein argue that the effect of bad 

associational groups on others needs to be undermined. Considering the importance of 

their position, they write: "We are justified in taking this narrow case because, although 

many things may undermine liberal democracy, nothing destroys it ( or makes it 

impossible to build) faster than hate" (840). In addition to understanding and limiting 

bad civil society, Chambers and Kopstein's interest lies in analyzing why people join 

these groups. They conclude that one can find solutions to limiting bad civic associations 

by bringing "civil society studies back to issues of socioeconomic justice, equality, and 

the social prerequisites of civic development" (860). 

Multiculturalism and Contemporary US. Citizenship 

Multicultural rhetoric on contemporary citizenship helps bring social justice 

issues, once the core of political inquiry, back into the study of civil society. For 

multiculturalists, the philosophy of expressive individualism, ascriptive citizenship, and 

"bad" associational groups are interlocked with issues of identity, power, and social 

justice. On a daily basis in U.S. society, one can witness these struggles being played out 

in many associational groups actively involved in social, economic, and political issues. 

Many of these associations attempt to deny the ideal of democracy to fellow members of 

society. Indeed, bad civil groups whose commonalities are destructively particularistic 

thrive in U.S. society. According to Peter McLaren, groups such as the "Order, Posse 

Comitasus, the Ku Klux Klan, White Aryan Resistance, Aryan Nations, Christian 

Identity, Gun Owners of America, and various militia movements" are on the rise in U.S. 
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society because of "populist and nativist sentiments" that demonize people of color 

(Revolutionary 256). 

In addition to bad associational groups obstructing civil society from producing 

good citizens through "group interaction" and "concerted political action," the reasoned 

argument and compromise that Beem calls for fall short in resolving many of society's 

cultural conflicts as some citizens neither use critical reasoning skills when dealing with 

cultural tensions nor understand the complexity of compromise in the context of a 

culturally pluralistic and global society. The three traditions ofliberalism, republicanism, 

and ascriptive Americanism and the civil society they create, then, seem unsuccessful in 

bringing about the necessary characteristics in citizens or their groups that can effectively 

deal with U.S. society' s complex web of commonalities and differences. 

Although civil society scholars attribute the outgrowth of individualistic, 

ascriptive citizens and problematic associational groups to the loss of the liberal

republican citizen, their origination is much more complex than this. Multiculturalists 

argue that these citizens and groups arise out of ideologies based on the fear of 

"difference-as-deviation" and the desire to homogenize culture to ameliorate those fears. 

AnaLouise Keating explains that a fear of "difference-as-deviation" makes human beings 

"ignore, deny, and misname the differences among" them ("Forging" 519). These two 

complimentary obstructions to the possibilities of democracy are so ubiquitous in U.S. 

society that Elshtain, even though she rejects radical individualism, attempts to create a 

philosophy of community in which members of society can reach consensus on a 
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meaningful level by eliding the real differences between them and achieving "a moral 

truth." 

Rather than calling for a unified moral truth that ignores the real differences 

between members in culturally pluralistic societies, multiculturalists theorize and put into 

practice ways to understand differences not as deviations, allowing for the creation of 

complex moral frameworks from which citizens can derive right actions. Similar to 

Chambers and Kopstein, multiculturalists aim to limit civil groups that obstruct the 

possibilities of democracy and their ability to normalize members of society. For 

instance, multicultural theories include rigorous studies on the complex disparities that 

exist in U.S. society and how civil institutions and individual citizen acts are complicit in 

the creation of these disparities. Moreover, a fundamental tenet of multiculturalism is to 

change these inequities through transformation of both the institutions of U.S. society and 

the citizens who create them (Fraser, "From" 40; McLaren, Revolutionary 279-80; 

Anzaldua, "now" 541 ). 

Multiculturalists argue that individualistic, ascriptive citizenship is a significant 

cause of cultural conflicts in U.S. civil society, impeding the realization of democracy. 

Because it is so destructive, multiculturalists critique the core tenets of ascriptive 

Americanism such as a common citizenry based on a narrow understanding of "a 

common core U.S. culture," compulsory assimilation, and the hegemony of Western 

culture (Keating, "Making" 95; Giroux, Living 13; Stam and Shohat 296). Moreover, 

multiculturalists show that ascriptive Americanism leads to a vertical placement of 

people in society, referred to by Gloria E. Anzaldua as "a sliding scale of human worth" 
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("now" 541 ). These social standpoints create an unjust civil society that cannot be 

rectified through democratic processes. 

Keating addresses how the unchallenged practices of ascriptive Americanism 

stratify members of society when she recounts an experience with her six-year-old 

daughter in which six years of guiding her daughter to live a "metaphysics of 

interconnectedness" was "wiped out by a single teaching unit in her first-grade 

classroom" ("Forging" 525; "Making" 93). She writes that on a November day while 

taking her six-year-old to school, her daughter looked at her arrow-shaped earrings and 

called them "war earrings." The connection her daughter drew concerned Keating, and 

she later addressed her concern with her daughter and confirmed that her daughter had 

associated the earrings with a simplistic stereotype of "Indians" because of a single 

narrative of the "First Thanksgiving Day." She writes that in her daughter's educational 

experience, '" Indians ' had become a monolithic stereotype relegated to the past, a past 

that has nothing to do with 'us' here today" ("Making" 93 , 112). For Keating, ascriptive 

citizenship, as it manifests itself in "self-enclosed individualism," keeps members of 

society from recognizing how they are interrelated with and accountable for one another. 

Simplistic narratives, consensus, and unchallenged practices, such as the "First 

Thanksgiving Day" teaching unit, have real effect on both the lives of those who 

uncritically accept them and those who are relegated to unequal status by these dominant 

narratives. 

Ines Hernandez-Avila explores the devastation of the dominant-cultural 

framework that attempts to unify the "Indian" story, while simultaneously appropriating, 

54 



dispossessing, and dehumanizing First Nations people. For example, she argues that the 

"New Age" appropriation of Native American spirituality, art, and even burial sites are 

practices that continue to exploit and dehumanize Native American communities. Her 

conclusions reveal the tragically destructive consequences of ascriptive Americanism: 

[T]he notion of taking what is indigenous is never characterized as 

"stealing," or as "theft," or even as disrespectful or outrageous. Imagine 

people wanting to find out what it "is like" to take part in the Catholic 

ceremony of the Eucharist, or to wear a priest' s garments, or the dress and 

hairstyle of Orthodox Jews, because it seems "cool." Imagine going into 

any cemetery, and wandering around, picking up here and there different 

mementos that have been left at the distinct gravesites, to then display 

them as "treasures" in one' s home. Imagine contributing to a museum 

your "private collection" of dead white people' s clothes, jewelry, and 

other belongings taken from them at the moment of death, before they 

were dumped into a mass grave. ("Mediations" 26) 

These practices of appropriation and narratives of domination left unchallenged continue 

to create real oppression in U.S. society- the subjugation of whole Nations of people. 

Because these unethical and undemocratic practices also take place beyond U.S. 

borders with just as devastating effect, multiculturalists expand the boundaries of civil 

society studies on citizenship to include the problematic of globalization and to address 

the anxieties that it creates. Multiculturalists believe globalization is a major cause of the 

cynicism and antipathy toward public life and the ambiguity about what a U.S. citizen is 
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in the twenty-first century and argue that the globalization of national, economic, and 

societal boundaries has consequences for U.S. civic identity.39 They ask, what does it 

mean to be a part of a society that is increasingly trans-national and trans-capital? For 

instance, in "Under Western Eyes: Revisited," Chandra Talpade Mohanty questions the 

relationship between autonomy and concentrated wealth on the global level: 

Economically and politically, the declining power of self-governance 

among certain poorer nations is matched by the rising significance of 

transnational institutions such as the World Trade Organization and 

governing bodies such as the European Union, not to mention for-profit 

corporations. Of the world's largest economies, fifty-one happen to be 

corporations, not countries. (229) 

Mohanty suggests here that globalization can be detrimental to a nation's agency. Yet, 

the effects are not solely on poorer nations. Because of the interconnectedness that 

globalization creates, it has significant influence on U.S. governmental policies and 

society as well. 

Multiculturalists point out, for instance, that few U.S. citizens understand the 

power and impact of globalization and therefore fail to be completely informed 

participants in the social, political and economic processes that constitute these practices 

and policies that affect their lives. They argue that globalization creates both a pacified 

39 For example, Martin J. Beck Matustik 's " Ludie, Corporate, and Imperia l Multicultural ism: Impostors of 
Democracy and Cartographers of the New World Order," Angie Chabram Dernersesian's '"Chicana! 
Rjcan? No, Chicana-Riquefla!' Refashioning the Transnational Connection," and Rjchard Appelbaurn 's 
" Multiculturalism and Flexibility: Some New Directions in Global Capitalism" discuss global economic, 
social, and political influences on identity. 
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civic identity and individualistic, ascriptive citizens who resort to scapegoatism instead of 

critical analysis of the policies that affect their lives. For instance, in the face of 

transnational capitalism, citizens witness the loss of jobs because of corporate downsizing 

and job outsourcing, and incomes for the middle class and working poor decrease 

because of budget cuts and gross profit engineering. Citizens react in two distinct ways. 

Many are programmed by the pacifier of consumerism to remain content as they seek to 

fulfill their personal desires. This contentment is myopic and causes them to be complicit 

in corrupt market practices, as thinly stretched dollars feel thick when spent on mass

produced cheap items from a variety of discount stores.40 Some citizens, however, rise 

above the passivity of consumerism only to engage in blaming immigrants and others 

they deem different for the anxieties that the U.S. global society and economy creates. 

McLaren argues that this scapegoatism derives from intense racism and xenophobia 

caused by "recent diasporic movements" in U.S. society, creating a scapegoatism that is 

"unparalleled in its acrimony and scope of blame" (Revolutionary 256). 

Observing the consumer driven mentality of current citizenship, Giroux and 

Giroux write: "Individual interests now outweigh collective concerns and market ideals 

have taken precedence over democratic values. Moreover, the ethos of citizenship has 

been stripped of its political dimensions and is now reduced to the obligations of 

consumerism" (224). These private obligations move U.S. citizens away from the public 

4° For example, Peter C. Whybrow's American Mania: When More is not Enough, especially chapter five, 
"America Bubbles Over: Of Globalization and Greed," and Simon Head's The New Ruthless Economy: 
Work and Power in the Digital Age discuss the moral and ethical aspects of U.S. economic globalization 
effects. See also, Louise I. Gerdes's Globalization in the Opposing Viewpoints series, especially essays by 
Piatak, Moe-Lobeda, Dalphino, and Nye. 
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responsibilities they have to further the principles and goals of democracy. Anzaldua 

critiques this consumer ethos and the consequences of this new perspective: 

We are experiencing a personal, global identity crisis in a disintegrating 

social order that possesses little heart and functions to oppress people by 

organizing them in hierarchies of commerce and power-a collusion of 

government, transnational industry, business, and the military all linked by 

a pragmatic technology and science voracious for money and control. 

("now" 541) 

Considering our expanding global community-and the "pragmatic technology 

and science" that Anzaldua critiques-what becomes of a U.S. citizen's agency? Giroux 

and Giroux argue that within the "personalized discourse" of consumerism human actions 

are shaped and agency is privatized" (224). Similarly, McLaren argues that 

"cybercitizenship promotes character structures that respond to personal responsibility 

and the entrepreneurial spirit rather than to collective responsibility and equality and 

social justice" (Revolutionary 283). So then, when the global media flashes before the 

U.S. citizens' eyes a steady stream of headlines connecting their lives with the lives of 

"others" across the country and the globe, they are no more capable of considering in 

depth these possible relationships than the thirty second news clip, the ten second 

scrolling text, or the virtual web page allows. A critical interpretation of the equality, 

freedom, justice, and humanity in a given story and a possible corresponding action to 

uphold, promote, or seek these principles are lost in a privatized agency. Moreover, this 

agentic orientation is a pervasive pattern through all three sectors of U.S. society. For 
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example, after September 11, at a time when efforts to "unite" the country could have 

focused on actions stemming from democratic principles, President George W. Bush 

blurred the boundaries between the state and market by starring in a commercial spot for 

the U.S. Travel Industry Association. President Bush called upon the citizenry to open 

their pocket books, to get back into the shops, and to go on vacations. The advertisement 

championed the citizen' s purchasing power as a highest form of patriotic duty in a time 

of national crisis (Scokpol 249). Multiculturalists argue against this ideology of 

consumerism and the conflation of the market and democracy. 

Multiculturalists reject the consumer-driven and ascriptive roles of current U.S. 

citizenship and envision the roles and duties of egalitarian and ethical members of 

culturally pluralistic societies. Their theories and practices in academia and in the larger 

public have been answering Elshtain's call for the civil society debate to focus on "what a 

human is" for several decades now. Multiculturalists expose how conflicts exist within 

individuals and outside individuals, as one' s truth can have the consequence of 

disallowing another' s. The resolution for cultural tensions in a democratic society cannot 

be a moral truth. Rather, ways to mediate cultural conflict in culturally pluralistic 

societies must be based on a set of moral and political principles by which members of 

society need to strive to live; citizens of the U.S. have sworn allegiance to uphold such a 

set of principles. 

However, swearing allegiance, as Giroux and Giroux show in their critique of 

liberal citizenship, fails to guarantee the life of democratic principles in U.S. society. The 

solution, then, is not to universalize one conception of a human person or to totalize one 
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meaning of democracy; rather, multiculturalists focus on engendering a citizenry who 

understands that they need to act democratically-bridging particularistic beliefs with the 

universal principles of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity. This citizenry also 

understands democracy as a process, realizing that democracy' s "limit is internal- that it 

is possible only on the basis of its own impossibility" (McLaren, Revolutionary 300). 

McLaren cogently connects together ascriptive Americanism, expressive 

individualism and their detriment to democratic practices and calls for a new 

revolutionary democracy: 

We need, therefore, to create a new political culture in which we are 

encouraged to interrogate the received consensus of American values and 

to resist hegemonized approaches to ethnic diversity whose narrative telos 

is necessarily linked to a politics of premature and uncritical unity, 

consensus, and agreement, to the logic of liberal individualism, to political 

appeasement, to a stratified and hierarchically ordered polity. For a 

democracy of consensus is a democracy of neutrality in which 

undemocratic practices at the level of daily life go depressingly 

unquestioned and unchallenged. (Revolutionary 296) 

Here, McLaren points to how individualistic, ascriptive citizenship obstructs the ideal of 

democracy and creates a polity of inequality. Real democracy and democratic processes, 

McLaren argues, are expressed in a "democracy in which identities are able to sound 

their voices in a dialogical engagement with otherness .... [I]t is noisy, requiring open 

disputation within (at least tentatively) agree-upon frameworks- and utilizing a 
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contrapuntal form of criticism- in order to prevent animosity from seething and spilling 

over into violence" (Revolutionary 297). 

Multicultural Rhetoric: Engendering the Good Citizen 

Through their rhetoric on civil society, the different forms of multiculturalism 

offer a new tradition from which U.S. citizens can draw when making decisions and 

taking action in their private and public lives, a tradition that offers ways to create and 

sustain the complex social frameworks that McLaren argues are imperative for real 

democracy. I have labeled this new tradition pluralistic egalitarianism.41 When I use the 

term pluralistic egalitarian(s), I am referring to the theorists who represent each form of 

multiculturalism and whose theories synergisticaily create a pluralistic egalitarian society. 

In the following sections, I show how pluralist egalitarianism is a viable moral 

philosophy for U.S. constitutional democracy and necessary for the realization of its 

moral and political principles. I then flesh out characteristics of this multicultural vision 

by answering specific criticisms of egalitarianism. But first, let me give a brief 

description here. 

Egalitarianism is understood to mean that the moral and political rules in society 

must be applied equally to all its members. Because the moral and political structure of 

U.S. society is comprised of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity, I pair pluralistic 

with egalitarianism to indicate that equality cannot supersede any other ideal. Although 

41 lo "Equality or Priority," Derek Parfit uses the term pluralist egalitarianism. He considers pluralist 
egalitarianism to be a dualistic approach to well-being using equality and utility (or distribution). Parfit 's 
use of pluralist egalitarianism is telic and intrinsic, whereas my use of the term pluralistic egalitarianism is 
a multi-pronged approach using the moral imperatives of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity for 
achieving equality of status. It is decidedly deontic and social. 
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equality does not displace the ideals of liberty, fairness, and compassion, multiculturalists 

make clear that it must precede these principles because it is only with a change in 

attitude that we can achieve freedom, justice, and humanity on an individual and social 

level. The doctrine holds, therefore, that achieving equality in a culturally pluralistic 

society requires de facto and de jure application of its moral and political structure to all 

its members because laws are easily made, but they make real change if minds change. 

Anzaldua points out the importance of transformation taking place within. 

Writing on the power of transforming our perceptions, she proposes, "If consciousness is 

as fundamental to the uni verse as matter and energy, if consciousness is not local, not 

contained in separate vessels/bodies, but is like air and water, energy and matter, then we 

are all in it together. When one person steps into conocimiento, the whole of humanity 

witnesses that step and eventually steps into consciousness" ("now" 573). Changing 

one's consciousness, then, can potentially change others. Understanding the importance 

of transforming within, pluralistic egalitarianism requires that citizens who live the 

principle of equality of status respect themselves and others, refusing to believe one 

group or culture is more or less deserving of society's moral and political principles than 

any other. Further, this level of inner and outer respect requires an understanding of the 

interdependency and interconnectivity among members of society, a radically different 

social arrangement than those originating in the philosophy of expressive individualism 

(Keating, "Making" 111-12). 
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Pluralistic Egalitarian Society 

For many social commentators, egalitarianism is a contested doctrine, an ideal 

that is simply impossible in U.S. society and undesirable for the liberal state. However, 

the characteristics of pluralistic egalitarianism underscore its necessity to constitutional 

democracy. First, pluralistic egalitarians argue that to suggest equality is not compatible 

with liberalism and that to equalize conditions in society goes against citizens' rights to 

autonomy presupposes that everyone is a priori free. Pluralistic egalitarians argue against 

this presupposition, claiming that such acts as exploitation, slavery, physical and mental 

violence, systematic discrimination, and misrecognition make clear that liberty is not a 

universal experience (Hernandez-Avila, "Mediations" 24; Shohat, "Introduction" 25; 

Taylor, Multiculturalism 26). Nevertheless, critics continue to reject egalitarianism as a 

compatible moral philosophy for a liberal democracy. For instance, in "Egalitarianism: 

Partial, Counterproductive, and Baseless," Jan Narveson argues that the proposition of 

taking from the rich, involuntarily, to give to the poor is incompatible with liberalism, 

which holds that freedom or autonomy is the most important ideal in a liberal democracy 

(282). 

Narveson's critique and other similar analyses focus on one aspect of egalitarian 

moral philosophies.42 Because they reduce the scope of egalitarianism, these studies have 

too narrow an understanding and therefore treat the entire doctrine as a matter of 

"equality of condition." One might reason that egalitarianism should be rejected if a 

42 These criticisms focus on "telic egalitarians" who consider the inequality of well-being as intrinsically 
bad. But there are "deontic egalitarians" who escape the " leveling down" charge because they do not view 
inequality in well-being as intrinsically bad. Rather, they focus on the reasons for inequality as bei.ng good 
or bad. This argument is ably made by Andrew Mason in "Egalitarianism and Levelling Down Objection." 
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fundamental aspect of the philosophy is found irrational, but Narveson does not work 

from this point. He simply does not acknowledge all parts of the doctrine, including the 

issues of "equality of status" and "equality of opportunity." Pluralistic egalitarians refute 

these criticisms by making clear that equality of status must precede claims to freedom. 

In addition to the requirement of equality in status for the realization of freedom, 

pluralistic egalitarians argue that the notion of universal justice is impossible when 

certain members of society do not share equal moral standing (Giroux, "Racial" 506; 

Taylor, Multiculturalism 36; Fraser, "From" 22). This criticism goes to the heart of the 

liberal understanding of universal justice or standards of impartiality. For instance, 

critics maintain that egalitarianism is partial rather than impartial because it favors the 

poor over the rich. This partiality empowers the unproductive at the expense of the 

productive; therefore, it is incompatible with the common good because it breaks the 

fundamental moral rule in a liberal society: the Moralised Rule of Pareto, or the Non

Harm principle, which states that "the basic rules of society forbid everyone to better his 

own situation by worsening of anyone else; and they allow everything else, for to 'forbid' 

in the relevant sense is to support the imposition of penalties, which worsen the lot of 

those on whom they are inflicted, and is thus forbidden by the harm principle" (Narveson 

287). Following this logic, it is immoral to wrest from person A, who has amassed 

wealth above the median in a society, to give to person B, who has means below the 

median, because person A may not hold the value of equality of income. It is by force 

therefore that wealth would be transferred, and force goes against the Non-Harm 

principle. 
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Conservatives use this argument against distributive programs such as affirmative 

action. Central to their criticism is the belief that the resources in society are a zero-sum 

game; therefore, programs such as affirmative action hurt those not "favored." 

According to Dinesh D ' Souza, affirmative action in practice "means giving preference in 

university admissions, job hiring, promotions, and government contracts to less qualified 

black and Hispanic applicants over more qualified white and Asian American candidates" 

(Letters 92). Bracketing the irrational proposition that "Blacks" and "Hispanics" hired 

through affirmative action programs must be less qualified then the "White" or "Asian 

candidates" who were forbidden the job, D' Souza bases his argument on the Non-Harm 

principle. 

D' Souza' s argument states: 

(1) The fundamental moral rule for society is the Non-Harm principle. 

(2) Egalitarianism violates the Non-Harm principle because it is partial. 

(3) Therefore, egalitarianism is an immoral social theory 

There are many theories on morality, and those without serious flaws accept as a 

minimum conception the Non-Harm principle; however, they do so while also expanding 

and modifying this fundamental rule (Rachels 19). For instance, psychological egoism 

believes altruism is an illusion; it is only for humans' own advantages that they avoid 

hurting others (Rachels 70). 

A fundamental tenet of pluralistic egalitarianism is the modification of the rule of 

impartiality. Humans are partial with their loved ones- family, friends , co-workers, and 

the like; partiality in this context is a special part of their bonds. So then, if partiality is 
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not immoral in general, it must be agreed upon that it is morally wrong in a public 

context. However, without equality of status, the agreement of impartiality has not been 

achieved by the consensus of all members of society, so it is, then, partial. In other 

words, it takes equality of status to achieve impartiality and equality of status requires 

partial treatment- with good reason- for those who are denied access. Thus, viewing 

impartiality as an absolute- allowing no provision for good reason-is irrational. 

Impartiality, then, is "at bottom nothing more than a proscription against arbitrariness in 

dealing with people; it is a rule that forbids society from treating one person differently 

from another when there is no good reason to do so" (Rachels 19). When there is good 

reason, members of a society can be treated differently. 

In addition to transforming the rule of impartiality for culturally pluralistic 

societies, pluralistic egalitarianism requires that members and institutions in society 

follow the moral rule of "common sense," which says that because one' s own interests 

and the interests of others are both important, it is warranted that humans act for 

themselves at times, and they act for others at other times. Pluralistic egalitarians argue 

that there is good reason to use the commonsense rule in any situation in which social, 

economic, or political inequality exists because unequal status has denied individuals or 

groups access to the moral and political principles of democracy. 

As they seek to achieve equality of freedom through equality of status, pluralistic 

egalitarians theorize redistribution not as a matter of taking material wealth from one 

person to give to another but as complex processes of redistribution and recognition 

(Fraser, "From" 40). The process is not a movement of wealth from one group to 
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another; it is a reworking of the social, economic, and political structures that keep wealth 

concentrated in certain groups. This process of redistribution and recognition is 

necessary, as Nancy Fraser argues, because "[e]ven the most material economic 

institutions have a constitutive, irreducible cultural dimension; they are shot through with 

significations and norms. Conversely, even the most discursive cultural practices have a 

constitutive, irreducible political-economic dimension; they are underpinned by material 

supports" (23). U.S . economic institutions did not begin "free"; indeed, they have costs 

and barriers that are specific to one's cultural identity, values, and norms. 

Critics of egalitarian philosophies argue, however, that any attempt at 

redistribution is inherently illiberal because the distributive propositions of egalitarianism 

reject the value of personal responsibility and meritocracy. For instance, Narveson 

claims that egalitarianism is baseless because it appeals to values in society that "many or 

most people do not have" (294). Pluralistic egalitarians argue that claims such as 

Narveson' s illustrate two distinct values that derive from the philosophy of radical 

individualism. The first is the ideal of meritocracy. Keating writes about how her 

students have uncritically bought into the idea of meritocracy and the consequences of 

valuing the "up-by-the-bootstraps" mentality in U.S. society: "[Students] assume that 

success depends entirely on individual effort; those people who do not succeed have only 

themselves to blame. In addition to ignoring the systemic nature of social injustice, this 

dogma of meritocracy allows 'white' -identified individuals to deny the ways color and 

other markers of difference materially impact people ' s lives" ("Making" 101 ). The idea 
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that everyone is a priori equal appears again in the ideal of meritocracy, which in turn 

reproduces injustices by eliding the real differences between humans. 

Pluralistic egalitarians argue that critics of distributive projects can only support 

their positions with a second prevalent belief in U.S. society--color-blind equality. For 

instance, McLaren argues that conservative responses, such as D'Souza's, to anti

affirmative action programs are "underwritten by a belief that African American and 

Latino/a students, for instance, are being given an unfair advantage .... This presumes that 

the playing field is now equal and that we have arrived at a point in our society where 

meritocracy actually exists" (Revolution 274-75). Meritocracy and color-blind equality 

intertwine and obstruct the ideal of democracy by demanding social relationships, 

policies, practices, and laws that assume a priori freedom and equality that simply does 

not exist for every member of U.S. society. 

Pluralistic egalitarians maintain that the complex nature of racism and other forms 

of discrimination are the basis of inequality in U.S. society. For instance, Fraser argues 

that neither material redistribution nor cultural recognition is capable of changing the 

growing material inequity in the U.S. and throughout the world. To eliminate such 

inequity, she asserts, theorists must develop "a critical theory of recognition, one which 

identifies and defends only those versions of the cultural politics of difference that can be 

coherently combined with the social politics of equality" ("From" 20). Here, Fraser 

addresses Narveson' s concerns that redistribution often causes inequality in social 

politics- namely partiality. To answer such concerns, Fraser asserts that we must 

"theoriz[ e] the ways in which economic disadvantage and cultural disrespect are 
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currently entwined with and support one another" (20). Such theorizing derives from 

pluralistic egalitarianism, which bridges the dissociation of redistributive and recognition 

conceptual frameworks. 

The narrow moral framework of expressive individualism (and of other ascriptive 

Americanism frameworks, such as fundamental Christianity) subjugates individuals and 

whole groups of people to inferior moral statuses. Therefore, pluralistic egalitarians 

argue that equality of status in U.S. society must be achieved to ensure the equal 

distribution of the principles of democracy. Nevertheless, critics of egalitarianism 

continue to support these narrow moral frameworks. For instance, Narveson deduces that 

because most people in society do not value equal distribution of wealth, egalitarianism is 

baseless. Yet, the position of pluralistic egalitarianism shows that this assumption could 

only logically follow his premises if (a) there is never a good reason to redistribute 

wealth, and (b) egalitarianism is only about economic equality. 

More important, N arveson' s deduction is irrational because it denies the function 

of moral reasoning. In other words, N arveson argues that if most people hold the same 

value, then it is morally right, and if most people do not share a value, then it is morally 

wrong. But this is not the basis of moral judgment- might does not make right. Such a 

proposition denies the inextricable nature of values and power. Moral judgments must be 

open to debate and supported by good reason. Rachels asserts that ' [ m ]orality is, at the 

very least, the effort to guide one's conduct by reason-that is, to do what there are the 

best reasons for doing-while giving equal weight to the interests of each individual who 

will be affected by one ' s conduct" (19). Pluralistic egalitarians maintain that the inequity 
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of status in U.S. society must be transformed to ensure that majority values claims based 

on irrational moral judgments are not used to oppress minority groups. 

Achieving this reality, however, takes a citizenry capable of recognizing 

oppressive relationships in which the ideal of democracy is not equally shared by all 

members of society and committed to remedying such injustices. Benhabib calls for this 

ability in her deliberative model of democracy. According to Benhabib, citizens of a 

democracy are in charge of meeting as moral and political equals and deliberating 

rationally and fairly because "a public sphere of deliberation about matters of mutual 

concern is essential to the legitimacy of democratic institutions" (68). In U.S. society ' s 

culture wars, citizens seemingly oppose one another on the basis of values. But since 

values and power are inextricably linked, values often sustain relationships of domination 

and oppression, precluding an equal meeting of the concerned parties. Chong argues this 

point: " It is not the differences per se between values that create friction between groups, 

but the real and perceived material and social consequences of those value differences" 

(114). 

When individuals are unwilling to treat others as equals, to form relationships 

based on respect, and to guide public policy with sound moral judgments, they are 

masking their unwillingness to give up real or perceived advantages provided by their 

position in society. This is why change is so very difficult. As Chong states: "Resistance 

to new norms will originate most strongly from individuals who are ill-equipped to deal 

with changes in the status quo and who benefit from the political coordination that is 

supplied by existing values and norms" (5). Pluralistic egalitarianism holds the position 
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that a citizenry committed to an equal, free, just, and humane society must have the 

willingness to enter into discourse on an equal footing with all its members to seek 

reasonable and just answers to society's most pressing problems. 

Pluralistic Egalitarian Citizens 

Pluralistic egalitarian citizens recognize injustices and seek change in their own 

lives and in society. They eschew the philosophy of expressive individualism and 

ascriptive Americanism to embrace radically different social relationships based on 

interconnectivity and interdependency. This requires, as Beem argues, that citizens 

recognize their differences and commonalities. But recognizing differences is not enough 

if reactions to differences remain either to ignore them or to fear them. Pluralistic 

egalitarian citizens understand that human beings need to live and engage with one 

another beyond the conventional practices of treating difference as "oppositional" and 

"deviations from what Audre Lorde terms the 'mythical norm"' (Keating, "Forging" 

519). The injustice of status inequity in U.S. society is a direct result of treating "others" 

as deviations from this norm. Offering assurance that alternative ways of viewing 

differences exist, Keating claims: "We don't need to break the world into rigid categories 

and hide behind masks of sameness which demand that we define ourselves in opposition 

to others. We can trust that, despite the many differences among us, we are all 

interconnected" (522). 

Pluralistic egalitarian citizens focus on this interconnectedness in their personal 

lives and, when they enter into public debate about divisive issues, provide new ways of 

relating to one another rather than the existing adversarial framework that Deborah 
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Tannen describes. Having transformed their own attitudes about difference, pluralistic 

egalitarian citizens are then able to do the real business of democracy. Similar to 

Benhabib's deliberative democratic model, Anzaldua proposes a communicative process 

based on spiritual activism for the pluralistic egalitarian citizen: 

This work of spiritual activism and the contract of holistic alliances allows 

conflict to dissolve through reflective dialogue. It permits an expansive 

awareness that finds the best instead of the worst in the other, enabling 

you to think of la otra in a compassionate way. Accepting the other as an 

equal in a joint endeavor, you respect and are fully present for her. You 

form an intimate connection that fosters the empowerment of both 

(nos/otras) to transform conflict into an opportunity to resolve an issue, to 

change negativities into strengths, and to heal the traumas of racism, and 

other systemic desconocimientos. ("now" 572-73) 

Pluralistic egalitarian citizens believe in the fundamental moral worth of human beings. 

They are active citizens who apply society' s moral and political principles in their private 

and public lives, bringing reflective and informed dialogue to pubic debates. 

Pluralistic egalitarians argue that, once equality in status is achieved, members of 

society can rationally deliberate on how freedom, justice, and humanity manifest 

themselves in different social practices, policies, and laws. They show respect for one 

another and possess the willingness to change, which, as Amy Gutman asserts, is critical 

to public debate in U.S. society. Pluralistic egalitarian citizens refuse to use scapegoats 

for society' s problems. Instead, they seek connectedness and commonalities among all 
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members of society, basing these commonalities within the context of an agreed upon 

moral and political structure and treating all members of debates as moral and political 

equals. Through respectful dialogue, they seek to uncover instances in which society's 

moral and political principles have not been applied equally, and they possess the 

willingness to remedy these instances. Through their active participation, pluralistic 

egalitarians promote the possibilities of democracy. 

Conclusion 

Multicultural rhetoric reconceptualizes the U.S. citizen and expresses a new 

philosophical tradition on which citizens may base their private and public actions. 

Pluralistic egalitarian citizens consider the moral and political principles of equality, 

freedom, justice, and humanity a set of ultimate norms that guides their critical thinking 

about divisive issues in U.S. society. In their prescriptive notion of the pluralistic 

egalitarian citizen, multiculturalists offer U.S. society a new tradition of citizenship that 

can deal with the complexity of cultural pluralism and global economics. Roosevelt's 

ideal of the liberal-republican citizen fails to negotiate the complications justly for all 

members of society, and the ascriptive citizens that Giroux and Giroux describe create 

many injustices because of their fear of and attempts to impede societal changes. 

In dealing with the complexities of U.S. society, pluralistic egalitarian citizens 

reject what McLaren calls a "privatized agency" for agentic orientations that move in and 

out of the iterational, projective, and practical evaluation levels of agency, making 

choices that are right for each emerging situation they face. But this role for the U.S. 

citizen is complicated, and civil society fails to engender a citizenry capable of 
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performing it. This is the hard work to be done by multiculturalists. The different forms 

of multiculturalism must work synergistically, using their rhetorical agency to engender 

the pluralistic egalitarian citizen for U.S. society, an issue which I take up in chapter five. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

CIVIC VIRTUES 

"In developing 'the right to make promises, ' we human beings have found 

a contractarian bulwark against the perishing of morality. " 

--David Gauthier (30) 

"Civic virtue is the disposition to act for the good of the community as a 

whole. " 

--Richard Dagger (127) 

In the preceding chapter, I discussed how multiculturalists reconceptualize the 

U.S. citizen and envision a new moral philosophy from which pluralistic egalitarian 

citizens can guide their lives in a culturally pluralistic and global society. In this chapter, 

I turn my attention to how multiculturalists conceive of civic virtues. I show how the 

different forms of multiculturalism challenge traditional notions of civic virtues by 

arguing against the dissociation of virtuous expressions, attitudes, and dispositions from 

the moral and political principles of U.S. contractarian democracy. I conclude the 

chapter by presenting a theoretical outline of the U.S. contractarian democratic principles 

and their corresponding civic moral virtues by which pluralist egalitarians believe 

members of society ought to live. But first, let me speak to the skepticism many express 

regarding the status of morality in U.S. civil society. 
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Morality and Virtues in Civil Society 

In addition to the loss of the liberal-republican citizen, many contemporary critics 

of the U.S. social sector bemoan the lack of morality and virtuous behavior in U.S. 

society. Others point to the consequences of conflicting moral stances and argue that 

moral frameworks cannot relieve the tensions in modem societies. Generally, though, 

most contemporary critics of civil society seek to (re)establish a moral and virtuous U.S. 

society. For instance, defending the importance of morality in social life, Jean Bethke 

Elshtain declares, "American civic life is a moral imperative" ("Civic Virtues"). Whether 

morality is understood as descriptive or normative codes of conduct, it is essential to 

societies. As Socrates claims in the Republic, "[F]or no light matter is at stake, nothing 

less than the rule of human life" (Plato 250). 

But the moral imperative of "ought" is an extremely complex matter. Since the 

seventeenth century, when secularized notions of morality replaced those based on 

theology, law, and aesthetics, the moral philosophies of Ethical Egoism, Utilitarianism, 

Kant's theory, and Social Contract Theory have dominated attempts to explain what 

"right action" ought to be in Northern European cultures (MacIntyre 39; Rachels 176). 

So, while Elshtain's claim seems self evident, it is fraught with difficulty. This difficulty 

is manifested in the endless debates on moral phenomena that seemingly disallow rational 

agreement in U.S. society. Granted, there are types of moral phenomena that do exceed 

human knowledge and reasoning powers (Slote 262). But the type of divisiveness found 

in U.S. civil society results more from a citizenry that is unwilling to reason through 

moral phenomena than from a fundamental problem with morality per se. Nevertheless, 
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insofar as one argues from the premise that right action ought to benefit the individual, 

another contends that it ought to bring about the greatest good, yet another maintains that 

right action ought to uphold a universal principle that all rational beings would accept, 

and still another asserts that right action is commanded by God, morality does seem an 

impossible matter. 

Alasdair C. MacIntyre attributes the paradoxical character of the contemporary 

moral experience to the Enlightenment's failure: 

On the one hand the individual moral agent, freed from hierarchy and 

teleology, conceives of himself and is conceived of by moral philosophers 

as sovereign in his moral authority. On the other hand the inherited, if 

partially transformed rules of morality have to be found some new status, 

deprived as they have been of their older teleological character and their 

even more ancient categorical character as expressions of an ultimately 

divine law. (62) 

The fundamental problem with morality to which critics point to, then, is a foundational 

crisis. Many critics argue that the foundational crisis of morality is so influential that 

they call for the complete rejection of moral theories based in deontic principles.43 

In the germinal essay titled "Modem Moral Philosophy," G.E.M. Anscombe 

argues that the moral imperative of "ought"-after the secularization of morality-is 

useless; and for that matter, the idea of a "law conception of ethics" is ineffectual. She 

argues: "We should no longer ask whether doing something was 'wrong', passing 

43 For examples of aretaic based ethical systems, see Slote (239-62) and Pence (249-58). 
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directly from some description of an action to this notion; we should ask whether, e.g., it 

was unjust; and the answer would sometimes be clear at once" (34). Thus, morality in 

contemporary society must be replaced by virtues, something akin to Aristotle's virtue 

ethics. Anscombe argues, "It would be a great improvement if, instead of 'morally 

wrong', one always named a genus such as 'untruthful', 'unchaste', 'unjust"' (34). 

Insofar as moral considerations seemingly have been rendered ineffective because 

of competing moral traditions that derive from secular and non-secular foundations and 

contending descriptive and normative definitions, it would stand to reason that the radical 

call to replace morality with a virtue ethics may be the only solution for the divisive 

nature of U.S. society. But reasoned consideration of radical virtue ethics uncovers its 

incompleteness (Rachels 192). William Frankena summarizes its deficiency: "To parody 

a famous dictum of Kant's, I am inclined to think that principles without traits are 

impotent and traits without principles are blind" (352). So then, if virtue ethics is 

incomplete and moral theories are baseless, how can society deal with moral phenomena? 

The participation in U.S. civil society by those who live by non-Western moral traditions 

such as Confucianism, Taoism, Hinduism, Buddhism, or the traditions of the First 

Nations people renders the situation even more complex. The complicated nature of 

morals and virtues in modem societies lead many critics to argue for moral relativism. 

However, moral relativism fails to further the possibilities of democracy as it 

refuses to deal with conflicts and injustices that arise out of differences between 
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individuals, groups, and cultures. 44 As moral relativism is not a suitable solution to the 

crisis of morality in U.S. civil society, many theorists argue that the only justification 

framework seemingly available for modem societies is deliberative justification. Yet 

again, morality is rejected or, as David Gautheir asserts: "Deliberative justification does 

not refute morality. Indeed, it does not offer morality the courtesy of a refutation. It 

ignores morality, and seemingly replaces it. It preempts the arena of justification, 

apparently leaving morality no room to gain purchase" (20). But one need only reflect 

upon the atrocities throughout history- based on human beings rationalizations of desires 

and preferences- to understand the inherent incompleteness of deliberative justification 

as a total theory to guide behavior. Acts of coercion and hierarchies of power are 

sustained just as easily by a "rational" justification as they are by, for instance, religious 

convictions. 

A complete theory of deliberative justification, then, requires moral consideration. 

In his contractarian model theory, Gautheir argues that placing morality within the 

framework of deliberation reconciles the foundational crisis in moral theory. In this 

context, Gautheir claims: "Morality is not to be understood as a constraint arising from 

reason alone on the fulfillment of non-rational preferences. Rather, a rational agent is 

one who acts to achieve the maximal fulfillment of her preferences, and morality is a 

constraint on the manner in which she acts, arising from the effects of interaction with 

44 Moral relativism attempts to deal with the contingencies of history, culture, linguistics, and the like to 
understand the relationship between the believer and truth by basing all truths in the individual. However, 
at its core, moral relativism has the problem of being a platitude that different people judge differently, 
eliding the fact that standards exist independent of anyone's individual preferences. Rather than a coherent 
formulation of dealing with contradictory views that may be true, moral relativism stunts collective and 
individual thought on beliefs, judgments, and standards (Blackburn 326). 

79 



other agents" (24). For Gautheir, moral deliberative justification results from a rational 

people's ability to reflect upon existing moral codes, uncover the instability within their 

frameworks, and hypothesize practices that would receive ex ante agreement (28). 

Gauthier describes the process: "[ A ]!though in the real world, we begin with an existing 

set of moral practices as constraints on our maximizing behavior yet we are led by 

reflection to the idea of an amended set that would obtain the agreement of everyone, and 

this amended set has, and will be recognized to have, a stability lacking in existing 

morality" (27). According to Gautheir, these practices are transformational, uncovering 

coercive relationships and eliminating false consciousness (29). 

Whereas a moral theory of contractarianism may solve the problem of how 

citizens debate moral phenomena in U.S. society by prescribing right actions through a 

process of deliberative justification, it fails to contend with the necessary traits of the 

good citizen. Insofar as morality and virtues are two sides of the same coin, virtues are 

also imperative to civic life. As Frankena writes, the "function of the virtues in an ethics 

of duty is not to tell us what to do but to ensure that we will do it willingly in whatever 

situations we may face" (353). In U.S. civil society, however, a universal theory of the 

virtues is seemingly as impossible as a moral tradition. For instance, Maclntrye 

identifies three rival conceptions of virtues: 

[A] virtue is a quality which enables an individual to discharge his or her 

social role (Homer); a virtue is a quality which enables an individual to 

move towards the achievement of the specifically human telos, whether 

natural or supernatural (Aristotle, the New Testament, and Aquinas); a 
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virtue is a quality which has utility in achieving earthly and heavenly 

success (Franklin). ("The Nature" 122) 

Two of the three Western traditions of the virtues are rooted in an inner (Aristotle) or 

external (Franklin) teleology. These traditions are evident in appeals for citizens to 

embrace various virtue systems such as liberal-republican civic virtues and Christian 

virtues. 

For instance, Elshtain claims that U.S. citizens ought to express God's rules- the 

moral norms derived from the Christian religion. She argues that the majority of U.S. 

citizens consider morality and religion, specifically Christianity, as synonymous, and, 

therefore, Christian codes of conduct should guide citizens' private and public lives 

("Civic Virtues"). However, according to traditional notions of virtuous citizens put forth 

in civic education, they are not the most faithful and devoted Christian, but good liberal

republ icans.45 According to Dagger, the liberal-republican virtues that are "most directly 

civic and clearly vital to republican liberalism" manifest themselves in a citizen who 

"respects individual rights, values autonomy, tolerates different opinions and beliefs, 

plays fair, cherishes civic memory, and takes an active part in the life of the community" 

(195-96). As Elshtain' s and Dagger's claims reveal, virtue theories seemingly suffer a 

foundational crisis, similar to moral justification, because they draw from several 

competing traditions. 

45 The Center for Civic Education is a nation-wide civic virtues mission that funds educational projects 
throughout the country (ClVIT AS). 
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Many critics disagree, however, with the assessment that virtue theories face a 

foundational crisis, exactly for the reason that virtues are incomplete and are best 

understood as supplements to overall theories of ethics. Virtues are the traits of character 

that are the mean between the extreme of excess and deficiency and are necessary 

because "[t]hey are all qualities needed for successful human living" (Rachels 185). 

However, they are not simply arbitrary expressions; they are dispositions and attitudes 

that express the principles behind actions, and they root motivation in the principles that 

bind society. 

Principles and Virtues in a Pluralistic Egalitarian Society 

The different forms of multiculturalism work synergistically to reconceptualize 

the civic virtues in two significant ways. First, pluralistic egalitarians reject the notion 

that the role of the U.S. citizen requires the separation between public and private 

dispositions because societal life is not easily restricted to the public realm. Indeed, the 

boundaries between the three institutions of U.S. society- economic, political, and 

social- blur into one another in complex ways, influencing the relationships among 

people, the market, and the state. Civic virtues, then, must be conceived of as a virtue 

ethics-a part of citizens' public and private associations and expressions based on the 

principles of U.S. constitutional democracy- equality, freedom, justice, and humanity. 

In his call for a "discourse of leadership," Henry A. Giroux addresses the loss of 

an emancipatory and substantive democracy to a ubiquitous market and to nativist visions 

of U.S. society. He argues that the former understanding of democracy has been 

"appropriated and trivialized in bloated calls to force students to say the pledge of 
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allegiance. It has been devalued and dismissed in dangerous reform proposals that pit a 

romanticized view of the laws and logic of the market against the discourse of ethics, 

political agency, and social responsibility" (Living 13). Pluralistic egalitarianism 

requires, then, that a "discourse of leadership" exposes the instances in which citizens' 

actions express the undemocratic principles of market logic and ascriptive Americanism 

rather than the moral and political ideal of democracy. Revealing these types of 

dissociation and engendering dispositions that reconnect democratic principles and 

virtues in citizens' public and private lives is an important aspect of the multiculturalist's 

rhetorical agency. 

The second important transformation of civic virtues is that, just as the core tenet 

of pluralistic egalitarianism requires that the principle of equal moral worth precedes the 

other contractarian principles binding U.S. society, the virtues that express the equal 

moral worth of human beings must precede teleological virtues. Pluralistic egalitarians 

understand that these virtues- which express equal moral worth for all human beings

ought to reflect means as ends rather than a specific telos. For instance, Gloria E. 

Anzaldua' s seven stages of conocimiento are ways of living in the world that 

simultaneously create the world she desires. Anzaldua writes that in the fifth stage of 

conocimiento, "you reenvision the map of the known world, creating a new description of 

reality and scripting a new story;" in the sixth stage, "you take your story out into the 

world, testing it;" and in the final stage, "you shift realities, develop an ethical, 

compassionate strategy with which to negotiate conflict and difference within self and 

between others, and find common ground by forming holistic alliances. You include 
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these practices in your daily life, act on your vision---enacting spiritual activism" ("now" 

545). An important tenet of pluralistic egalitarianism is, then, that certain characteristics 

are a necessary way of being rather than simply a means of achieving a desired goal. 

Pluralistic egalitarianism requires that civic virtues ought not to be only those that 

make one a good citizen but should include those that make one a good person. For 

instance, Henry A. Giroux and Susan Searls Giroux write that any attempts to re-envision 

a civic rhetorical education in U.S. higher institutes oflearning (a proposal they believe is 

necessary to counter the loss of a critical citizenry) will have to "engage the ways that 

citizenship and agency itself-defined in terms of fitness for self-government-have 

been both gendered as male and racially coded as white since the nation's inception" 

(149). Giroux and Giroux point out that since Aristotle a division between the good 

citizen and the good person exists because "citizens are only as good as the laws that they 

frame and obey" (149). In other words, a good citizen could disenfranchise people of 

color and white women from having a voice in U.S. democracy but a good person ought 

not to. This division has led to many dystopian experiences throughout time in the U.S. 

and across the globe. Consequently, the position of pluralistic egalitarians is that 

members of society ought to relate to one another in public and private by the virtues that 

express the moral and political principles of U.S. contractarian society. 

The virtues that bind society, then, are decidedly moral, and, according to James 

Rachels, "[T]he moral virtues are the virtues that it is good for everyone to have" (178). 

The following discussion delineates how pluralistic egalitarians conceive of the 
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contractarian principles of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity and the 

corresponding ontological virtues that express them in society. 

The Principle of Equality and an Attitude of Respect 

A fundamental tenet of pluralistic egalitarianism is that the institutions of society 

must embody universal moral equality. Pluralistic egalitarians conceive of the moral 

community as one in which all members of society have equal access to the social 

conditions of equality, justice, freedom, and humanity, and the distribution of these 

principles is based in equal respect and concern for all individuals. Therefore, pluralistic 

egalitarians aim to end oppressive relationships through transforming the cultural logics 

that construct categories of difference which are used to stratify people into levels of 

intrinsic worth, creating universalized and naturalized categories of "superior" and 

"inferior" (McLaren, Revolutionary 263). For instance, Peter McLaren calls for an 

everyday life commitment to solidarity with those who have been subjugated to inferior 

positions in U.S. society (and around the world) by the dominant frameworks of 

"capitalism, patriarchy, racism, and colonialism." He describes this solidarity with 

marginalized others thusly: "As participants in such a challenge we become agents of 

history by living the moral commitment to freedom and justice, by maintaining a loyalty 

to the revolutionary domain of possibility, by speaking truth to power, and by creating a 

collective voice" (Revolutionary 288). 

To transform unjust cultural representations, pluralistic egalitarians argue that 

identity and difference ought not to be understood in hierarchical terms but as relational. 

In other words, one is an individual, but individuals are not atomistic; they are 
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interdependent and interconnected. Likewise, cultures are not isolated. Pluralistic 

egalitarians argue, therefore, that the self-immurement of individuals and cultures 

conveys false consciousness. Trinh T. Minh-ha argues this position by pointing to the 

relational nature of culture: "This is not to say the historical I can be obscured and 

ignored and that differentiation cannot be made, but that I is not unitary; culture has never 

been monolithic and is always more or less in relation to a judging subject" ("Not 

You/Like You" 418). To stress the relational nature of individuals, AnaLouise Keating 

encourages her students to develop an understanding of human beings' radical 

interconnectedness while simultaneously offering alternative cultural logics to 

denaturalize dominant representations. She writes: "Investigating the dominant-cultural 

narrative-one that, in various ways, my students have unthinkingly consumed through 

many years of formal education- alongside alternative narratives and worldviews makes 

it difficult, if not impossible, for them to dismiss the latter as 'abnormal'" ("Making" 

104). 

Pluralistic egalitarianism requires the removal of false consciousnesses to ensure 

the equal status for all members of society. Revealing and transforming unjust ideas 

about differences among individuals and cultures take place, as Chandra Talpade 

Mohanty argues, through a non-colonized dialogue-one anchored in "equality, respect 

and dignity for all people" ("Crafting" 486). To enter into egalitarian dialogue, citizens 

learn about the other and undo the cultural logics that locate others outside of themselves 

and thus unworthy of the same respect and consideration. This means that human beings 

must have the "willingness to be open to comparative cultural study of the kind that must 
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displace our horizons in the resulting fusions" (Taylor, Multiculturalism 73). The true 

manifestations of equal moral worth, Charles Taylor argues, requires people to express a 

type of respect that does not condescend or patronize but makes a moral attempt at 

understanding the other (70). 

A core tenet of pluralistic egalitarianism that states relationships in society must 

be based on the equal moral worth of human beings is similar to Elizabeth S. Anderson 's 

theory of democratic equality, which is presented in the germinal work, "What is the 

Point of Equality?" 46 However, because pluralistic egalitarians understand U.S. 

contractarian principles as a set of universal ideals in which none is the absolute ideal, it 

is distinctly pluralistic rather than based on equality alone. The first fundamental belief 

that pluralistic egalitarians share with Anderson' s democratic equality is that 

"[ e ]galitarianism ought to reflect a generous, humane, cosmopolitan vision of a society 

46 In "Objections to Democratic Egalitarianism," John Kekes claims that Anderson fails to defend her 
theory of democratic equality, and thus the "formula" of egalitarianism, because she neither acknowledges 
other "well-known" alternatives to egalitarianism, nor counters "basic objections" to egalitarianism ( 164). 
The same critique will be made of the theoretical outline that presented in this work because I do not refute, 
here, every other moral and political philosophy that proposes itself as an alternative to egalitarianism 
because I believe Kekes 's criticism is misguided. Aside from the fact that the audience for Anderson's 
"defense" is " luck egalitarians" rather than all other alternatives theories, Anderson's purpose is theory 
building. She is developing a body of rules and principles that apply to how humans ought to live and how 
political institutions ought to govern. This is quite a different purpose than criticism. Kekes's purpose is to 
critique Anderson's theory, so a critique that he does not explain the different theories, including his 
conservative moral and political theory, would seem equally misguided. The proper place for Kekes's 
request is the ongoing dialogue among these competing theories, which takes place in sound criticism. 
For instance, if I were to turn my attention to criticism and disprove each of the alternatives to 
egalitarianism that Kekes offers, I would likely begin with the following premises: the political morality of 
conservatism is based in tradition and defining and considering which traditions are right for a society is a 
subjective practice. Libertarianism is based in complete freedom and considers individuals as atomistic, 
which denies how one's life is interconnected to others. Finally, certain feminisms base judgments in 
feelings and personal relationships, insisting on what kind a person one should be. Next, J would assert that 
conservatism, libertarianism, and certain feminisms are based in ethical subjectivism, ethical egoism, and 
an ethics of care, respectively. J would then give reasons as to why each of these moral theories is 
unsound, thus concluding that each of these alternatives is flawed. But this is not the purpose of my current 
endeavor, so these critiques will have to wait for another day. 
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that recognizes individuals as equals in all their diversity. It should promote institutional 

arrangements that enable the diversity of people's talents, aspirations, roles, and cultures 

to benefit everyone and to be recognized as mutually beneficial" (Anderson 308). 

Pluralistic egalitarianism also requires that all members of society ought to be 

able to enter into the spaces of civil society without the fear of being discriminated 

against because "all competent adults are equally moral agents: everyone equally has the 

power to develop and exercise moral responsibility, to cooperate with others according to 

principles of justice, to shape and fulfill a conception of their good" (Anderson 312).47 

Pluralist egalitarians argue that only if individuals stand in relation to one another as 

moral equals will they have the ability to fulfill their human potential. 

Finally, similar to democratic equality, pluralistic egalitarians conceive of 

equality "as a relationship among people rather than merely as a pattern in the 

distribution of divisible goods" (Anderson 536). Pluralistic egalitarians take "goods" 

such as social norms as "subject to critical scrutiny" (Anderson 536). Therefore, 

pluralistic egalitarians focus on providing the "social conditions for equal citizenship, and 

not the conditions for equal ability to fulfill the demands of one's goods, because citizens 

are obligated to provide the first and are not obligated to provide the second" (Anderson 

332). 

47 A challenge to Social Contract Theory is that one's obligations toward "normal humans" are based on the 
moral obligations envisioned in the contract. However, animals and certain impaired humans cannot 
participate in such obligations, so the Theory is fundamentally flawed. The argument in response to this 
cha llenge is that a lthough animals and impaired human beings do not participate in deliberation on moral 
constraints they will neverthe less be protected by moral agents. 
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There are two significant types of criticism made against the claims of democratic 

and pluralistic egalitarianism. The first critique is articulated by Richard Arneson in 

"Luck Egalitarianism and Prioritarianism" and is aimed at the moral importance of 

equality per se. Arneson roots his social theory, responsibility-catering prioritarianism, in 

the principle of well-being. He argues that "one ought as a matter of justice to aid the 

unfortunate [but only those whose misfortunes are due to bad luck], and the more badly 

off someone is, the more urgent is the moral imperative to aid" (343).48 He argues, 

therefore, that the quality of relationships in society is not what is morally significant but 

the distribution of human well-being- albeit the quality is "instrumental" to a person's 

well-being. 

Pluralistic egalitarians disagree because well-being is constitutive of more than 

meeting one' s material needs. People have· emotional and spiritual needs that 

responsibility-catering prioritarianism simply cannot address. Take, for instance, those 

citizens who are living reasonably comfortable material lives; however, because of some 

aspect of their identity, they must endure daily discrimination that leaves them 

emotionally distraught and spiritually damaged. A beautiful home, nice clothes, a fine 

car to drive and a fulfilling job to perform still cannot secure them well-being in a society 

that considers them second-class citizens. Pluralistic egalitarianism recognizes that these 

48 Arneson points to the issue of charity. Charity encourages individuals and collectivities to imagine states 
of interconnectedness between people; however, when people give to charities the motives are not based on 
a deep sense of interdependency with the recipients of their aid; charity is usually given out of a judgment 
of the severity of bad luck that has befallen a person. Take, for instance, Katrina victims. Money given to 
these victims because of their "brute bad luck" (bad luck out of their control, hence a hurricane) flowed 
from concerned citizens across the country. However, the poorest of these victims did not benefit (and 
arguably would not have ever benefited) from resources matching such acts of charity to better their well
being "before Katrina." 
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injustices impede certain citizens' access to real freedom and the capability to fulfill their 

human potential. For instance, Fraser exposes the complexity of oppression in U.S. 

society to show that material redistribution cannot itself ameliorate the injustices that 

cultural oppression creates ("From" 24). 

The second criticism calls the logic behind the requirement of universal moral 

equality unsound because it is self-contradicting and self-defeating. Friedrich Hayek 

wrote thirty years ago in The Constitution of Liberty, "It is just not true . .. that human 

beings are born equal ... if we treat them equally, the result must be inequality in their 

actual position ... the only way to place them in an equal position would be to treat them 

differently" (qtd. in Horowitz, Politics 183). Therefore, Hayek-and similar criticism

proves universal equality self-contradicting. Pluralistic egalitarians agree that individuals 

have different talents and abilities, but natural endowments are not the point of equal 

moral worth, and, therefore, Hayek' s logic is misguided. 

Citizens may be unequal in their talents and abilities, but all individuals have 

dignity and worth implicit in their humanness. Keating points to the implicit worth of 

human beings in her "metaphysics of interconnectedness." For Keating, the origin of 

human beings ' shared worth is "a cosmic, constantly changing spirit or force that 

embodies itself in diverse material and nonmaterial forms" ("Forging" 521 ). Regardless 

of how the "shared intrinsic worth" of human beings is conceived, pluralistic egalitarians 

argue that it must be recognized. The consequences of denying equal moral worth are 

grave because, if it is not intrinsic, people can rationalize using those deemed less worthy 

as a means to any end they please, justifying such acts as genocide, slavery, 
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discrimination, exploitation, and spiritual violence. Pluralistic egalitarianism maintains 

therefore that the recognition of equal moral status is not self-defeating. It is imperative 

for a moral community. 

Today, John Kekes uses an argument similar to Hayek's against all forms of 

democratic egalitarianism. He asserts that democratic equality is self-defeating in its aim 

to abolish oppressive relationships because if "a democratic state ought to treat all of its 

citizens with equal concern and respect, then it ought to treat the marginalizers, the 

elitists, the dominators, the exploiters, and the cultural imperialists with as much concern 

and respect as it treats those whom Anderson regards as their victims" (165).49 

Therefore, according to Kekes, oppression will never be overcome because the unjust 

will continue to use the resources that the state provides to be unjust. Hence, any form of 

democratic egalitarianism is "ill-conceived." Pluralistic egalitarians agree with Kekes on 

one point: "marginalizers, the elitists, the dominators, the exploiters, and the cultural 

imperialists," as long as they reject the idea of equal moral worth, will continue to use 

49 Conservative theories reject progressive agendas for attempting to force the state or the "private" sphere 
of civil society to treat citizens as moral equals because such theories attempt to hypothesize a future social 
arrangement and conservatism is based on hi storical experience. For instance, Kekes asserts, "This 
commits conservatives to denying that the reasons are to be derived from a hypothetical contract, or from 
an imagined ideal order, or from what is supposed to be beneficial for the whole of humanity. In 
preference to these and other alternatives, conservatives look to the history of their own society because it 
exerts a formative influence on their present lives and on how it is reasonable for them to want to live in the 
future" (" What is Conservatism" ). Indeed, the most significant thing conservative theories hold in 
common is that justification is based on historical experience. Take, for instance, Horowitz's claim that the 
first principles of conservatism are "propositions about the existing social contract, about the nature of 
human beings in a social context, as established by historical experience" (Politics 181 ). However, Kekes 
and Horowitz 's conservative positions against progressive agendas are antithetical to the historical 
experience of the U.S. social contract, which was a hypothetical contract resulting from the desire for 
humans to have liberties that they had not previously achieved. That progressive agendas continue to seek 
the principle of universal equality is in keeping with the spirit of the U.S. social contract. 
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their resources to oppress groups of citizens that they deem morally unworthy, while the 

democratic state and civil society through non-action sanction such practices. But does 

Kekes' s logic prove that forms of democratic equality are self-defeating? 

Kekes bases his argument on the premise that it is not wrong to be bigoted (albeit, 

privately) and to advocate discrimination: 

It hardly needs pointing out that holding the beliefs that the average 

intelligence of blacks is lower than that of whites, that the place of women 

is in the home, that the elite should rule, that the economy functions best 

without state control, that Western culture is superior to others, advocating 

legislation that reflects these beliefs, and acting on these beliefs in private 

life need be neither criminal nor violent. (165) 

However, it is simply disingenuous to believe that promoting legislation to sanction 

discrimination and basing actions toward fellow human beings on bigoted reasons is in 

any way in accordance with the moral and political U.S. contractarian principles. 

Pluralistic egalitarians argue that it matters not that people hold, advocate, and act on 

these ideas in private because the public and private sphere are intertwined. 

To forge communities in which all members have equal status, then, pluralistic 

egalitarianism requires members of society to express the civic moral virtue of respect

regard for the fundamental worth of human beings-in their daily lives. According to 

Taylor, "Due recognition is not just a courtesy we owe people. It is a vital human need" 

(Taylor 26). To disregard the equal moral worth of fellow human beings or to show 

uncritical regard for every view or action expressed by others jeopardizes one's ability to 
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live successfully in society. Being respectful, therefore, is a necessary medium between 

these two extremes. In one way, it allows human beings to live together without fear of 

violence perpetrated on their minds, bodies, and spirits because respect changes 

perceptions of "difference-as-deviation" and encourages relational attitudes (Keating, 

"Forge" 519). 

Instead of treating others who are different from one's self as deviants, respect for 

each other's fundamental worth connects human beings to one another. Trinh identifies 

the interconnectivity of humans: "You and I are close, we intertwine; you may stand on 

the other side of the hill once in a while, but you may also be me, while remaining what 

you are and what i am not" (Woman 90). Indeed, the essential categories of identity that 

many base their disrespect on are subjective because, as Trinh argues, "Despite our 

desperate, eternal attempt to separate, contain, and mend, categories always leak" 

(Woman 94). 

In another way, respect guards against the uncritical consideration of another's 

views and actions that occurs in forms of relativism. Pluralistic egalitarians argue against 

the belief that respect for the fundamental worth of another means that everyone's actions 

and views are relative, and, therefore, one ought to blindly accept all views and behaviors 

or the written and unwritten laws in society, especially those that sanction oppressive 

relationships. On the process of blindly accepting a culture's practices and aligning 

oneself with that culture, Taylor writes: "A favorable judgment on demand is nonsense 

... and the giving of such a judgment on demand is an act of breathtaking condescension. 

No one can really mean it as a genuine act of respect" (70). 
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Anzaldua exposes another type of uncritical consideration, which she calls 

"desconocimiento," or ignorance. Desconocimientos are damaging forms of disrespect 

deriving from false consciousnesses. Anzaldua gives the example of white women's 

racism. To illustrate such disrespect, she writes: "Though most white feminists 

intellectually acknowledge racism, they distance themselves from personal responsibility, 

often acting as though their reality and ways of knowing are universal, not culturally 

determined. They assume that feminist racialized 'others' share their same values and 

goals" ("now" 564). Similar to Taylor's call for comparative cultural study, Anzaldua 

appeals to a type of respect that is a change within- a shift in perspective or horizon 

brought on by seeking and gaining knowledge of the other. 

One of her tasks as a writer, Anzaldua claims, is to expose acts of 

deconocimientos and to "promote a more holistic perspective" by living in conocimiento, 

a perspective in which whites and people of color can understand one another ("now" 

565). As a form of spiritual activism, promoting conocimiento "permits an expansive 

awareness that finds the best instead of the worst in the other, enabling you to think of la 

otra in a compassionate way. Accepting the other as an equal in a joint endeavor, you 

respect and are fully present for her" ("now" 572). In her contemplation on respect, 

Anzaldua connects the moral virtue with the work of self-reflection in conocimiento: 

"The Latin term respectus comes from a verb meaning 'to turn around to look back.' It is 

the root of the word respect. You wonder if the word perspective comes from the same 

etymology" ("now 578, n21 ). 
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The Principle of Freedom and Enacting Reciprocal Responsibility 

In U.S. society, the inalienable right to freedom is a "blessing" guaranteed to 

every law-abiding citizen. However, this "right" is complicated and begs several 

questions. What does it mean to be "free"? How is everyone's conception of "freedom" 

guaranteed? How are restrictions to "freedom" justified? A fundamental tenet of 

pluralistic egalitarianism is that freedom requires equal distribution; it is, therefore, 

rooted in universal moral worth. Pluralistic egalitarianism also necessitates a citizenry 

with traits that support the ideal. According to Taylor, the modem Western language of 

rights exists on two levels: a legal tradition, which inscribes liberties as human rights, and 

its underlying justification, a philosophy of human agency and society ("A World" 17). 

Within the U.S. social contract, freedoms are a complex set of positive and 

negative rights set forth in society's written and unwritten laws. Pluralistic 

egalitarianism, similar to democratic equality, requires that the first two questions put 

forth above be answered by defining freedom as basic functionings and capabilities

rather than limiting its space to positive and negative rights.50 The distribution of equal 

freedom, then, is based on a minimum equal capability functioning. Yet, basic 

functionings and capabilities are obstructed on a daily basis for millions of people in U.S. 

society by restrictive practices, policies, and legislation. McLaren provides an example 

50 Anderson delineates what basic functionings and capabilities are in Sen's conception of justice. Basic 
functionings are a person 's states of being- "healthy, well-nourished, physically fit, literate, an active 
pa1ticipant in community life, mobile, happy, respected, confident, and so forth" and other states of being a 
person may desire- "outgoing, to raise children, practice medicine, play soccer, make love, and so forth ." 
A person's capabilities "consist of the sets offunctionings she can achieve, given the personal, material, 
and social resources available to her. Capabilities measure not actually achieved functionings, but a 
person's freedom to ach ieve valued functionings" (316). 
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of these types of restrictions in his criticism of California's Proposition 187 (English 

only) passed in 1994. 

Concerning the restrictive nature of Proposition 187, McLaren argues that it is 

"another assault on the public sphere as a place for the practice of equality of all 

individuals, even the strangers in our midst, regardless of their legal status" ( 45). 

McLaren's example illustrates how groups such as U.S. English, English Only, and 

Learning English Advocates Drive (LEAD), which are made up of people who oppose 

bilingual education, impede the basic functionings and capabilities of Spanish speaking 

members of society, who ought to have access to programs in which they can learn 

English while learning in their language of origin. 

The U.S. has a long history of various groups in society attempting to achieve 

equal access to basic functionings and capabilities because they have been restricted 

certain rights. Struggles continue-regardless of the positive "rights" given to all citizens 

of the U.S.- as long as dominant attitudes, such as those expressed by English only 

groups, and the legislation, legal actions, and legal interpretations that support them, 

continue to disregard the equal moral worth of all members of society (McLaren, 

Revolutionary 257). Pluralistic egalitarians argue that it is immoral to obstruct certain 

members of society from being able to achieve basic levels of freedom through "rights" 

restrictions. Moreover, contrary to Hayek's argument, pluralistic egalitarians maintain 

that marginalizing, dominating, and exploiting are practices that ought to be limited.51 

5 1 Alexander Tsesis, in Destructive Messages: How Hate Speech Paves the Way for Harmful Social 
Movements, links hate speech with historical and modern atrocities and argues that the U.S. ought to have 
sim ilar regulations on hate speech that other democratic countries have. 
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However, these types of immoral practices are difficult to end because they require 

oppressors to relinquish an "ethics" system that affords them privileged positions in 

society. 

A fundamental belief of pluralistic egalitarianism, then, is that the principle of 

universal freedom is obstructed in oppressive relationships in which one person's life ( or 

a group oflives) does not stand in equal moral worth to another. Pluralistic egalitarians 

understand that universal freedom is a complex process of exposing oppressive 

relationships and transforming inner perceptions. For instance, Giroux calls for a 

democratic curriculum, leadership, and culture that challenges attempts by the "new 

right" to "disarticulate democracy and citizenship from the principles of social justice, 

freedom, and equality" and instead engages the "complex relationship between the twin 

logic of identity and freedom, on the one hand, and community and public responsibility 

on the other" (Living 18). Challenges, such as Giroux' s, work to denaturalize dominant 

narratives that obstruct certain members from basic functionings and capabilities by, for 

instance, challenging negative rights that have become laws or by exposing bigoted 

practices. 

Anzaldua conceives of achieving access to real freedom beyond oppositional 

practices. For Anzaldua, oppositional practices have a place in social politics, but real 

freedom- freedom to choose for one's self--derives from an inner perception. Anzaldua 

writes that through the process of conocimientos--expanding one's consciousness-

" [y ]our reflective mind's mirror throws back all your options, making you aware of your 

freedom to choose" ("now" 542). Conocimientos replaces feelings of powerlessness, 
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frees "la nepantleras" to take action, enables a "connectionist sense of spirit," and 

"recognizes nurturance and reciprocity" ("now" 568). Inherent in both Giroux' s and 

Anzaldua' s pathways to achieving universal freedom is the idea that human beings are 

responsible for freedom. As Ines Hernandez-Avila says, "Freedom is responsible. 

Freedom is accountable. Freedom is conscious" ("In the Presence" 535). 

To ensure access to basic functionings and capabilities, pluralistic egalitarianism 

requires members of society to express the civic moral virtue of reciprocal 

responsibility- the willingness to take mutual responsibility for universalizing freedom. 

For pluralistic egalitarians, the civic moral virtue of reciprocal responsibility is a mean 

between the extremes ofradical individualism and absolute dependency. The virtue has 

two important aspects that work together to create a moral imperative for U.S. society. 

Regarding the notion of reciprocity in human relationships, Seyla Benhabib writes, "Our 

relation to the other is governed by the norm of complementary reciprocity: each is 

entitled to expect and to assume from the other forms of behavior through which the 

other feels recognized and confirmed as a concrete, individual being with specific needs, 

talents, and capacities" (Critique 341). For Benhabib, the "concrete other" is a standpoint 

necessary in moral theory that recognizes the commonness and fundamental worth of 

persons. Indeed, obligation to the principles of U.S. contractarian society is based on the 

condition of complementary, or egalitarian, reciprocity. 

Reciprocity also necessitates that members of society take responsibility to 

universalize freedom. Hence, pluralistic egalitarians conceive of the civic moral virtue as 

reciprocal responsibility. U.S. citizens, for example, who live by the philosophy of 
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expressive individualism base their responsibility to others on ideals other than the moral 

and political principles of U.S. constitutional democracy. Indeed, for many citizens, 

market values such as self-interested competitiveness, privatized agency, and 

consumerism have supplanted civic values and work to define individualistic, ascriptive 

citizens' reciprocal relationships with other members of society (Giroux and Giroux 221). 

Being motivated in public and private by market reasons creates, on the one hand, 

isolated individuals who are solely "out for the most purchasing power" (McLaren, 

"Unthinking" 247). On the other hand, responsibility only to private interests makes 

citizens "completely dependent on consmnerism, the culture of the dollar, and the 

colossal powers that sustain our lifestyles" (Anzaldua, "now" 541 ). 

When reciprocal responsibility is a virtue of market values, citizens fail to 

consider one another's needs and obscure the interconnectivity of human beings. When 

citizens express reciprocal responsibility based on the pluralistic egalitarian principle of 

equal moral worth their obligations to one another are quite different. For instance, 

Keating, as "a mother, a writer, a teacher," offers to others an alternative worldview of 

interconnectedness to the "rhetoric of self-enclosed individualism," a view that forges 

and sustains just relationships ("Forging" 522; "Making" 112). She writes: 

The recognition of our profound interconnectedness offers a vital key to 

long-term individual/collective change, a crucial point of departure in my 

work for social justice: if we're all interconnected, then the events and 

belief systems impacting my sisters and brothers in New York City or 
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Kabul or Baghdad or Jerusalem have a concrete effect on me. ("Making" 

112). 

When people begin to realize the purchases, actions, laws, practices, etc., that they make 

affect others locally, nationally, and across the globe, they begin to lift a veil of ignorance 

and see options for new choices and actions that are more socially just. 

The Principle of Justice and Expressing Moral Deliberative Justifications 

A fundamental tenet of pluralistic egalitarianism is that justice is conceived within 

the space of universal moral equality. If people are not fundamentally equal- which is to 

distinguish between what people are and what people do-injustices can be reasoned on 

the grounds that some people are Less worthy than others. This way of thinking sanctions 

acts of oppression-"exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, 

and violence" (Young 40). Pluralistic egalitarians argue that because of the equal 

fundamental worth of all persons, pluralistic egalitarian citizens have an obligation to be 

fair. Nevertheless, U.S. society is fraught with the injustices of oppression. Moreover, 

many of these acts are institutionalized and beyond subjective preference. 

Take, for instance, policies regarding First Nations people within the U.S. , such as 

the Supreme Court ruling in Lyng v. Northwest Indian Cemetery Protection Association 

(1988). 52 The positive right to religious freedom is set forth in the U.S. Constitution, and 

there are numerous laws protecting this right. One such set of laws regards religious land 

52 Chapter four in William Norman Thompson's Native American Issues: A Reference Handbook provides 
numerous court cases throughout history that involve the systematic stripping of First Nations peoples ' 
rights and sovereignty, cases that have gone to the highest courts in the U.S. and Canada. For a discussion 
of contemporary issues facing First Nations People in the twenty-first century, see the collection of essays 
in part I and rI of Troy R. Johnson ' s Contemporary Native American Political Issues. 
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use. In general, the government must meet basic requirements before it condemns 

religious land for public use. 53 In the Lyng case, the Supreme Court upheld a decision to 

allow a proposed six-mile long road through the heart of Yurok, Karuk, and Tolowa 

sacred land (Hernandez-Avila, "Mediations" 18). 

In a 5-to-3 vote, the Court held that harvesting the trees on indigenous peoples' 

ceremonial lands would not violate the Free Exercise Clause because the actions would 

not "attempt to coerce Native Americans to act in violation of their beliefs" ("Lyng" ). 

The reasoning behind the decision was that the government could not satisfy every 

citizen' s religious "needs and desires" if it is to operate effectively and that "the First 

Amendment did not give any one group veto power over public programs that did not 

actually prohibit the free exercise of religion" ("Lyng"). For the Court's majority, the 

ability to harvest lumber was more important to the common good than was providing 

equal access to religious freedom to the First Nations people.54 

Pluralist egalitarians consider rulings such as the .Lmg ruling examples of 

structural oppression. Hernandez-Avila argues the motive behind such systemic 

53 For an overview of First Amendment protection ofreligious land use, see Dougherty (27-28). 

54 Justice Brennon wrote the dissenting opinion, and Justice Marshall and Justice Blackmun joined. Justice 
Brennon made a three part argument in dissent of the majority opinion. The following are important points 
in his minority opinion: " Because the Court today refuses even to acknowledge the constitutional injury 
respondents will suffer, and because this refusal essentially leaves Native Americans with absolutely no 
constitutional protect ion against perhaps the gravest threat to their religious practices, I dissent. ... Rather 
than address thi s conflict in any meaningful fashion, however, the Court disclaims all responsibility for 
balancing these competing and potentially irreconcilable interests, choosing instead to turn this difficult 
task over to the Federal Legislature . ... Such an abdication is more than merely indefensible as an 
institutional matter: by defining respondents' injury as "nonconstitutional," the Court has effectively 
bestowed on one party to this conflict the unilateral authority to resolve all future disputes in its favor, 
subject only to the Court's toothless exhortation to be "sensitive" to affected religions. In my view, 
however, Native Americans deserve - and the Constitution demands - more than this" ("U.S. Supreme"). 
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injustice: "[T]he United States government finds it imperative that the claim to any kind 

of land base by indigenous peoples be continuously weakened, since this kind of claim of 

sovereignty would seriously impede both governmental and corporate projects" 

("Mediations" 19). The "public use" in this case was the harvesting of lumber for 

consumer use. One could only imagine the following hypothetical situation reaching the 

Supreme Court and the rights of the religious parties not upheld: In the year 2020, when 

new policy requires the U.S. to use internal oil sources, the government proposes tapping 

four oil wells on Arlington National Cemetery grounds. It would be hard to imagine 

private interests such as oil consumption disrupting the ceremonial grounds of the U.S. 

national cemetery in Arlington, Virginia. But this is exactly what happened in the 1mg 

case to the First Nations people. 

Hernandez-Avila points out the structural oppression of First Nations people and 

its consequences: "[T]he precedent that private interests supersede Native religious rights 

remains the law of the land. Indeed, the prevailing message is that indigenous peoples 

are in the way of 'progress' and development. Indigenous people are expendable 

precisely because our worldviews are in opposition to the policies of first-world societies 

and the needs of cultures of consumption" ("Meditations" 18-19). This type of cultural 

imperialism is rooted in a belief (recognized or unrecognized) that one group's interests 

are more worthy than another group's. It violates the obligations that U.S. institutions 

have to all of their citizens. 

To ensure U.S. society is just and the distribution of justice is equal, pluralistic 

egalitarianism requires that justice be based in equal worth. All members of society must 
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stand as equals before the law and in civil society. Identity ought not to justify departures 

from impartiality for no good reason (Rachels 203). In the Lyng_case, there was no good 

reason to delimit a positive right for the First Nations people. But when dealing with 

social injustices, reasoning is seldom dispassionate and rational, and abolishing 

oppressive relationships thus is difficult. There are, however, many unjust acts that 

society has deemed unlawful that carry punishment by the state such as sexual 

harassment and discrimination toward persons of protected classes. But justice for these 

acts exists primarily on the individual level and often requires difficult legal proceedings. 

Structural oppression, on the other hand, is extremely difficult to end. According to Iris 

Marion Young: "We cannot eliminate ... structural oppression by getting rid of the rulers 

or making some new laws, because oppressions are systematically reproduced in major 

economic, political, and cultural institutions" ( 41 ). 

Oppression is reproduced predominately by attitude, which is why pluralistic 

egalitarians take the work of transforming perceptions of differences rather than the 

distribution ofresources as imperative to creating a just society. To make certain that the 

practices, policies, and laws in U.S. society are fair, pluralistic egalitarianism requires 

that members of society have the civic moral virtue of expressing moral deliberative 

justifications in debate-the ability and willingness to engage in democratic deliberation 

on all economic, political and social issues with all members of society as equals. To be 

unreasonable when discussing one's views or to naively acquiesce to an opinion one does 

not believe creates serious consequences for U.S. constitutional democracy and for all 

members of U.S. society to realize universal justice. Therefore, pluralistic egalitarians 

103 



consider the civic moral virtue of presenting moral deliberative justifications in public 

discourse an essential expression of U.S. contractarian principles. 

Far from the disrespectful, uncaring, individual media "sound-bites" that have 

come to dominate public discussion, pluralistic egalitarians conceive of public discourse 

as a process of democratic deliberation in which all members of society are obliged to 

meet and respect each other as equals, interlocutors express empathy for each other, and 

all members reciprocate good reasons for their assertions. 

Pluralistic egalitarianism calls for a vital public sphere in which democratic 

deliberation counters the market logic that has "ghettoized" discourse on minority needs 

and desires through commodification and management (Giroux and Giroux 223; 

Monhanty, "Feminisms" 213; Stam and Shohat 299). In addition, pluralistic egalitarians 

argue for a language of democratic leadership capable of "awakening the moral, political 

and civic responsibilities of our youth" (Giroux, Living 24). Along with arousing the 

willingness for members of society to engage in public discourse as equals, pluralistic 

egalitarians understand that members within a public discourse must learn to 

communicate in ways based on U.S. contractarian principles. Regarding the necessity of 

just language use, Keating writes, "Language, beliefs, perception, and action are all 

intimately interrelated. The words we use shape what we perceive, which in tum shapes 

how we act" ("forging" 523). Indeed, language constitutes social relationships and 

policies. Its use requires interlocutors to be self-reflective and empathetic and to consider 

carefully the effects their words might have on others ("forging" 523). 
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Sometimes the motivation behind individuals' words, however, is simply unjust

based on irrationalities-and their language purposefully expresses hurtful beliefs and 

perceptions toward others. These are not acts of deliberative democracy. They are not 

aimed at achieving the common good and are not based in U.S. contractarian principles. 

Deliberative democracy, as Benhabib defines it, "sees the free public sphere of civil 

society as the principle arena for the articulation, contestation, and resolution of 

normative discourses" (The Claims 115). She argues, "The process of' giving good 

reasons in public' will not only determine the legitimacy of the norms followed; it will 

also enhance civil virtues of democratic citizenship by cultivating the habits of mind of 

public reasoning and exchange" (115). Language used to legitimate oppressive 

relationships lacks moral justifications and is decidedly anti-democratic. 

When faced with the challenges of illiberal speech, however, pluralistic 

egalitarian citizens have many choices available to them. For instance, Anzaldua 

describes one process: "When confronted with the other's fear, you note her emotional 

arousal, allow her feelings/words to enter your body, then you shift to the neutral place of 

la naguala. You detach so those feelings won't inhabit your body for long. You listen 

with respect, attend to the other as a whole being, not an object, even when she opposes 

you" ("now" 569). Making the choice to express moral deliberative justifications even in 

the face of irrationality and to base one' s engagement with the other in the principle of 

equal moral worth, allows pluralistic egalitarians to make connections within themselves 

and with others they would otherwise be unable to make. 

105 



The Principle of Humanity and the Virtue of Empathy 

In U.S. society, the principle of humanity is the moral imperative of fulfilling 

obligations to one another that too often derive from the philosophy of expressive 

individualism. Indeed, policies aimed at securing the well-being of those who are badly 

off are primarily influenced by theories of how much some one deserves and personal 

responsibility. For instance, policies in the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, 

particularly H.R 3734- Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 

Act of 1996- the U.S. welfare safety net, are based on the notion that individuals 

succeed or fail by their own choices. Anderson points out that policies based in desert 

and responsibility are problematic because they assume that the norm of human beings is 

"atomistic egoism and self-sufficiency" (311 ). Policies that consider how much fault a 

person has for their situation make subjective decisions about who deserves humanity, 

which refuses to express equal concern for all (Anderson 302). Most detrimental, these 

policies are often based in paternalism, or public oppression resulting from personal 

preferences (Anderson 304). For Anderson, humanity must be rooted in the principles of 

equal respect and concern for all. 

Similar to democratic equality, pluralistic egalitarianism bases the principle of 

humanity on the equal moral worth of all persons. This does not mean that an 

individual ' s virtues and achievements (and the consequences they garner) need to be 

equalized; rather, it suggests that policies of well-being ought to reflect humanity's 

interconnectedness. Pluralistic egalitarians understand that to create policies that derive 

from the principle of equality is to conceive of humanity in a radically new way. 
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Anzaldua imagines this type of relational being in the work of nepantleras, a term she 

coins. This work, she writes, "will require a different way of thinking and relating to 

others; it requires that we act on our interconnectivity, a mode of connecting similar to 

hypertexts' multiple links-it includes diverse others and does not depend on traditional 

categories or sameness" ("now" 570). Indeed, when differences define humanity, the 

result is subjective preferences that force arbitrary barriers between people. These walls 

separate humanity along the lines of superior and inferior, and the policies that derive 

from them will always reflect a leveling of social relationships, leaving the badly off 

doubly inferior-materially and socially. 

Perceiving humanity as radically interconnected, on the other hand, changes the 

obligations people have for one another. Policies of distribution are based in the complex 

web of relationships among U.S. economic, political, and social institutions rather than in 

decisions about what an individual deserves because of their choices in life. This is not 

to say that individuals do not have agency to make choices or responsibility for their 

actions-these choices are simply not made in a vacuum and responsibility is not an 

impenetrable matter. For pluralistic egalitarianism, then, the principle of humanity's 

proper aim is to understand difference as not deviant. To be compassionate is to 

recognize the fundamental moral worth of all people. This view of humanity changes the 

justification of humanitarian policies. All concerned parties are able to take equal part in 

deliberation about such important questions as "what is badly off," "why is one badly 

off," and "what is needed to make life better?" Everyone's beliefs and desires are 

translatable because all are fundamentally worthwhile. This is something akin to what 
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Richard Grady identified as the principle of humanity in "Reference, Meaning, and 

Belief." For Grady, interpretation requires that a "pattern ofrelations among beliefs, 

desires, and the world be as similar to our own as possible" (443). 

To understand the principle of humanity as rooted in the radical 

interconnectedness of fundamentally moral equals disallows delimiting the ideal to U.S. 

society. Indeed, U.S. economic, political, and social interactions with countries 

throughout the world underscore the complexity of humanity's interconnectivity. 

Mohanty asserts that the globalization of the world's economy, for example, has been 

devastating to Third World/South women and children.55 She claims: 

Poor women and girls are the hardest hit by the degradation of 

environment conditions, wars, famines, privatization of services and 

deregulation of governments, the dismantling of welfare states, the 

restructuring of paid and unpaid work, increasing surveillance and 

incarceration in prisons, and so on. (Feminism 234) 

Because forms of democratic egalitarianism call for the fundamental equal moral 

worth of human beings, however, many critics point to their internal contradictions. For 

instance, Kekes criticizes Anderson's democratic equality for basing her theory in a 

Kantian justification of equal concern and respect but then referring only to citizens of 

U.S. society. He asks, "Why ought a democratic state treat only its citizens with equal 

55 Mohanty uses the term Third World/South as a way of distinguishing between the social minorities and 
majorities in the world. The distinction of North/South is not meant to be geographical but refers to 
"pathways of transnational capital" for the North and "the marginalized poor of the world" for the South. 
Mohanty argues that she chooses to use the language of "one-third/two-thirds world" and First 
World/North and Third World/South" because it is the most precise analytical language she has at this 
moment (Feminism 226-27). 
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concern and respect?" (166). Kekes asks his question to make two points. First, he 

illuminates the inconsistency of Anderson's argument, but most important, he argues that 

it is fiscally impossible for any democratic state to ensure the minimum well-being of 

human beings beyond U.S. borders without lowering "the standard of living in a 

democratic state to the level of particularly poor Third World countries" (166). 

Anderson, however, does regard more than U.S. society in her democratic 

equality, and thus she is in agreement with Kekes' fundamental premise. Anderson 

argues: 

As the economy becomes global, we are all implicated in an international 

division of labor subject to assessment from an egalitarian point of view. 

We have obligations not only to the citizens of our country but to our 

fellow workers, who are now found in virtually every part of the globe. 

We also have global humanitarian obligations to everyone, considered 

simply as human beings- to relieve famine and disease, avoid fomenting 

or facilitating aggressive warfare, and the like. (321) 

Anderson' s discussion about humanitarian distribution to the "workers" of the world is 

not elaborated further, so it is an incomplete answer for Kekes. However, an "incomplete 

answer is not an irrelevant answer" (Honderich). Indeed, neither Keke's nor Anderson's 

hypotheses have been proven false because U.S. policies regarding humanitarian 

distribution are not based on equal concern and respect, and attempts to do so have never 

been tested. 
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Basing humanitarian practices, policies, and legislation on equal moral respect 

and concern requires a dialogue such as the kind inherent in Keating's metaphysics of 

interconnectedness: 

When "I" empathize with "you," I enact a relational form of thinking, a 

back-and-forth movement. Immersing myself in your stories I listen 

without judging. I listen with open heart and open mind. I travel into 

your emotions, desires, and experiences, then return to my own. But in 

the return, I am changed by my encounter with you, and I begin 

recognizing the commonalities we share. (523) 

The solutions that derive from such exchanges as Keating proposes realize the principle 

of humanity and offer an alternative to the often condescending and patronizing efforts 

that derive from "us" against "them" approaches. 

To realize the principle of humanity in U.S. society and beyond U.S. borders, 

then, pluralistic egalitarianism requires members of society to express the civic moral 

virtue of empathy-the ability to identify and understand the difficulties that other 

peoples face and the disposition to be concerned for their well-being. Hernandez-Avila 

makes a poignant commentary on the lack of empathy in humanity: 

Imagine the people who take life forms for granted. Imagine the earth's 

heartbreak at being made insignificant, at being consumed carelessly, 

thoughtlessly, ignorantly. Image her mirroring eyes mirroring the 

desprecio. Remember the coyote's eyes, the colt's eyes, our own eyes in 
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those moments when we face the mirror full of such deep heartache." ("In 

the Presence" 536) 

Through these words, Hernandez-Avila invokes a universal need for understanding. 

People achieve this type of identification with others through the virtue of empathy. The 

pluralistic egalitarian civic moral virtue of empathy is a mean between the extremes of 

selfishness and paternalism. To be selfish in society is detrimental to everyone's ability 

to reach their potential because people fundamentally need to be understood, listened to, 

and validated as worthwhile. However, individual autonomy is also important. So is a 

person's agency, or ability to make choices, which must not be jeopardized by an 

authoritative attempt to understand someone so well that the people understood need not 

even explain their need and desires or participate in the choices that affect their lives. 

Empathy based on the principle of equal moral worth conceives of obligations to 

one another as a matter of relatedness. Indeed, if people are empathetic they have the 

"willingness to imaginatively enter [another's] life through reading, through 

conversation, through storytelling" (Keating, "forging" 522). They attempt to make 

connections between their lives and the lives of others. But such a virtue is often painful 

to express with everyone at all times. As Anzaldua writes, "Relating to others by 

recognizing commonalities does not always serve you. The person/group with 

conflicting desires may continuously attack you no matter how understanding you are" 

("now" 573). In situations such as these, self-preservation is also important, and 

everyone ought to value the need for space to recuperate from unjust acts. 
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Conclusion 

Multicultural rhetoric reconceptualizes the civic virtues, going beyond Dagger's 

call for the good liberal-republican citizen to act publicly for the good of the whole 

community, to argue that civic moral virtues ought to be dispositions expressed in private 

and public. Multiculturalists envision good members of society who possess civic moral 

virtues that express U.S. contractarian principles in their daily lives, believing that every 

person is fundamentally worthy of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity. The four 

civic moral virtues presented in this study-respect, reciprocal responsibility, using moral 

deliberate justifications, and empathy- are not exhaustive of the many moral virtues that 

pluralistic egalitarians deem important for social life. For instance, not discussed here are 

the virtues of peace, humility, wisdom, integrity, nurturance, understanding, trust, 

forgiveness, empowerment, imagination, solidarity, openness, and civic participation. 

As Gauthier expresses in the opening epigraph of this chapter, the principles 

derived from U.S. contractarian democracy are the promises that members of U.S. society 

are obliged to keep with one another. If promises are broken in certain practices, 

policies, laws, and legislations, society must amend these broken promises with new 

moral frameworks that include all members equally. In this way, morality cannot perish. 

Through the process of exposing and amending broken promises, pluralistic egalitarians 

reject the disjunction of principles and virtues in U.S. society and insist that virtues ought 

to be taught- through public speaking, in private relationships, and in academic 

pedagogies- along with the principles of U.S. constitutional democracy. Rhetorical 

agency, then, affects these traits of character. In chapter five, I discuss how 
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multiculturalists, as social activists, public intellectuals, and educators, root their 

activism, scholarship, and teaching in these principles and virtues, enacting Emirbayer 

and Mische's agentic dimensions of habitus, hypothesization, and contextualization to 

realize their transformational goals. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE COMMON GOOD 

"The process of open, critical deliberation becomes even more vital when 

we recognize that any concept of the public good will inevitably contain 

hidden assumptions about the legitimacy, even the superiority, of an 

existing system. " 

--Jane Mansbridge (12) 

"We can know a good in common that we cannot know alone. " 

--Michael Sandel (183) 

In the previous chapter, I argued that members of U.S. society ought to live by the 

moral and political principles of U.S. constitutional democracy and express civic moral 

virtues in their private and public lives. Indeed, this is a controversial idea that 

challenges the historical strong-hold of expressive individualism in U.S. society by 

bridging the dichotomy of the individual and the community. In this chapter, I show how 

multiculturalists challenge two pervasive ideologies in U.S. society that obstruct realizing 

shared notions of the common good in culturally pluralistic societies: "difference-as

deviation" and radical individualism. I conclude the chapter by presenting an outline of 

pluralistic egalitarianism's primary goods, the basic goods that pluralistic egalitarians 

argue U.S. society ought to ensure each member of society has. 
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Difference and the Common Good 

Ideas about a community's shared values and goals, often described as the 

"common good," "general welfare," or "public good," have changed throughout Western 

philosophy yet have maintained an important part in social, economic, and political 

theories. 56 According to many contemporary theorists, however, modem Western 

pluralistic societies have rendered a shared notion of the good life impossible. The 

diversity of cultural values and goals, they assert, disallows advancing a common good 

for society as one individual or group's conception of the good life conflicts with and 

competes for primacy with another's. 57 Moreover, many critics hold that without a 

shared idea of a common good there can be no community. For instance, David 

Hollenbach asks, "Where there is no shared vision of the good life does it make sense to 

speak of a community at all?" (22). For Hollenbach, community requires a shared 

conception of the good life, an end to cultural strife by accepting one common vision. 

Pluralism makes this requirement impossible. He writes, "More strongly, [pluralism] 

suggests that we should abandon efforts to encourage people to live in a way that realizes 

a common vision lest these efforts perpetuate past injustices, deepen conflicts, or even 

precipitate war" (22). 

56 For an excellent discussion on the historical and contemporary meaning of the common good throughout 
Western philosophy see Mansbridge's "On the Contested Nature of the Public Good." 

57 The demise of the "common culture" and the "American identity" at the hands of unassimilated plurality 
is a theme in many contemporary works on U.S. society. See, for example, Stanley Renshon's "America at 
a Crossroads: Political Leadership, Nafonal Identity, and the Decline of Common Culture" and Richard D. 
Kahlenberg's "How to Achieve One America: Class, Race, and the Future of Politics." 
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Multiculturalists argue that Hollenbach' s conception of pluralism is based on a 

flawed yet pervasive perception of difference in U.S. society that is based on feelings of 

distrust and fear of others not like oneself, a conception which engenders feelings of 

opposition towards the other. For instance, Hollenback asserts: "When people who hold 

different understandings of what makes for a good life regard each other warily and with 

suspicion, it would be more accurate to speak of a tense juxtaposition of human beings 

than of a community" (22). Multiculturalists argue that understanding difference-as

deviation is a primary cause of the culture wars and the "tense" arrangement of society's 

members to which Hollenbach refers. 58 

Consciously or unconsciously the perception of difference as oppositional is 

pervasive in U.S. society and manifests itself in bad associational groups that treat other 

members of society as inferior, as well as "average" citizens who become "uneasy," for 

instance, at the sound of foreign languages, or when confronted with different cultural 

representations, people of different races, people with disabilities, or expressions of 

homosexuality. 59 As discussed earlier in this study, the notion of difference as 

58 
Several works by contemporary social commentators are based on the conception of pluralism as 

oppositional in U.S. social and political theories, such as Gertrude Himmelfarb ' s One Nation, Two 
Cultures: A Searching Examination of American Society in the Aftermath of Our Cultural Revolution; 
William J. Bennet' s The De-valuing of America: The Fight for Our Culture and Our Children; James 
Davidson Hunter' s Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America; and Todd Gitlin ' s The Twilight of 
Common Dreams: Why America is Wracked by the Culture Wars. 

59 
For instance, in the summer of 2004, National Public Radio, the Kaiser Family Foundation, and 

Harvard' s Kennedy School of Government conducted a study called "Immigration in America" in which 
1,888 adult, U.S. native-born citizens and immigrant citizens and non-citizens were interviewed to explore 
attitudes toward recent immigrants and immigration. The answers to questions on the cultural impact of 
recent immigration (within the last ten years) illuminate the reality of "difference as opposition" in U.S. 
society. A two-part question asks: "Which statement is closer to your belief: The U.S. is a country with a 
basic American culture and values that immigrants take on when they come here" or "The U.S. is a country 
made up of many cultures and values that change as new people come here" (7). Sixty-three percent of 
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oppositional can be detrimental for society because the expressions of this fear often 

result in violence to the body, mind, and spirit of the one deemed other. 60 

Several fields of study address the phenomenon of "fearing others." In 

psychology, theories such as Melanie Klein's object relations, psychological splitting, 

and projection give explanations for the processes of differentiating between self and 

other and describe the complexity of interrelationships with others. 61 In sociology, H. 

Tajfel and JC Turner's social identity and Michael A. Hogg's identity theories aim at 

understanding how social structures influence self and how self influences social 

behavior, often attributing a fear of others to a need to think highly of oneself or one's 

non-immigrants and immigrant responders viewed U.S. society as consisting of many cultures and values. 
However, when asked " And what kind of country do you think the U.S. SHOULD be?" 62% ofnon
immigrants answered that the U.S. should be "A country with a basic American culture and values that 
immigrants take on when they come here," while 57% of immigrants believed that the country should be 
" A country made up of many cultures and values that change as new people come here" (7). At first 
glance, these statistics do not seem unusual. Native-born citizens understand the reality of U.S. society as 
multicultural; the majority simply believes it should be "at least at a basic level" a homogeneous culture, 
and a majority of immigrants believe U.S. society should be multicultural with a core that changes with the 
needs of the populace. 

Although responders were not asked to elaborate on what the basic "American culture" is or what 
values all Americans should have, the study did ask if immigrants should do the folJowing things to "really 
be a part of American society": vote, become a citizen, wear American style clothing, believe in God, and 
learn English. Over 60-80% of all non-immigrants believed only the requirements to vote, become a 
citizen and ]earn English were essential for immigrants. What is unusual about this data is how native 
citizens conflate the role of a responsible citizenship in a democracy with membership in a particular 
culture or the desire for a homogenous culture. A representative democracy does not preclude a 
multicultural society. In fact, many would argue that multiculturalism only enhances this form of 
government (National , "Immigration"). 

60 Difference as oppositional is not pervasive only in U.S. society. For instance, in "German Conditions 
2004," sociologist Wilhelm Heitmeyer found that 60% of Germans are unhappy with the country's six 
million "foreigners." And nearly 70% believe that Muslims are not suited for Western society (Goeller). 
ln fall 2005, France experienced the consequences of its majority citizen 's xenophobia when frustrated 
North African immigrant communities rioted against decades of disenfranchisement, racism, and 
discrimination (NPR, "Political") . 

6 1 See, for example, Jay R. Greenberg 's Object Relations in Psychoanalytic Theory; Jan Grant and Jim 
Crawley's Transference and Projection; and Lynne Layton' s "Cultural Hierarchies, Splitting, and the 

Dynamic Unconscious." 

117 



identity group.62 In poststructuralist thought, theories on self and the other are based in 

the determining power of language, such as Julia Kristeva's theory of the abject, which 

merges psychoanalysis and semiotics to explain the constitution of the subject and the 

object in the preverbal as well as the semiotic dimension.63 These theories illustrate that 

humans (in W estem societies) have psychological, sociological, and linguistic structures 

that orient them into oppositional frameworks: "me against you" and "us against them." 

For several decades, multiculturalists have dedicated themselves to transforming 

the psychological, sociological, and linguistic structures that support oppressive 

relationships. Working within and outside the framework of oppositional politics, 

multiculturalists have made and are making profound contributions to an understanding 

of difference based not in a fear of the other but centered in solidarity, affinities, and the 

interconnectedness of humankind. The different forms of multiculturalism have and 

continue to work synergistically to challenge and transform oppressive relationships that 

disallow the advancement of common values and goals in U.S. society. Multicultural 

theories illustrate how psychological, sociological, and linguistic oppositional 

frameworks undergird two of the most oppositional ideologies in U.S. society-belief 

systems that make shared conceptions of common values and goals seemingly 

impossible. 

62 See, for example, Dominic Abrams and Michael A. Hogg's Social Identity Theory: Constructive and 
Critical Advances and Sheldon Stryker and Peter J. Burke's "The Past, Present, and Future of an Identity 
Theory." 

63 Kristeva delineates her theory of the abject in Power of Horror: An Essay on Abjection and Strangers to 

Ourselves. 
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Assimilating for the Common Good 

Monoculturalists insist that "different" cultures assimilate to an "American 

culture," which means for them an Anglo-Protestant culture. As a monocultural society, 

believers argue, citizens can "once again" play together, live side-by-side in harmony, 

raise families and educate children without fear of violence and other insecurities. 

Through assimilation, differences can be eradicated, and, therefore, the conflict that 

results from cultural differences will no longer exist. For instance, Dinesh D' Souza 

argues that encouraging immigrants to affirm their ethnic identities and to hold onto their 

ways of life is "destructive for America and bad for immigrants." He claims that 

immigrants should assimilate to an "American way of life" and that America's 

immigration policy "should be part of a reconstructed cultural framework in which 

immigrants are encouraged, indeed expected, to embrace the ideals of America and to 

adapt to the American way oflife" (Letters 203). 

Monoculturalists support their argument for assimilation by pointing to past times 

of cultural homogeneity, yet U.S. society is and always has been multinational and 

multicultural. First Nations people of North America populated the lands that now 

comprise the U.S. with culturally rich societies long before the birth of the U.S. nation. 

In addition, waves of immigrants from countries across the globe have joined in the 

making of U.S. society since its beginning.64 It is an obvious point that First Nations 

people and the scores of immigrants who came to the U.S. were culturally different than 

64 See Roger Daniels 's Coming to America: A History of Immigration and Ethnicity in American Life for 
an excellent, detailed discussion on the different waves of immigration, U.S. immigration policies, and 
ethnic and racial implications of immigration. 
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the Anglo-Protestant culture, the culture monoculturalists credit for founding the nation. 

Nevertheless, to use this point as a fact on which to base ethnocentric arguments for the 

primacy of the Anglo-Protestant culture and for maintaining that "American culture" is 

this one culture is disingenuous, most important, because culture is simply not fixed. 65 

Anglo-Protestant culture is not today what it was then; it was not then what it was before. 

Culture evolves; internal and external influences transform it, exposing its porosity and 

openness to self-examination. Cultures do not stand in isolation, unchanged among 

others.66 

Separating for the Good in Common 

Many contemporary social critics argue that the "diversity movement" and the 

separatist acts it produces in universities, businesses, and society institutionalize "reverse 

racism" and maintain that these acts of separatism are devastating to U.S. society. For 

instance, Alvin J. Schmidt offers an extreme version of this position: 

This kind of diversity, based on ethnic, sexual, and racially segregationist 

politics, is keeping group prejudice alive and is even spawning new forms 

of prejudice. It teaches people to become color conscious rather than 

color blind, and it resuscitates the racist separate-but-equal principle. 

65 For example, in Who Are We, Samuel P. Huntington's entire thesis is based on the idea that culture is 
fixed. He claims that the U.S. has always been and will always be an Anglo-Protestant nation. He bases his 
argument on the distinction between "settlers" and "immigrants." The "We" who settled the country 
founded a new polity based on dissenting Anglo-Protestantism. Immigrants, on the other hand, come to the 
U.S. and must adopt this established culture. 

66 ln '"Stuck Inside of Mobile with the Memphis Blues Again': lnterculturalism and the Conversation of 
Races," Robert Bernasconi shows through the history of the blues how U.S. culture is a process of 
interculturalism rather than a multitude of autonomous cultures. 
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What diversity advocates are presently doing could hardly be done better 

by the Ku Klux Klan. (69) 

A. Schmidt argues that practices such as separate housing, segregated clubs, and different 

graduation ceremonies for students of color are allowed on campuses across the country 

because administrators suffer from white guilt over a "historical past" of racism (68). 

Their current attention to racial differences, he argues, creates a reverse racism. 

According to A. Schmidt, the U.S. should be a nation that is color blind and of one 

culture, which is a "non-color," or a "neutral" culture. 67 Only through this process of 

radical assimilation will the past sins that whites have perpetuated against other races be 

assuaged (68). 

Diane Ravitch also argues against a type of diversity movement that she believes 

is changing school curricula across the country for the worse. She claims that the good 

type of multiculturalism that views society as a common culture of a "varied tapestry" 

and works to "teach all children that everyone, regardless of their race, religion, gender, 

ethnicity, or family origin, can achieve self-fulfillment, honor, and dignity in society if 

they aim high and work hard" is being superceded by particularlist multiculturalism, 

which is an extreme version of multiculturalism ("Multiculturalism" 340). Ravitch 

asserts that instead of teaching and celebrating the achievements of different groups, such 

as women and people of color, this type of diversity education implements ethnocentric 

curricula that focus on bettering the self-esteem of non-European whites and constitutes a 

67 Whiteness studies have uncovered the problematic in advocating a color-blind and unified culture in U.S. 
society. An excellent collection of essays on whiteness studies can be found in Ruth Frankenberg's 
Displacing Whiteness: Essays in Social and Cultural Criticism. For discussion on colorblindness, see in 
particular Wellman, Cohen, and Twine. 
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war on the "so-called Eurocentrism" ("Multiculturalism" 341 ). Particularlist 

multiculturalism, Ravitch argues, has "its intellectual roots in the ideology of ethnic 

separatism and in the black nationalist movement" ("Multiculturalism" 342). She claims 

that this type of diversity precludes "extending or revising American culture" or 

achieving a common culture because particularists understand differences as 

"filiopietistic and deterministic" and "insist that no common culture is possible or 

desirable" ("Multiculturalism" 340). These acts of separatism, Ravitch believes, 

perpetuate the culture wars and obstruct the achievement of a united U.S. culture. 

Multiculturalism and Reconceptualizing Difference 

The different forms of multiculturalism challenge conservative and liberal 

conceptions of assimilation and cultural plurality such as the previous examples of 

monoculturalism and A. Schmidt's and Ravitch' s notions on separatism. Christopher 

Newfield and A very Gordon would call A. Schmidt and other monoculturalists "cultural 

supremacists" and Ravitch and other like-minded critics "cultural unionists" (94). 

Supremacists and unionists promote a type of equality in sameness and oppose any form 

of identity politics that attempts to understand the implications of difference in U.S. 

society. However, as Peter McLaren argues: "Liberal and conservative attacks on 

multiculturalism constitute a flawed politics of seeing; they work to seal over the fault

lines of difference, by failing to historicize the epistemological and ethical contradictions 

in which differences are inscribed" (Critical 214). Differences, McLaren argues, are 

inscribed on the body and influence the types of social relationships human beings 
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experience. More often than not, for those who are deemed different from the norm, 

these relationships are inegalitarian. 

Multiculturalists argue that to expose these unequal relationships involves using 

differences as categories of analysis. For instance, in her feminist scholarship, Chandra 

Talpade Mohanty asserts that solidarity should replace notions of "sisterhood" among 

Third World women because "sisterhood" assumes a universal sameness in gender 

experience. Her challenge of the use of sisterhood as a category of sameness allows her 

to understand differences as "historically specified" and "part oflarger political processes 

and systems" (Feminism 193). When differences are viewed as categories of analysis, in 

this sense, Mohanty argues, they are no longer seen as "benign variation (diversity)"; 

rather, they are understood as points of conflict, struggle, and disruption (Feminism 193). 

Multiculturalists also argue that a necessary aspect of analyzing social differences 

and the relationships of oppression that exist in U.S. society is being able to see injustices 

within an existing system. Doing so often requires those who are oppressed within a 

given social system to separate and to discover the ways in which that system excludes 

them and gives them unequal standing. This separation also functions as "safe spaces" to 

gain empowerment to work for social justice. Multiculturalists, then, argue that separatist 

groups are important to an understanding of difference as relational and the forging of 

commonalities and to building shared conceptions of the common good. On the other 

hand, supremacists and unionists such as A. Schmidt and Ravitch conflate acts of 

separatism as means of critique and spaces for empowerment within an unjust system 
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with acts of separatism that have as end goals the complete withdrawal and dissociation 

from that social system. 

In response to such conflations, Newfield and A very, for instance, challenge 

Ravitch' s equating the movement of Afrocentricity (which she describes as "particularlist 

multiculturalism") with the social system of apartheid. They write that she "apparently 

imagin[ es] the same total loss of political sovereignty that term meant for Black South 

Africans, this time applied to whites" (93). They argue that Ravitch's parallel is a gross 

misconception of the critique that Afrocentricity makes of U.S. society: "By challenging 

core Western or white American values, whether well or badly, Afrocentricity seems to 

challenge white political governance of at least school curricula" (93). In Ravitch's 

comparison, however, it is clear that she views an ethnocentric curriculum not as a 

critique or corrective to white-governed curricula but as a devastating disruption in 

cultural unity and the security of the status quo. 

Focusing on why Ravitch and other pluralists seek to maintain the status quo in 

society and why they emphasize one unified culture, Newfield and A very argue the 

following: 

The moderate pluralists ' hostility to separatism suggests the importance 

they vest in unity. It also suggests what unity supposedly guarantees: that 

these ground rules will remain the same. The idea of a core culture rejects 

separatism by reasserting that these fundamental rules are not open to 

change . ... The priority of a core to multicentric negotiations stigmatizes 
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those who want to change the core as attacking the structure of civil 

society. Hence Ravitch's categorical rejection of Afrocentricity. (93) 

Multiculturalists claim separating to create a space in which to critique an oppressive 

system is vital to democracy. For there can be no real unity-no shared conceptions of a 

common good- in a society that suppresses such processes. Indeed, movements like 

Afrocentricity help to revise society's horizon, to seek an amended moral set that extends 

the ideal of democracy to all members of U.S. society. 

Allowing space in which those enduring injustices can find empowerment is also 

vital to democratic constitutionalism. For example, Patricia Hill Collins discusses the 

need for "safe spaces" for black women intellectuals. They are separate spaces; yet, they 

are spaces that do not remain separatist and exclusionary. She writes: 

Black women's safe spaces were never meant to be a way oflife. Instead, 

they constitute one mechanism among many designed to foster Black 

women's empowerment and enhance our ability to participate in social 

justice projects. As strategies, safe spaces rely on exclusionary practices, 

but their overall purpose most certainly aims for a more inclusionary, just 

society. (110) 

The separate housing for students of racial minorities available on several 

university campuses across the country are, similarly, "safe spaces" provided for students 

who historically have been excluded from most campuses and now with access feel a 
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great deal of anxiety entering into the academic system. 68 Yet, for A. Schmidt, this type 

of housing is not a safe space for empowerment; rather, it equates to a type of racism that 

he believes "could hardly be done better by the "Ku Klux Klan." A. Schmidt's 

comments elide the reality of the hatred and violence that blacks and other minority 

groups face at the hands of hate groups such as the Ku Klux Klan, and they make an 

unreasonable comparison that can be extremely painful for many to read. 69 

Multiculturalists understand that underlying A. Schmidt' s claim about the diversity 

movement in U.S. society is a fear of others and the presumed threat they create for the 

status quo. Indeed, Collins writes, "One reason that safe spaces are so threatening to 

those who feel excluded, and so routinely castigated by them, is that safe spaces are free 

of surveillance by more powerful groups" (111 ). 

Although practices of oppositional politics such as critiquing and challenging 

social injustices and separating from an unjust system for empowerment have 

successfully secured laws aimed at making sure all members of U.S. society benefit from 

the moral and political principles that bind them, these laws are bitterly contested at every 

turn. For instance, antidiscrimination and affirmative action laws seek to improve 

employment and educational opportunities for members of minority groups. However, 

numerous organizations, such as the Center for Individual Rights, have been formed 

68 Chapter V, "'shouldering more identity than we can bear" ... seeking allies in academe,"' in Gloria E. 
Anzaldua and AnaLouise Keating's this bridge we call home offers eleven essays discussing alienation, 
fear, and pain experienced by racial, ethnic, and sexual minorities in academia. 

69 David Mark Chalmers offers a historical look at the racism and violence of the Ku Klux Klan in Hooded 
Americanism: The History of the Ku Klux Klan. See also the published results of the Southern Poverty 
Law Center's Klan watch in Ku Klux Klan: A History of Racism and Violence. 
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specifically to challenge the legality of affirmative action in university admissions and 

government employment across the country, arguing that these laws create an 

environment of reverse discrimination. 70 It seems, then, for every counter position that 

seeks to create a more just society there is a counter position that rejects it. This is not to 

say that challenging an unjust system is unsuccessful in altering that system. However, 

the change sought within oppositional frameworks cannot be an end in itself because acts 

of opposition will only reproduce acts of opposition. 

Because of this paradox, multiculturalists recognize the need to conceptualize 

differences and diversity beyond the framework of opposition. As McLaren claims, "We 

should seek a view of multiculturalism and difference that moves beyond the 'either/or' 

logic of assimilation and resistance" (Critical 215). Multiculturalists argue, however, that 

to do so require that the structures that frame differences as oppositional and separateness 

transform. For Trinh T. Minh-ha, this transformation must take place in notions about 

identity. Responding to critics who question why her films lack conflicts, such as 

psychological conflict, and describing how difference is represented in the context of her 

film-making, Trinh writes: 

70 There are two policies derived from affirmative action and antidiscrimination laws in which opponents 
base the claim that they constitute reverse-racism. First, there are policies that give preferential 
consideration to the minority candidate when white and minority candidates are equally qualified. And 
second, there are policies that prefer the minority candidate when white candidates are more qualified. 
Although the merits of both policies are contested and many that have been shown to work as quotas have 
been deemed unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in the 1978 case, California v. Baker. However, those 
that attempt to use as part of their selection considerations the reasons that white candidates may be better 
qualified than minorities are, arguably, not treating white candidates unfairly. They are put in place so as to 
limit the advantage of birth and social position. The effect of such policies is to "neutralize an 
advantage," not to perpetuate disadvantages (Rachels 204-207). 
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Conflicts in Western contexts often serve to define identities. My 

response to questions about this 'lack' is: let difference replace conflict. 

Difference as understood in many feminist and non-W estem contexts, 

difference as foreground in my film work, is not opposed to sameness nor 

synonymous with separateness. Difference, in other words, does not 

necessarily give rise to separatism. ("Not" 416) 

Identity, for Trinh, does not require a context of opposition to form. Trinh argues, "This 

concept of difference can encompass differences as well as similarities. One can further 

say that difference is not what makes conflicts. It is beyond and alongside conflict" 

("Not" 416). 

Conceptualizing difference in this way, one does not oppose the other out of 

fear- projection, self-promotion, or abjection-because one is always already the same 

while different from the other. Yet, as Trinh claims, "Many of us still hold on to the 

concept of difference not as a tool of creativity to question multiple forms of repression 

and dominance but as a tool of segregation used to exert power on the basis of racial and 

sexual essences. The apartheid type of difference" ("Not" 416). Rather than the origin of 

conflict, then, difference is a resourceful and analytical tool to understand and transform 

conflict. This framework of difference exists beyond assimilation and resistance; it 

answers McLaren' s call, but it is not easily theorized or put into practice. 

Expressive Individualism and the Common Good 

The perception of difference as inherently oppositional, however, is not the only 

impediment that makes common goals and values for culturally pluralistic societies 
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unattainable. In U.S. society, intertwined with the belief of difference as deviation from 

the norm is the philosophy of expressive individualism, which creates a chasm between 

the individual and community, a division that most theorists believe is impossible to 

bridge without either an unacceptable loss of individual autonomy or a devastating lack 

of social cohesiveness. 71 The dichotomy between the individual and the community, 

then, disallows shared notions of the common good because privatized agency veils the 

ways in which society is interdependent. 

The US. Tradition of Radical Individualism 

Christopher Beem writes that during the Scottish Enlightenment in the eighteenth 

century, philosophers such as Francis Hutcheson, Adam Ferguson, Adam Smith, and 

David Hume "outline for the first time the modern social problem"-the pull between the 

individual and the community ( 46). They argued that the dichotomy of the individual 

and community resulted from a changing social, economic, and political order. 

According to Beem, the thinkers of the Scottish Enlightenment attempted to "find a way 

for modern society to preserve felicitous changes of political freedom and economic 

growth while either maintaining former sources of civic virtue and cohesion or finding 

new ways to do so" ( 46). It was in civil society, the philosophers argued, that both paths 

could be accomplished ( 46). 

71 The argument against expressive individualism is commonly advanced in communitarianism theories and 
generally directed toward libertarian theories. Communitarian ism argues for the priority of communities 
over individuals and therefore works within the framework of opposition by inverting the binary of the 
individual over the collective. For examples of this type of argument privileging interdependency, see 
Amitai Etzioni's The New Golden Rule: community and Morality in a Democratic Society, especially 
chapter one. See also Robert Nisbet's "'The Quest for Community': A Study in the Ethics of Order and 

Freedom." 
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By the nineteenth century, however, the loss of the existing order of the state and 

the pervasive greed of the market transformed civil society in many ways (Wolfe 65). 

Most important, though, civil society changed from a dualistic conception of liberalism 

and the market as allies against a hostile state to a tripartite notion-a buffer between the 

threatening powers of the market and the state. Alan Wolfe writes that throughout the 

late nineteenth and twentieth centuries civil society has been conceived of in the 

sociological tradition as an alternative to everything from laissez-faire economics to 

oppressive governments; yet, Wolf argues, civil society has become for the most part a 

forgotten concept in contemporary capitalist societies. He bases this observable fact on 

the pure selfishness of the market: "Instead of broadening the recognition of mutual 

interdependence, [ contemporary capitalist societies] deny it, arguing that capitalism is not 

the product of society but the result of a natural order determined by animalistic instincts" 

(65). 

In his critique, Wolfe describes a central problem with the philosophy of 

expressive individualism, which is that the logic of the market-competition, individual 

achievement, purchasing power, and privatization-infuse private and public 

relationships throughout all three parts of U.S. society, rendering their interdependency 

indiscernible. Taken to its extreme, expressive individualism in contemporary capitalist 

societies is detrimental to the contractarian principles of constitutional democracy, 

causing many problems within society such as a lack of democratic citizenship and 

dissociation of principles and virtues. As Wolfe argues, "Rather than understanding that 

economic self-interest is made possible only because obligations are part of a preexisting 
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moral order, they increasingly organize the moral order by the same principles that 

organize the economy" (65) . 

The institutions of U.S. society are constituted by and reproduce certain virtues 

that are distinctly individualistic: self-reliance, self-motivation, self-improvement, and 

independence. These institutions also foster an intrinsic telos of individual achievement, 

upward mobility, and personal choice. Individualistic virtues and goals are not 

problematic per se. On the contrary, they can be positive attitudes and goals, but in the 

context of expressive individualism, in which they are dissociated from the moral and 

political principles of democracy, they negatively affect social obligations. For instance, 

Ravitch claims that all children should be taught that everyone "can achieve self

fulfillment, honor, and dignity in society if they aim high and work hard." There is no 

need then, according to Ravitch, to have an ethnic based curriculum, to analyze ethnic or 

racial differences, or to gain self-esteem from the celebration of ethnic or racial groups 

because a color blind, merit based system will provide these basic human needs. 

However, economic success does not guarantee a fulfilled life, or one of honor or dignity. 

These are human needs that are nourished in human relationships that are respectful. 

Multiculturalism and Radical Individualism 

Over the past several decades, transformational multiculturalists have taken the 

above insights on difference and, working out of the same desire to eliminate 

relationships of oppression, have reconceptualized differences beyond the politics of "us" 

against "them," bridging the dichotomy of individualism and interdependency. Instead of 

difference as oppositional, their theories conceive of difference as openness, creating a 
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framework within which to bridge the dichotomy of individualism and community and to 

offer alternative worldviews to the pervasive ideology of expressive individualism. One 

of the most fully developed theoretical accounts of egalitarian social relationships in 

culturally pluralist societies can be found in the work of Gloria E. Anzaldua. 

In the "Left-handed World" of El Mundo Zurdo, Anzaldua conceives of a 

relational ontology in which differences exist, but are not in opposition or conflict. 

Enacting a willingness and openness to learn about each other's differences, the 

inhabitants of El Mundo Zurdo form a "network of kindred spirits, a kind of family" ("La 

Prieta 233). Anzaldua writes, "In El Mundo Zurdo I with my own affinities and my 

people with theirs can live together and transform the planet" ("La Prieta" 233). El 

Mundo Zurdo is a representational utopia that reconceptualizes the psychological, 

sociological, and linguistic structures that separate humans from each other and the 

physical and spiritual worlds by orienting members of society to relate through the ways 

in which they are interdependent and interconnected. 

Anzaldua explains that "traveling El Mundo Zurdo path is the path of a two-way 

movement- a going deep into the self and an expanding out into the world, a 

simultaneous recreation of the self and a reconstruction of society" ("La Prieta" 232). 

This two-way path of El Mundo Zurdo requires people to take responsibility for their 

perceptions of reality, enact new ways of knowing and replace the old ways that have 

proven unsuccessful in changing their lives, and to extend this inner change out into the 

world. Again, far from a utopian vision, Anzaldua asserts that changing the structures 

that orient humankind into oppositional relationships will not work all of the time. She 
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writes: "[I]t doesn't work with things that are insurmountable, or with all people at all 

times (we haven't evolved to that stage yet), and it doesn't always bring about immediate 

change" ("now" 571). But there are people embracing the El Mundo Zurdo path. 

Anzaldua calls them "las nepantleras, boundary-crossers, thresholders" ("now" 571). 

Twenty years after she first theorized El Mundo Zurdo in This Bridge Called My 

Back, Anzaldua' s theory culminates in the seven stages of conocimiento, a spiritual 

inquiry and practice, a way of traveling the El Mundo Zurdo path. 72 Conocimiento is 

"the inner exploration of the meaning and purpose of life" ("now" 540). Anzaldua writes 

that it is a process of "opening all of your senses, consciously inhabiting your body and 

decoding its symptoms" ("now" 542). Enacting conocimiento, nepantleras resist 

deconocimientos- ignorance. This ignorance manifests itself several ways. One way is 

the false views of sameness that elide the differences that do exist between people and 

views of separateness that disallow people to connect in any meaningful way. 

N epantleras enact new perceptions of reality that are based on an openness and 

willingness to seek commonalities through differences. Instead of fearing the other, 

nepantleras perceive differences relationally. 

72 Anzaldua describes the stages of conocimiento in "now let us shift . .. the path of conocimiento ... inner 
work, public acts." In the first stage, Este arrebato, humans have an experience that moves them out of 
their usual way of viewing the world and into the second stage- Nepantla. In Nepantla, human beings 
view their reality through a "holistic awareness," deriving knowledge from "inner feelings, imaginal states, 
and outer events." Stage three, Coatlicue, is the inevitable space of despair that negotiating different 
realities will cause human beings, but they are called from the "despair, self-loathing, and hopelessness" of 
Coatlicue through El compromise, the fourth stage. In the fifth stage, Coyolxauhqui, human beings critique 
dominant narratives and create new, personal stories to "reenvision the map of the known world, creating a 
new description of reality and scripting a new story." When these new stories are taken out into the world, 
the sixth stage begins--Clash of Realities. In the sixth stage, world views come in contact and conflict 
results. Finally, the seventh stage, Shifting Realities, transformation takes place because humans "shift 
realities, develop an ethical, compassionate strategy with which to negotiate conflict and difference within 
self and between others, and find common ground by forming holistic alliances" (544-45). 
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Anzaldua offers conocimiento as an alternative to the ideology of radical 

individualism, which keeps humans separated from one another. AnaLouise Keating 

describes the process of understanding difference relationally: 

Differences don't go away ... nor should they. But if we posit a shared 

factor of identity ( call it "Spirit," call it "Soul," call it what you will), we 

can be open to the differences among us. Through conversation, through 

exchanging stories, through exploring our differences, without 

defensiveness or shame, we can learn from each other, share each other's 

words. As we do so, we'll begin forging commonalities. ("Forging" 529-

30) 

Keating coins the term "metaphysics of interconnectedness" to describe Anzaldua' s 

theories on difference and vision of El Mundo Zurdo. 

In this metaphysics of interconnectedness, Anzaldua enacts a holistic way of 

knowing-the rational, creative, and spiritual-to "challenge official and conventional 

ways of looking at the world, ways set up by those benefiting from such constructions" 

("now" 542). These new ways of knowing challenge and transform old perceptions, 

creating profound changes within and outside and are enacted "via creative acts-writing, 

art-making, dancing, healing, teaching, meditation, and spiritual activism-both mental 

and somatic (the body, too, is a form as well as site of creativity)" (Anzaldua, "now" 

542). Keating describes how the metaphysics transformed Anzaldua's life. She writes: 

On the personal level, her belief in an underlying constantly changing 

cosmic energy allowed her to develop a highly positive self-image that 
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affirms her personal agency and enables her to resist the various forms of 

oppression she experienced both from the dominant culture and from her 

own culture. On the collective level, Anzaldua' s belief in a divine cosmic 

force infusing all that exists enables her to create a new identity category 

and theoretical, ethical framework for social change. Positing a universal 

commonality, she can insist that--despite the many differences among 

us-we are all interconnected. ("forging" 5 21 ) 

Anzaldua' s metaphysics of interconnectedness works on a personal and collective level 

that bridges the dichotomy of individualism and interdependency. 

The Idea of Meritocracy 

Expressive individualism also constitutes and perpetuates a merit based system of 

rewards that has a significant role in obscuring how individuals are connected with all 

facets of society. Take, for instance, the division oflabor and its system of rewards in 

U.S. economy. Charles Sherover argues, "[T]he distribution ofrewards is made to 

maintain the society's perceptions of its own needs and the contribution of individual 

citizens to fulfill them" (102). He asserts that this system creates an inequality of 

outcome that is essential even within societies with the "most ideally developed 'equality 

of opportunity"' because people will choose to pursue different life paths (102). 

According to Sherover, because of their career choices, people will be rewarded 

differently for their contributions to society. He argues: "Income then becomes a sign of 

the socially recognized import of what one is doing for the community as a whole. Each 

level in claiming income, insists on the import of its contribution to the common good; 
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the result manifests the way the social order effectively evaluates, by negotiation, the 

import of the contribution of each" (103). One's individual motivation, preparation, and 

achievement in a social role is rewarded by a measure of income, which in tum is defined 

by the import of the individual's contribution, albeit a negotiation of the importance of 

one's contribution. 

Elizabeth S. Anderson points out an obvious problem with the merit system of 

rewards and the way that it assigns benefits for roles in the U.S. economy's division of 

labor (322). For instance, in the case of dependent caretakers with children, the women 

and men who make dependent caretaking their chosen life path take on a role that is 

outside the "negotiation" of import to the common good. They simply do not receive 

rewards and benefits in the form of income. Nor is their work viewed as displaying the 

individual motivation, preparation, and achievement that fulfills a necessary need for the 

common good. However, Anderson argues, these individuals do fulfill a vital role for the 

common good, so the marginalization of their contribution is unjust. 

Anderson makes the point that it is unjust to marginalize dependent caretakers 

through a merit system of rewards by illustrating the interdependency of the production 

system: "From the point of view of justice, the attempt, independent of moral principles 

to credit specific bits of output to specific bits of input by specific individuals represents 

an arbitrary cut in the causal web that in fact makes everyone's productive contribution 

dependent on what everyone else is doing" (321). In other words, partners of dependent 

caretakers who benefits from a caretaker's role, are only able to produce as much as they 
' 

do because of the contribution of the other. 
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Multiculturalists argue that continuing to negotiate about the import of individual 

contributions to the common good within a context of expressive individualism and 

refusing to recognize the causal web of the productive system causes great strife in U.S. 

society and beyond its borders through transnational economies. Most important, the 

merit based system is problematic because it disallows essential production roles from 

participating in negotiations and therefore from earning real income. It also bestows 

benefits upon those deemed most worthy for "the common good" in rather unjust ways. 

Sherover argues this point clearly: 

However fair one may deem any negotiated outcome to be, the 

diversification of function and responsibility coupled to the freedom of 

individuals to pursue their own life paths, justifies the principle that the 

social distribution of wealth and power in unequal amounts is in accord 

with the socially perceived value of each activity to the common good." 

(103) 

The merit based system of rewards originating in the ideology of radical 

individualism not only disallows several voices in the system of production from 

negotiations, making the system coerced, but also creates the gross inequalities of wealth 

seen in the U.S. and across the globe. In the U.S., for example, CEOs of businesses have 

an average income of 10.6 million while their production workers make an average of 

$29, 267. The disparity in income also reflects the widening gap between the nation's 

wealthiest and poorest members. In the last decade, 1 % of the richest members of U.S. 
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society (roughly 2.5 million people) made as much net income as the bottom 40% earners 

( approximately 100 million people) ("U.S. Income"). 

The global disparity is even more alarming, according to McLaren: "the combined 

assets of the 225 richest people is roughly equal to the annual income of the poorest 4 7 

percent of the world ' s population, while the combined assets of the three richest people 

exceed the combined GDP of the 48 poorest nations" ("Class" 194). Indeed, the ideal of 

meritocracy and a ubiquitous market have adverse consequences for U.S. civil society 

and its global partners. As McLaren warns, "The liberal compact of shared values and 

active citizenship participation toward a common good is in crisis due to the 

'unprecedented growth of economic and social inequalities during the last few decades'" 

(247). 

Multiculturalism and the Dogma of Meritocracy 

Multiculturalists deem critical analysis an important part of the process of 

transforming social inequities such as the income disparity that derives from ideologies of 

radical individualism and meritocracy, but another part of the transformation process 

derives from changes in perception. This type of relating and knowing such as Keating's 

"metaphysics of interconnectedness" is profoundly different than the pervasive ideology 

of expressive individualism that keeps society from focusing on the ways in which they 

are interdependent. Therefore, multiculturalists believe it is important to offer 

alternatives on which to base the causal web of production. 

Anderson's example of dependent caretakers with children shows that U.S. 

citizens are economically interdependent and that reward systems that deny this fact are 
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inherently unjust. But people are not only interconnected economically. For Anderson, 

the individual and individual functioning is radically interrelated on three levels: "as a 

human being, as a participant in a system of cooperative production, and as a citizen of a 

democratic state" (317). To function as a human being, Anderson argues, people must 

have access to the means of sustaining their biological and psychological existence. 

One ' s access to the conditions of basic material goods- food, shelter, medical attention, 

and clothing- as well as one' s access to the basic conditions of human agency are 

interdependent on others. In addition, Anderson claims that one's ability to function as a 

citizen requires effective access to civil society, to political participation, and the 

condition of acceptance by others (317-318). 

Yet, there are still more ways in which society is interconnected. Keating 

theorizes that human beings are radically interconnected: economically, ecologically, 

linguistically, socially, and spiritually ("Making" 100-101 ). She writes, "We are 

interlinked in every way we can imagine, as well as in ways that perhaps we cannot yet 

fathom" (101). For instance, Keating claims that humans "rooted in, sustained by, and 

interdependent with the environment" (100). Moreover, the language people use makes 

certain their interdependency. Spiritually, Keating asserts, humans are connected by a 

"cosmic, constantly changing spirit or force" (101). Anderson and Keating illustrate how 

the philosophy of expressive individualism, while a seductive ideology, falsely 

conceptualizes the reality of human existence. Basing practices, policies, and laws that 

seek to advance shared notions of the common good on the idea of expressive 

individualism will always already be self-defeating. Multiculturalists argue, therefore, 

139 



that notions of the "common" good must derive from a social context in which the many 

commonalities that different people and cultures share define their relationships if they 

are to be common at all. 

Deliberating for the Common Good 

Within a context of interdependency in which individuals do not fear one another 

but relate through differences by gaining knowledge of one another and seeking 

commonalities, shared visions of the good can be advanced in culturally pluralistic 

societies. But finding shared conceptions of the common good and promoting them in 

society ' s institutions does not mean groups secure the dominance of their way oflife 

because, multiculturalists argue, a single vision of the common good is untenable in a 

culturally pluralistic, liberal-democratic society. As Seyla Benhabib argues, "We cannot 

resolve conflicts among value systems and visions of the good by reestablishing a strong 

unified moral and religious code without forsaking fundamental liberties" ("Toward" 73). 

By "reestablishing," Benhabib is not referring to a time in the recent past in U.S. society 

in which a strong unified agreement existed but to the time discussed in chapter three

the time before the end of natural law cosmologies. 

In the modern state, Benhabib claims, the goal of unification under one code will 

always necessitate acts of coercion and oppression because of the "modern value

universe." Benhabib argues, "Agreements in societies living with value-pluralism are to 

be sought for not at the level of substantive beliefs but at that of procedures, processes, 

and practices for attaining and revising beliefs" ("Toward" 73). For Benhabib, it is 
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within the process of democratic deliberation that resolution-moral learning and values 

transformation--on multicultural issues takes place. 

The civic moral virtue of expressing moral deliberative justifications draws upon 

Benhabib' s dual-track model of democratic deliberation, which underscores the 

interdependence between politics and culture by focusing on the established institutions 

of liberal-democracies, on one hand, and the "public sphere," or civil society, on the other 

(The Claims 106). It is a theory based on discourse ethics that provides a "critical 

renegotiation" of the Enlightenment legacy, as some of its ideals are necessarily a part of 

"democratic legitimacy" and the "public sphere" (Benhabib, "Toward" 83). According to 

Benhabib 's conception of discourse ethics, norm-validity requires all who would be 

affected by the norm to be involved in the discourse through which the norm is validated 

(the Habermas conception). She considers this principle a metanorm "in that more 

specific norms that can be deemed valid will be tested or established through procedures 

that can meet this criterion" (The Claims 107). This metanorm, however, as Benhabib 

argues, "presupposes the principles of universal moral respect and egalitarian 

reciprocity" (The Claims 107). For Benhabib, the legitimacy of democratic institutions 

can only be assured if they are the result of a process of deliberation among "free and 

equal citizens" (The Claims 106). 

Importantly, Benhabib's model of democratic deliberation diverges from other 

models of public reason, such as that of Rawls, because it requires that free and equal 

citizens have the right to an unrestricted agenda in which to bring any issue to the public 

conversation. Democratic deliberation requires that the "public sphere" is located in civil 
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society; and it necessitates opinion formation that is non-coercive and non-final (The 

Claims 109). This is not to say that any issue will be a point for collective action but that 

the agenda is not restricted to only matters of constitutional essentials because to do so 

creates a false division between the public and private, excluding many concerns, for 

instance, that would otherwise be deemed religious or cultural differences, and so, private 

affairs (The Claims 121 ). As Benhabib asserts, "If we are serious about liberal 

egalitarianism, we cannot want to shield certain domains of culture from public debate 

and scrutiny" because "[p ]ublic awareness and discussion may lead to some form of 

collective action; this can happen if a consensus emerges that certain forms of conduct 

and relationships are actionable under the norms of the liberal state" (The Claims 121). 

The model of democratic deliberation recognizes the cultural plurality of U.S. 

culture and necessitates that a "variety of institutions, associations, and movements in 

civil society" are considered to make up the public sphere (The Claims 138). By 

focusing on the many ways and levels on which the public is interconnected, the practice 

of democratic deliberation renegotiates the ideal of the autonomous individual. Benhabib 

puts it thusly: "[T]he public sphere is viewed as the interlocking of multiple forms of 

associations and organizations, through the interaction of which an anonymous public 

conversation results. The decentered public sphere consists of mutually overlapping 

networks and associations of opinion-forming as well as decisional bodies" (The Claims 

138-39). 

Within this pluralistic public sphere, the ideal of the Cartesian mind and its rigid 

definition of good reason are renegotiated to include multiple ways of giving good 
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reasons in public. Benhabib asserts that"[ w ]ithin these multiple and overlapping 

networks of publicity, different logics ofreason giving, greeting, storytelling, and 

embedded speech can flourish" (The Claims 139). In addition, many multiculturalists 

challenge the hegemony of the rational mind but not the use of reason by opening up the 

space of deliberative justifications to different epistemologies. Enrique Dussell argues 

this position: 

Unlike postmodemists, we do not propose a critique of reason as such; but 

we do accept their critique of a violent, coercive, genocidal reason. We do 

not deny the rational kernel of the universalist rationalism of the 

Enlightenment, only its irrational moment as sacrificial myth. We do not 

negate reason, in other words, but the irrationality of the violence 

generated by the myth of modernity. ( qtd. in McLaren, Revolutionary 289) 

Although multiculturalists expand the paths of reason giving in deliberation, they insist 

on acts of deliberation maintaining a moral framework. Therefore, the deliberative 

process, as Joan McGregor asserts, "ex1ude[ s] certain kinds ofreasons ... those based on 

narrow self-interest; those based on arbitrary discrimination, hatred, or envy; and those 

that arbitrarily seek to make it impossible for people to practice certain conceptions of the 

good" (38). These are neither rational forms of reason-giving, nor ethical forms of 

discourse for liberal democracies. 

In addition, finding shared conceptions of the common good does not mean 

engaging in adversarial frameworks and the toxic debates that result in disrespectful 

dialogue that seeks to destroy divergent worldviews because they are seemingly 
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incommensurable. In a constitutional democracy based on moral and political principles 

of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity, such types of discourse are entirely unethical 

and untenable. Therefore, multiculturalists believe that providing moral deliberative 

justifications during democratic deliberation over conflicting conceptions of the good is a 

necessary act of civic virtue because the contractarian philosophy of democratic 

constitutionalism and its moral and political propositions can bind society only insofar as 

the normative concretizations of those propositions are reflected in its institutional 

arrangements-legal and political- as well as civil society's practices and associations. 

As a normative model, democratic deliberation offers a way for divergent 

worldviews to engage in moral and political dialogue that is cogent for liberal 

democracies and attentive to the needs of democracy in a culturally pluralistic society. 

Democratic deliberation is often criticized, however, because it requires people who hold 

incommensurable worldviews and therefore advance radically different conceptions of 

the common good to have the willingness to come together to deliberate. Benhabib 

answers this criticism by questioning the idea of strong incommensurability. She argues, 

"[I]f such incommensurability of frameworks and worldviews existed, we would not be 

able to know it for we would not be able to state in what it consisted" (The Claims 135). 

In other words, rather than value systems that share nothing in common, contemporary 

cultures are epistemic contemporaries who have only "divergent and convergent beliefs" 

(The Claims 136). For Benhabib, "Even groups and individuals with deeply held 

divergent beliefs are motivated to engage in democratic deliberation because there is 
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some convergence at the level of material interests and shared life-forms" (The Claims 

136). 

Through a similar focus on convergences, multiculturalists answer the second part 

of the skeptic' s challenge. Indeed, within a framework of interdependency, one's 

willingness to engage in deliberation is always already a part of one's conception of the 

common good as even the most seemingly exclusionary and oppressive conceptions, 

nevertheless, overlap with others in multiple ways and on multiple levels. The question 

is not, Does one have the willingness to deliberate?, then, but Does one have the virtue to 

do so democratically? For this reason, Benhabib argues, democratic deliberation is 

"essential for a multicultural democratic polity" because 

[t]here is no presumption that moral and political dialogues will produce 

normative consensus, yet it is assumed that even when they fail to do so 

and we must resort to law to redraw the boundaries of coexistence, 

societies in which such multicultural dialogues take place in the public 

sphere will articulate a civic point of view and a civic perspective of 

"enlarged mentality." (The Claim 115) 

Such a restructuring of civil society is essential not only to the legitimacy of democratic 

institutions but also for the justness of democratic societies. 

Primary Goods in a Pluralistic Society 

Contemplating the state of contemporary civil society in the U.S., Brian 

0 ' Connell proclaims: "We have now come to the absolutely essential next stage, which 

involves building a capacity for interdependence that will enhance, not stifle, our 
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uniqueness as individuals and as a society; I believe that job is the role of the new 

leadership" ( 49). For pluralistic egalitarians, understanding differences as relational 

creates this new capacity for bridging individualism and interdependence. Pluralistic 

egalitarians also claim that the dichotomy of individualism and interdependency in U.S. 

society exists only because of the social framework of radical individualism and that 

conceiving of differences-as-relational bridges the binary opposition rather than shifting 

the primacy of one for the other by understanding both within a relational context. 73 

Within a framework of interconnectedness, pluralistic egalitarians claim, shared notions 

of the common good can be advanced through a process of democratic deliberation, a 

deliberation in which all participants have equal standing and express moral 

justifications. 

Pluralistic egalitarianism defines shared conceptions of the common good in the 

following ways: they are shared because they derive from a framework of 

interconnectedness and are the result of the process of democratic deliberation. They are 

pluralistic because within the context of interdependency and as a result of democratic 

deliberation, ideas about the common good for society are subject to agreement from all 

members and are therefore open to challenge and transformation when needed. However, 

just as Benhabib acknowledges that the model of democratic deliberation presupposes the 

principles of equal respect and egalitarian reciprocity, pluralistic egalitarians understand 

73 Many contemporary works that express the need for U.S. society to focus on its interdependency simp]y 
replace expressive individualism with another form of relating that disallows deliberation on sh~ed values 
and goals. For instance, in It Takes a Family: Conservatism and the Common Good, Senator Rick 
Santorum's idea of tempering expressive individualism and its consequences is to replace it with a 
conservative, prescribed social morality in which members in society have distinct roles to fulfill. 
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that any norm that concretizes a notion of the common good must always presuppose the 

moral and political principles of U.S. constitutional democracy. The word "good," then, 

refers to those types of goods that are guaranteed by the contractarian principles of 

equality, freedom, justice, and humanity. The goods derived from these principles are 

"common" because they do not diminish in size when extended to all members in society, 

and, if they are there for any member of society, they are there for all members. 

These common goods are similar to what others have considered the primary 

goods necessary for citizens to possess in a liberal democracy. For instance, John Rawls 

argues: "While it is neither possible nor just to allow all conceptions of the good to be 

pursued (as some involve the violation of basic rights and liberties), a basic structure 

satisfying the principles of justice does permit a wide range of conceptions fully worthy 

of human life" (258). Rawls asserts that these are primary goods, and they are conceived 

of within the space of justice in his theory of political liberalism.74 Similarly, Amartya 

Sen and Anderson conceive of primary goods as capabilities within the space of 

freedom. 75 Benhabib conceives of the primary good as the process of democratic 

deliberation, which requires the principle of equal moral respect and the virtue of 

egalitarian reciprocity. 

74 In "The Priority of Right and Ideas of the Good," Rawls gives a basic list of what he conceives as the 
primary goods, which can be changed when need arises; the goods fall under five headings: "(i) basic rights 
and liberties, of which a list may also be given; (ii) freedom of movement and free choice of occupation 
against a background of diverse opportunities; (iii) powers and prerogatives of offices and positions of 
responsibility in the political and economic institutions of the basic structure; (iv) income and wealth; and 
finally , (v) the social basis of self-respect" (257). 

75 See, Anderson (316-21) and Sen' s Inequality Reexamined. 
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Pluralistic egalitarians also conceive of a basic list of primary goods. These 

goods are considered to originate within the space of the moral and political propositions 

of U.S. contractarian society. Therefore, further deliberation on conceptions of 

secondary goods ought to accept these principles. Pluralist egalitarian primary goods fall 

under four headings: (1) The standing of fundamental moral equals; (2) Access to 

universal freedom; (3) Socially just relationships in civil society, the economy, and the 

state; and (4) Compassion for and from all three institutions of US. society. The list 

comprised under these headings is a basic moral and political conception of guarantees 

by the basic structures of U.S. society. They are a set agenda for one moment in time 

because through the process of democratic deliberation, the norms that concretize these 

principles at the constitutional, legislative, and judicial levels are always open for 

renegotiation, challenge, and transformation. 

Conclusion 

In the previous chapters, I discussed how the rhetoric of multiculturalism has 

reconceptualized important by-products of civil society such as citizenship and civic 

virtues. In this chapter, I claim that the different forms of multiculturalism challenge the 

pervasive ideologies of difference as opposition and expressive individualism, 

reconceptualizing difference as relational and social relationships as interdependent. In 

doing so, multiculturalists provide pathways for achieving the good in common that 

Sandel believes humans can achieve together. Multicultural rhetoric creates a space in 

which members of society who hold divergent ideas of the common good can come 

together and deliberate in an ethical manner. As Mansbridge argues, members of the 
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U.S. social sector must learn to deliberate with one another in a way that exposes where 

the promises of democracy are denied to certain members. 

Earlier in this chapter, I discussed O'Conner's claim that it was the job of new 

leadership to envision a new civil society. Next, in chapter five, I show how 

multiculturalists are fulfilling this role of new leadership through the social roles and 

agentic orientations that they adopt. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

MULTICULTURAL AGENCY 

"[A}gency is always a dialogical process by and through which actors 

immersed in temporal passage engage with others within collectively 

organized contexts of action. " 

--Mustafa Emirbayer and Ann Mische (974) 

"[Educators} must recall, too, that human agency is not a substrate that 

props them up like the crutches in a Dali painting, but has imperative 

force. The theatre of agency is possibility. " 

--Peter McLaren (Critical 222) 

Throughout this study, I have shown that multiculturalists insert themselves into 

the discourse about civil society in significant ways by reconceptualizing the U.S. citizen, 

civic virtues, and the common good. In this chapter, I focus on how multiculturalists 

engender these changes within themselves, students, and the broader society. First, I 

discuss the importance of the multiculturalist' s role as educator, public intellectual, and 

social activist. Next, I describe how two multicultural pedagogies are marked by two 

distinct forms of multicultural agency. In conclusion, I show that multicultural agency is 

a complex interplay of agentic orientations through which social actors can make 

effective choices in their lives-choices that further the principles and virtues of 

democratic constitutionalism and forge a socially just society. 
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Multiculturalism and Agentic Orientation 

Multiculturalists believe deeply in their ability to make changes on local, national 

and global levels through their moral and political projects. However, a key to believing 

that humans can effect change is to understand that they are not entirely determined, 

while at the same time understanding that structural contexts do play a part in social 

actors' choices and actions. For instance, McLaren argues against the poststructuralist 

attempt to close agency by privileging linguistic determinism. He claims that there are 

resistant subjectivities that are "closely tied to the means of cultural production" and 

"which develop as oppositional engagement with the dominant culture hegemony" 

(Critical 73). To deny that humans may affect reality and to believe that humans are 

always already fixed within discourse, then, absolves them from the consequences of 

lived experience. For McLaren, agency is a process of social engagement, and the social 

actor, through self-consciousness and desire, "can act in ways other than [they} do" 

(Critical 74). 

Multicultural agency can be understood through Emirbayer and Mische's 

influential theory on agency. They describe the relational nature of agency as a chordal 

triad, consisting of three dimensions: past (iterational), present (practical-evaluative), and 

future (projective). Past, present, and future orientations in time influence the actions and 

choices social actors make, reflecting their agentic orientations. According to their 

theory, structural contexts are "sustained by and altered through human agency" (964). 

This conception of agency differs from current theories on the relationship between free 

will and determinism and the ability of the social actor to effect change. Instead of 
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understanding agency and structural contexts as "insurmountable opposition" or 

"mutually constitutive in a direct and stable way," Emirbayer and Mische insist that 

agency should be analyzed for the "variable nature of the interplay between structure and 

agency" (1002). In other words, social actors take on agentic orientations in relation to 

emerging experiences, and in relation to these experiences they internally reconstruct 

their chordal triad. This reconstruction happens dialogically and, according to Emirbayer 

and Mische, may "increase or decrease [ the social actor's] capacity for invention, choice, 

and transformative impact in relation to the situational contexts within which they act" 

(1003). 

As described by the chordal triad, multicultural agency is embedded within the 

flow of time- past, present, and future. In other words, multiculturalists understand that 

humans are located within temporally overlapping structural systems. For projects of 

social justice, therefore, it is crucial to understand that the emerging situations humans 

face overlap with past structural contexts and future desires. AnaLouise Keating relates 

this concept to past injustices: "Locating the past entirely in a time before ourselves, we 

separate ourselves from historical injustices and so cannot recognize that the land theft, 

human bondage, and other forms of conquest which began in the past continue to inform 

the present. In short, this linear perspective erects boundaries that deny accountability" 

("Making" 99). In their insistence that historical experiences must be a part of critical 

inquiry into present forms of social injustices, multiculturalists realize the judgments and 

choices that social actors make are "informed by the past (in its habitual aspect), but also 

oriented toward the future ( as a capacity to imagine alternative possibilities) and toward 
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the present (as a capacity to contextualize past habits and future projects within the 

contingencies of the moment)" (Emirbayer and Mische 963). 

As a "temporally embedded process of social engagement" (Emirbayer and 

Mische 963 ), multicultural agency has developed into two distinct forms: oppositional 

and relational. Multiculturalists who practice resistance tactics create binaries of 

opposition to expose, challenge, and transform oppressive structures, while 

multiculturalists who use relational strategies seek to expose and transform unjust 

structures by offering alternative perspectives through points of shared commonalities 

without making value judgments on another' s worldview. The choices multiculturalists 

make- at any particular moment in time-are appropriate not only to these agentic forms 

but to the emerging experiences within which actions take place. According to 

Emirbayer and Mische, "The ways in which people understand their own relationship to 

the past, future , and present make a difference to their actions; changing conceptions of 

agentic possibility in relation to structural contexts profoundly influence how actors in 

different periods and places see their worlds as more or less responsive to human 

imagination, purpose, and effort" (973). For multiculturalists, complex movements in 

and out of different agentic orientations are reflected in the social roles they adopt and the 

means they adapt to secure their ends. 

Multiculturalists as Social Actors 

Multiculturalists assert themselves in many social roles, but of particular 

importance is their leadership as educators, public intellectuals, and social activists. 

According to Emirbayer and Mische, the role sets that social actors take on are in direct 
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correlation to the complexity of the relational settings that they experience. Indeed, 

multicultural educators often find themselves situated among complex relational settings 

within and outside the university, and their agentic orientations in response to these 

structural contexts play a large part in their role articulations. Consequently, as 

multiculturalists develop more "imaginative and reflective engagements with the contexts 

of action," they take on more bridging types of positions (1007). Emirbayer and Mische 

claim that "[a]ctors who are positioned at the intersection of multiple temporal

relational contexts can develop greater capacities for creative and critical intervention" 

(1007). The roles of educator, public intellectual, and social activist, then, are conducive 

to the various projects of the multicultural, activist teacher. 

The lines between the role articulations of educator, public intellectual, and social 

activist are not easily drawn. In fact, the easy interchangeability between these roles has 

a long historical tradition in U.S. society. For instance, Henry A. Giroux and Susan 

Searls Giroux draw a connection between critical multicultural pedagogy and an 

educational tradition in U.S. society extending from Thomas Jefferson and W.E.B. 

DuBois to Jane Addams, John Dewey, and C. Wright Mills (223). Commenting on the 

civic and political nature of this tradition, Giroux and Giroux argue, "Education in this 

context was linked to public life through democratic values such as equality, justice, and 

freedom" (223). Educators such as Jefferson, DuBois, Addams, Dewey, and Mills were 

public intellectuals and activists, acting beyond the boundaries of academia to secure 

their visions of society. For Giroux and Giroux, multiculturalists draw from this 

tradition a tradition in which educators actively encourage individual and collective 
' 
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agency, critical inquiry, and self-examination (223). However in the last few decades, 

many influences in the U.S. liberal academy impede educators from assuming the roles of 

public intellectual and activist. 

The difficulty that multicultural educators face derives from many sources, but 

none as important as the commodification of higher education and conservative 

opposition. According to Giroux and Giroux, corporate logic has changed the face of the 

academic faculty. It has reconceptualized the role of educator, public intellectual, and 

activist through the logic of fiscal responsibility and accountability into "a form of 

academic labor in which part-time labor is pitted against 'academic work as full-time 

commitment and career"' (231 ). But the logic of the market has a more heavy-handed 

effect on faculty than simply changing full-time positions into part-time commitments to 

teaching; it changes the role of educator into one of service provider by reproducing the 

uncertainty and competitiveness of the market. Giroux and Giroux argue, "[T]here is 

also a large pool of crippling fear, insecurity, and resentment that makes it difficult for 

faculty to take risks, forge bonds of solidarity, engage in social criticism, and perform as 

public intellectuals rather than as technicians in the service of corporate largesse" (231 ). 

Indeed, changes in hiring practices, reduction of full-time positions, and restructuring of 

tenure and promotion qualifications are consequences of market logic that envelops 

institutions of higher education and by extension the educator into the service sector. 
76 

76 For example, calls for closer "review" of tenured professors and for the ability to revoke tenure a 
becoming louder in states' House Education Committees across the country. In Colorado, for example, 
Rep. Michael Merrifield introduced House Bill (HB) 1284 to the Colorado House of Representatives. HB 
1284 required all CU higher education institutions to implement new tenure p~licies, including an. every 
five year review of tenured professors and the ability to revoke tenure. The bill was opposed 7-6 m the 
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In addition to the commodification of the university, conservative views that 

reject the role of the activist-educator generate significant obstacles for teachers of 

multiculturalism. For instance, conservative critics argue that the liberal university 

should not be a political instrument for social change (D'Souza, Illiberal 57; Horowitz, 

Left 216). Conservative thinkers argue that educators are to train a productive citizenry, 

meaning to teach the skills and knowledge appropriate for a leadership class. Even 

though they seldom delineate what this training and teaching entails, conservative critics 

do make clear that the skills and knowledge that ought to be taught should be objective 

and above politics (Horowitz, Left 218; D'Souza, Illiberal 229; Ravitch, Left Back 

450). 77 Because of this logic, attempts to keep progressive educators from politicizing 

the higher education have been undertaken in both the academy and the broader society 

(the latter, primarily, through various forms of media).
78 

Another view that has devastating effects on the activist-teacher is the adoption of 

the conservative and liberal discourse on race management in the upper levels of 

House Education Committee on the grounds that the CU system is releasing a revised tenure policy in April 
(Henley). 

77 Diane Ravitch, however, does attempt to list a few of the "skills" and the types of "factual" knowledge 
that students need to learn in mathematics, English, and the sciences. Interestingly, Ravitch argues that 
regardless of the debates over the concept of knowledge, "Knowledge is power, and those who have it 
control the debate and ultimately control the levers of power in society" ( 451 ). What if not political, then, 

is Ravitch's understanding of knowledge? 

78 For example, a University of California Los Angeles alumni association group hosts a website where 
students who believe their professors are politicizing the university can lodge complaints. See the Bruin 
Alumni Association at http://www.ucJaprofs.com. An example of a well-established student organization 
against politicizing academia that has members and groups in higher education institutions across the 
country is "Student's for Academic Freedom." Student's for Academic Freedom host complaint sites for 

students to "turn-in" their "radical" professors: 
http: //www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org/comp/complaints form.asp. There are also several more 
benign sites that allow students to "rate" their professors, such as http://www.ratemyprofessor.com, 
http://www.studentsreview.com, and http://www.professorperformance.com/start.hph. 
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academic administrations. According to Chandra Talpade Mohanty, the management of 

race has a "logical dependence on individuals seen as appropriate representatives of their 

'race' or some other equivalent political constituency" (Feminism 213). Mohanty claims 

this recrafting of the discourse of race and gender in the academy took the slogan, "The 

personal is political," and changed it to "The political is personal" (Feminisms 214). This 

change creates severe consequences for the fields of study that are based on the former 

refrain for equal rights and social justice. Mohanty describes these consequences: "[O]ne 

of the effects of the management of race is that individuals come to embody difference 

and diversity, while programs that have been historically constituted on the basis of 

collective oppositional knowledges are labeled 'political,' 'biased,' shrill,' and 

'unrigorous"' (Feminism 213). By extension, then, the educators/intellectuals/activists 

within these programs produce the opposite of objective, unbiased, impassionate, and 

intellectually exact knowledge-in other words, they create no knowledge at all. 

Although multiculturalists face the determinism of market logic and conservatism, 

forcing them into service technician roles and discrediting their work, they make choices 

to enact practices that refuse to allow these structural contexts to determine completely 

the space of the university and their roles within and outside its walls. Most important, 

multiculturalists continue to link educational leadership to the theoretical work of social 

justice. Leaders in the field theorize about the lives of differently situated people and 

cultures and their relationships to the democratic ideals of U.S. contractarian society in 

important and expansive ways. On the importance of the link between social leadership 

and educational scholarship, Giroux writes, "The concept of educational leadership is 
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rooted in a notion of multicultural literacy in which social equality and cultural 

differences co-exist with the principles and practices that inform substantive participatory 

democracy" (Living 27). 

Being literate in multiculturalism is not only a matter of having or creating 

knowledge in the field; as Giroux and Giroux argue, it is not only a "set of intellectual 

options and curriculum imperatives" ( 497). Rather, multicultural literacy requires that 

theories are relevant for and enacted in one's life and the larger society. For instance 

Mohanty writes, "I 'do' feminist and antiracist theory as a scholar, teacher, and activist in 

the U.S. academy" (Feminism 191). Here, Mohanty argues that theory is knowledge one 

does rather than a disembodied, objective mode of creation. She defines theory as a 

"deepening of the political, not a moving away from it: a distillation of experience, and 

an intensification of the personal. The best theory makes individual stories 

communicable" (Feminism 191). These theories continue to open up spaces for unheard 

stories, making them an invaluable asset to participatory democracy. 

As stated earlier, conservative critics often dismiss multicultural theories as 

irrelevant and unsound, resulting in academic acts of disharmony that threaten the 

credibility of entire fields of study. But a closer examination of these dismissals often 

reveals that it is not the "theories" to which critics object. It is the means-end rationality 

of multicultural pedagogies to which conservative critics so deeply object. They argue 

that such teaching practices are based on ideological scholarship and are intended to 

politicize the university and indoctrinate students into "leftist-propaganda" (Horowitz, 

Left 216). In response to their critics, multiculturalists argue that teaching students to 
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think critically about social responsibility and the ability to influence their democratic 

society is quite different from indoctrinating them into leftist politics. As Giroux and 

Giroux argue,"' [T]he educator' s task is to encourage human agency, not mold it in the 

manner of Pygmalion" (236). 

An example of a conservative dismissal of multicultural scholarship that is, on 

closer examination, a political opposition to the activist-educator can be found in Dinesh 

D' Souza' s Illiberal Education: The Politics of Race and Sex on Campus. D'Souza does 

not critique any one multicultural theory for its intellectual soundness. Instead, he gathers 

a litany of "consequences" of (undisclosed) multicultural theories to prove that these 

political scholarships destroy the very meaning of the "liberal" academy. For instance, 

D' Souza does not explicate queer theories such as those of Judith Butler, Eve Sedgwick, 

or William Turner, but he provides the following example as a consequence of such 

scholarship and the self-interested, political projects these activist-educators bring into 

the academy: 

[T]he Modem Language Association, whose members include humanities 

scholars from universities across the country, passed the following 

resolution: 'Be it therefore resolved that the MLA will refrain from 

locating future conventions, not already scheduled, in any state that has 

criminalized acts of sodomy through legislation, unless that legislation, 

though still on the books, has been found to be unconstitutional, or the 

state has been enjoined from enforcing it through decisions rendered by 

the courts.' (8) 
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For D' Souza, the significance that queer theories have for creating changes within and 

outside the academy is the real issue. Academic groups, D'Souza seems to argue, ought 

not to concern themselves with social justice because doing so degrades the liberal 

academy and turns it into a political one. 

But what if not political is the position not to take a position? The requirement of 

neutrality in public spaces such as the university in which people with diverse 

perspectives on cultural issues come together masks positions of dominance and desires 

to maintain the status quo. For instance, a general read of D'Souza's work reveals that 

his stance is anti-homosexual rights. 79 Couching objections to the activist-educator in the 

ideas of neutrality, objective knowledge, and universality allows conservative critics to 

stand above the moral and political struggles within the academy while, at the same time, 

enacting a powerful agency to secure their goals for the university and larger society. 

Nevertheless, multiculturalists continue to act through their theoretical work in response 

to these emerging structural restraints because, as Giroux writes, "Combining theoretical 

rigour with social relevance may be risky politically and pedagogically, but the promise 

of a multicultural democracy far outweighs the security and benefits that accompany a 

retreat into academic irrelevance and colour-blind professionalism" (506-07). 

Multicultural educators believe, however, that it is their role to secure the 

principles and virtues of U.S. contractarian democracy for all society's members. Rather 

than education solely for a "leadership class," multiculturalists seek to educate every 

79 D' Souza routinely writes that homosexuality is a lifestyle choi~e, a sin, an~ that the gay .movement is a 
creation of leftist radicalism . He expresses his anti-homosexual nghts (es~ecial1y concemrng.gay 
marriage) and homophobic stance clearly in Letters to a Young Conservative, chapters five, six, and 

twenty-three. 
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student to be a leader for democratic ideals. For instance, the MLA's actions were 

followed nearly twenty years later by the Supreme Court decision in Lawrence and 

Garner v. Texas , which made all laws criminalizing acts of sodomy illegal. These 

academics, then, were paving the way for the full benefit of equality, freedom, justice, 

and humanity to be secured for those members of society who were denied them. Rather 

than being illiberal, as D'Souza argues, their acts expanded the ideals of U.S. liberal 

democracy. These are the important connections that multicultural literacy makes. But 

they necessitate changes within and outside the academy. As Mohanty argues, 

"Curricular and pedagogical transformation has to be accompanied by a broad-based 

transformation of the culture of the academy, as well as by radical shifts in the relation of 

the academy to other state and civil institutions" (Feminism 200). In their roles as 

educator, public intellectual, and activist, multiculturalists enact these changes by 

bridging theory and practice. 

Multicultural Pedagogies 

Multiculturalists believe that, as educators, they can bridge the theoretical and 

practical by transforming themselves, students, and the broader society. They stress the 

importance of teaching students to critically engage the cultural representations around 

them, and they encourage a level of self-reflection that creates space for transformation. 

These goals and the actions that multiculturalists take to achieve them develop into two 

distinct forms of pedagogy-oppositional and relational. 
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Oppositional Multicultural Pedagogy 

Often called critical or revolutionary pedagogy, oppositional teaching centers on 

engendering in students the ability to critically read and question all forms of cultural 

texts, the willingness to engage in self-reflection, and the desire to realize a just society. 80 

These multiculturalists use strategies and tactics that create dominant-subordinate 

frameworks to oppose dominant representations by reasoned criticism. McLaren argues, 

"[Critical pedagogy] is about recreating culture and agency through the practice of 

criticism and criticism of practice" (Critical 283). For oppositional educators, critical 

thinking is engaging agentically one's structural environments. Critically reading and 

thinking about their environments allows students to (re )construct their realities. The 

following examples illustrate the interplay between structure and agency in oppositional 

teaching practices. 

Through a politics and pedagogy of representation, Giroux claims, "academic 

multiculturalists have reasserted the power of the symbolic as a pedagogical force" 

("Racial" 494). Reasserting the symbolic is an act of engaging cultural texts agentically 

to expose how such texts use signification to create social identities and legitimate certain 

types of knowledge. To engage cultural representations in the classroom, for Giroux, is 

an act of "pluralizing" literacy. Giroux argues: 

In pluralizing literacy, critical multiculturalists have redefined the 

pedagogical possibilities for teachers and students to engage their own 

historical locations and hybridized identities as formative rather than 

80 Much critical pedagogy derives from Paulo Freire's Pedago?y, oft~e. Oppressed and from critical ra~e 
theories. See, for example, Richard Delgado and Jean Stefanc1c s Cnt1cal Race Theory: An Introduction. 
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static, as part of a process of border crossing and modes of becoming in 

which the production of cultural differences is both ongoing and an 

invaluable asset to democratic public life. ( 495) 

Oppositional pedagogy centers on the idea that critically reading cultural texts 

allows students to engage agentically the process of identity formation. In his attempt to 

persuade students to critically interpret deterministic cultural texts, Giroux uses 

Hollywood films for analysis. For Giroux, films are forms of public discourse that 

become "public pedagog[ies] and representational politics," instructing the public how to 

understand and discuss cultural issues ("Racial" 505). In one example, Giroux explicates 

the Hollywood film 187. As a part of the means-end rationality of oppositional 

pedagogy, Giroux makes the case to his students that the film ' s assumptions are both 

biased and morally and politically wrong. 

For Giroux, 187 is part of Hollywood's discourse on the racially coded "popular 

' wisdom" ' that says that public schools have become the holding centers, complete with 

security guards and metal detectors, for "illiterate, unmotivated, and violent urban youth" 

("Race" 500). Giroux supports his judgment by arguing that the film depicts the world of 

the urban public school as a metaphorical hell. Students of color are represented as the 

pathological other, who are violent towards each other and the teachers who try to save 

them. He then communicates to his students that films make choices about what to 

include and what to exclude in their discourse and encourages students to interrogate 

films by "analyzing both the common sense assumptions that inform them and absences 
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and exclusions that limit the range of meanings and information available to audiences" 

("Racial" 503). 

Next, Giroux exposes how the assumptions embedded in 187 about urban public 

schools exclude important information that is crucial to understanding the realities of 

these educational institutions, such as "the need for smaller class sizes, inspiring teachers, 

visionary administrators, and ample resources" ("Racial" 503). He asks students to 

identify how other exclusions and absences in the film help to construct its racial and 

class representations. By encouraging students to think critically about the ways in which 

187 attempts to signify racial and class identities, Giroux asks his students not only to 

uncover the cultural assumptions in the film but to also reflect upon their own 

assumptions. Through oppositional pedagogy, he encourages students to become social 

actors, enacting agency through self-reflection and critical questioning of the film, 

Giroux, and each other. 

Finally, Giroux encourages students to link the act of reading texts in an academic 

setting with struggles taking place in the larger society. He argues that films such as 187 

"must be addressed and understood within a broader set of policy debates about 

education and crime that often serve to legitimate policies that disempower poor and 

racially marginalized youth" ("Racial" 505). He makes clear to his students that, through 

their acts of criticism films such as 187 can function as "objects of struggle" and also as 
' -

"pedagogical resources to rewrite the possibilities for new narratives, identities, and 

cultural spaces" ("Racial" 494). For Giroux, these rewrites script a society where 
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structures of inequality and exploitation and forms of domination and subordination are 

transformed. 

Similar to Giroux's politics and pedagogy of representation, Ella Shohat and 

Robert Stam enact pedagogical practices that oppose Eurocentric cultural representations 

in the media. 81 These authors also argue that pluralizing literacy by including forms of 

media is especially important because "all political struggle in the postmodern era 

necessarily passes through the simulacral realm of mass culture" (301 ). Because media is 

a prominent contextual environment that structures their students' realities, Shohat and 

Stam's pedagogy encourages students to critically analyze media representations. 

Although these activist-educators use the oppositional discourse of ending Eurocentrism 

in their media pedagogy, they differ from Giroux by using comparative teaching 

strategies. To critique media discourse for its dominant narratives, Shohat and Stam use 

both dominant and alternative representations in film to expose the conflicting 

perspectives on cultural issues. 

Instead of critically reading one film for its assumptions and exclusions, Shohat 

and Stam encourage their students to become interlocutors and engage agentically the 

deliberation between dominant and alternative cultural representations. They explain that 

their comparative pedagogical strategy allows for an analysis that enables a "contrapuntal 

reading of a shared, conflictual history" (319). For example, Shohat and Stam present to 

their student audience several accounts of the historical narrative on the "discovery of 

81 Stam and Shohat argue that their pedagogy is not an "assault" on Europe or Europeans; rather, it is an 
attempt to end Eurocentrism, which they define as "the procrustean forcing of cultural heterogeneity into a 
single paradigmatic perspective in which Europe is seen as the unique source of meaning, as the world's 
center of gravity, as ontological 'reality' to the rest of the world's shadow" (298). 
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America." The educators show two Hollywood films about Columbus's discovery that 

were produced a half century apart-Christopher Columbus (1949) and Columbus: The 

Discovery (1992). They also present revisionist films and protest documentaries on the 

Columbus narrative- Surviving Columbus (1990), Columbus on Trial (1992), The 

Columbus Invasion (1992), and Columbus Didn't Discover Us (1991). 

Next, Shohat and Stam encourage students to view the independent narratives 

contrapuntally, as they tell the story of America's discovery. They argue that the 

Hollywood films depict that same historical narrative of Columbus's "discovery" that 

dominates Western history, portraying Columbus as an "avatar of modernity and the 

Christian faith, a man of vision struggling against obstacles of superstition, ignorance, 

and envy" (308). To support their judgment, they present alternative representations of 

the Columbus story. Shohat and Stam argue that, in response to Eurocentric historical 

narratives such as the Columbus discovery, "Third-World minoritarian filmmakers have 

rewritten their own histories, taken control over their own images, spoken in their own 

voices" (307). The titles of the alternative representations of the Columbus narrative 

illustrate that these filmmakers are rewriting the dominant perspective. For instance, 

Columbus Didn' t Discover Us rejects the notion that, before the West found the 

Americas, they were lost to all of humanity. 

Shohat and Stam explain the importance of showing these minoritarian 

filmmakers' alternative views in relation to dominant narratives: "It is not that their films 

substitute a pristine 'truth' for European 'lies,' but that they propose countertruths and 

countemarrratives informed by an anticolonialist perspective, reclaiming and 
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reaccentuating the events of the past in a vast project ofremapping and renaming" (307). 

Shohat and Stam argue that their comparative pedagogical strategy is essential for 

exposing how the media work to "set agendas and frame debates" in public deliberations 

and to "contain or stimulate" individual agency (318). They encourage their students to 

engage agentically the already ongoing dialogue between dominant and alternative 

representations, a process that allows students to reflect upon their own critical 

perspectives while they participate in negotiating the conflicting histories. The 

negotiation process invokes a "double time frame" in which the relationship between the 

films "reinscribes the past and rewrites the present" (307). 

As Shohat and Stam illustrate, comparative teaching strategies are an important 

part of many oppositional pedagogies. Comparative practices can also include more 

complex models of pedagogical strategy, as in Mohanty's "feminist solidarity" model. 

Instead of one teaching moment centered on comparing dominant and alternative 

representations in film, Mohanty's feminist solidarity model influences her entire 

pedagogical practice. For instance, instead of teaching a course on U.S. women of color 

using the add-on method by which "Third World/South or white women" are included in 

the dialogue, Mohanty creates a comparative course in which the histories, experiences, 

and struggles of U.S. women of color, "Third World/South women, and white women are 

shown to be interconnected" (Feminism 242). Through this type of comparative course, 

Mohanty argues, "Students potentially move away from the 'add and stir' and the 

relativist 'separate but equal' (or different) perspective to the coimplication/solidarity 

one" (Feminism 242). The feminist solidarity model that she uses allows students to see 
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connections among activist women's movements, allowing social actors to forge 

solidarity across differences. Mohanty has two distinct goals in her comparative course: 

to link feminist scholarship with struggles outside the academy and to teach "active 

citizenship in such struggles for justice" (Feminism 243). 

Relational Multicultural Pedagogy 

Although the comparative teaching strategies such as those of Shohat and Stam 

and Mohanty relate representations of media and the worldviews of differently situated 

women, the practices maintain an oppositional binary of dominant and subordinate 

narratives. Keating's relational teaching practices, however, offer the possibility for an 

entirely relational pedagogy based on transformational multiculturalism. Two important 

concepts derived from transformational multiculturalism make relational teaching's 

means-end rationality radically different from those of oppositional teaching. 

The first idea that is constitutive of a relational pedagogy is that, as Ines 

Hernandez-Avila says, "We are related to all that lives" ("In the Presence" 532). For 

Keating, understanding this radical interconnectedness is imperative for social justice. 

One of her goals as an educator, then, is to offer a relational world view to her students 

who have been taught to relate to others through the perspective of expressive 

individualism. Keating believes that "self-enclosed individualism inhibits social justice" 

because "it prevents students from recognizing our interconnectedness and developing a 

compassionate understanding of the need to work together for social change" ("Making" 

101 ). Consequently, she creates a classroom environment in which students can 
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"recognize that what affects others-all others, no matter how separate we seem to be

ultimately affects us as well" ("Making" 102). 

The second belief that is essential in a relational pedagogy is that change must 

take place within the self and extend outward into the world. Keating understands, then, 

that she cannot make her students transform perceptions that may be complicit in unjust 

structures. Her goal, instead, is to create a classroom environment in which change can 

take place on a personal and collective level. The space is similar to Anzaldua's 

nepantla- "the site of transformation, the place where different perspectives come into 

conflict and where you question the basic ideas, tenets, and identities inherited from your 

family, your education, and your different cultures" ("now" 548). 

Keating' s goals while not the same as oppositional pedagogies are similar because 

she aims "to expose and denaturalize the dominant-cultural framework and challenge 

[students] to explore the ways this framework shapes present-day U.S. culture and 

influences their own worldviews" ("Making" 111 ). However in relational teaching, the 

means and ends are strikingly different from those of oppositional pedagogies. For 

instance, Keating bases her relational teaching on "nonbinary oppositional 

epistemological and pedagogical methods that work in the service of social justice" 

("Making" 97). To do so, Keating frames issues in non-hierarchal relationships, which 

avoids reproducing dominant-subordinate frameworks. Instead of comparisons of 

oppositional binaries, Keating creates relational patterns in her "syllabi, text selection, 

class discussion, and assignments" that "begin with commonalities and take multiple 

interweaving directions" ("Making" 98-99). As Keating defines them, commonalities do 
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not indicate sameness or identical experiences and worldviews; rather, they are "complex 

points of connection" that make possible acts of negotiating among "sameness, similarity, 

and difference" ("Making" 103 ). 

Offering relational patterns of reading based on commonalities invites students to 

engage agentically with multiple narratives through cultural critique and self-reflection. 

Importantly though, it refuses reproducing difference as oppositional. As Keating 

explains: "These commonalities neither overlook nor deny the differences among us. 

Rather, they off er pathways into relational investigations of difference--difference 

defined not as deviation.from an unmarked norm but as interrelated with this norm" 

("Making" 111 ). Keating claims that by exploring difference through commonalities, 

relational teaching creates an environment in which students can recognize how past 

"events attitudes, values, and beliefs" shape their worldviews ("Making" 99). According 

to Keating, this environment has transformational potential because the dialogue among 

the relational perspectives invites students to "perceive their own worldviews and 

assumed histories from different perspectives, thus startling them into new points of 

view" ("Making" 104). 

In one example of her relational teaching, Keating begins a colonial/U.S. 

American literature survey class on the common theme of "creation." She encourages 

relational reading by having her students trace the theme through Native creation texts, 

such as the Zuni account, "Talk Concerning the First Beginning," and the Judeo-Christian 

narrative in the first three chapters of Genesis. Keating claims that the dialogue among 

these stories invites her students, who are predominately fundamentalist Christians, to 
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reflect upon the unconscious assumptions they hold regarding the superiority of their 

traditions. For instance, Keating begins the discussion by referring to both texts as 

"myths." Not surprisingly, her students object to the implication that Genesis is false, 

revealing that they believe myths are the untrue accounts of "primitive" people. Keating 

then asks her students why they do not object to calling the Zuni creation story a myth 

and interprets their silence as acceptance of the view that the Zuni story is a falsehood 

held by "primitive" people. Keating claims that by recognizing their assumptions, the 

students create a space in which they can self-reflect ("Making" 105). 

The creation stories are just one part of an entire course designed to encourage 

students to engage agentically with "multiple, interrelated perspectives" through 

relational reading and thinking. Keating describes relational thinking skills as the "ability 

to employ analysis, imagination, and self-reflection in conjunction" ("Making" 106). 

Relational thinking invites students into a space for transformation. Within this space, 

Keating offers "alternative perspectives from which [students] can, if they choose, view 

themselves and their world" ("Making" 98). Keating is careful to add that she is not 

forcing students to change their perspectives, nor does she want them to. Rather, she 

encourages them to "view readings with equal respect" ( 106). Through her relational 

teaching, Keating offers a possibility for a pedagogy based in a radically different 

conception of means and ends. Instead of the teleological rationality of action in 

oppositional pedagogy, in Keating' s relational teaching, the means are the ends. 82 

82 Sonia Johnson delineates the means as ends rationality in Wildfire: Igniting the She/volution. 
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Agentic Orientations of Multicultural Agency 

As they enact the means and ends of multicultural pedagogies-self-reflecting, 

critical thinking, and transforming unjust structuring contexts-multicultural educators 

and their students engage in agentic activity that allows them to alter the composition of 

their structuring relationships to past patterns and existing constraints while creating 

space for imaginative and innovative possibilities for the future. In the following 

analysis, the reader must bear in mind that although one agentic orientation seems distinct 

within each of these processes-iterational, practical-evaluative, and projective, 

respectfully-each is actually only a dominant orientation, shading into the other two 

dimensions as the actor responds to contextual environments (Emirbayer and Mische 

972). 

lterational Dimension of Agency 

The primary locus of agency in the iterational orientation is in the actor's ability 

to recall , select, and apply past interactions in the form of schemas. Schematization 

provides the social actor with patterns of expectations that give stability and continuity to 

action (Emirbayer and Mische 975, 981 ). However, because patterns of expectations can 

be misguided, multicultural educators recognize that it is essential to projects of social 

justice for people to engage and explore their schematizations because "social structures 

and cognitive structures are recursively and structurally linked, and the correspondence 

that obtains between them provides one of the most solid props of social domination" 
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(Wacquant, qtd. in Emirbayer and Mische 982). Accordingly, if the stability and 

continuity of unjust actions are to be changed, actors must question this correspondence. 

Multiculturalists realize that, along with an actor's direct memory, social memory 

can structure an actor' s consciousness, determining a background to which actors 

compare emerging experiences that they have not actually experienced themselves 

(Emirbayer and Mische 979). Importantly, multicultural educators underscore the agentic 

activity of cultural texts, making the connection between the significations of cultural 

texts and the hidden assumptions in their students' consciousnesses. Moreover, 

multicultural educators show how these representations and assumptions stabilize and 

continue social injustices. For instance, Giroux examines how 187 constructs a popular 

wisdom (public memory) about urban schools that is racially and class coded. In their 

examination of Columbus films, Stam and Shohat expose how Eurocentric narratives 

about historical events dominate the public consciousness. Similarly, through relational 

reading, Keating reveals hidden cultural assumptions her student-actors maintain about 

the legitimacy of Native cosmologies. 

For Giroux, Shohat and Stam, and Keating, what is significant about the 

iterational dimension of agency is that students draw upon these public memories in 

habitual responses to similar experiences. Consequently, students maintain unreflective 

attitudes toward "violent urban youths of color and urban public schools," "Columbus's 

discovery of America," and the "primitiveness" of Native people' s worldviews. These 

superficial attitudes stabilize matrices in which social relationships with persons, 

contexts, or events are mapped. Actors relate social relationships to their established 
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mappings of inclusion and acceptability or exclusion and unacceptability (Emirbayer and 

Mische 980). 

To change their students' unreflective mapping, Giroux and Shohat and Stam 

expose the unjustness of many cultural assumptions by presenting them as oppositional 

binaries. They argue that unjust representations must be transformed, so, by extension, if 

students hold the same assumptions, they must also change their beliefs. On the other 

hand, in her teaching practices, Keating exposes relationships of dominant and alternative 

perspectives to her students without passing judgment on their social-psychological 

assumptions. For instance, when she points out to students that different worldviews 

exist about the common theme of creation stories, she creates a space in which students 

can reflect on each narrative and how they have come to accept their assumptions as 

"Truth." In doing so, Keating expands their matrices and possibilities of forming new 

social relationships. 

The iterational dimension shades into the practical evaluative dimension at this 

juncture- the point where cultural assumptions are uncovered. Multicultural educators 

realize that students must learn to be self-reflective, understanding the limitations set by 

their schematizations of other people, places, institutions, and the like, if they are to 

critically engage their structuring environment. 83 Changing these schemas becomes 

imperative to goals for social justice. Through the process of characterization in the 

83 Kenneth Burke and Anzaldua offer similar theories on the limitations of human beings perspectives. 
Burke calls these limitations "terministic screens." He writes that terministic screens derive from "the 
tendency to find our own patterns of thought outsid~ us"_(Perm~ne?~e 214). An~aldua ui:iders~ands identity 
( or the categories and labels that are used to define identity) as lumtmg. She claims that 1dent1ty works as a 
"fi ltering screen limiting your awareness to a fraction of your reality" ("now" 542). 
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practical-evaluative dimension of agency, multiculturalists can change these schemas. 

Through characterization, social actors compare emerging situations with past 

experiences. Action is taken and past schemas transformed in a dialogic process of 

deliberation. As Emirbayer and Mische argue: "[T]hrough deliberation with others (or 

sometimes, self-reflexively, with themselves) about the pragmatic and normative 

exigencies of lived situations, actors gain in the capacity to make considered decisions 

that may challenge received patterns of action" (994). 

Practical-Evaluative Dimension of Agency 

In the practical-evaluative dimension, agency centers on the social actor's ability 

to make situationally-based judgments and choices. Often called practical wisdom or 

intelligence, it is the reflective and interpretive work that social actors do when they 

problematize experience while responding to new situations (Emirbayer and Mische 

994). For social justice projects, along with the necessity to self-reflect upon past 

schemas, multicultural educators recognize the importance of questioning current 

contingencies. In other words, if Giroux exposes the racial and class coded assumptions 

in 187, his goals are to have students change their perceptions (if they share the same 

beliefs) and to critically read cultural representations every time they emerge. In 

oppositional pedagogies, students are encouraged to engage agentically emerging 

situations through a process of questioning and deliberating. On the other hand, in 

relational pedagogies, students learn to think relationally about the emerging 

contingencies they face. 
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An important component of practical evaluation, then, is the ability to reflect upon 

and interpret a concrete particular experience for its seemingly unproblematic 

assumptions (Emirbayer and Mische 998). For instance, Shohat and Stam argue that U.S. 

students are taught the unproblematic narrative of Columbus's discovery of America 

throughout their education in history textbooks that perpetuate a single view of the event. 

By presenting students with films that question this assumption, Shohat and Stam show 

how the Eurocentric view silences, erases, and distorts the perspectives and worldviews 

of the indigenous civilizations with whom Columbus made contact, rather than 

discovered. After reflecting upon and interpreting the dominant and alternative 

representations, students are then encouraged to engage the next component of practical 

evaluation, which is to make a judgment. 

Students arrive at judgments through a dialogic process, in which problematic 

situations are related to "principles, schemas, or typifications from past experience" 

(Emirbayer and Mische 998). It is at this point that multicultural educators will connect 

the situations to students ' lives. For instance, Giroux emphasizes the universal principles 

of the liberal democracy that students have a responsibility to uphold and points to how 

representations in 187 conflict with these principles of equality and justice. Shohat and 

Stam relate the concrete situation to even more personal principles and schemas in the 

students' lives. For instance, in films such as Surviving Columbus and The Columbus 

Invasion, students who are of the Christian faith must relate the image of Columbus as 

the "avatar of the Christian faith" with the indigenous peoples' accounts of violence and 
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oppression at the hands of the "conquistadors." Keating creates an environment in which 

students negotiate the validity of different world views' "truth" claims. 

The dialogic process of deliberation also requires that actors make conscious 

effort to relate responses to emerging contingencies to their "broader goals and projects" 

(Emirbayer and Mische 999). For instance, Mohanty structures a course on U.S. women 

of color around the project of solidarity. She encourages students to make connections 

across the differences in the histories, experiences, and struggles of U.S. women of color, 

white women and Third W odd/South women-differences that are often thought to be 

incommensurable. By extension, she hopes students-acting as citizen activists-will 

forge solidarities for social justice in the larger society. Likewise, because Giroux and 

Shohat and Stam have broader goals of ending racial and class injustices and 

Eurocentrism, their students learn to recognize these representations in cultural texts in 

hopes they will act against unjust cultural texts throughout their lives. Keating also 

fosters the skills of relational thinking in her students in hopes that students will use these 

skills in all aspects of their lives. 

The final elements of the practical evaluative dimension of agency are making a 

"here and now" decision ( or choice) and putting that decision into action (Emirbayer and 

Mische 999). This is a crucial aspect of agency in the realization of the multicultural 

educator's goals, as making a decision and acting represents moments of bridging theory 

and practice. However, effecting a choice does not mean taking any action, as Emirbayer 

and Mische argue: "It is a capacity to act rightly and effectively within particular concrete 

life circumstances. Ideally, one not only grasps what one ought to do but also how best 
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to set about it in the case at hand" (999). Consequently, the moral implications of 

practical evaluation bring to focus the means-end rationality of pedagogies. 

In oppositional teaching practices, the relationship of means and ends is 

understood within a teleological conception of action. In other words, means are to 

achieve ends. For instance, Giroux, Shohat and Stam, and Mohanty employ practices 

that attempt to achieve agreement in their students on what is unjust in society and that 

injustices should be transformed. The means they employ, therefore, aim to change a 

student's perceptions and to persuade them to act for social justice. For instance, Giroux 

sets up the argument that 187 is racially and class coded, representing an unjust image of 

youths of color and the urban schools that they attend. He supports his claims with 

evidence from the film-the metaphorical images of hell and the violent attacks that 

students perpetuate on teachers. Giroux' s use of persuasion creates an oppositional 

framework for the discourse. Student will either be persuaded or they will reject 

Giroux' s message and argue for a different reading of the film. 

In Keating' s relational teaching, the means-end rationality differs significantly 

from the Aristotelian conception (including all W estem variations). For instance, even 

though Keating holds the belief that assumptions of cultural superiority lead to the 

oppression of "others" and their worldviews, she does not attempt to achieve agreement 

in her students. Keating rhetorical agency stands in stark contrast to that which is used in 

frameworks of oppositions or rhetorics of persuasion. The difference is clearly explained 

by Sonja K. Foss and Cindy L. Griffin's theory of invitational rhetoric. They claim: "The 

process of engaging in invitational rhetoric assumes two primary rhetorical forms. One is 
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offering perspectives, a mode by which rhetors put forward for consideration their 

perspectives; the second is the creation of external conditions that allow others to present 

their perspectives in an atmosphere of respect and equality" (7). 

Rather than argue her position for social justice, then, Keating offers multiple 

perspectives on concepts that underscore the commonalities humans share, such as the 

creation stories of different cosmologies. The discourse in Keating's teaching is framed 

by the interconnectivity of these different views rather than the opposition. Through this 

relational view, students are encouraged to treat each creation story with equal respect. 

In other words, for Keating, the principle of equal respect is not an end goal; it is a means 

by which to live life. In other words, there is no separation between means and ends. In 

a relational view of action, then, the means are the ends. 

The practical-evaluative actions that multicultural teachers attempt to foster in 

their students are directed toward specific ends, or in Keating's relational teaching are the 

ends. Multicultural educators understand the importance of practical evaluation

through acts of critical and relational thinking-to projects of social change. As 

Emirbayer and Mische claim, "By increasing their capacity for practical evaluation, 

actors strengthen their ability to exercise agency in a mediating fashion, enabling them ( at 

least potentially) to pursue their projects in ways that may challenge and transform the 

situational contexts of action themselves" (994). Through deliberation, the practical

evaluative dimension shades into the projective dimension of agency as social actors 

imagine the possible paths their actions might take. 
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Projective Dimension of Agency 

According to Emirbayer and Mische, social actors are not limited to habitual 

actions or practical evaluations; they are also creative and inventors of thoughts and 

actions that lead to future possibilities. These thoughts and actions are located in the 

projective dimension of agency (984). Through their theoretical work and teaching 

practices, multiculturalists express projective imagination in their visions for the future , 

and they enact these visions through projects of rewriting, renaming, and transforming 

existing social structures. Moreover, by sharing these visions with like-minded others, 

they forge solidarities across differences. Multiculturalists realize that building 

commonalities with others is imperative to creating expansive social change because the 

projective imagination on a collective level is not just an "epiphenomenon" of but is 

constitutive to social transformation (Emirbayer and Mische 992). 

Actors through imagination and innovation hypothesize possible resolutions that 

will "adequately respond to the moral, practical, and emotional concerns arising from 

lived conflicts" (Emirbayer and Mische 990). For instance, Giroux and Shohat and Stam 

respond to the problematics of unjust cultural representations by expanding literacy to 

include cultural texts such as Hollywood and independent films. Keating likewise 

engages representations of cultural superiority by incorporating the "holistic mode[ s] of 

thought" that First Nations people offer in their perspectives as alternative epistemologies 

for W estem "ways of seeing" ("Making" 100). These responses create new pathways for 

pedagogical possibilities, allowing multiculturalists and their students to project new 
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narratives, rewrite dominant perspectives, and rename cultural spaces in the name of 

social justice. 

By enacting narrative construction and symbolic recomposition, actors develop a 

range of possible scenarios in response to problematic situations that habitual action and 

deliberation are unable to resolve (Emirbayer and Mische 989-90). For instance, Giroux 

challenges and recomposes the public "wisdom" on urban public schools and their 

students of color. This recomposition expands possible resolutions for issues in the 

broader society that are influenced by unjust representations such as policies on 

education, crime, and prison systems that disempower, marginalize, and fail these youths. 

Similarly, Shohat and Stam introduce minoritarian filmmakers, whose works reinscribe 

the past by providing new narratives of the Columbus history. Keating creates a space 

for her students to engage in narrative construction by relating multiple perspectives on 

creation stories in a way that makes new points of view possible. These recompositions 

and narrative constructions encourage students to be imaginative and innovative, creating 

their own range of possible choices in response to the conflicts that their multicultural 

educators present. 

Multicultural educators have as a primary goal that the creative potential within 

the classroom extends out into the broader society through their students' choices and 

actions. Multicultural educators understand that in "proposing new social ends as well as 

different means for arriving at them, actors draw upon- and sometimes extend, 

rearrange, and transform-the master frames extant in the broader political culture" 

(Emirbayer and Mische 993). Giroux's goal, for instance, is for students to extend the 
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narrative of democracy but not the dominant script that has been ethically truncated by 

ideations of dominant world economic and national power. Instead, Giroux encourages 

students to challenge these master narratives and to transform these definitions by 

extending the principles of democracy-equality, justice, freedom, and human rights--on 

both a "national and global level" (Living 20). Keating extends her goal of transforming 

the "unjust status quo" through life perspectives that acknowledge one's interconnectivity 

and accountability to others by encouraging students to use this relational thinking in 

their lives, thus refusing to allow "simplistic narratives of historical events" to determine 

their relationships to others ("Making" 112). 

Multiculturalists recognize that another important way to extend the projective 

imagination into the broader society is through forging solidarities. According to 

Emirbayer and Mische, the primary locus of agency when one builds solidarities 

originates in the projective dimension. They assert: "The imaginative capacity of the 'I' 

to move between multiple situationally variable 'me's' is what constitutes freedom and 

maneuverability in relation to established roles, as well as making possible social 

coordination, joint problem solving, and collective projects of social reform" (988). 

Mohanty's feminist solidarity model reflects this agentic orientation. In her comparative 

course on U.S. women of color, she encourages student actors to move among their 

histories, experiences, and struggles and those of the "other," imagining a range of 

possible relationships through points of connectivity. For Mohanty, the creation of 

solidarities extends out in the broader society in the form of active citizenship--those 
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students who connect feminist scholarship with the struggles for social justice in their 

everyday lives. 

For multicultural educators, the imaginative is constitutive. It is an essential part 

of social transformation. Therefore, Giroux, Shohat and Stam, Mohanty, and Keating 

encourage students to act on their hypotheses in "tentative and exploratory social 

interactions" within and outside the educational setting. As Emirbayer and Mische 

explain: " [T]hese liminal experimental periods may also have a transformative and 

renovational effect upon the larger culture, as new possibilities for human interaction are 

imagined, tested, and (perhaps) defined on a collective scale" (990-91). 

Conclusion 

Multiculturalists take on the leadership roles of educator, public intellectual, and 

activist to forge a new leadership for civil society. This new leadership enacts a complex 

interplay of agentic orientations, and it is through the iterational, practical-evaluative, and 

projective dimensions of agency that multiculturalists create and realize their 

reconceptualization of civil society by expanding the boundaries of U.S. civil society and 

transforming the notions of citizenship, civic virtues, and the common good. In the next 

chapter, I show how the synergistic framework that multicultural theories produce can 

offer more useful ways to communicate about divisive cultural issues and to mitigate 

cultural tensions, moving civil society beyond discourse frameworks of war and opening 

pathways to realize the possibilities of democracy. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

PLURALISTIC EGALITARIANISM: A NEW SOCIAL COVENANT 

FOR U.S. CIVIL SOCIETY 

"[Democracy} is an ideal in the only intelligible sense of an ideal: namely, 

the tendency and movement of something which exists carried to its final 

limit, viewed as completed, perfected. Since things do not attain such 

fulfillment but are in actuality distracted and interfered with, democracy 

in this sense is not a fact and never will be. " 

--John Dewey (328) 

In the beginning of this study, I cited Gutman's assertion that a lack ofrespect for 

one another undergirds the culture wars in U.S. society. At its core, this lack of respect is 

a disregard for the fundamental moral worth of human beings. Understood thusly, the 

disagreements, intolerance, and adversarial discourse that characterize U.S. civil society 

today are much more symptomatic than merely a public sphere in crisis. The idea that 

one's life is more worthy than another's causes and continues to create dystopian 

experiences for certain members of U.S. society. During such times, these people are 

denied the principles of democracy-equality, freedom, justice, and humanity-and the 

moral and political ideal of democracy remains unfulfilled. This is the real crisis in U.S . 

civil society. As Dewey suggests above, democracy is not a fact. Democracy is an ideal 

to be realized. It is not a guarantee in formal institutions or in social relations. 

Democracy is a process in need of continual rebirth within every citizen's actions. 
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After analyzing the different forms of multiculturalism for how they conceive of 

the by-products of U.S. civil society-citizenship, civic virtues, and the common good 

and for how they enact these reconceptualizations in society-I believe that the theories 

of multiculturalism work synergistically to offer a new moral philosophy for civil society. 

A pluralistic egalitarian society furthers the ideals of democracy rather than interfering 

with and distracting from them. Pluralistic egalitarian citizens consider the moral and 

political principles of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity a set of ultimate norms 

that guides their critical thinking about and deliberation on divisive issues. Through a 

process of informed, reasoned deliberation, in which all participants stand as equals, 

notions of the common good can be advanced and the possibilities of democracy realized. 

I conclude my study by applying the principles of pluralistic egalitarianism to two 

divisive issues in U.S. civil society-Mexican unauthorized worker and gay and lesbian 

civil rights. I challenge problematic responses by citizen-activist groups that distract 

from and interfere with the ideal of democracy and offer new possibilities for evolving 

democracy in a culturally pluralistic society. I choose these examples because, although 

extreme at first glance, a large percentage of the U.S. population opposes allowing 

Mexican unauthorized workers to live and work in the country and extending gays and 

lesbians civil rights. The issues of "illegal immigration" and "homosexual rights" take 

center-stage in national debate where they are acted upon in local, state, and national 

legislation. 84 

84 According to Passel, the terms "illegal alien," "undocumented immigrant," or "illegal immigrant" do not 
best describe these members of society. The best term to describe this population is "unauthorized 
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However, the opposition to these issues creates a type of attention that distracts 

from democratic deliberations on them and interferes with deliberation on other socially 

pressing issues such as education funding, homelessness, healthcare, the environment, 

and the like. Robert Bellah argues that members of a democracy through their attention 

cultivate human possibilities and purposes. However, when they distract attention from 

significant issues by expressing narrow moral views they are giving a "response to fear 

and exhaustion, leading to shallow escapism in some circumstances, to defensive efforts 

to dominate and control through power or money in others" (79). In a democracy, then, 

attending to what is significant is essential. Bellah maintains that "[ a ]ttending means to 

concern ourselves with the larger meaning of things in the long run, rather than with 

short-term payoffs. The pursuit of immediate pleasure, or the promise of immediate 

pleasure, is the essence of distraction. A good society is one in which attention takes 

precedence over distraction" (80). Using unsound reason in public debate over practices, 

policies, and laws distracts from the attention necessary to fulfill the ideal of democracy. 

Mexican Unauthorized Workers and the Democratic Ideal 

Approximately ten million people live and work in the U.S. in violation of its 

immigration laws. Eighty-one percent of this population is from South American 

countries and Mexico, and 57% percent ofthis population comes to the U .S. from 

Mexico. Although the total unauthorized migrant population constitutes only 4.3 percent 

of the U.S. civilian workforce and is ineligible for social services (except for emergency 

medical care, which is also denied in many states), unauthorized Mexican workers and 

migrant" because the workers often have counterfeit documents to gain employment in the U.S. and they 
are also more likely to return to their homes in Mexico (Passel). 
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their families have become the target of intense reaction as many U.S. citizens blame the 

unauthorized workers for the economic and social insecurities they feel (Passell). 85 For 

example, one particularly troubling response to the reality of Mexican unauthorized 

workers is the Minuteman Project. 

James Gilchrist began the Minuteman Project in April, 2005, enlisting U.S. 

citizens to patrol the twenty-seven mile Mexico-U.S. border in Cochise County, Arizona. 

The Minuteman Project has since expanded its patrol to all the states along the Southern 

border and to several states along the Canada-U.S. border. According to their official 

Website, one-thousand citizens have volunteered to patrol borders to prevent the influx of 

"illegal aliens." Gilchrist claims that the Minutemen and "Minutemoms" (the name 

given to the 30% volunteers who are women) are a racially and ethnically diverse group 

with at least 8% of"non-American-European" ancestry and are from all walks of life, 

including university professors, attorneys, taxi drivers, construction-trade personnel, 

students, retired military personnel, and homemakers. He stresses that the Project is not 

about race and rejects any ties with white supremacist groups ("Minutemenproject"). 

The Minuteman Project expresses two primary reasons for the establishment of 

their citizen-activist group. First, Project leaders refer to the 1.1 million unauthorized 

migrants apprehended trying to cross the Mexico-U.S. border last year. One in five, they 

stress, were caught in Cochise County alone (Carroll). Mike McGarry, the Minuteman 

85 ln fact, unauthorized migrants pay taxes into the federal and state systems through Social Security, sales 
taxes, and the like but receive in return no rights and little to no benefits. For instance, the federal 
government estimates that unauthorized workers pay $4 billion in Social Security taxes through false Social 
Security numbers ("Illegal"). In addition, Latin American immigrants (including unauthorized workers 
from Mexico) contribute $450 biJlion a year to the U.S. economy with an estimated $30 billion sent home 
as remittance. The remainder, however, contributes to tax bases across the country ("Immigrants"). 
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Project's media liaison, says that these numbers constitute an "invasion." Moreover, he 

states, the invaders are not immigrants but "aliens." He distinguishes between the two: 

"An immigrant is an invited guest into the American home. The illegal alien is someone 

who kicked in the back door and commits multiple misdemeanors and felonies to 

entrench himself here" (qtd. in "Vigilantes"). The Project participants' second reason for 

patrolling the border is to exercise their rights as citizens of the U.S. to peaceably 

assemble, enact their freedom of speech, and petition the government for a redress of 

their grievances. The Minuteman Project's complaint against the U.S. government is 

that, for decades, it has allowed a critical security threat to continue by its repeated failure 

to keep unlawful crossing from taking place at the Southwest border. The Minuteman 

Project's motto expresses its response to the U.S. government's ineffectiveness: 

"Americans doing the jobs our Government won' t do. Operating within the law to 

support enforcement of the law" ("Minutemanproject"). 

For many, the members of the Minuteman Project are citizen-activists who care 

deeply for the welfare of the United States. They are patriots who possess great 

nationalistic price. Moreover, they are addressing the concrete situations of burdened 

public social services and the loss of jobs at the hands of the Mexican unauthorized 

worker. But for pluralistic egalitarians, the Minuteman Project diverts the processes of 

democracy and impedes the realization of democratic ideals in U.S. society. The 

Project's official "Welcome" statement makes clear that the Minuteman's projective 

imagination conceives of a society in which differences are feared and scapegoatism 

takes the place of informed public reasoning. 
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The Welcome begins with the following position statement: 

[The Minuteman Project] is a call to peacefully assemble at the Arizona

Mexico border to bring national awareness to the decades-long careless 

disregard of effective U.S. immigration law enforcement. It is a reminder 

to Americans that our nation was founded as a nation governed by the 

"rule of law", not by the whims of mobs of ILLEGAL aliens who 

endlessly stream across U.S. borders. ("Minutementproject") 

In their opening lines, the Project connects itself to historically famous patriots, alluding 

to the Minutemen of the American Revolution, fighters who began a battle with British 

soldiers on the Concord River to rid themselves of a tyrant monarchy and to gain 

independence to form a separate nation. This allusion, however, is disingenuous at best. 

As the following discussion reveals, the Minuteman Project is an example of ascriptive 

citizenship and is made up of citizens who fail to understand what their duties and 

responsibilities are in a global market and multicultural society. 

Moreover, by representing the cause of Mexican unauthorized workers in U.S. 

society as the result of "careless disregard" and ineffective law enforcement, the Project 

effectively closes pathways to informed, reasoned debate. Likewise, by connecting their 

cause to a notion of justice as "the rule of law," the Project distracts from the democratic 

ideals of justice and humanity. As shown in this study, the rule of law can be used to 

justify any ends; it says nothing about the justness of a law and therefore requires the 

principles of justice and humanity in application. Through these principles, many citizen-
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activists have shown throughout the history of U.S. democratic constitutionalism that 

violations of laws may be illegal, but they are not always immoral. 

The Welcome statement continues by reasserting the deep patriotism of the 

Project's members: 

Accordingly, the men and women volunteering for this mission are those 

who are willing to sacrifice their time, and the comforts of a cozy home, to 

muster for something much more important than acquiring more "toys" to 

play with while their nation is devoured and plundered by the menace of 

tens of millions of invading illegal aliens. ("Minutementproject") 

Here, the Project criticizes passive, consumer citizens who fail to take action against the 

threats to "their nation" and points to its members as exemplary examples of 

citizenship--acts by men and women willing to volunteer and sacrifice for the good of 

the nation. The Minuteman Project, however, assumes a particularistic stance on the 

reality of U.S. society, one that disregards the contributions Mexican unauthorized 

workers give to the nation's evolvement. In this sense, the Project is an associational 

group of ascriptive Americanism. Its mission is to secure a narrow idea of what the U.S. 

should be, instead of dealing with the reality of what the U.S. is and basing actions in the 

moral and political principles of democracy. 

For example, the members of the Project claim that its actions seek redress for the 

U.S. government's inability to control illegal immigration; yet, the actions that the 

members take obstruct the principle of justice. The members point to the Bush 

Administration's failure to fulfill its promises for more border patrol and for its inability 
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to pass promised legislation in 2004 that deals specifically with Mexican unauthorized 

workers. 86 Yet, seeking redress entails participation in democratic processes, such as 

public deliberation, legislating and judicial review. The Minuteman Project, however, 

bypasses deliberation with all members of society (including unauthorized migrants) and 

legislative and judicial channels to become sole enforcer and judge. These actions do not 

further the possibilities of democracy. One might argue that the Minuteman's mission, 

like other times in U.S. history, is a citizen movement that has to act outside the political 

processes of democracy to right a wrong that has failed to be rectified. But this is 

misguided. The examples of civil and human rights movements in this country's history 

had to do with abolishing oppressive laws that denied the principles of justice and 

humanity to members of society denied them. The Project wants to take the law into its 

own hands. 

Being part of the political process in U.S. society requires a much more critically 

informed citizenry, one that could, in this case, understand the global relationship 

between Mexico and the U.S. in political, economic, and social terms, as well as the 

historical relationship between the two countries. Moreover, realizing the possibilities of 

democracy requires a citizenry willing to engage in informed, reasoned deliberations. 

However, the Minuteman's call to patrol the Mexico-U.S. border and to stop the "tens of 

86 President George Bush claims his proposed "Temporary Worker Program" benefits the U.S. in 
significant ways: (1) Protects homeland security by controlling borders; (2) serves America's economy by 
allowing workers to work for employers injobs that "Americans" do not fill; (3) promotes compassion; (4) 
provides incentives for workers to return to home country; and (5) protects the rights of legal immigrants 
("Fact Sheet"). 
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millions of invading illegal aliens" from destroying and plundering the U.S. neither 

engages in deliberation nor presents informed stances on the issue. 

For instance, instead of invoking the inflammatory rhetoric of "tens of millions of 

invading illegal aliens," deliberators should seek the information that accurately reflects 

how many unauthorized workers there are in the U.S. In reality, of the approximately ten 

million people living in the U.S. in violation of immigration laws, 6.3 percent are in the 

civilian work force. The overwhelming majority of these workers (77%) performs 

unskilled labor and service jobs (Passell). The Minuteman Project argues that these 

positions could be desirable to legal immigrants and native citizens, but unauthorized 

migrants have driven wages so low that these other workers refuse to do the jobs. 

However, these workers do not just fill low-paying jobs. Unauthorized migrant workers 

also fill unprotected jobs that do not offer worker's compensation benefits, health 

benefits, or Social Security benefits. The fact that six million workers are willing to be 

exploited to make enough money to live in better circumstances than they could in their 

home country or to help family members at home is not the cause of low wages. 

In reality, low wages result from a complex system of supply and demand, and 

scapegoating Mexican unauthorized workers conveniently distracts investigation from 

important questions about the market economy and ethical regulations of it. Pluralistic 

egalitarians believe informed stances must ask questions about the capitalistic system and 

government regulations. For instance, how has the loss of labor unions and right-to-work 

legislation affected the wage earnings for unskilled jobs? How could legalizing the 

unauthorized worker's employment status raise wages? What regulations are necessary 
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to ensure that a seemingly ubiquitous market also embodies the moral and political 

principles of democracy? 

Rather than scapegoating Mexican unauthorized workers for "devouring and 

plundering" the U.S., then, deliberators ought to inform themselves of the economic 

trends and political decisions that affect the U.S. economy. Mexican unauthorized 

workers and the U.S . economy are intertwined in a complex reciprocal relationship that 

has existed since the U.S. began. Even though they are not officially permitted to work 

within the U.S., unauthorized Mexican workers, whether day laborers, farm workers, 

domestics, gardeners, mechanics, construction, or restaurant and hotel workers, have 

always been a part of U.S. society and are interconnected in deep and meaningful ways. 87 

Rather than denying that they contribute to society and claiming that they take and 

consume U.S. resources meant only for U.S. citizens, deliberators must be informed 

about the reality of unauthorized migrant workers ' impact on the U.S. economy. 

Unauthorized workers are interconnected with the economy in more ways than simply 

being a labor force. For instance, economically, they contribute 13.3 billion dollars into 

financial institutions, spending nearly 40 million each year in service fees to send 

remittances back to family members in Mexico (Orozoco ). At the local level, these 

workers spend their incomes in small businesses, contributing to sales taxes, and pay 

property taxes through their rents and mortgages, which pay into states' educational 

systems. 

87 For instance, A Day Without a Mexican is a satirical comedy that explores the way Latin Americans 
(including unauthorized workers) are intimately intertwined in the economic, soda], and political day to 
day processes of life in the State of California (A Day). 
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Most important, though, the Minuteman Project and supporters ought to 

understand the realities of the U.S. economy in a global market. As they seek to blame 

economic insecurities on 6.3 million unauthorized migrant workers, these citizens fail to 

investigate the complex relationship the U.S. has with multiple nations through imports 

and exports of goods and services ( overwhelmingly "white-collar" service positions). 

For instance, in 2003, the value export of jobs was $131 billion, while the import of jobs 

was valued at $77.38 billion. The U.S. earned a $53.64 billion surplus in trade with the 

rest of the world. In addition, the U.S. depends upon $81.98 billion in foreign investment 

in businesses (Phillips). The idea of U.S. jobs only for U.S. citizens is unrealistic in a 

global economy. The real issue ought to be how to make these reciprocal relationships 

with other nations and their peoples express the moral and political ideal of democracy. 

The Project's "Welcome statement" closes with a slippery-slope argument that 

makes the Mexican unauthorized worker responsible for the downfall of U.S. society: 

Future generations will inherit a tangle of rancorous, unassimilated, 

squabbling cultures with no common bond to hold them together, and a 

certain guarantee of the death of this nation as a harmonious "melting 

pot." The result: political, economic and social mayhem. Historians will 

write about how a lax America let its unique and coveted form of 

government and society sink into a quagmire of mutual acrimony among 

the various sub-nations that will comprise the new self-destructing 

America. ("Minutementproj ect") 
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It is clear from these concluding remarks that the Project's members understand that, as 

U.S. citizens, they are defenders of a homogeneous country, revealing their ascriptive 

particularlism and the real motives behind their actions. They believe that if they fail to 

uphold this notion of citizenship, the consequences will be dire. 88 

The Minuteman Project claims a narrow version of our country's past as it 

bemoans the future: "Historians will write about how a lax America let its unique and 

coveted form of government and society sink into a quagmire of mutual acrimony among 

the various sub-nations that will comprise the new self-destructing America."89 This last 

statement makes clear that the participants in the Minuteman Project are not only talking 

about unauthorized migrants. They seem to be giving an ominous warning against 

allowing any immigration into the country, revealing their ascriptive view of U.S. 

society. In fact, the U.S. was created by waves of immigration (including unauthorized 

immigration), and from its beginning, the U.S. has been comprised of multiple cultures. 

Hardly "sub-nations," these immigrant communities constitute society and create the 

nation. As Ella Shohat eloquently describes, "the nation is transformed by each new 

wave washing up on its shores. New immigrants stretch with their bodies the boundaries 

and definitions of Americanness" ("Introduction" 44). 

As the notion of "Americanness" continues to evolve, the moral and political 

principles of democracy maintain a universal appeal and sustain our "unique and coveted 

88 One cannot help but note the strong biblical allusion to the Tower of Babel in this passage. My Purpose 
here is not to explore this link between ascriptive citizens and Christian movements; however, I do point to 
an important area for further scholarship. Just a briefresearch of the two subjects on the Internet led to 
several thousand entries that linked "illegal immigration" and the U.S. becoming a Tower of Babel. 

89 Again, the Minuteman rhetoric alludes to another biblical allusion: Armageddon. 
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form of government," not an ascribed, particularistic view of Americanness that excludes 

others from contributing. Indeed, a "lax America" is a U.S. citizenry that continues to 

use scapegoats for the issues that U.S. governmental policies and the market economy 

create, issues that move us further away from our moral and political principles. An 

active citizenry lives these principles in their daily lives, expressing them in private and 

public spaces. On the contrary, the Minuteman Projeci as an ascriptive citizen group, 

bases their actions on a xenophobia that diverts their attention from the real causes of 

economic and political problems in U.S. society and orients them toward a scapegoat. 

However, the Mexican unauthorized migrant is not what is threatening their share of the 

"cozy" life and of material "toys~" The real issues of social and economic insecurities are 

exacerbated as the disparity between the rich and poor in the U.S. widens, the middle 

class shrinks, the working class becomes the working poor, and hundreds of thousands of 

children and elderly do not receive the medical treatment they need. These problems are 

not the result of the unauthorized migrant or even ten million .of them. 

Homosexuals in a Constitutional Democracy 

The issue of gay and lesbian civil rights and equal protection illustrates a public 

debate in U.S. society that is encumbered by moral judgments. Similar to the issue of 

Mexican unauthorized worker, opposition to extending democratic principles to these 

members of society is a distraction derived in ascriptive Americanism. According to 

conservative religious leaders such as the Reverend Jerry Falwell and some moderate 
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Christian groups, homosexuality is a sin and, therefore, immoral. 90 Because it is a sin, 

homosexuals do not deserve the same rights as heterosexuals. Many members of U.S. 

society agree with this view, albeit for different reasons. For some citizens, the 

homosexual is the abject other, whose very existence creates intense anxiety. As Iris 

Marion Young claims: "Homophobia is one of the deepest fears of difference precisely 

because the border between gay and straight is constructed as the most permeable; 

anyone at all can become gay, especially me, so the only way to defend my identity is to 

turn away with irrational disgust" (146). Thus, the negative response to homosexuals in 

U.S. civil society exists on a continuum of positions from extreme ones, such as that 

expressed by the Reverend Greg Dixon, once the National Secretary for the Moral 

Majority, who called for homosexuals to be put to death ("Ayatollahs"), to mild positions 

held by many "liberal" citizens, who feel a slight twinge of anxiety when gays or lesbians 

express their homosexuality. 

This continuum of positions has great consequences for gays and lesbians in U.S. 

society. They often endure physical pain inflicted by crimes of hate, emotional pain 

caused by overt and covert discrimination, and the spiritual trauma resulting from both. 

Because of the physical, mental, and spiritual violence experienced at the hands of fellow 

citizens, homosexuals and their allies seek to achieve protection from the state and equal 

standing in society. Although the U.S. Supreme Court overturned the constitutionality of 

sodomy laws, these laws are still on the books in twenty-two states. So, to ensure that 

90 For instance, United Church of Christ has inclusive policies toward homosexuals. Mainline 
denominations such as "Methodists, Presbyterians, and Episcopalians" continue to debate positions on 
policies of inclusiveness for homosexuals" ("Policies"). 
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gays and lesbians are really free from legal prosecution, they will need to be repealed 

(Homosexual Rights). 91 The homosexual community also seeks the extension ofrights 

afforded heterosexual couples for the benefit and protection of their unions and 

families. 92 

Although homosexuals are safeguarded from legal prosecution, they are not free 

to live their lives openly and honestly in U.S. society. For instance, only ten states and 

the District of Colombia have equal protection laws against discrimination based on 

sexual orientation ("Equality in the States"). When homosexuals and their supporters 

enter into public debate about homosexual rights, they frame these issues as matters of 

civil rights and the extension of the moral and political principles of democracy. 

Conversely, anti-gay rights activists consider gay and lesbian lifestyles violations of 

society's morals, transgressions that must be thwarted to preserve and protect "traditional 

values." Consequently, when the opposition engages in public debate about homosexual 

rights, they refuse gays and lesbians equal moral and political standing in the discussion, 

creating an unequal status for millions of U.S. citizens.93 According to pluralistic 

91 Until the decision of Lawrence and Gamer v. Texas in 2004, the United States was the only member of 
The Group of Eight (G8) who criminalized homosexuality. The U.S. was one of only a smalJ percentage of 
countries in the world to do so. Those that do criminalize homosexuality are mostly dictatorships, 
totalitarian regimes, and theocracies ("Homosexual"}. 

92 For a discussion of the civil and social benefits of sanctioned marriage, see "B-275860," a study by the 
Office of the General Counsel for the United States Government (Office). For discussions on the legal and 
social movements for same-sex marriage, see David Moats' s Gay Marriage in America and Evan 
Wolfson's Why Marriage Matters: America, Equality, and Gay People's Right to Marry. See Evan 
Gerstmann' s Same-sex Marriage and the Constitution for an excellent defense of same-sex marriage based 
on U.S. Constitutional rights. 

93 According to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau's count of same-sex households in the U.S., there are least 
1.2 million "counted" homosexuals (Guerra). Of course, the Census Bureau does not document citizens by 
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egalitarianism, the unequal status for gays and lesbians that results from irrational disgust 

and conservative religious beliefs distracts from and interferes with the promises of 

democracy in the most severe way. 

The severity of unequal status for gays and lesbians manifests itself in several 

ways, but the following examples illustrate how it becomes most apparent in citizen 

reactions. Over the past eight months, the Reverend Fred Phelps and congregation 

members of the Westboro Baptist Church of Topeka, Kansas, have picketed over eighty 

funerals in thirty states with anti-gay messages. They have picketed services for AIDS 

victims, gays, soldiers killed in Iraq, and the West Virginia coal miners, choosing the 

deaths of gays and those resulting from tragic events to spread their message. Their 

advocacy has led to the enactment in several states of bans on or at least restrictions of 

protests at funeral sites. Regardless of the restrictions, Phelps declares, he and his 

congregation will continue to spread their message because "it needs to be delivered" 

(Hamilton). Their message is about God's wrath against the U.S. tolerance for gays and 

lesbians. Phelps says, "God is through with this country. It is now Brokeback Mountain 

territory. This nation is doomed" (Hamilton). As for the lawmakers who aim to restrict 

Phelps and similar groups from protesting at funerals, Phelps believes they are "amoral, 

unprincipled demagogues masquerading as statesmen" and says their legislation is 

"manifestly unconstitutional blatantly un-American and lawless" (Hamilton). 

Although Phelps has been labeled an extremist and his Baptist church is not 

officially recognized by the American, Northern, or Southern Baptist Conventions, his 

sexual orientation, and therefore these numbers do not include homosexual couples unwilling to claim their 
sexual orientation for fear of discrimination or single gays and lesbians not living with a partner. 
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response to gays and lesbians in U.S. society gamers a following and support from 

citizens in every state in which he protests. The acts of public demonstration are not 

simply the reactions of religious zealots. Similar inflammatory remarks are made by 

leaders of large mainstream religious organizations. For instance, Pat Robertson, the 

founder of the Christian Coalition and the 700 Club, warned city officials in Orlando, 

Florida, who voted to allow rainbow flags during "gay days" at Disney World: "I don't 

think I'd be waving those flags in God's face ifl were you. [A] condition like this will 

bring about the destruction of your nation. It'll bring about terrorist bombs, it'll bring 

earthquakes, tornadoes and possibly a meteor" ("Pat Roberston"). In addition to the 

inflammatory remarks he uses in public discourse, Robertson conflates religious views 

and democratic constitutionalism. In an interview with George Stephanopoulos, 

Robertson claims, "I do think [God] answers prayer and I think there have been literally 

millions of people praying for a change in the Supreme Court. The people of faith in this 

country feel they're on a tyranny and they see their liberties taken away from them and 

they've been beseeching God, fasting, and praying for years. So, I think he hears and 

answers their prayers" ("Pat Robertson"). 

Not all members of society hold the same religious convictions as Phelps, 

Robertson, and their followers. The majority of U.S. citizens probably would not 

consider protesting a funeral or blaming a natural disaster on God's wrath for accepting 

gays and lesbians. Nevertheless, citizens across the country who share a similar attitude 

that homosexuals are morally inferior continue to support legislation that restricts the 

rights of their fellow citizens. For instance, on November 8, 2005, Texas became the 
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nineteenth state to pass a constitutional amendment disallowing homosexuals the "right" 

to marry or to receive the benefits of marriage in any state-sanctioned way. 94 

The severity of the above examples lies in the conflation of irrational disgust and 

narrow religious views and the processes of democracy. The hallmark of a liberal 

democracy is that it constitutionally protects the rights and freedoms of individuals and 

minorities, placing constraint upon the extent to which "the will of the majority can be 

exercised" ("Democracy"). The "will of the majority" regarding homosexuals directs 

anti-gay legislation that disregards these individuals' rights to benefit from the principles 

of democracy. Pluralistic egalitarians are at the forefront of challenging these laws, but 

they also believe that transforming a civil society into one that upholds the moral and 

political principles of democracy during the process of informed, reasoned deliberation 

will cease these types of restrictions before they become acts of legislation. 

In a pluralistic egalitarian society, even those who hold narrow views about the 

morality or value of another human being ought to enter into informed deliberation with a 

reasoned stance, and, if the rationality of their position is proved unsound, they ought to 

have the virtue to take right actions and the openness to consider different perceptions. 

As Young makes clear by her discussion on body-border anxiety, many base their moral 

judgments about the homosexual in irrational disgust, which by definition is not sound. 

These positions are easily changed; generally, the more informed anxious people become, 

94 Article I, section 32 of the Texas State Constitution's Bill of Rights states: "(a) Marriage in this state 
shall consist of the union of one man and one woman. (b) This state or political subdivision of this state 
may not create or recognize any legal status identical or similar to marriage" ("The Texas"). The spirit and 
intent of this amendment is to restrict aJl non-heterosexual adult citizens from the legal status of marriage 
and the rights guaranteed therein. 
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the less anxiety they have. The position taken because of religious conviction, however, 

proves to be a much more complicated issue for democratic deliberation. 

Many but not all Christians, particularly conservative believers, base the argument 

that gays and lesbians are sinners and are therefore immoral on Divine Command Theory. 

In public debates, pluralistic egalitarians challenge the rationality of Divine Command 

Theory on two distinct points. First, as James Rachels says, "[m]orality and religion are, 

in a word, different" (69); it is a misguided endeavor to base the institutions of a 

constitutional democracy on the narrow principles of one religion, regardless of the 

dominance of that religious view among its people. This understanding manifests itself 

in the separation of church and state in the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 

The moral and political ideals of democracy are the principles by which members of U.S. 

society ought to live; therefore, the morality of a narrow or dominant religious view 

cannot supersede its moral and political contractarian principles. Second, according to 

several leading theologians, to base moral judgments against homosexuals on Divine 

Command Theory is mistaken. 95 Pluralistic egalitarians believe that transforming these 

beliefs will lead to an egalitarian society in which the ideal of democracy can be fulfilled. 

The thought that moral judgments derive from religious faith may not strike most 

readers as questionable, but it has been a contention throughout history that morality and 

religion are independent matters. Take, for instance, Socrates's famous philosophical 

question asked in the Euthyphro, "Is conduct right because the gods command it, or do 

the gods command it because it is right?" ( qtd. in Rachels 56). If understood correctly, 

95 For examples that reflect this point of view, see Coogan 19.1 :1-38; Siker 226. 
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the two alternatives of the Divine Command Theory prove that Christians should not base 

moral judgments in God's will. Indeed, the first option asks believers to accept that 

God's commands are arbitrary, for there is no right or wrong, only God ' s will that 

something is so. Therefore, if God commands us to murder, it is right. Moreover, if 

good or bad is defined solely by God's will, then the doctrine of the goodness of God is 

rendered meaningless because "If 'Xis good' means 'Xis commanded by God,' then 

' God' s commands are good' would mean only 'God's commands are commanded by 

God,' an empty truism" (Rachels 57). 

Believers would certainly not accept that God's will is arbitrary or that God's 

goodness meaningless; therefore, believers must accept that there is a standard of good 

and bad independent of God's will (Rachels 56-58). For many believers, however, this 

option seems impious. However, Rachels argues, "The Divine Command theory of right 

and wrong itself leads to impious results, so that a pious person should not accept it. In 

fact, some of the greatest theologians, such as St. Thom.as Aquinas (ca. 1225-1274), 

rejected the theory for just this reason" (59). Nevertheless, there is a rich history in the 

U.S. of members of society using biblical scripture to support moral judgments that 

discriminate and oppress certain groups of people through practices, policies, and 

legislation. 

Yet it is immoral to oppress fellow human beings because of who they are, and 

indeed, these acts of legislation will inevitably be overturned by the U.S. judicial process. 

For instance, African-Americans and women labored to attain equal moral and political 

status and secured de jure equal rights and protection from the U.S. government. 
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Pluralistic egalitarians today challenge those social structures that attempt to subjugate 

members of society into inferior moral status. The same process will take place for 

homosexual citizens. For example, although nineteen states deny marriage rights to gays 

and lesbians, the state of Massachusetts supports the extension of marriage rights to 

homosexual couples.96 Several states-Vermont, New Jersey, Connecticut, Hawaii, 

Maine, and California-grant marriage benefits through civil unions or domestic 

partnerships to same-sex couples. 

Those states that restrict rights to members of their communities will continue to 

face legal challenges. For instance, in New Jersey, the Supreme Court is deliberating on 

a case to legalize marriage rights to homosexual couples instead of just granting civil 

unions. In May 2005, a federal judge in Nebraska struck down that state's constitutional 

ban on same-sex marriage, deeming it unconstitutional. In January 2006, a Baltimore 

judge ruled Maryland's law banning same-sex marriages unconstitutional (Mosk and 

Barnes). As a result of the above cases and inclusive legislation, more voices participate 

in the possibility of democracy, and, as Sey la Benhabib suggests, our democratic 

institutions are legitimized. 

Beyond the challenge of the separation of church and state, pluralistic egalitarians 

must also challenge the rationality of the belief in Divine Command Theory itself 

because of its use to relegate certain members in society to second-class citizenship. 

According to Peter J. Gomes, Preacher to Harvard University, Christians must read the 

96 According to a recent poll by the MassEquality Education Fund, 66% of Massachusetts citizens who 
support gay marriage stated that they had a gay or lesbian friend or relative. The Education Fund draws an 
important conclusion from this statistic and states that "personal connection creates better support for equal 

marriage rights" (MassEquality). 
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Bible with heart and mind, considering its "public nature, its dynamic, living qualities, 

and its inclusivity" (24 ). He asserts: "The temptation to misread the Bible on our own 

behalf and to domesticate it for our own purposes are many and dangerous, and in 

America, devoted as we are to the Bible, we have tried them all" (64). The worst of these 

temptations, according to Gomes, is "culturism." 

For Gomes, culturism is a means of using scripture to support the status quo in 

society. He argues: "Under the rubric of culturism, scripture, rather than a critique of 

culture or a vision of another way and day, is chiefly understood as the justification for 

what has been and what is, a divinely inspired apologist for whatever presently obtains" 

( 4 7). Rachels explains how culturism takes place in modem society: "[W]hen people 

claim that their moral views are derived from their religious commitments, they are often 

mistaken. In reality, something very different is going on. They are making up their 

minds about the moral issues first and then interpreting the Scriptures, or church 

tradition, in such a way as to support the moral conclusion they have already reached" 

(65). Gomes insists that Christians must rise above the use of culturism and base their 

interpretations in the spirit of scripture. Take, for example, the often cited text of 

Leviticus. Gomes argues that the "Holyness Code," as stated in Leviticus, "is designed to 

provide a standard of moral behavior that will distinguish the Jews from the Canaanites, 

whose land they have been given by God" (153). The rules include all forms of behavior 

that aid in this distinction, such as adultery, incest, bestiality, permitting cattle to inbreed, 

sowing fields with two kinds of seeds, or wearing garments made of two different kinds 

of material, keeping kosher laws, and harvesting trees every five years. Some behaviors 
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are considered ritually impure, and some are considered evil. Nevertheless, violation of 

these rules is subject to capital punishment. The meaning of the Holyness Code in the 

Leviticus text is to establish cultural identity in a new land (Gomes 154). 

In this historical context, the need for the Holyness Code is easily understood; 

however, as Gomes argues, the modem Christian and theological context are no longer in 

need of distinguishing themselves. So pointing to Leviticus to support God's command 

against homosexuality, Gomes insists, is to take its meaning out of context and to misread 

what is considered "ritually impure" and what is "intrinsically wrong" (154). Gomes 

makes the distinction: 

Homosexuality in Leviticus is condemned as ritually impure, the key to 

this conclusion being the fact that the word abomination does not usually 

describe something intrinsically evil, such as rape or theft, but something 

that is ritually impure, like eating pork or engaging in intercourse during 

menstruation. An abomination is by definition what the Gentiles do, but 

that in and of itself is not necessarily evil or a violation of the 

Commandments. ( 154) 

Why, then, do the majority of Christians in U.S. society choose to interpret 

Leviticus in a way that supports discrimination against fellow U.S. citizens? Doing so in 

one' s private and public lives disallows homosexuals an equal moral and political 

standing in society. According to Gomes, "The combination of ignorance and prejudice 

under the guise of morality makes the religious community, and its abuse of scripture in 

this regard, itself morally culpable" (14 7). 
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In the debate about homosexual rights, then, opponents ought to base their 

judgments against homosexuals in sound argument, not in culturalism. Anti-gay activists 

would have to prove that homosexuality is indeed evil and a crime, even though gays and 

lesbians do not steal from or injure anyone by being homosexual. Opponents would have 

to prove that homosexuals destroy such values and virtues as love, commitment, security, 

and nurturance. They would have to show that gay and lesbians do not respect these 

"traditional values" in their own lives and families, even though gays and lesbians across 

the country seek marriage rights and parental rights to protect and honor their 

commitments and children. Anti-homosexual rights activists would have to prove that if 

homosexuals are allowed to live their lives freely with the same rights and protections as 

heterosexuals, they would destroy society, even though throughout history, no society has 

ever ended because of its homosexual members. If opponents are unable to support these 

moral judgments with sound reason, they ought to have the willingness to uphold laws, 

practices, and policies that extend the moral and political principles of democracy to all 

members of society equally. They also ought to have the openness to change their 

perceptions when offered new perspectives. 

Clear Consciousness and the Possibilities of Democracy 

For Dewey, the ideal of democracy can be found in the "clear consciousness of a 

communal life," a realization that derives from the good being shared by all members of 

society (328). Pluralist egalitarianism envisions a society that can realize a common 

good in a citizenry which enact the moral and political principles of democracy in their 

daily lives. However, to forge a citizenry willing and able to do so is a complicated 
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process of transformation that requires the dedication of new leadership. This leadership, 

as Henry A. Giroux describes, "takes up the issues of power, culture, and identity within 

an ethical discourse that points to those practices between the self and others that oblige 

one 'to make an ethical decision, to say: here I stand ... here and now I face an other who 

demands of me an ethical response"' (Living 20). The possibilities of democracy require 

this leadership because, as groups such as the Minuteman Project and anti-gay activists 

reveal, people will have to give up their perceived advantages, for instance the power to 

define important concepts such as "Americanness," sex, marriage, family, and love. But 

power need not be a zero-sum game. Instead, as Ellen W. Gorsevski claims, power can 

be "power with" people rather than "power over" people. 97 

The different forms of multiculturalism offer a complex process for engendering 

this ethical discourse and ethical sense of self, creating a pluralistic egalitarian society. 

Pluralistic egalitarians expose illiberal and unethical actions that lead to oppressive 

structures in U.S. society and encourage humans to relate to one another through 

commonalities instead of feared differences. For instance, in the above examples, how 

different would the public discourse on Mexican unauthorized workers and homosexual 

rights be if interlocutors were knowledgeable of and did not fear one another? What if 

deliberators sough out the commonalities that they share on such values and virtues as 

love, commitment, family, opportunity, well-being, trust, honesty, respect, kindness, and 

compassion, instead of focusing on the differences they perceive to be keeping them 

apart? 

97 Starhawk describes the differences of "power with" and "power over" people in Truth or Dare: 
Encounters with Power, Authority, and Mystery (8-10). 
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Most important, I believe, pluralistic egalitarians offer a way to enact the most 

profound change for society-changing oneself. Humans always have choices in how 

they act and in how they will perceive another's actions. These choices are not simply 

means to a desired end. They are ends in themselves. A fundamental tenet of pluralist 

egalitarianism, then, is transforming perceptions. Pluralistic egalitarians believe that 

choosing to engage the world ethically will ultimately create an ethical world. Anzaldua 

describes this process: 

Conclusion 

You seek out allies and, together, begin building spiritual/political 

communities that struggle for personal growth and social justice. By 

compartiendo historias, ideas, las nepantleras forge bonds across race, 

gender, and other lines, thus creating a new tribalism. Este quehacer

internal work coupled with commitment to struggle for social 

transformation-changes your relationship to your body, and, in turn, to 

other bodies and to the world. And when that happens, you change the 

world. (Anzaldua, "now" 574). 

Democracy needs and is needed by a philosophy of pluralistic egalitarianism. 

Together, they keep its moral and political ideal possible. As a utopian vision, a 

pluralistic egalitarian society represents the realization of democratic principles in its 

citizens, citizen virtues, and notions of the common good. But it rejects the criticism of 

being a totalization, a master narrative, that leads to a categorical utopia-a variation of 

fascism. Rather, pluralist egalitarianism is a "discourse of possibility," an "infinite 
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totalization" that leads to a hypothetical or provisional utopia (McLaren, Critical 220). In 

other words, pluralist egalitarianism is a utopian representation of U.S. society for the 

twenty-first century enacted through the projective imagination of social actors as they 

seek to perfect the moral and political ideal of democracy. Rhetorical and civil society 

scholars who take seriously the work of evolving the possibilities of democracy in society 

should seek out these imaginative paths, finding and developing those practices that 

eradicate relationships of domination without working contrary to equality as a desired 

end. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CONCLUSION 

"For positive social change to occur we must imagine a reality that differs 

from what already exists . ... Activism is the courage to act consciously on 

our ideas, to exert power in resistance to ideological pressure . . .. 

Empowerment comes from ideas-our revolution is fought with concepts, 

not with guns, and it is fueled by vision. By focusing on what we want to 

happen, we change the present. The healing images and narratives we 

imagine will eventually materialize. " 

--Gloria E. Anzaldua ("Preface" 5) 

At the completion of this project, the Rhetoricians for Peace (RFP) listserv began 

a thread on David Horowitz, academic freedom, and "sit-ins" to protest practices and 

policies that would restrict the ability of educators to take on the roles of public 

intellectual and social activist. One list member asked if the group ought to think of new 

ways to approach Horowitz and others like him who promote such limitations on the 

educator's agency instead of protesting his talks and heckling during his speeches 

because Horowitz successfully uses such opposition to support his own arguments about 

the ideological left' s alleged stronghold on university campuses. Also during the 

concluding days of this work, on January 27, 2006, the House passed HR 4437, an illegal 

immigrant bill many argue is punitive against and unfairly targets unauthorized workers 

from Mexico, and referred it to the Senate Judiciary Committee and, on February 23 , 
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2006, Chairman Arlen Specter released a draft of his Chairman's Mark, the 

"Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006. Widespread demonstrations in major 

cities across the country ensued, and hundreds of thousands of Latinos and supporters of 

legal and unauthorized immigrant residents marched in the streets, protesting the 

unfairness of the bill, especially for the 11 million unauthorized workers currently 

residing in U.S. society. 

Horowitz's academic freedom lecture series and immigration reform acts are 

current examples in the national spotlight that support the timeliness and importance of 

this study. They also underscore the exigency for sophisticated literacy projects that can 

help create positive social change. As Anzaldua writes above, the imagination offers 

pathways for transforming reality. The RFP list member had an intuitive sense of this 

proposition, understanding that the constant opposition given to Horowitz during his 

lecture series on academic freedom is ultimately counterproductive to the RFP members' 

goals: peace. She was asking the members to imagine new ways to effect change that 

have not yet been enacted rather than the dominant political literacy of opposition in U.S. 

society. For instance, the protestors against HR 44 3 7 and the Chairman's Mark have 

called for "A Day Without a Latino" on the first of May if the immigration bills pass the 

Senate. The creators of the strike call on all Latinos residing in the U.S. to stay home on 

the first of May, hoping to show the U.S. how important Latinos are to society and the 

economy. 

The acts of opposition enacted by student and faculty "sit-ins" against Horowitz 

and his attempts at restricting academic freedom and the protests by Latinos and their 
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supporters are important acts of agency that unveil the ignorance keeping many in U.S. 

society from understanding the importance of engendering a critical citizenry for U.S. 

democracy and from recognizing the contributions that their Latino neighbors make to 

U.S. society. Nevertheless, real enlightenment in the very people they oppose seldom 

occurs through oppositional politics. The synergistic framework of multicultural theories 

that I have developed and which I present in this work resolves this paradox by providing 

alternative approaches to conflict-ridden issues in U.S. society that offer alternative 

pathways for positive social change. Alongside the well-traveled roads of opposition that 

often polarize members of society, new ways of relating with one another through points 

of connection can lead to the realization of democracy. The following discussion briefly 

summarizes the multicultural literacy that I delineate in this study. I also address several 

of the study' s limitations and explore the implications of applying this multicultural 

literacy for academia and the broader society. 

Regardless of how the ideal of democracy is restricted in U.S. society, I believe in 

its possibilities. I trust that the U.S. can become a free, just, and compassionate society in 

which all stand before one another as fundamental moral equals and everyone has an 

equal voice in the formation of society's practices, policies, and laws. Because of this 

faith, I have been seeking ways in which the U.S. as a culturally pluralistic and global 

society can negotiate the tensions of competing ideologies. Throughout my research on 

the rhetoric of multiculturalism, I began to appreciate the fact that the different forms of 

academic multiculturalism were contributing in significant ways to an understanding of 

the U.S. social sector. Multiculturalism critiques the conservative, fear-based ideologies 
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in current civil society that obstruct democracy. However, it is not simply an academic 

endeavor of diverse camps attempting to counter conservative beliefs through 

oppositional tactics. I argue in this study that if conceived of as a synergistic model, 

multicultural theories offer visions for a deeply democratic U.S. society. 

Imagining how the different forms of multiculturalism could transform civil 

society led to this project. Throughout the work, I analyzed specific texts by 

multiculturalists who represent liberal/left-liberal, critical, feminist, and transformational 

forms of multiculturalism for what they are saying about civil. I also analyzed 

conservative texts that speak against multicultural theories and those that take 

conservative positions in the discourse on U.S. civil society. In my research questions, I 

asked how multiculturalists are (re)conceptualizing twenty-first century U.S. civil society 

and how their rhetorical agency effects the society they seek. I analyzed specific texts for 

what they are saying about civil society's important aspects of citizenship, civic virtues, 

and the common good. I then analyzed the agentic activity of multiculturalists for its 

efficacy in realizing their goals. 

The conceptual schema that I developed from my analyses proposes a central 

thesis: that the different forms of multiculturalism if brought together to work 

synergistically provide a theoretical model and normative ideal of U.S. civil society based 

on a new philosophical tradition of pluralistic egalitarianism. Pluralistic egalitarianism 

requires that human beings lift the veils of ignorance that shield the levels of 

connectedness between them. Replacing desconocimientos with understanding and 

knowledge of the other, human beings can begin to realize the possibilities of democracy. 
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But equality, liberty, fairness, and compassion simply cannot be realized when people 

fear, hate, and work to subjugate other human beings. Democracy needs pluralistic 

egalitarianism. It requires that those who purport to live by its rules actually practice its 

principles in their daily lives. I came to these conclusions through the following 

analyses. 

When I explored the different forms of multiculturalism for their notions of the 

U.S. social sector, what first became clear to me was how multiculturalists expose and 

challenge conservative, dominant narratives about citizenship, civic virtues, and the 

common good that derive from two pervasive ideologies in U.S. society: ascriptive 

Americanism and radical individualism. I have asserted in this work that at the core of 

the culture wars is the issue of democracy, not who has the power to define what 

"America" stands for. I agree with multiculturalists that nativist sentiments, narrow 

moral frameworks, and citizens who fail to acknowledge their interconnectedness with 

other human beings cause the marginalization and oppression of certain members of U.S. 

society and that these acts obstruct ways to achieve the ideal of democracy. One reaction 

to this assertion is that it is just a part of human life that some will dominate and exert 

power over others. Another reaction proposes that such inequality in status is not 

inherently a bad thing. However, both of these responses are simply refusals to 

acknowledge that such attempts to gain power over another human being puts democracy 

in peril. 

Obstructions to democracy have concrete effects on everyone, not just those who 

are oppressed because a dominant society deems them deviants from the norm. Even 
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those people who promote ideologies that rank human beings in positions of superior and 

inferior statuses are bound to live a life based on fear and to suffer the consequences of 

their belief systems. One such outcome is the steady erosion of the moral and political 

foundation that gives those citizens who hold ascriptive views the right to express their 

anti-democratic beliefs. However, the paradox inherent in liberal democracy is only an 

outcome of a society that bases relationships on a fear of others, a fear that can be 

removed through a multicultural literacy that exposes illogical beliefs and enlightens 

human beings of the connectedness between them. 

An important point that can be drawn from this study regarding the nature of 

democracy and culturally pluralistic societies is the need to transform ideologies of fear. 

Fear permeates U.S. institutions. These are the fears that "our" differences are so real 

and incommensurate that "we" must violently reject those people not like "us" and fears 

that as the other "we" will endure on a daily basis the painful wounds of being different 

from a dominant norm. As U.S. society becomes more and more culturally diverse and 

globalization reveals the many differences between human beings, feelings of fear 

deepen. Nativists and isolationists call for a closing of U.S. society, but true democracy 

cannot be closed. U.S. constitutional democracy is the moral and political contract of an 

open and free society based on the equality of its members and their sovereignty to 

govern regardless of their identity. Restricting the "open and free" society to only those 

people who are like "us" (the group with enough power to define "us") is antithetical to 

the ideal of democracy. 
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Multiculturalists critique the cultural logics of ascriptive Americanism because it 

creates associational groups that separate human beings from each other, calls for 

"others" to assimilate to "an American culture," and uses narrow moral frameworks to 

deliberate on social issues. The fear of others that ascriptive citizens experience 

manifests itself in feelings of hatred for and superiority over those they deem different. 

Both expressions are devastating to the realization of democracy. For instance, many 

fundamentalist Christian sects neither embrace the enlightened perspective on difference 

that the moral philosophy of pluralistic egalitarianism provides nor live by the moral and 

political principles of democracy because they have a higher calling to live by God's 

Word (as they interpret it). Many critics claim that fundamentalist Christians will never 

change their ascriptive beliefs, as if that is all that needs to be said about the matter. 

However, the position taken by many fundamentalist Christians creates an impossible 

barrier for democracy. It is simply unwise to turn a blind eye to any attempts at closing 

the pathways of democracy because it takes only time and power for the blockades it 

creates throughout U.S. society to turn the political system of democracy into a 

theocracy. 

Multiculturalists also show how a ubiquitous market economy disconnected from 

the moral and political principles of constitutional democracy plays a significant part in 

creating a social sector that is more concerned with private consumption and individual 

achievement than with its role in the functioning of democracy. Along with attitudes 

shaped by market values, principles of radical individualism and the virtues that express 

them displace democratic civic virtues. Consumer-driven citizenship allows market 
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values to take over the responsibility each member of society has for securing the ideals 

of equality, freedom, justice, and humanity, creating instead a privatized agency. For 

instance, there is no secret to how the financial scandals in late twentieth-century U.S. 

society came about. Within a privatized agency, responsibility for one another is elided. 

It was only because of the acts of certain people promoting the ideal of justice above 

consumer values that crimes of Enron, WorldCom, and Arthur Andersen were exposed. 

Finally, multiculturalists expose how a fear of difference as deviation and the 

moral philosophy of expressive individualism create the idea that culturally pluralistic 

societies cannot advance shared notions of a common good. The fear of difference as 

deviation manifests itself in monocultural groups that call for "a unified American 

culture." Yet, this vision is not what it seems. Monoculturalism seeks to perpetuate a 

vision of U.S. society in which all members assimilate to a defined standard, refusing to 

acknowledge the needs and desires of people who do not fit this standard. However, 

these calls for assimilation obscure the promises of democracy for society's most 

vulnerable members. It is unethical to promote a democratic society that requires one 

standard because democracy does not require a single race, class, ethnicity, religion, 

sexuality, culture, and the like. The philosophy of expressive individualism also 

disallows a culturally pluralistic society to achieve shared notions of the common good 

because it falsely masks the ways in which, despite their differences, human beings are 

intricately connected through commonalities. 

While I analyzed how multiculturalists critique conservative notions of the U.S. 

social sector, what began to emerge for me was how they were reconceptualizing 
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important aspects of U.S. civil society. I began to hypothesize about the relationships 

among their conceptions of citizenship, civic virtues, and the common good and what 

came to light was a moral philosophy based on equality of status that makes the deontic 

ethics of constitutional democracy attainable by all members of society. Pluralistic 

egalitarian citizens base social relationships on their interconnectedness with other human 

beings. They are able and willing to enter into debate with others as equals and to use 

reasoned justifications based on the principles of democracy. They express the principles 

of U.S. constitutional democracy in their private and public lives because civic moral 

virtues become ways of being for pluralistic egalitarian citizens rather than ways of 

acting that are not rooted in what one ought to do for the realization of democracy. 

Pluralistic egalitarians argue that any norm that concretizes a notion of the 

common good must always presuppose the principles of democracy to ensure that the 

needs of all members of U.S. society are recognized and contribute to institutional 

practices, policies, and laws. Pluralistic egalitarians not only challenge ideologies based 

on difference as deviation and radical individualism but offer ways in which to 

understand differences that are centered in solidarity, affinities, and the 

interconnectedness of human beings. They expose oppressive relationships and 

challenge social institutional practices, policies, and laws that disallow advancement of 

common values and goals by offering frameworks of connectedness in which shared 

notions of the common good can be advanced through processes of deliberative 

democracy. 
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In the real world, the different theories of multiculturalism do not find each other and 

form the synergistic framework described in this study. The framework must be 

performed. Pluralistic egalitarians must enact the agentic activities of each theory in 

ways that are appropriate to the emerging situations they face. In this work, I focused on 

multicultural pedagogy as it manifests itself in two specific forms: oppositional and 

relational. Oppositional pedagogies focus on critiquing dominant narratives that are used 

to mark human beings as superior and inferior. For instance, Henry A. Giroux, Ella 

Shohat and Robert Stam, and Chandra Talpade Mohanty illuminate the false 

consciousnesses about people of color often perpetuated in media aq.d argue against the 

use of such images. AnaLouise Keating's relational pedagogy seeks to unveil these same 

desconocimientos by focusing on the commonalities between human beings, cultures, and 

so forth. In doing so, she creates a liminal space in which students can choose to change 

their own perceptions. 

I then turned to assessing the efficaciousness of multicultural agency. I used Mustafa 

Emirbayer and Ann Mische's theory of agency to explore multicultural agency. It was 

very clear to me that multicultural agency avoids the dichotomy of free will and 

determinism by moving in and out of the three dimensions of agency that Emirbayer and 

Mische delineate: the iteration, practical-evaluative, and projective. In the iterational 

dimension of agency, individuals self-reflect on their schematizations for narratives that 

might mask egalitarian relationships. The practical-evaluative dimension of agency 

requires individuals to make judgments and choices that are based on the principles of 
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democracy. In the projective dimension, pluralistic egalitarians can imagine possibilities 

for opening up pathways that move toward the realization of democracy. 

What I finally offer in my analysis of multicultural rhetoric is a multicultural 

literacy which illuminates ways to create a deeply democratic society. Pluralistic 

egalitarianism enlightens false consciousnesses through a complex interplay of agentic 

orientations. Pluralistic egalitarians can teach others to unmask inegalitarian and 

undemocratic practices, policies, and laws in U.S. institutions through multicultural 

literacy, but they are also change agents in themselves. The two, however, are not in 

conflict. Positing the locus of change in the individual, when one believes that human 

beings are indeed radically interconnected, extends agency outward; therefore, it is both 

internal and external. 

I close this work with a few observations about its limitations and possibilities. 

One drawback of the present study is that I introduce only a few examples of the complex 

interplay of multicultural agency with Giroux, Shohat and Stam, Mohanty, and Keating's 

teaching practices. The practical applications of the different types of multicultural 

pedagogies and of the multicultural literacy that I have delineated here are important 

research areas for future studies and excellent opportunities for interdisciplinary 

collaboration. Another limitation in this study can be found in the fact that ascriptive 

groups such as militia groups and fundamental Christian sects are not explored in greater 

depth. I believe there is great exigency for further study in the causes and consequences 

of the wide spread movement of fundamental Christianity in U.S. society and globally 

and its implications for democracy. The last limitation I want to address here, although 
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certainly not the final limitation, has to do with real world instances of the pluralistic 

egalitarianism I envision in this work. I do not believe any large-scale example of 

pluralistic egalitarianism can be pointed to at this time. However, instances of the moral 

philosophy can be located in societies across the globe. Future studies, then, can seek out 

these examples and demonstrate how pluralistic egalitarianism is practiced. 

I close with a general observation about U.S. society. I believe that the 

synergistic model of multiculturalism presented in this work is necessary to if the U.S. is 

going to remain a democratic political system. As members of U.S. society, we are 

obliged to uphold constitutional democratic principles, but doing so requires that we 

realize people do not have to be isolated, fear-based individuals. Human beings are 

interconnected on physical and metaphysical levels. But these connections cannot be 

understood until desconocimientos are transformed. These transformations require a new 

enlightenment. 

Although the cultural struggles taking place in U.S. society (and beyond its 

borders) are structured in complicated ways by power, I believe it is a mistake to 

maintain that power must remain the locus of any study that claims to understand cultural 

conflict or seeks to transform it. Power over another human being is manufactured in a 

worldview that human beings are fundamentally separated from each other and that 

individuals will not suffer the consequences of exerting power over another. I do not 

deny that power is an important issue; rather, I argue that the cultural tensions need also 

to be understood beyond the dynamics of power because exerting one's will over another 
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is not a fundamental instinct-it is a learned behavior, and learned behaviors can be 

unlearned. 

To transform oppressive power-over ideologies, I believe human beings must deal 

with the root problem. Power and the desire for it derive from fear, more specifically, a 

fear of the "other." I have argued in this work that multiculturalists address the fear of 

difference and off er ways of relating with one another that are based on points of 

connection rather than assumed differences. These relationships derive from worldviews 

that embrace differences not as deviations from a norm but of material instances of 

variety in the human being and spirit. Rather than an esoteric belief, recognition of the 

interconnectedness of human beings is a prominent aspect of the cosmologies of First 

Nations of the Americas, and major Western and Eastern religions are based on some 

type of spiritual and physical connectedness. It is my hope that these ideas provide 

several areas of future studies. 
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