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captured by the antiracist perspective but not articulated in the purely multi-
cultural one.

Taylor is surely right to suggest that this sort of damage to one’s self-worth
is an important harm caused by racism. Yet it will not do as a full account of
the harm of racism and thus will not fully capture a concern with racism
within the concept of “cultural recognition.” Much of racism’s damage has

little to do with psychic harms such as internalized self-devaluing by the

harmed group but is simply (as just noted) the deprivation of substantive
goods such as opportunity, education, political and economic power, mate-
rial well-being, and the like.

Moreover, the “internalized self-disvaluing” view of racism overstates the
psychic damage done to the racially subordinate by racial domination. Even
though I am not familiar with the research on this matter, common sense
suggests that although many members of a dominated group do internalize
the negative view that the dominant hold of them {in the way Fanon ex-
plains), many do not. This lack of uniformity in the impact of injustice on
self-worth may seem perplexing, but it shouldn’t, Even if there were a general
tendency for the dominated to internalize the dominant group’s negative
image of themselves, there are so many other factors influencing particular
persons’ self-image — family relationships, other personal relationships, cul-
tural resources, other groups that serve as reference points for one’s sense of
worth, individual temperament — that it would be highly unlikely that such a
tendency would result in anything like a uniform effect (absence of self-
worth) in members of the group.

Susan Wolf invokes the case of women in acknowledgment of the distinct-
ness of concern for racial justice and strictly multicultural concerns. “The
predominant problem for women as women is not that the larger or more
powerful sector of the community fails to notice or be interested in preserv-
ing women's gendered identity, but that this identity is put to the service of
oppression and exploitation” (p. 76). Wolf is concerned to make the point
that the way the issue of recognition functions in the case of women differs
from that of cultural/racial groups. Although this is partly correct, it is mis-
leading to suggest that cultural/racial groups do not have both concerns —
for justice as well as for cultusal recognition. (Moreover, there are many
feminists who would see something like “cultural recognition™ of a distinct
“women’s voice” or “culture” as a significant aspiration for women as well.)

Taylor does on some occasions note a difference between concerns of
racial (or other group) justice and multicultural recognition. For example, he
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notes that affirmative action programs seek a remedy for group injustice
through preference to the victim group (p. 40). Taylor’s point here is that
insofar as affirmative action programs rest on the need to bring about, in the
future, a “level playing field” on which individuals can compete according to
color-blind rules, their rationale does not express the desire for affirmation of
difference that underlies much of what is urged in the name of the politics of
recogmition.

This is certainly true. Taylor assumes, however, that if a program or en-
deavor concerning groups is not grounded in “recognition of difference,”
then it is grounded in a “sameness” approach that is entirely individualistic.
This assumption falsifies the depth and significance of group- (for example,
race-) based ideatities that inform the desire for racial justice. The aspect of
one’s group identity that one wants acknowledged when seeking justice for
one’s own group (by means of affirmative action programs, race-based schol-
arships, racial “set-aside”™ programs for contractors, and the like) may be no
less deep or significant than the aspect concerned with recognition of the
distinctness of one’s particular culture and traditions. This is so even if the
ultimate goal is a purely individually based equality of opportunity, which in
any case is not the only possible understanding of “racial (or gender) justice.”

It is true that one may favor affirmative action plans without being con-
cerned about how deeply significant the racial identity of the “target” groups
is to its members. In that sense the issue of group justice can be severed from
that of racial identity in a way that cultural recognition cannot be severed
from cultural identity. Nevertheless, the account of the basis of afirmative
action in terms of an individualistic sameness is misleading if it implies that
affirmative action and other racial justice issues do not — in contrast to multi-
culturalism — implicate group identities. (An analogous point can be made
for gender justice issues.) As long as the idea of a concern for justice for a
racial group is intelligible —not merely a confused way of talking about
individuals — and as long as some members of that group take their racial
identification as salient in their own identities, then a concern for racial
justice falls into neither of the options presented by Taylor: (1) cultural recog-
nition of difference, (2) concern for individually based “sameness” (for in-
stance, of educational opportunity).?!

While | have been arguing for the distinctness of antiracism and mulu-
culturalism as goals and values, obviously they are also, or can be, mutually
supportive. Learning to value a different culture can certainly help to bring
home to a student (including one who is already in agreement on the princi-
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ple that racism is wrong) the wrongness of that culture’s mistreatment at the
hands of others. It can awaken students for whom opposition to racism does
not run very deep to the humanity of others — in its particular manifestation
in the culture being studied. The antiracist perspective enriches an under-
standing of the cultures of particular groups, insofar as that culture is bound
up with the group’s (current and historical) place in a hierarchy of power.,
Both antiracism and multiculturalism involve taking those outside one’s own
group seriously. Though they do so in different ways, both have the power to
combat egocentrism and ethnocentrism, and thus to contribute to moral and
civic education.

SENSE OF COMMUNITY, CONNECTION, OR COMMON HUMANITY

In addition to exemplifying the values of oppaosition to racism and multi-
culturalism, college communities should constitute and foster a cross-racial
sense of connection or community. This value is in part simply a consequence
of the general recognition that education is a collective enterprise and that
each college is, or ought to be, a community with which its members identify;
that students develop a sense of attachment and identification with one an-
other that flows naturally from their shared educational endeavor and loy-
alty. This particular sense of connection holds in the same way for persons of
the same race as for persons of different races.

The importance of community is strengthened if one accepts, as | have
suggested we should, that college education should in part be a form of civic
education — preparing future citizens of a democratic polity. Such education
can develop only by promoting community within the college itself, as a
setting in which the civic virtues are practiced, as well as opening out to and
preparing for a sense of connection to and civic participation in the larger
society as a community.2?

The value of community has been recently revived in the communitarian
movement, yet neither this development nor proponents or opponents of
multiculturalism have attended to the specifically interracial dimension of
community, especially on college campuses. For opponents, this omission
has its source partly in an overly individualistic conception of education that
supports and is itself supported by rejection of the “group™ consciousness
involved in multiculturalism. Attention to groups — for example, in regard to
affirmative action programs in admission or greater inclusiveness in the cur-
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riculum —is framed as departing from a strict meritocratic conception of
education: only the “best” should be admitted, only the “best” should be
studied. This focus overemphasizes (without strictly entailing) purely indi-
vidualized merit and learning.

In general the defenders of multiculturalism have come closer to recogniz-
ing community and connection as a value for educational institutions. Some
(for example, Susan Wolf in Mudticulturalism) emphasize that inclusion in
the educational enterprise is an important grounding of multicultural expan-
sion of the curriculum. But inclusion is only a necessary condition for com-
munity, not the thing itself. Inclusion may promote respect, and it may entail
the encouragement of treating previously marginalized or excluded ‘gmups
with dignity. But it does not expressly require the developing of a sense of
personal acceptance, connection, comfort, and shared identification among
members of the different groups.

The omission of a full sense of community is striking in some recent work
of joan Scott, one of the most compelling and lucid defenders of multi-
cultural education. In *The New University: Beyond Political Correctness™2?
Scott mentions the notion of community in order to criticize “homogeneous”
conceptions of it that suppress gender and cultural differences. She rightly
decries calls for community that mask the imposition of a dominant (male,
Eurocentric) culture on others ostensibly included in that community. The
dimension of power is omitted in these discussions of community, and Scott
rightly emphasizes that the identities of different groups are constituted
through relations of power. “White” is not just different from “black,” but
the very identity of whites, especially in the United States, is premised on
superiority to blacks.??

Scott is correct to note these faulty conceptions of community, and she
cites conditions — recognition of diversity, acknowledgment of power rela-
tions and the contesting of them — that any conception of community must
address. Yer what is lacking in Scott’s essay is any positive notion of commu-
nity as a sense of personal connection and loyalty among the members of the
university community and across these acknowledged differences. The prob-
lem is partly that Scott’s conception is pitched almost entirely at the level of
intellectual community — a sense of shared intellectual heritage. But the no-
tion of community appropriate to a college, encompassing many dimensions
of interaction between students, involves a more multifaceted sense of mu-
tual involvement and personal connection. The connection is exhibited out-
side the classroom too, and inside it in the form of a sense of shared learning
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and commitment in a communal enterprise. It is not only a matter of ad-
herence to a set of shared intellectual traditions.

Charles Taylor’s argument provides some foundation for this fuller sense
of community. By emphasizing the interactive or dialogical character of any
individual's identity, he makes clear the limitations of the purely individualis-
tic analysis of the educational process that infects much of the conservative
critique of multiculturalism. Who we are and what we learn in educational
settings is deeply shaped by the others with whom we carry out this enter-
prise — both the individual persons {students, faculty) and the larger entities
{the college, the outer society) that project often implicit messages as to who
are and who are not fully legitimate participants in this enterprise.

And yet, perhaps surprisingly, neither Taylor nor any of his commentators
develops this insight in the direction of an explicit focus on the value of
(interethnic) community, in either an educational or larger social context.
This is, of course, partly because the burden of the book is primarily to
defend cultural recognition by grounding it in recognizable, liberal notions
of dignity and respect. Nevertheless, just as the book omits or submerges
opposition to racial injustice as an important component in the current mul-
ticultural initiatives, so it leaves out community, another imnportant value
implicated (though not always directly aspired to) in these initiatives.

Community, Cultural Respect, and Opposition to Racism

And yet can community really be a value distinct from the other two? Isn’t
opposition to racism grounded in a sense of common humanity? Isn’t racism
wrong because it violates that common humanity? And doesri’t the mutual
respect involved in multiculturalism also express a sense of community?

I want to argue that a sense of (cross-racial) community is a distinct value.
A genuinely antiracist individual does not necessarily have a true sense of
connection to and community with those of another race or ethnicity, even
while she or he regards those others in some sense «as equals; this sense of
community can be defeated not only by regarding others as inferior but
simply by experiencing them as “other” —as apart from or distant from
oneself, as persons one does not feel comfortable with because they are not
members of “one’s own” group. It seems clear that many college students do
not feel a genuine or full sense of cross-racial community, even though these
same students are not racist in the sense defined here; they do not regard the
other groups as inferior. (This is not to deny that a substantial number of
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students are genuinely racist.) Yet to be a genuine commuenity, and not just a
collection of people seeing each other as equal individual learners, a learning
community must embaody more than a commitment to racial equality.

By contrast, multicultural value does directly involve one mode of commu-
nity — intraethnic or intracultural community. Taylor describes this in his
discussion of the Quebecois, and 1 have here posited the valuing of one’s own
culture {and, by implication, cultural community) as one of the components
of multiculturalism. Though some critics of multiculturalism wrongly dero-
gate this value as it is exemplified in intragroup socializing and residences,
the sense of comfort and ease — of being at home with “one’s own kind™ —is
entirely natural and valuable. As Troy Duster points out eloquently in The
Diversity Project: Final Report, a study of interethnic group relations at the
Berkeley campus of the University of California: “Many of the students com-
ing to Berkeley experience affirmation, for the first time, of their national,
ethnic, racial, or cultural identity. They feel empowered and enhanced by this
development. . .. Many students from ethnic and racial groups feel affirmed
by their engagement in these social circles.”?$

‘Nevertheless, this intracultural sense of community is importantly distinct
from the intercultural/racial sense of community with which 1 am concerned.
In explicitly recognizing those very racial/cultural differences, and thus not
premising community on an already-existing sense of commonality, interra-
cial community may in a sense never be as primal or (ceteris paribus) as
comfortable as cultural identification and community. But it may also be less

‘conhning — avoiding a tendency in (at least campus forms of) intraracial

community to give an ideological slant to the cultural/racial bond (“Are
you really Chinese, black, Jewish, if you don’t subscribe to such-and-such
view?”). (At the same time, a community based in shared culture and tradi-
tion has precisely the opposite potentiality as well —to be broadly encom-
passing of political and life-style differences, precisely because the cultural
identification does not require that sort of uniformity.) But the differences
between intra- and interracial community do not prevent the latter bonds
from, potentially, being quite strong and substantial.

As Duster notes, there is no inconsistency whatever between promoting
both intra- and intergroup community: “At the same time that we note the
values of ethnic affinity, we emphasize how many students feel deprived of
the experience of meeting and knowing and learning about other students
from diverse backgrounds. This too needs to be affirmed and expressly and
explicitly supported,” (ibid.).

So community is a value genuinely distinct from antiracism and multi-
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culturalism. Pedagogically, it differs in another way as well. Community
lends itself much less to being conveyed in curricular forms and, more gen-
erally, to being explicitly promoted. Although it is also true of both anti-
racism and multiculturalism that deeper groundings of these values require
personal interaction and exposure, and not merely academic presentation,
this is much more true for interracial community. Promoting personal bonds
and communal identification across membership in different groups is best
accomplished indirectly — not by calling attention to it. It is in the course of
sharing activities not specifically focused on race and racial differences — for
example, group work in classes, group study, social occasions, other focused
projects, student organizations devoted to other goals (music, chess), sports,
and so on —that a sense of comfort with and connection to others in spite of
but not with blindness to (racial, cultural) differences among them is best
promoted.2¢

These differences between community and the other two values allow for
the possibility of tension between them. With regard to multiculturalism, the
inward turning of its “self-affirmation” component can serve to thwart com-
munity, as well as dampen the motivation to seek it. At the same time, for
some students of color, cultural self-affirmation might be a necessary condi-
tion for their being able to experience a sense of connection with white stu-
dents from a base of culiural self-respect. Some of the most group-identified
students can also be the ones with substantial numbers of friends of other
races and groups. Still, the inward-looking aspect of multiculturalism can
certainly pose a threat to (interracial) community.

The second component of multiculturalism (that is, respect for other cul-
tures) — while outward rather than inward looking — still does not guarantee
a sense of community: there are ways of presenting other cultures in the
service of teaching respect for them that simultaneously promote a distanc-
ing from them; they give the message that one should not expect any sense of
community with or connection to members of those cultures. Placing too
much emphasis on the self-enclosed, self-coherent, and differentness of each
culture is an example of a distance-promoting mode of presentation. Such a
conception of cultures is intellectually deficient in not recognizing the diver-
sity and tensions within each culture, a culture’s changes over time, influ-
ences from other cultures, and (in most cases) values or elements it shares
with other cultures. My point here is that this intellectual error also has the
unfortunate social and interpersonal tendency to lend support to a lack of
community between members of different cultures.

Similar tensions may exist hetween antiracism and community. Focusing
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on group A’s oppression of group B, and group B's resistance to that oppres-
sion, can (in the absence of countervailing factors) serve to reinforce a we/
they consciousness in members of group A and group B, thus straining any
sense of connection. Conservative critics have rightly pointed out that this
we/they consciousness can casily get filled in with resentment and distrust on
the part of members of B, and anxiety, guilt, and resentment from members
of A. But the point is more general. Taken by itself, the group focus of
antiracist education — without which such education could not be responsi-
bly carried out —has a tendency to overemphasize both similarities among
persons in the same group and differences between members of one group
and those of another. It thus tends to increase a sense of division between
members of those different groups, no matter what particular content is
given to those differences. This is true of multiculturalism’s group focus as
well, but when the differences are as highly charged as those involved in
racism, that sense of division can be even further exacerbated.

Recognizing these potentially divisive or distancing effects of both anti-
racism and multiculturalism has been one source of opposition to both of
them. “Why don’t we just emphasize commonalities among our students and
reinforce them through a curriculum emphasizing a common Western and
mational tradition?” ask some. But ignoring both racism and genuine cultur-
ally distinct sources of identity will not make them go away and is, moreover,
cducationally irresponsible. Both multiculturalism and opposition to racism
represent distinct and worthy goals, essential to an educational program that
takes ats civice role seriously. Community should not come at the expense of
racial justice and cultural identity.

Any sense of community in the absence of a recognition of racism and
multiculturalism will be at best superficial and at worst false and deceptive.
At the very least, community-affirming and connection-building practices
can mitigate the anticommunity tendencies of some forms of antiracist and
multicuftural education and practices. But the more fruitful lesson of the
possible tensions among these values is to seek ways of teaching them, and of
embaodying them in the curricular and noncurricular practices of the commu-
nity, that minimize those tensions. | mentioned in the case of multicultural-
ism not overstating the differences and the mutual inaccessibility of different
cultures. And activities that allow members of one group a kind of access
{imaginative, through literature, or participatory activities) to other cul-
tures help to break down thar we/they tendency. Similarly, in teaching about
racism, continually pointing out the internal variety within groups studied
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{some whites allied themselves with blacks, for instance, in the Underground
Railroad, in the civil rights movement; some blacks actively resisted racism,
others tried to escape its effect, others rebelled, others succumbed to paralyz-
ing self-disvaluing; and the like) helps to mute the overstated sense of differ-
ence and distance that is an ever-present pussnhllny in the essential group
focus of antiracist education.?’

In any case the tension among the three values is not the only lesson to be

taken from their distinctness. Each of the values potentially enriches the
others. Without a genuine sense of connection to members of other groups,
an antiracist commitment and understanding can remain incomplete and
abstract. The same is true of multicultural respect. Similarly, realistically
facing up to racism in the context of interracial community may cause some
tensions but is nevertheless more honest and realistic and ultimately leads to
a stronger and more secure sense of connection, (Obviously, more could be
said here.)

What is necessary, I suggest, is to take seriously the three distinct goals, to
do what one can to promote them, to recognize that it may not always be
possible to realize all simultaneously, but to search for ways — in the curricu-
lum, the classroom, and the organization of life on campus — to minimize the
conflict among them, and to teach those values in ways that do mutually
enhance one another 1o the greatest extent possible.

I have presented here a mere sketch of a nest of complex philosophical and
value issues concerning multiracial college classrooms and communities. Phi-
losophy should not cede the discussion of these issues to the social scientists,
historians, and literary theorists who have largely dominated the debate,
especially in its public face. Multiculturalism and “The Politics of Recogni-
tion is an important philosophical contribution that will, | hope, begin to
rectify this situation.?” There is vital clarificatory and constructive work to be
done here to which philosophy brings an essential perspective:

NOTES

An earlier and much shorter version of this essay was published in Teaching
Philosophy 14, no. 2 (June 1991).

1. Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Campus Life: In
Search of Community (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990).

201



202

Fawwrence Blum

2. Amy Gutmann, Charles Taylor, Susan Wolf, Steven Rockefeller, and Mi-
chacl Walzer, Mudticulturalism and “The Politics of Recognition™ (Princeton,
N.}J.: Princeton University Press, 1992; reissued in expanded paperback edition as
Multiculturalism, 1994). Unless otherwise stated, quotations by and references to
these authors refer to this work.

3. Mention must be made of Iris Young’s Justice and the Politics of Difference
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990}, an important philosophical
engagement with multicultural issues, but one not particularly focused on current
ca mplls contre )Vl'rSi(.'S.

4. See yearly reports by the National Institute against Prejudice and Violence,
31 S. Greene St., Baltimore, Md. 21201.

5. To simplify, 1 will continue to use the language of “dommant/suhordmate,
though this bypasses not insignificant differences among the terms “subordina-
® “victimization, oppression,” being “dominated,” being
“discriminated against,” being “mistreated,” being an “object of injustice” —
all terms used in contexts of discussions of race, often as if they were inter-

” ”»

tion, exploitation,

changeable.

6. Thus it is misleading of Taylor to say, as he does in Sources of the Self: The
Making of the Modern Identity (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1989): “Racists have to claim that certain of the crucial moral properties of
hunmian beings are genctically determined” (p. 7). Racism need not manifest itsetf
as such a belief or claim.

7. For an eloquent defense of higher education’s responsibility to educate for
citizenship, sce Benjamin Barber, An Aristocracy of Everyone: The Politics of
Education and the Future of America (New York: Ballantine, 1992).

8. Charles Taylor, “The Politics of Recognition,” in Gutmann et al., Malti-
culturalism, pp. 25-73.

9. Although everyone is formed by a particular culture, broadly speaking, not
everyone has the same relation to her specific cultural identity. Not everyone feels
a strong or deep identification with her culture of origin and, though some people
may have a stronger connection to it than they would wish to acknowledge
(including to themselves), 1 do not want to be taken to be implying a uniform
sense of importance of cultural identity to all individuals.

10. Gurmann is not entirely consistent in regard to this “culturally neutral
state” view; carlier in her essay (p. 5) she appears to grant that an individual’s
need for a secure cultural context to provide meaning to her life may require for
its realization public action and recognition. '

11. Walzer's view (pp. 99~103) on the two liberalisms bears note. He says that
liberalism 2 may be good for Canada, but not, say, for the United States, where,
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he suggests, we have in a sense already chosen liberalism 1. Part of his reason for
this claim is that he treats the multicultural component of (2) as requiring ter-
ritorial integrity for the component subculture, as in Taylor's example of Quebec.
But there are other forms of multiculturalism expressive of the spirit of Taylor's
view —involving, for example, bilingual education in the schools; state support
for culturally based artistic expression; provision for the study of particular cul-
tures in schools that have above a certain percentage of children from that cul-
ture; cultural “representation” on various policy commissions, and the like. So
Walzer has given an argument against nonterritorial forms of liberalism 2.

Walzer also argues (p. 103) that immigrants to the United States have, by
choosing to leave their country of origin, chosen a liberalism 1 society. But this
begs the question against liberalism 2; for it may be that these immigrants would
prefer that the United States be a liberalism 2 society rather than a liberalism 1
society, were the former option available. This is perfectly consistent with their
preferring a United States with its liberalism .1 to their countries of origin.

12. Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (New York: Grove, 1963).

13. Stanford University has four “ethnic” dorms (for Asian, black, Hispanic,
and Native American students), with the proviso that up to but no more than so
percent of the residents come from the ethnic group that provides the dorm’s
identity. This solution seems to acknowledge the legitimacy —as instances of
ethnic “recognition” — of ethnic social and residential grouping, and ethnic self-
expression {for instance, providing a critical mass and natural hase for staging
cultural events); and, at the same time, it balances that value against the threats to
a larger sense of community and of learning about others, attendant upon a total
ethnic “balkanization.” See “Separate Ethnic Worlds Grow on Campus,” New
York Times, May 18, 1991, for a description and brief assessment of some of
these developments.

14. In Liberalism, Community, and Culture (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1989), especially chapters 7—12, Will Kymlicka makes a fuller argument,
the upshot of which Taylor accepts, that it is right for a liberal state to provide
greater resources (than to other groups) for the support of cultures whose exis-
tence and integrity would otherwise be threatened. Kymlicka applies this argu-
ment to indigenous peoples in Canada, such as the Inuit, and it is plausible to
assume that Taylor accepts this application of Kymlicka's view. Taylor does not
agree, however, with Kymlicka’s rationale for this “multicultural” result, which is
that the health of a given culture provides the essential foundation for its individ-
ual members to pursue their own individual conceptions of the good life. Taylor
points out that this too-individualistic argument provides no rationale for the
continuance of the culture itself into the future; the purely individualistic, state-
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neutrality rationale does not go far enough in affirming the culture itself. Sce
Taylor for his assessment of Kymlicka (p. 40, n. 16). '

1 5. For discussion of the question of criticism in light of multicultural respect,
as well as fuller discussion of some of the issues in this article but in the context of
K-12 education, see L. Blum, “Antiracism, Multiculturalism, and Interracial
Compumity: ‘Three Fducational Values for a Multicuttural Society,” Office of
Graduate Stadies and Research, University of Massachusetts, Boston, November
1991.

16. See Alexander Saxton, The Rise of the White Republic (London: Verso,
199 1), and David Rocdiger, The Wages of Whiteness (1.ondon: Verso, 1991).

17. For an elaboration of the argument on this point, see L. Blum, “Altruism
and the Moral Value of Rescue: Resisting Persecution, Racism, and Genocide,” in
FEmbracing the Other: Philosopbical, Psychological, and Historical Perspectives
on Altriasm, ed. 1. Baron, L. Blum, D. Krebs, P. Oliner, S. Oliner, and M. Z.
Smolenska (New York: New York University Press, 1992).

18. This criticism of “multiculturalism” by adherents of “antiracism™ has been
especially pronounced in England. Sce, for example, Barry Troyna, “Can You See
the Join? An Historical Analysis of Multicultural and Antiracist Educational
Policies,” in Racism and Fducation: Structures and Strategies, ed. Dawn Gill,
Barbara Mayor, and Maud Blair (London: Sage, 1992).

19. In a (laylorian) sense, however, curricular recognition of a group’s racist
treatment £s iself genuinely multiculraral, even if it does not involve an explicit
focus on that group's “culture,” for acknowledgment of that group’s distinctive
(race-based) historical experiences is a form of the “recognition™ that multi-
culturalism enjoins, .

20. Something like these two strands appear to be present in Taylor’s discussion
of Rousseau ("Politics of Recognition,” pp. 34-35). (There is a similar account in
Taylor's Fthies of Authenticity (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1992). Roussean, according to Taylor, says that hierarchical, aristocratic so-
cieties conferred a kind of recognition on persons — one that attached to their
particular place and role in the social hierarchy; Rousseau called for a form of
democratic recognition that involved secing persons as equals. This analysis ap-
prars to acknowledge a form of recognition that does not require equality, and
another form that is precisely of equality. Cultural recognition possesses the first
teature (though without the explicit acceprance of inequality).

21. In his brief discussion of affirmative action (“Politics of Recognition,”
p- 40), Taylor supgests (without really saying so) that the purely individualistic,
“level playing ficld™ argument does not even fully capture the impulse behind
affirmative action programs themselves. So it may be that he too thinks that there
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is an irreducible “group identity” clement in these programs —expressed in the
desire for justice for one’s group — that transcends the purely individualistic ac-
count of them. :

22.In Aristocracy, Barber powerfully (if sometimes withour sufficient support-
ing argumentation) articulates a conception of education as civic education re-
quiring a recognition of the communal nature of the educational enterprise. The
Carnegie report mentioned earlier is also an eloquent statement of this position.

23. Joan Scott, “The New University: Reyond Political Correctness,” Boston

Review 17, no. 2 (March-April 1992). See also “Deconstructing the Campaign’

against Political Correctness,” no. 25, Working Papers in Cultural Studies, Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, October 23, 1991,

24. See Saxton, Rise of the White Republic, and Roediger, Wages of Whiteness.

25. Troy Duster, The Diversity Project: Final Report, Institute for the Study of
Social Change, University of California at Berkeley, November 1991, p. 60.

26. The Diversity Project report recommends that faculty members take some
responsibility for promoting this sense of community through creating group
assignments in their classes, choosing the composition of those groups at ran-
dom, neither allowing students to choose their own group (which may simply
reinforce patterns of intergroup discomfort) nor picking the composition of the
groups on an explicitly racial or cultural basis. The latter would place the group
categories too much in the forefront of the exercise, detracting from the educa-
tional focus that will in fact be more effective in promoting the sense of interracial
comfort and connection.

27. For more general guidelines about reducing tensions between antiracism
or multiculturalism and community, especially regarding the K-12 educational
context, see Blum, “Antiracism, Multiculturalism, and Interracial Community,”
pp. 18-20.

8. John Searle’s “The Storm over the University,” New York Review of Books,
December 6, 1990, reprinted in Debating P.C., ed. Paul Berman (New York: Dell,
1992), is a notable exception to philosophers’ general absence in the public arena.
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