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We need to learn again how five centuries of studying, classifying and ordering humanity within an imperial context gave rise to peculiar and powerful ideas of race, culture, and nation that were, in effect, conceptual instruments that the West used both to divide up and educate the world.
---Willinsky, 1998
It is time for social studies educators to move beyond the global education conceived in the Cold War. In the 1970s the seminal work of Lee Anderson (1979), Chadwick Alger (1974), James Becker (1979), and Robert Hanvey (1976) contributed greatly to the social studies by conceptualizing citizenship education for a global age. Global education developed world-mindedness by expanding the social studies’ Eurocentric curriculum with more content on Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East and infusing voices from people in these world regions to develop skills in perspective consciousness (Becker, 1979; Hanvey, 1976). Globally oriented social studies curricula added to the traditional U.S. foreign policy view of the world by examining how non-state actors such as individuals, multinational corporations, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) (as diverse as CARE, the International Monetary Fund, the Grameen Bank, Greenpeace, the National Council of Churches, the Palestinian Liberation Organization) were interacting globally and changing the world (Alger, 1974; Alger & Harf, 1986; Anderson, 1979). Teachers began to teach concepts such as globalization, economic interdependence, and global political systems and situated environmental and human rights issues in a world context so that students would learn how they and their communities influence and are influenced by the actions ← 215 | 216 → and beliefs of people around the planet (Merryfield, 1998). Adopted by the National Council for the Social Studies in 1982, elements of global education have been integrated into the social studies curriculum in many states and school districts to help young people understand their increasingly interconnected world.
In the 1980s and 1990s while Americans witnessed the fall of the Berlin Wall and the breakup of the Soviet Union and felt the effects of global labor markets, computer technology, and the spread of AIDS, global educators taught young people to understand these and other unprecedented changes through dimensions of global education: local/global connections, perspective consciousness, cross-cultural awareness, global history, and global economic, political, ecological, and technological systems and issues. Social studies educators have often used popular metaphors such as the global village or spaceship earth and slogans such as “think globally, act locally” to help their students envision their place and choices in a global age. From the 1970s to the early 1990s there were criticisms and occasional attacks on global education, usually from religious or conservative groups that were concerned about biased instructional materials or points of view they perceived as detrimental to American education (Buehrer, 1990; Lamy, 1991; Nash, Crabtree, & Dunn, 1997; Schukar, 1993). However, few have questioned the assumptions implicit in the seminal scholarship in global education that (1) globalization is neither good or bad, it is simply the result of long-term trends in technological progress; (2) globalization demonstrates the superiority of Western capitalism, free markets, and democracy over communism; and (3) if schools educate young Americans in the dynamics of globalization, their generation will be able to sustain the American way of life and the role of the United States within the world system (Alger & Harf, 1986; Anderson, 1979; Becker, 1979; Lamy, 1991; Leetsma, 1979; Pike, 2000; Werner, 1990).
Recently these and other assumptions have been challenged by a tidal wave of popular protest and scholarly literature questioning the meaning, inevitability, and outcomes of globalization. Most common are fears that people and countries are losing political or economic control as seen in The Global Trap: Globalization and the Assault on Democracy and Prosperity (Martin & Schumann, 1997) and Losing Control? Sovereignty in an Age of Globalization (Sassen, 1996) or dilution of cultural identity as written about in The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order (Huntington, 1998) and Globalization and Identity (Meyer & Geschiere, 1999). Crossing many disciplines and paradigms, writers are concerned ← 216 | 217 → that globalization is increasing political polarization, economic and technological inequities, and cultural conflicts in such works as Capitalism in the Age of Globalization (Amin, 1997), The Lexus and the Olive Tree (Friedman, 1999), Jihad vs. McWorld: How Globalism and Tribalism Are Reshaping Our World (Barber, 1995), and Articulating the Global and the Local (Cvetkovich & Kellner, 1997).
Other writers, such as Robert Kaplan (2000) in The Coming Anarchy, Cameron McCarthy in The Uses of Culture (1998), Saskia Sassen (1998) in Globalization and Its Discontents, and Edward Said (1993) in Culture and Imperialism, have addressed the paradoxes of divergent, even conflicting local and global forces that are occurring at the same time, even in the same places, and the resulting hybridity of ideas, experiences, and cultures that increasingly characterize the human experience. In the past few years people engaged in new electronic technologies have begun to ask how the Internet and World Wide Web are affecting people’s worldviews and the felt realities of globalization. Scholars raise critical issues about the power of electronic media and communication in globalization and changes in culture, community, work, politics, education, and identity in works such as Communication and Global Society (Chen & Starosta, 2000), Electronic Literacies (Warschauer, 1999), Culture of the Internet (Kiesler, 1997), “Telecommunication in the Classroom: Rhetoric versus Reality” (Fabos & Young, 1999), and Women@internet: Creating New Cultures in Cyberspace (Harcourt, 1999). The effects of globalization on education may mean moving from national to global curricula for world citizenship as in Educating World Citizens: Multinational Curriculum Development (Parker, Ninomiya, & Cogan, 1999) and Reconnecting from National to Global Curriculum (Pike & Selby, 1995). Or globalization may necessitate fundamental restructuring and innovation to avoid a worsening of educational inequities and educational irrelevance as noted in Globalization and Education (Burbules & Torres, 2000) and Education and the Rise of the Global Economy (Spring, 1998).
The argument of this chapter is that it is time to reconceptualize global education. Although some of the seminal work of global educators from the 1970s is undoubtedly still relevant, we need to globalize global education through literature, theories, and diverse perspectives that reflect the complexity of the planet in the early twenty-first century. The field needs to be informed by interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary scholarship from many cultures and the issues and concerns of people currently invisible in the curriculum in the United States. However, the task does not end with inclusion—an addition of perspectives is required ← 217 | 218 → so that students understand the felt needs and realities of the majority of the world’s peoples. More important, students must examine the origins and assumptions that underlie the mainstream, Eurocentric, Cold War framework that divides the world into “us” and “them” and analyze alternative frameworks for understanding people and the planet past and present. The challenge is in moving the center of global education from institutionalized divisions of people and ideas to the complexity of the interaction and syncrety of the global human experience.
I have organized this chapter into three pedagological processes that I believe are particularly relevant for teachers who want to decolonize social studies content and prepare young people to interact in a variety of contexts with people different from themselves. Within each section I discuss both theoretical work and ideas for application in social studies classrooms. The first process examines the pedagogy of imperialism. Students inquire into relationships between empire-building and knowledge construction and examine how the educational legacy of imperialism shapes mainstream academic knowledge today (Willinsky, 1998). Unlike the global education of the 1970s, this process requires that students identify how imperialist assumptions frame knowledge and information in their lives and analyze how this framework limits their ability to understand many of the world’s people, changes, and conflicts. Second is the process of illuminating worldviews of people on the planet who are usually omitted, marginalized, or misrepresented in mainstream academic knowledge. If global education is to be truly global, it is critical that students learn from the experiences, ideas, and knowledge of people who are poor, oppressed, or in opposition to people in power. Unlike the global education of the 1970s, this process brings to the center of the curriculum concerns for equity in representation and pedagogy for social justice (Freire, 1995; Gioseffi, 1993; Harding, 1998; Ladson-Billings, 1994; McCarthy & Crichlow, 1993; Ngugi, 1993; Said, 1993). Students learn from people whose experience and knowledge differ from dominant discourse (Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin, 1989; Chavez & O’Donnell, 1998; Gioseffi, 1993). The third process is cross-cultural experiential learning within different contexts of power. Unlike the cross-cultural awareness conceptualized by Hanvey (1976) cross-cultural experiential learning goes beyond the academic study of differences to place people in real-life situations in which they experience the complexities of deep culture, the tangible privileges that come with the power of the mainstream, and the frustrating inequities of marginalization or outsider status. Cross-cultural experiential learning requires students to demonstrate their ability to use ← 218 | 219 → cultural knowledge and skills in actual cross-cultural communication and conflict management (Brislin & Yoshida, 1994; Cushner, McClelland, & Safford, 1992; Gochenour, 1993; Slavin, 1992; Sleeter, 1995). These three processes can be integrated and developmentally sequenced within K-12 social studies.
Process One: Analyzing How the Educational Legacy of Imperialism Shapes Today’s Mainstream Academic Knowledge
We need to learn again how five centuries of studying, classifying and ordering humanity within an imperial context gave rise to peculiar and powerful ideas of race, culture, and nation that were, in effect, conceptual instruments that the West used both to divide up and educate the world. (Willinsky, 1998, pp. 2–3)
In order to recognize the effects of imperialism on today’s mainstream academic knowledge and identify how it limits understanding of the world, students must delve into relationships between empire-building and the development of what we call today mainstream academic knowledge, the normative knowledge validated by educational institutions as the objective truth (see Banks, 1995, for a multicultural critique of mainstream academic knowledge in the social studies). In Learning to Divide the World, John Willinsky (1998) examines how histories and literature written under imperialism “live on, for many of us, as an unconscious aspect of our education” as mainstream academic knowledge (p. 3). Willinsky (1998) builds upon the postcolonial theory of Orientalism (Said, 1978) to demonstrate how the “educational legacy of imperialism” shapes mainstream knowledge through its framework of opposition, its priorities for learning, its divisions and constructions of the world’s peoples, and its “scientifically underwritten racism” (p. 4). Whether the dichotomous terms are The Orient/The Occident, First World/Third World, free/communist, or industrialized/developing nations, there is an “us”—usually the white middle-class descendants of Western Europeans who are said to have developed democracy and today make the world safe—and “them,” the Others who are divided from real Americans by their culture, skin color, language, politics, or other differences. Others have noted the legacy of imperialism in Anglophone countries in the teaching of “European diffusionism,” racialized identities, and reliance upon American and European constructions of other peoples and the world (Blaut, 1993; Freire, 1995; Harding, 1998; McCarthy, 1995; 1998; Omi & Winant, 1993; Pratt, 1992; 1996). ← 219 | 220 →
An analysis of the legacy of imperialism could begin with students examining the European struggle from the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries to make sense of the unprecedented sights that they came into contact with in their explorations of Africa, Asia, and what they named “the new world.” At first mythical creatures from Pliny’s Historia Naturalis filled the navigators’ maps, and biblical prophecies were used to explain new lands and phenomena. Eventually the contrast between accepted knowledge of the world and their own experiences led the early European explorers and colonizers to recognize that “much of their learning had been shaken, if not undone, and they needed to rebuild that world anew” (Willinsky, 1998, p. 23). Rabasa’s (1993) chapter “Allegories of Atlas” in Inventing A-M-E-R-I-C-A: Spanish Historiography and the Formation of Ethnocentrism offers insights into the construction of Mercator’s (1636) Atlas, his world maps, and their impact on education. Students can analyze maps, histories, literature, and visuals to trace early changes in European thinking about other places and cultures and juxtapose constructions by the people they were interacting with in Africa, Asia, and the Americas. Instructional materials that pull together literature, primary sources, and critiques are available from Rethinking Schools, The Network for Educators on the Americas (NECA), and many of the African, Asian, and Middle Eastern Title VI area studies centers in the United States. Numerous scholars have produced collections that are especially pertinent to the social studies, such as Prejudice: A Global Perspective (Gioseffi, 1993), The Africa That Never Was: Four Centuries of British Writing about Africa (Hammond & Jablow, 1992), The Post-Colonial Studies Reader (Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin, 1995), and the CITE series of primary sources that illustrate national or regional cultures’ diverse perspectives, such as Clark’s (1997) Through African Eyes.
As exploration led to empire, the interpretation of these new worlds developed into a vast scholarship that provided new explanations and a reordering of both past and present knowledge. “Like architects after an earthquake many lettered Europeans saw a chance to rebuild the world” (Willinsky, 1998, p. 24). Over five centuries, knowledge was generated in the name of imperialism’s intellectual interests by scientists, naturalists, ethnographers, historians, geographers, journalists, painters, and poets. This “research and development arm of imperialism” informed its “educational project” and made “the whole world coherent for the West by bringing all we knew of it within the imperial order of things” (pp. 10– 11). The extensive literature from “the colonies,” visual images from sketches, paintings, and photos, and the incredible physical acquisitions ← 220 | 221 → brought back to Europe provide fertile ground for an examination of how Europeans interacted with and made sense of their new environments. Willinsky’s meticulous details and references are rich resources in themselves for the social studies classroom. In “The Imperial Show and Tell,” he provides many examples of how not only animals and artifacts were exhibited for European edification, but also people of color. For example, in 1810 a Xhosa girl of 16 was brought to London where she was exhibited nude as the “Hottentot Venus.” Her body became the subject of cartoons and vaudeville plays and, as she became famous, the show moved to Paris. When she died at 25, her body was dissected by Georges Cuvier, the founder of comparative anatomy, who took this opportunity to compare her organs to those of orangutans and then prepare and present her genitalia to the Academie Royale de Medecine to demonstrate the “African perversity, deformation and pathology” said to be caused by Africans’ primitive sexual appetites and lack of moral turpitude (Gilman, 1985, as quoted in Willinsky, 1998, pp. 59–60; see Gilman, 1985, for an in-depth examination of this case of using science to define moral differences as well as other characteristics in colonial Europe). To examine hybridity and make connections across time and place, students could analyze examples of Europeans’ depictions of both white and African women, African women writers own descriptions of their lives and the whites they knew, white American literature about white and African American women, and African American women’s writing, such as Michelle Wallace’s (1993) “Negative Images: Towards a Black Feminist Cultural Criticism.”
Willinsky (1998, pp. 23–87) vividly illustrates how the roots of Western education are embedded in European dedication to describing, organizing, labeling, and interpreting everything they perceived of interest as they “discovered” new worlds. New academic disciplines of anthropology and sociology were developed and old disciplines of history, geography, and anatomy were revised so that these new bodies of knowledge could be pursued and taught. “There was an effective blend of administrative and educational strategies for regulating and ordering the other” (Willinsky, 2000). Colonial rule and trade gave rise to many structures for knowledge about the world: experimental agriculture and the import of “exotic” plants and animals for botanical and zoological gardens, lectures before learned societies on theories of race, encyclopedias, ethnographies of “primitive peoples,” and museums in which to view their artifacts, and travel literature, plays, and fiction that take the reader into different cultures through European eyes (Willinsky, 1998, pp. 23–87). ← 221 | 222 →
In analyzing the effects of museums, exhibitions, zoos, and other collections from the empire, Willinsky illustrates how enduring these “instruments of public instruction” have been in teaching as scientific truth European constructions of the cultures, geographies, and histories of Africa, Asia, and the Americas. In chapters such as “History and the Rise of the West,” “Geographies of Difference,” and “Science and the Origin of Race,” he details the imperial framework of knowledge production and its legacy in today’s schools. It was the best anthropological, geographical, and historical knowledge that Europe could offer that defined the differences between civilized and uncivilized, East and West. These instruments were also cast as training the West (and its students) to look out at the world as if from its center, to seek new horizons and adventures in learning, all of which still informs how we can situate students as imperial tourist-adventurers in their learning about the world” (Willinsky, 2000).
Has the imperial framework survived to shape education on the world today? Students can test Willinsky’s ideas by examining the mainstream academic knowledge of their school or community. They could also compare scholarly publications or texts from previous generations with those of today. In deciding what should serve as data for analysis of mainstream academic knowledge, teachers and students could choose to focus on academic scholarship (textbooks, journals) in libraries and museums or include popular knowledge through trade, business, or government documents, cultural or leisure attractions (theme parks, plays, exhibitions, fairs, circuses), and media (newspapers, TV, films, music, cartoons). How can one judge if an imperial framework lives on in our accepted academic or everyday knowledge? Here are some questions to consider: Is there a portrayal of “the Other” (people of color in the United States or peoples in Africa, Asia, the Middle East) based only on European or American perceptions and scholarship? Is there a focus on differences between peoples who are like “us” and people who are different from us? Is there attention to differences that make the Other appear as ignorant, amusing, violent, exotic, or bizarre? Do whites dominate discourse and set the agenda with people of color given less attention, voice, or complexity of character than the whites? Do whites interact on exotic backdrops with people of color serving minor roles? Are there omissions of discrimination or justifications of inequities or oppression? Does culture or nationality equal racial differences or ethnic purity? Is there more interest in the “pure” or traditional that the realities of dynamic cultural change? Is there use of colonial language, literature, or points of view, ← 222 | 223 → such as a rationalization for imperialism (as in manifest destiny)? Are there assumptions that Americans or Europeans know what is best for people in African, Asian, or Latin American countries?
An inquiry into the imperial legacy could also focus on a particular group of people or a world region. Work across 30 years demonstrates that ignorance, stereotypes, and incomplete knowledge continue to characterize what Americans teach and learn about Africa and African peoples (Beyer & Hicks, 1968; Brantlinger, 1986; Crofts, 1986; Merryfield, 1986; 1989; Osunde, Tlou, & Brown, 1996; Ukpokodu, 1996; Wiley, 1982; Wilson, 1968; 1980; 1995). In a recent action research project (Merryfield, 2001), 21 classroom teachers worked with students to evaluate educational materials in their school on their African content and interview people in their neighborhoods about their knowledge of Africa. They found that the complexity of more than 50 countries of the continent and the diversity of its hundreds of cultures and languages was almost always simplified or reduced to “African.” More than 10 negative examples of differences (poverty, ethnic conflicts) between Africans and Americans were found for every positive difference (strong family bonds). An inordinate amount of attention was given to people who are the most different from Americans (e.g., the Masai, the San) instead of more representative African ethnic groups. Europeans’ pejorative language (such as “bushman” and “witch doctors”) and stereotypes (“jungles,” “huts,” “tribal warfare,”) are still used (see Crofts, 1986; Merryfield, 1986, on pejorative language and imperialist assumptions). African animals and artifacts are often given more attention than people (especially at the elementary level), and it is only when white people have explored, settled, traded, or sent in troops that people know anything about African history or geography. There were also some findings indicative of changes from an imperial framework, such as the identification of library books, instructional materials, and media that teach about Africa through authors, primary sources, and websites from the continent (Merryfield, 2001). In the next section we look beyond the educational legacy of imperialism and examine theories and practices that take students into the lives, voices, experiences, knowledge, and theories of people who have postcolonial worldviews. ← 223 | 224 →
Process Two: Understanding the Worldviews of People Underrepresented in Mainstream Academic Knowledge
If global education is to be world centered, it is critical that students learn from the knowledge and experiences of people who, because of their race, gender, class, culture, national origin, religious or political beliefs, are ignored, stereotyped, or marginalized in mainstream academic knowledge. Unlike the global education of the 1970s, this process brings to the center of the curriculum the voices of people past and present who were silenced because they had little or no power to be heard. As students analyze this new knowledge and synthesize its connections with the legacy of imperialism and mainstream academic knowledge, new global understandings begin to emerge that have less to do with divisions among people or nations than they do with the borrowing of ideas, the evolution and hybridity of cultures, the syncrety of shared experience, and enduring human conflicts. In this section I have focused on three ideas that can contribute to a postcolonial pedagogy.
Developing a Double Consciousness
Challenging the imperial legacy of racism in American life, the great African American scholar W. E. B. Du Bois (1989) wrote about its effects on identity and worldview:
It is a peculiar sensation, this double-consciousness, this sense of always looking at one’s self through the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world that looks on in amused contempt and pity. One ever feels his twoness—an American, a negro: two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled strivings; two warring ideals in one dark body, whose dogged strength alone keeps it from being torn asunder. (p. 3; the first edition was published in 1903).
Unlike the perspective consciousness of global education (Hanvey, 1976) that teaches students to become aware that other people may have views of the world profoundly different from their own, double consciousness is an act of survival in coping with the institutionalized violence and pervasive discrimination of racism. In early twentieth-century America, black children grew up conscious not only of their own culture that they learned from family and community but also the white culture that oppressed them as inferior because of their race. White people did not need to develop a double consciousness as they were never in the position where their survival depended upon their understanding of how blacks perceived them. The work of Du Bois (1965; 1989), which ← 224 | 225 → spans many decades and world regions, is an example of seminal literature that illuminates the worldview of people struggling with the inheritance of imperialism in dividing people by the color of their skin into superior and inferior categories. In his own famous words, “the problem of the Twentieth Century is the problem of the color-line” (1989, p. 29).
The realities that create a double consciousness are a global phenomenon. Understanding two worldviews develops when people are separated or discriminated against because of their race, language, religion, national origin, or other differences (Gilroy, 1993; Narayan, 1988). In conceptualizing The Black Atlantic as black consciousness that is intercultural and transnational for people of the African diaspora, Paul Gilroy (1993) was drawn to the work of Jewish thinkers as they have also struggled with identity, a double consciousness, slavery, and diaspora. Writers have used other terms to describe the multiple perspectives that people develop to deal with oppression. In writing about the effects of the ultimate oppression—genocide—Anna Newman (1998) describes how her father’s “double visions, a double knowing of sorts that infiltrates every corner of his life” paralleled his view before Auschwitz and his experiences afterward (p. 430).
The ramifications of double consciousness can be examined across many contexts through biography and other nonfiction. Manthia Diawara (1998), a professor of Comparative Literature and Film at New York University, tells of his return to Guinea after 32 years in the book In Search of Africa. To work on a commentary on Sekou Toure and to better understand Negritude, a topic central to his teaching and scholarship, Diawara visits Guinea, looks up old friends, explores old neighborhoods, and reflects upon his own and Guinea’s psychological changes. He expects to be welcomed back as an insider but finds himself treated as a tourist, an American, a foreigner. At one point he becomes lost in the city only to realize he has walked into Camp Boiro, “Sekou Toure’s infamous prison, from which no one had ever come out alive” (p. 37). The flash of fear he experiences triggers reflections on William Sassine, a Guinean writer “whose novels describe the loneliness and ineptitude of people in the face of the crushing force of Afro-Pessimism” through “wordplay that draws on Mandinka idioms to bend the meaning of French expressions” (p. 40). Diawara uses his experiences in returning to Guinea to inform his rethinking of Sassine’s work, especially Camara, a character who returns to Guinea to be “berated by an acquaintance who accuses him of loving white people more than his own brothers and of scorning the things that Guineans accomplished” (p. 40). Throughout the book ← 225 | 226 → Diawara captures the disconcerting experience of seeing old friends and places through the consciousness of childhood memories at the same time as through the eyes of a New Yorker, an outsider, and recognizing that neither Americans nor Guineans see him as one of them. He uses these insights to re-examine diaspora themes in African and African American literature such as return narratives and Richard Wright, resistance literature, and Malcolm X (Diawara, 1998).
The ability to see one’s world both from the mainstream and from the margins is one of the shared characteristics of multicultural and global educators (Merryfield, 2000a, b). In analyzing profiles of the lived experiences of 80 American and Canadian teacher educators who were recognized by peers as exemplary in the ways in which they prepare teachers in multicultural and global education, I found that most identified experiences that led to a consciousness of what it is like to be considered inferior, to be placed on the periphery of society, to be looked at as an outsider who does not and will never belong. For people of color in the study, these experiences happened early in life as part of growing up in white America. Many of the white educators, however, did not develop this consciousness until they left North America and lived overseas. In order to make sense of these experiences, they looked critically at fundamental assumptions about reality, truth, power, and culture that they had before taken for granted. By highlighting dissonance between identity and contexts of power, the experiences became milestones in the development of a consciousness of multiple realities. For many educators, there were parallels in recognizing that the multiple realities that exist in a community or country also exist globally. This recognition is what has led many people concerned with domestic diversity and social justice to make connections with people supporting global diversity and human rights and become interested in how global perspectives can inform multicultural education. For others in the study, the recognition of the interconnectedness of local and global intersections of power, discrimination, and identity has turned their attention to multicultural education to pursue local ramifications of globalization (Merryfield, 2000a).
Synthesizing Differences through Contrapuntal Literature and Histories
The work of Edward Said has much to offer in understanding the hybridity that comes from the conflict, accommodation, borrowing, and rethinking across diverse people’s experiences, knowledge, and ← 226 | 227 → worldviews. Said (1978; 1993) grew up within the conflicting realities of being a Christian Palestinian in a British and French colonial world. His study of colonialism and imperialism led to the development of Orientalism, a theory to explain the “Western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient” (p. 3). Said analyzed the characteristics of European literature and history from the Enlightenment onward to understand how and why Europeans had assigned particular meanings to the part of the world they called “the Orient,” when those meanings were in conflict with the ways in which Asian and Arab peoples perceived themselves. Among his many works, I have found Orientalism (1978), Culture and Imperialism (1993), and Covering Islam (1997) particularly relevant because of extensive attention to geographical divisions, language, people, books, and events that we teach about in the social studies. His analyses are thought provoking as he reminds us that many of the terms we use to divide the world—The Middle East, The Far East, The Third World—are man-made constructions that Europeans developed to situate the Other. Orientalist divisions (e.g., East is East and West is West), perspectives (Europeans are civilized, and Orientals are barbaric), phrases (the mysterious East), and images (a scantily clad oriental woman as courtesan in an Egyptian harem) define the “Orientals.” It is a colonialist presumption that Europeans were the experts and the peoples they colonized were not able to define themselves (1978, pp. 26– 28, 216).
Through Orientalism Europeans have projected their perspectives (and myths and misinformation) not only upon the Western world but also upon the peoples of Asia, Africa, and elsewhere whom they have oppressed. As in double consciousness, those colonized by the Europeans had to contend with the colonizer’s reality. Said saw Europe’s Orientalist perspectives dynamically interacting with the cultural identities of peoples who were colonized and that interaction continuing to influence identity and thought after independence. “Indeed all culture as hybrid (in Homi Bhabha’s complex sense of that word) and encumbered, or entangled and overlapping ... strikes me as the essential idea” (Said, 1993, p. 317). Teaching about hybridity of cultures counters the imperial legacy of dividing the world and provides complex and dynamic knowledge about two major characteristics of globalization: increasing cultural hybridity and the fusion or syncrety of political, military, health, economic, or religious ideas that once were isolated or opposed to each other (see Bhabha, 1986; Parry, 1987, for other postcolonial constructions of hybridity). ← 227 | 228 →
In Culture and Imperialism, Said articulates a pedagogy for countering Orientalist history and literature that apply to the social studies. Students can “look back at the cultural archive” and “reread it not univocally but contrapuntally, with a simultaneous awareness both of the metropolitan history that is narrated and of those other histories against which (and together with which) the dominating discourse acts” (1993, p. 51). By adding new perspectives and knowledge to American or European constructions of history, culture, political or economic systems, contrapuntal writing and reading can illuminate other worldviews and provide insights into how identity, power, and history interact. Contrapuntal pedagogy in the social studies is not simply the provision of different perspectives. Instead the focus is on the interaction and integration of cultures, the dynamic process in which the colonizer and the colonized were changed as they experienced each other’s lifestyles, technologies, goods, and ideas about the natural world, community, spirituality, and governance.
An example of the new knowledge would be the study of Orientalism or Africanism and, to take a related set, the study of Englishness and Frenchness. These identities are today analyzed not as God-given essences, but as results of collaboration between African history and the study of Africa in England, for instance, or between the study of French history and the reorganization of knowledge during the First Empire. In an important sense we are dealing with the formation of cultural identities understood not as essentializations ... but as contrapuntal ensembles, for it is the case that no identity can ever exist by itself and without an array of opposites, negatives, oppositions: Greeks always require barbarians, and Europeans Africans, Orientals. (Said, 1993, p. 52).
By organizing contrapuntal history or cultural studies by events or ideas valued by the Other, students can identify the power that comes with who frames the questions and recognize the limitations of knowledge that focuses on differences. In Uses of Culture, Cameron McCarthy (1998) criticizes multiculturalists, who in their efforts to view the world through the “gaze of the subaltern,” “stack African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans against Polish-Americans, Italian Americans, Jewish Americans, etc.” (p. 156). Instead of continuing the colonial division of the Other, he encourages educators to “study the historical and contemporary heterogeneity of human interactions and lives” (p. 160). Thus, a postcolonial curriculum does not focus on or try to reconstruct “pure” or authentic” cultures that may have existed before imperial contact. The myth of the noble savage comes to mind as a part of some people’s efforts to romanticize so-called untouched primitive cultures. Postimperial ← 228 | 229 → global educators might even question whether such cultural isolation or ethnic purity has ever existed as global history documents the continual movement, diffusion, and metamorphoses of cultures (Crofts, 1986).
Decolonizing the Mind
A third scholar whose work can inform global education within the social studies is Ngugi wa Thiong’o, a Kenyan writer who experienced the Gikuyu liberation movement (the Mau Mau rebellion in colonialist language) against British colonialism. As a young teacher and writer, Ngugi was jailed when his plays and books were perceived as subversive by the postindependence government. He examines the effects of racism and oppression on identity and language and looks closely at the role of schools in perpetuating what he calls a colonized mind. In Decolonising the Mind, Ngugi (1986) explores how the identity developed during the dehumanization of colonization has lived on in many Kenyans’ minds a generation after independence. He illustrates how a colonial mentality deeply permeates many people’s thinking today because it is not only embedded but unexamined. Thirty years after independence, many Kenyans do not question the colonialist assumptions that Kenyan languages and literature are appropriate for lower levels of learning such as primary education or basic literacy while English and British literature are prerequisites for higher education (Ngugi, 1986).
Decolonizing the mind, as in transformative multicultural education (Banks, 1995), helps people become conscious of how oppressors force their worldviews into oppressed peoples’ lives in such ways that in later generations people may never realize that their ideas and choice are affected by colonialist or neocolonialist perspectives. It is not only subjugated peoples who have a colonized mind. When white students assume they are superior to others because of their race, they are exhibiting similar colonialist assumptions. The pedagogy of decolonizing the mind is congruent with Willinsky’s examination of the educational legacy of imperialism described above as it focuses on examining where norms, assumptions, and underlying beliefs came from and what effect they have on people’s lives.
In Moving the Centre, Ngugi (1993) offers a solution to the postcolonial inheritance of cultural imperialism, especially, the imperialism of the English language, by “moving the center.” Not unlike the use of “margins and mainstream” written by Grant (1992), center and periphery denote geopower relationships. Ngugi’s goal is to “shift the base ← 229 | 230 → from which to view the world from its narrow base in Europe to a multiplicity of centres ... from Asia, Africa and South America” (Ngugi, 1993, p. 6). He is concerned with moving the center within countries and globally to include all cultures so that none is excluded or, as he describes third world literature in American universities, “treated as something outside the mainstream” (p. 10).
Du Bois, Said, and Ngugi are some of the growing number of writers whose ideas can open minds and help young people better understand the diversity and conflicts of the human experience past and present. If we move the center of the social studies curriculum to include the experiences, knowledge, and worldviews of people who are now ignored or underrepresented, young Americans will have a broader, more complex understanding of global realities.
Process Three: Sustained and Reflective Cross-Cultural Experiential Learning
Although cross-cultural interaction and immersion are mentioned within the social studies by some multicultural and global educators, there is little evidence that most K-12 social studies teachers or teacher educators have had sufficient training in theories of cross-cultural psychology or methods of intercultural education to put these ideas into practice (Merryfield, 1995; Powell, Zehm, & Garcia, 1996; Wilson, 1982; 1983; 1993b; Zeichner & Hoeft, 1996; Zeichner & Melnick, 1995). On one hand there is a plethora of rhetoric about the need to prepare students to work with diverse people, and on the other a paucity of scholarship on the ability of teachers or teacher educators to do so. In this section I identify work that can inform the social studies on cross-cultural and intercultural learning. Due to space constraints and the complexity of these theories, my overview serves as an introduction with recommendations for further reading and resources. I begin with literature on understanding lived experiences.
Reflecting upon Lived Experiences in Culture Learning
Cross-cultural experiential education builds upon the lived experiences that students and teachers bring with them into the classroom. What is lived experience? Max Van Manen (1990) describes the temporal nature of lived experience:
Various thinkers have noted that lived experience first of all has a temporal structure: it can never be grasped in its immediate manifestation but only reflectively ← 230 | 231 → as past presence ... Lived experience is the breathing of meaning ... Thus a lived experience has a certain essence, a “quality” that we gain in retrospect (p. 36).
Van Manen also points out how reflective writing interacts with experience and “teaches us what we know, and in what way we know what we know” (p. 127). Through a poststructuralist perspective, Deborah Britzman (1994) suggests that a person’s experiences and identity interact in a complicated construction of self and experience. One’s identity shapes how experiences are seen and how they are interpreted over time. This perspective challenges conventional assumptions that experiences have some essentialist effect or meaning (Britzman, 1994; Brodkey, 1987; McCarthy, 1990; 1998; Scott, 1991). They argue that power undergirds the construction of identities and interpretation of experiences. This area of research is informed by Foucault’s (1980) discourse of experience. It is in creating narratives of one’s experience that who a person is and what the person experienced becomes one.
This interaction across identity, power, and experience is central to understanding how cross-cultural experiences create meaning in people’s lives. It is especially critical to keep in mind when cross-cultural experiential learning places people in different positions of power than they normally experience. Think of the change in the context of power when an African American male student leaves his Afrocentric school near his home to work in a service learning project with the city’s mostly white businessmen. Another type of change in power would be from the periphery to the center when a white female teacher returns to her middle-class suburban school after a year of teaching English within the Muslim culture of Northern Nigeria. The dynamic nature of reflection and discourse over time is very complex as people and their narratives of experience may change. When adults or even high school students look back upon their lives and identify those experiences they now see as significant in shaping their worldviews they may see meaning that differs from how they made sense of those events at the time when they were actually experiencing them. The retrospective meaning-making quality of reflection upon one’s lived experiences means that the significance of cross-cultural experiences may change over time and contexts. Teachers need to reflect upon their own lived experiences with people who are different from themselves and analyze how they have developed their perspectives and knowledge of others before they begin such processes with their students (Dillard, 1996; Ford & Dillard, 1996; Hoffman, 1996; Merryfield, 1993; Sleeter, 1993; 1995). ← 231 | 232 →
Writing about Lived Experiences in Culture Learning
One of the fundamental steps in becoming an effective educator is understanding the cultural background and experiences of one’s students so that content and pedagogy are connected to their lives (Ladson-Billings, 1994). Many teachers use writing assignments to identify what students already know or assume about culture or history or to explore their family heritage, their interaction with other people, experiences in other places, or with immigration or migration. The act of writing about cross-cultural experiences may complicate reflection and meaning. In a collection of essays titled “Race,” Writing and Difference, Henry Louis Gates (1986) raises issues about writing by the Other (whom “the European defined as African, Arabic, Chinese, Latin American, Yiddish or female”) as he examines the history of written texts and their portrayal of people of color around the world, a portrayal that is challenged when the Other also writes (p. 2). Historically, writing has served as a powerful tool in creating European “truths” about Africans and Asians, and the ability to write has been considered to be a skill that separated Europeans from the Other (Gates, 1986; Said, 1978; 1993). For more than 200 years white Americans tried to prevent Africans and African Americans from writing at all as they recognized its power:
By 1750, the chain had been minutely calibrated; the human scale rose from “the lowliest Hottentot” (black South Africans) to “glorious Milton and Newton.” If blacks could write and publish imaginative literature, then they could, in effect, take a few giant steps up the chain of being in an evil game of “Mother, May I?” (Gates, 1986, p. 8)
For people of color, the act of writing about cross-cultural experiences may draw on different goals or epistemologies in the tradition of the Other writing as social or political action against oppression. Because of the interconnectedness of identity, power, lived experience, writing, and reflection, the learning from cross-cultural experiences may differ considerably across a group of students who differ in race, class, gender, language, or national origin. Today postcolonial literature can supply a rich diversity of ideas, experiences, and perspectives on what it means for people of color as “the empire writes back” to the European canon (Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin, 1989).
Cross-Cultural Experiences in Culture Learning
Within the seminal work in cross-cultural psychology and sociology (Allport, 1954; Cole & Scribner, 1974; Dasen, 1992; Hall, 1959; 1976; Kelly, ← 232 | 233 → 1955; Secrest & Flores, 1969; Triandis & Berry, 1980) and intercultural experiential education (M. Bennett, 1993; Brislin, 1986; 1993; Brislin & Yoshida, 1994; Gochenour, 1993; Paige, 1993) scholars have developed theories of cultural interaction, communication, and learning and applied them to educating people to live and work with people of diverse cultures either within their own country or in countries different from their own. Kenneth Cushner (1999) has written extensively on intercultural education for social studies classrooms. His work provides insights into conceptualizing, planning, sequencing, and evaluating cross-cultural learning. Human Diversity in Education (Cushner, McClelland, & Safford, 2000) and Intercultural Interactions (Cushner & Brislin, 1996) are especially significant resources for social studies educators in developing an understanding of how cross-cultural experiential education integrates the goals of global education and multicultural education to address prejudice, ethnocentrism, and discrimination while teaching skills in cross-cultural communication and interaction and knowledge of diverse cultures. Besides practical suggestions on intercultural activities, Cushner, McClelland, & Safford (1992) explore the phenomenon of culture shock within as well as across national boundaries and its implications for American classrooms. Experienced by nearly everyone who adjusts to a new culture, culture shock is the “disorientation that occurs whenever someone moves from their known, comfortable surroundings to an environment which is significantly different and in which their needs are not easily met” (p. 44). They conclude that culture shock is a stress that happens every day in American schools when children leave their homes and enter a different culture from the one in which they have been socialized (Cushner, McClelland, & Safford, 1992). Insights from this literature are relevant to teachers and students who enter new cultures within their school or community and experience disorientation, confusion, or discomfort in dealing with people different from themselves or unfamiliar situations. The emotions and stress that result from encounters with human differences are cumulative. Considering the magnitude of these emotions–the stresses of dealing with the ambiguity of wanting to belong yet being an outsider, the discomfort and insecurity of being treated as different–one can understand how experiences with people different from oneself would be magnified when a person’s experiences with diversity are always characterized by being positioned on the margins of society or dismissed as inferior (Collins, 1990; Cushner, McClelland, & Safford, 2000). ← 233 | 234 →
There are two frameworks in the intercultural education literature that are especially relevant for the social studies. First is Milton Bennett’s (1993) developmental model of intercultural sensitivity that provides insights into how people move from stages of ethnocentrism toward inter-cultural competence and how teachers can enhance this process. The ethnocentric stages include (1) denial (either from accidental isolation or deliberate separation); (2) defense as evidenced by denigration (derogatory attitudes, stereotyping, overt hostility), superiority (seeing those who are different as inferior), or reversal (denigration of one’s own culture and assumptions of the superiority of another culture); and (3) minimization from either physical (all people have the same physical needs) or transcendent (we are all God’s children) universalism. The ethnorelative stages include (1) acceptance of behavioral and value differences (cultural differences are seen as neither good nor bad; they are acknowledged and respected); (2) adaptation of skills for interacting and communicating are enhanced (development of empathy and understanding of pluralism through multiple cultural frames of reference); (3) integration, which includes both contextual evaluation and constructive marginality in which a person is “always in the process of becoming a part of and apart from a given cultural context” (Alder, 1977 as quoted in M. Bennett, 1993, p. 59).
In discussing each of the six stages, Bennett describes the psychology of peoples’ thought processes and identifies educational strategies and activities that meet the needs of people in that stage. For example, if students are at the denial stage (“there are no cultural differences I need to know about”), activities such as holding an international festival or visiting an exhibit of Chinese art would help people develop recognition of some differences without overwhelming them with profound cultural contrasts. However, if they are at the stage of minimization where cultural differences are recognized but trivialized (the “one worldview” of “we are really more alike than different, so I don’t have to worry about all those differences”) activities are needed to help students recognize the significance of cultural contexts. To give a practical significance to cultural differences, Bennett recommends using simulations and shared experiences with people from other cultures that reward people’s recognition of both profound cultural differences and the need to learn how to interact differently because of them. It is important that people learn that there are times when “just being themselves” with people of other cultures may mean their behaviors are inappropriate, even insulting (M. Bennett, 1993). ← 234 | 235 →
In the same book, Janet Bennett (1993) expands on cultural marginality, the experience of many students today who are on the margins of two or more cultures. Her work on encapsulated marginals (people who are troubled or alienated by the ambiguity of their identity) and constructive marginals (people are never not “at home” and find advantages in “dynamic in-betweenness”) is very useful for understanding the connections between teaching cultural content and teaching diverse student populations.
The second framework, called “The Culture-General Framework,” can inform both teaching about different cultures as well as communication and interaction across cultures. Developed through the research of Brislin, Cushner, Cherrie, & Yong (1986), its 18 themes are grouped into 3 categories—emotions, knowledge, and cultural differences. Emotions that often develop with cross-cultural experiences include (1) anxiety over unfamiliar demands; (2) disconfirmed expectations when situations differ from what was expected; (3) the need to belong but being unable to do so as an outsider; (4) the ambiguity of not understanding messages being sent in the new culture, yet having to respond; and (5) confrontation with one’s own prejudices. The five emotions can be examined by teachers and students as they are immersed in different levels of cross-cultural learning from a service learning project with a local mosque to a study abroad project in rural Mexico, or especially when five Kosovar refugees join a fifth grade global history class. These emotions are also very relevant for professional development programs as most educators these days find themselves (and their students) coming into contact with people from cultures that they may know little about. For example, when more than 5,000 Somali immigrants were resettled in Columbus, Ohio, in the 1990s, not only did the Somalis experience such emotions in dealing with the schools, but many American teachers and students also developed the same feelings as the Somalis were different in many ways from other immigrants they had known. Recognizing the power of these emotions is the first step in improving teaching and learning.
Knowledge areas that incorporate many cross-cultural differences but are difficult to understand include work, time and space, language, roles (based on gender, age, religious beliefs, inherited position, etc.), the importance of the group versus importance of the individual, rituals versus superstition, social hierarchies/class/status, and values (Brislin, Cushner, Cherrie, & Yong, 1986). These areas can provide teachers with a structure to move beyond the superficiality of dress, holidays, and food or a focus on the exotic and bizarre. (I once observed a fourth-grade ← 235 | 236 → teacher’s one and only lesson on Botswana titled “Why Africans Eat Bugs.”) A Columbus middle school teacher I work with applied this part of the Culture-General Framework to her teaching of India. In the previous year, the students had read a section in their cultural geography book, watched a video on Hinduism, mapped different ethnic groups and religions and visited a local Indian grocery store and restaurant. Now the class became involved in researching patterns of belief and behavior. Groups of two or three students selected a concept from the list above and collected data from the library, the Internet, and Indians living in the community to learn how beliefs affect behavior. By the end of the project the students not only understood some of the diversity of contemporary Indian cultures better than ever before, they also recognized how their own cultural patterns are transmitted and changed over generations, yet rarely examined. Interest and motivation were sparked by the focus on beliefs and Indians became more than “school work.” They were real people, key-pals, friends they wanted to visit someday. When fighting broke out in Kashmir later in the school year, the students were eager to find out what was happening because one of their key-pals in New Delhi had grown up in Kashmir and had shared with them some photos of his village when explaining his family’s place in the social hierarchy. Using the events as a teachable moment, the teacher invited five Indian students from a local university to work with her students and prepare some instructional materials for some other middle school students to learn about cultural conflicts in India. But first she had her students develop cross-cultural handouts on “making our Indian visitors comfortable” based on their research on beliefs and behaviors.
Third, the Culture-General Framework describes bases of cultural differences, those ways that people in different cultures think about and evaluate information: the differences in how people (1) categorize, (2) differentiate, (3) make ingroup/outgroup distinctions, (4) distinguish the differences in learning styles, and (5) highlight differences in how people attribute or judge the causes of behavior. This work can be used to develop culturally relevant pedagogy as well as cross-cultural understanding (Brislin, Cushner, Cherrie, & Yong, 1986). Several publications of Intercultural Press focus on instructional activities and cross-cultural assignments that clarify these differences or demonstrate their significance in everyday interactions. Experiential Activities for Intercultural Living (Seelye, 1996), Living with Strangers in the U.S.A. (Archer, 1991), and Cross-Cultural Dialogues (Stori, 1994) provide insights into cross-cultural interaction and help K-12 and university educators recognize the power ← 236 | 237 → of cultural differences in the way people make judgments, ask questions, make sense of body language, develop expectations, and so forth.
Finally there is some research on how cross-cultural experiences contribute to the development of multicultural and global educators. Teachers’ narratives, stories, and theories take us into the process of educators’ thinking about events, how experiences lead to insights, and the dynamic processes of constructing or deconstructing meaning (Day, 1993; Deering & Stanutz, 1995; Finney & Orr, 1995; Gomez, 1996; Schubert & Ayers, 1992; Wilson, 1998; Wolk & Rodman, 1994). Angene Wilson (1982; 1983; 1986; 1993a; 1993b; 1997; 1998) has written extensively about how their cross-cultural experiences positively affect how social studies educators think and teach about the world and its people. Her article, “Oburoni Outside the Whale: Reflections on an Experience in Ghana,” provides powerful insights into the contexts of power and how identity can be transformed through immersion in another culture (Wilson, 1998). Within narratives of classrooms and schools are compelling stories of experiences in social studies and global education. Martha Germaine’s (1998) Worldly Teachers takes us into the lives of six American teachers as they leave their teaching positions in the Midwest or East Coast, move to either China or Japan to teach, and then return home and resume their teaching here. Other research describes the intersections of lived experience, cultural diversity, equity, and education through the perspectives of teachers and students in urban schools (Fine, 1991; Kozol, 1991; Meier, 1995), African American and African Canadian teachers (Foster, 1997; Henry, 1998), and immigrant students (Olsen, 1997).
Teachers and students come to schools with lived experience that inform their understanding of identity, human differences, power, hybridity, cultural change, and other constructs of social studies. These lived experiences provide the foundation for specialized cross-cultural experiential learning in social studies classrooms, in the community, in service learning projects and experiences within and across different cultures. Few people forget the lessons learned when they experience firsthand what it feels like when one’s human differences are the basis for being welcomed into the center or pushed toward the periphery of a society.
Conclusions
Last week I returned to Ohio from a conference in Seoul in which several Korean historians, representatives from the Ministry of Education, and five American social studies professors pondered over the teaching of ← 237 | 238 → world history, content on Korea in American classrooms, and global education for both American and Korean students. We met in the wake of the historic June 2000 meeting of the leaders of North Korea and South Korea and in the anticipation of 100 North and South Koreans crossing the border to visit family members they had not seen or heard from in almost 50 years. There is no more profound example of Cold War divisions than the two Koreas today. Since curriculum guides, standards, textbooks, and other social studies materials were on the agenda, the Korean professors puzzled over evidence that Americans are teaching that the Cold War is over, that it ended with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the breakup of the Soviet Union. Americans are teaching that they have won the war with communism—yet what about North Korea? Do Americans know troops are facing off on the border? They queried American use of “Third World” and wondered why their highly industrialized, well-educated, democratic country is categorized as though it has more in common with Burma or Nigeria that it does with the United States.
As we drove past the U.S. Army base in Seoul, my Korean colleagues described the anger of some Koreans who see the soldiers as American imperialists and the differences in how the older generation remembers the war. At the King’s palace, a colleague shared with me how Korean social studies teachers teach about the Japanese occupation from 1910 to 1945, about being forced to give up their Korean names and take Japanese ones, about the King’s home being turned into a zoo, and about Japanese “use” of Korean women. With evidence everywhere of American multinationals, food, fashion, services, websites, and media (films, rock videos, CNN, and Armed Forces Network-Korea, to name a few), one Korean colleague shared her concerns that economic development and globalization mean Westernization of Korean culture and values.
As I rode the subway, talked with Korean teachers at a social studies conference, experienced teenage hangouts with a former student, I faced a very unpleasant reality that is at the heart of this chapter. The issues, ideas, and lifestyles on the minds of Koreans today (and most other people in Asia, Africa, Latin America) are not being taught in American classrooms. Yes, American students will study the Korean War, and they may even learn about reunification talks if they happen to have a social studies teacher who values current events.
But unless things change, young Americans will continue to be taught to place Korea in certain categories defined by imperial and Cold War frameworks: Asia, World War II, Cold War/containment, the Korean Conflict, anticommunist allies, and perhaps trading partners or “emerging” ← 238 | 239 → democracies. None of these categories will lead to understanding what is important to Koreans today, their changing culture and values, their concerns and issues, their complex connections to China and Japan, their Koreanization of American and Japanese pop culture. The assumption that we need to understand Korean culture only in the context of the Korean peninsula, not Koreans in Japan or the United States is another imperial habit of defining culture by national boundaries.
Here is where a reconceptualized global education can make a difference. Social studies students examine the construction, assumptions, and legacy of imperial knowledge that leads Americans to place Koreans and others in such categories, analyze the perspectives and ideas of Koreans and other underrepresented people and the hybridity of their ideas and experiences. They learn from face to face, online, and simulated cross-cultural experiences with Koreans in Asia and Koreans in their neighborhood. They place the vast changes over the past 50 years within a global perspective of issues facing other people and the planet. They come to understand the complexity of globalization, the defining issue of our time.
Note
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