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opportunity to try to get into a position of dominance while denving that systems
of dominance exist. ' N

It scems to me that obliviousness about white udvantugc,‘hkc ‘()l)llx'l(msncss
about male advantage, is kept strongly inculturated in the U'mtcd §h1tc‘s s0 as o
maintain the mvth of meritoeracy, the mvth that democratic ch(zlcc is cqllall:\'
available to all. Keeping most people unaware that freedom of confident action is
there for just a small number of people props up those in power, and serves to keep
power in the hands of the same groups that have most of it ;lhcady. ‘ _

Though systemic change takes many decades, Hrlcrc arc pressing q}lcsh()ns for
me and 1 imagine for some others like me if we raise our dailv conscmusncsi 011‘
the perquisites of being light-skinned. What will we do with such‘ knowledge? As
we know from watching men, it is an open question whether we will choose to usc
uncarned advantage to weaken hidden systems of advantage, and whether we will
use any of our ;11‘])it1‘;11‘i]§'~;1\\';|rdcd power to trv to reconstruct power svstems on a

broader basc.

CLASS IN AMERICA— 2006
Gregory Mantsios

People in the United States don't like to talk ab()utlclass. Or so it would secm. \'\"?
don’t speak about class privileges, or class oppression, or the ("luss nzltu'rc of S()C‘_.
ely. These terms are not part of our evervday vocabulary, and in most c1rc]cs they
are associated with the language of the rhetorical fringe. Unhlf(* people in II]():St
other parts of the world, we shrink from using words th;ltlclasslf_\' 1]()ng ccon()mlyc:
lines or that point to class distinctions: phrases like “working class,” “upper class,
and “ruling class™ are rarcly uttered by Americans. ‘

IFor the most part, avoidance of class-laden vocabulary crosses clussvl)oundurlcs.
There are few among the poor who speak of themselves as lower class; mstc;ld,'thc.\'
refer to their race, ethnic group, or geographic location. Workers are more likely
to identifv with their emplover, industry, or occupational group than with other
workers, or with the working class.!

Neither are those at the other end of the economic spectrum likely to use the
word “class.” I her study of thirt-cight wealthy and socially prominent women,
The anthor wished o thank Mark Major for his assistance in updating this article. From Gregory
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Susan Ostrander asked participants if thev considered themselves members of the
upper class. One participant responded, “T hate to use the word “cluss.” We are re-
sponsible, fortunate people, old familics, the people who have something,”

Another said, I hate [the term | apper class. It is so non-upper class to use it. |
just call it “all of us,” those who are wellborn.™

[t is not that Americans, rich or poor, aren’t keenly aware of class differences —
those quoted above obviously are; it is that class is not in the domain of public dis-
course. Class is not discussed or debated in public becanse class identite has been
stripped from popular culture. The institutions that shape mass culture and define
the parameters of public debate have avoided class issues. In politics, in primary
and secondarv education, and in the mass media, formulating issues i terms of
class is unacceptable, perhaps even un-American. See my paper, “Media Magic:
Making Class Invisible,” Selection 7 in Part VIH of this volume.

There are, however, two notable exeeptions to this phenomenon. IMirst, it is ac-
ceptable in the United States to talk about “the middle cluss.” [nterestingly enough,
such references appear to be acceptable precisely because they mute class differ-
cnees. References to the middle class by politicians, for example, arc designed to
encompass and attract the broadest possible constitueney. Nol only do references
to the middle class gloss over differences, but these references also avoid any sug-
gestion of conflict or injustice.

This leads us to the second exeeption to the class-avoidance phenomenon. We
are, on occasion, presented with glimpses of the upper class and the lower class
(the language used is “the wealthy” and “the poor™). In the media, these presentu-
tions are designed to satisfv some real or imagined voveuristic need of “the ordi-
nary person.” As curiositics, the ground-level view of strect life and the inside look
at the rich and the famous serve as unique models, one to avoid and one Lo aspire
to. In etther case, the two models are presented without causal relation to cach
other: one is not rich because the other is pOor.

Similarly, when social commmentators or liberal politicians draw attention to the
plight of the poor, they do so in a manner that obscures the class structure and de-
nies any sense of exploitation. Wealth and poverty are viewed as one of several nat-
ural and inevitable states of being: differences are only differences, One may even
sav differences are the Ainerican wav, a reflection of American social diversity.

We are Teft with one of two possibilities: cither talking about class and recog-
mzing class distinetions are not relevant to U.S. society, or we mistakenly hold 4
sctof beliefs that obscure the reality of class differences and their mpacl on peo-
ple’s lives.

Let us Took at four common, albeit contradictory, beliefs about the United
States. ‘

Myth 1: The United States is fundamentally a classless society. Class distine-
fions are largely irrclevant today, and whatever differences do exist in cconomic
standing, they are —for the most part—insignificant. Rich or poor, we are all ¢qual
i the eves of the Taw, and such basic needs as health care and cducation are pro-
vided to all regardless of cconomic standing.
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* Approximately one out of every five children (4.4 million) in the United
States under the age of six lives in poverty.”

The contrast between rich and poor is sharp, and with nearly one-third of the
American population living at one extreme or the other, it is difficult to
we Tive ina classless society. Big-pavoff reality shows, cel
million dollar lotteries notwithstanding, evidence SUgge
itv in the United States is getting hig

argue that
cbrity salaries, and multi-
sts that the level of inequal-
her. Census data show the gap between the
rich and the poor to be the widest since the govermment be

gan collecting informa-
tion in 19475 and that this gap is continuing to grow.

¢ In 2004 alone, the average
real income of 99 pereent of the ULS, population grew by little more than | per-
cent, while the real income of the richest 1 percent saw their income rise bv 12
pereent in the same vear.”

Nor is such a gap between rich and poor representative of the rest of the indus-
trialized world. In fact, the United States has by far the most unequal distribution
of houschold income.’ The income gap between rich and poor in the United
States (measured as the pereentage of total income held by the wealthiest 20 per-
cent of the population versus the poorest 20 percent) is approximatelv 12 to 1, one
ot the highest ratios in the industrialized world. The ratio in Japan and Germany,
by contrast, is 4 to 1.1

Reality 1: 'T'here are enormous differences in the cconomic standing of Amer-
can citizens. A sizable proportion of the (LS. population occupies opposite ends
of the cconomic spectrum. i the middle range of the cconomic spectrum:

® Sixty pereent of the American population holds less than 6 percent of the na-
tion’s wealth. 2
[ ]

While the real income of the top 1 percent of U.S. families skvrocketed by
more than 180 percent between 1979 and 2000, the income of the middle
fifth of the population grew only slightly (124 pereent over that same 21-vear
period) and its share of imcome (15 percent of the total compared to 45 pereent
of the total for the wealthiest fifth) actually declined during this period.™
Regressive changes in governmental tax policies and the weakenmg of Tabor
wions over the last quarter century have led to a significant vise in the level
of mcqualitv between the rich and the middle class. Between 1979 and 2000,
the gap in houschold imcome between the top fifth and middle fifth of the
population rose by 31 pereent.™ During the cconomic hoom of the 1990s,
the top fifth of the nation’s population saw their share of net worth inerease
(from 59 to 63 pereent) while four out of five Americans saw their share of
net worth decline.”” One prominent cconomist deseribed cconomic growth
m the United Stales as a “spectator sport for the majority of American fami-
lies.™ 0 [conomic decline, on the other hand, is much more “inclusive,”
with Tavofls impacting hardest on middle- and lower-income families— those
with fewer resources to fall hack on.
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The level of inequality is sometimes difficult to comprehend fully by looking at
dollar figures and percentages. "o help his students visualize the distribution of in-
come, the well-known ccononist Paul Sanuelson asked them to picture an income
made of children’s blocks, with cach layer of blocks representing $1,000.

pyramid
he pyramid would

If we were to construct Samuelson’s pyramid today, the peak of t
be much higher than the Fiffel Tower, vet almost a1l of us would be within six feet
of the gmnnd.r In other words, the distribution of income is heavily skewed; a
small minority of familics take the lion's share of national income, and the remain-
1e vast majority of middle-income and low-

ing income is distributed among tl
lson’s pyvramid represents the distribu-

income families. Keep in mind that Samue

tion of income, not wealth. The distribution of wealth is skewed even further.
Reality 2: The middle class in the United States holds a very small share of the

nation’s wealth and that share is declining steadily. The gap between rich and poor

and between rich and the middle class is larger than it has ever becn.

American Life-Styles

At last count, nearly 37 million Americans across the nation lived in unrelenting
p()\'crt_\',“ Yet, as political scientist Michael Harrington once commented, “Amer-
ica has the best dressed poverty the world has ever known.”!” Clothing disguises
much of the poverty in the United States, and this may explain, in part, its middle-
class image. With increased mass marketing of “designer” clothing and with shifts
i the nation’s cconomy from bluc-collar (and often better-paying) manufacturing
jobs to white-collar and pink-collar jobs in the service scctor, it is becoming in-
creasingly difficult to distinguish class differences based on appcaranCC.Z(J The
dress-down enviromment prevalent in the high-tech industry (what one author
refers to as the “no-collars movement”) has reduced superficial distinctions even
further.”!

Beneath the surface, there is another real

notso-typical life-stvles.

ity. Let’s look at some “typical” and

American Profile

Name: Harold S. Browning
Father: manufacturer, industrialist
Mother:  prominent social figure in the community

Principal child-rearer:
Primary education:

gOVCINess

an exclusive private schoo! on Manhattan’s
Upper East Side

Note: a small, well-respected primary school
where teachers and administrators have a
reputation for nurturing student creativity
and for providing the finest educational

prcpnmti(m

“amily activities:

Higher education:

First full-time job (age 23):

Subsequent employment:

Present o
resent employment (age 38):

Supplemental tutoring:
Summer camp:

Secondary education:
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Ambition: “to become President”

tutors i French and mathematics
s]yccp—a\\u_\' camp in northern Conmecticut
3\‘01‘0.: camp provides instruction in the
(‘T?Llﬁ\'c arts, athletics, and the natural
sciences

a prestigious preparatory school in
Westchester County

Note: classmates included the sons of
ambassadors, doctors, attornevs, television
personalities, and well-known business
leaders )
Szfp/)/emenhl/ education: private SA'1" tutor
After-school activities: private riding lessons

Ambition: “to take over my father's business”

High-school graduation gift: BMW
theater, recitals, muscums, sunmner
\;1(7;1[1()115 l'll llurope, occasional winter trips
to the Caribbean
Note: as members of and donors to the loeal
arl‘nmscmn, the Bro\\'nings and their
chﬂdrcn attend private receptions and
exhibit openings at the invitation of the
muscum director
an Ivy League liberal arts college in
Massachusetts
,c\'l_a]or: cconomics and political science
After-class activities: debating club, college
8] o I 1 ' ’j
newspaper, swim teamm
Am./)ztlon: “to become a leader in business”
assistant manage rations ing
it iger of ()pgdh()nh, Browning
! ol and Dic, Inc. (family enterprise)
b )eursfcxccuh\'c assistant to the prcsidcnt
Browning T'ool and Dic
Responsibilities included: purchasing
(1}141fcr|;1'ls and cquipmenty), personnel) and
distribution networks
S vedrs — adveric:
\I)cctr.s J(I\lU[lSlllg manager, Lackheed
xg anufacturing (home appliances)
years—dircctor arketing
L - cctor ofn](ul\ctmg and salces,
somerex, Ine. (business machines)
c?ccutl'\'s‘ vice president, SmithBond and
Co. (digital instruiments)
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Tvpical daily aclivities: review financial
reports and compuler prinlouts, (ll(‘f%lt(‘
memoranda, lunch with clients, imitate
conference calls, meet with assistants, plan
business trips, meet with associates
Transportation to and from work:
chauffeured company limousine
Annual salarv: $324,000 _—
itron: ¢ + chief executive ofheer
Ambition: “to become mef‘c o .[
of the finn, or one like it, within the nex
five to ten years
cighteenth-floor condominitim on
" ’  West Side, cleven
Manhattan's Upper West Side,
i i ive spacious bedrooms
rooms, including five spacious bedro

Present I‘CSidCl]CC!

and terrace overlooking river
Interior: professionally decorated and
accented with clegant furnishings, vahuable
anhiquces, and expensive arbwork '
Note: building management ])1‘()\'1}]68'
doorman and clevator attendant; hnn‘ﬂ'\'A
cmplovs au pair for children and maid for
other domestic chores .
Second residence:  farm in northwestern Connecticut, 11§cd for
‘ weekend retreats and for horse breeding
(investment/hobby)
Note: to maintain the farm and cater t<? the
family when they are there, the Brownings
Clll])];)}' a parttime maid, groundskeeper,

and horse breeder

1 rses, maids, oovernesses. His
as born into a world of nurses, maids, and gove s s
s, five-star restaurants, and luxurious

FHarold Browning w ‘ ‘
world todav is one of airplanes and hnllfmsm | T
living accommodations. ‘The life and life-style of [Harold Browning is in

g

trast to that of Bob Tarrell.
— |

American Profile

Name:  Bob arrell

father:  machinist

Mother:  retail clerk
Principal child-rearer: 111()1’11@ ;111(1'sittcr - ' o
a mediumessize public school in Queen :
New York, eharacterized by large class size,
outmoded physical facilities, and an

Primary cducation:

.

Supplemental tutoring:

Summer camp:

Secondary education:

Family activitics:

Higher education:

First full-time job (age 19):

Subscqucnt cmp]oyment:

Present employment {age 38):

Annual salary:

Present residence:
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cducational philosophy emphasizing basic
skills and student discipline
Ambition: “to become President”
none
YMCA day camp
Note: cmphzlsis on tcam sports, arts and crafts
large regional high school in Queens
Note: classinates included the sons and
daughters of carpenters, postal clerks,
teachers, nurses, shopkeepers, mechanics,
bus drivers, police officers, salespersons
Supplemental education: SA'I prep course
oftered by national chain
After-school activities: haskethall and
handball in school park
Ambition: “to make it through college™
High-school graduation gift: $500 savings bond
family gatherings around television set,
softhall, an occasional trip to the movice
theater, summer Sundays at the public beach
a two-year community college with a
technical orientation
Major: clectrical technology
After-school activities: cmploved as a part-
time bagger in local supermarket
Ambition: “to become an clectrical engineer”
service-station attendant
Note: continued to take college classes in
the evening
mail clerk at large insurance firmg manager
trainee, large retail chain
assistant sales manager, building supply firm
Tvpical daily activities: demonstrate
products, write up product orders, handle
custoner complaints, check inventory
Transportation to and from work: city subway
$45,261
Ambition: “to open up nwv own business”
Additional income: $6,100 i commissions
from cvening and weekend work as salesman
in local men's clothing store
the Farrells own their own home ina working-
class neighborhood in Queens, New York
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Bob Irarrell and Harold Browning live very differently: the lifestvle of one is
privileged; that of the other is not so privileged. The differences are class ditter-
ences, and these differences have a profound impact on the way they live. Thev
are differences between plaving a game of handball in the park and taking riding
lessons ata private stable; watching a movie on television and going to the theater:
and taking the subway to work and being driven ina limousine. More important,
the difterence in class determimes where they Tive, who their friends are, how well
thev are educated, what they do for a living, and what thes come to expect from
life.

Yet, as dissimilar as their life-stvles are, Harold Browning and Bob Farrell have
some things in common; they live in the same city, they work long hours, and they
are highly motivated. More important, they are both white malces.

Let's Took at someone clse who works long and hard and is highly motivated.

This person, however, is black and female.

American Profile
Name:  Chervl Mitchell
IFather:  janitor
Mother:  waitress
Principal child-rearer:  grandmother
Primary cducation:  large public school in Occan 1ill-
Brownsville, Brookhm, New York
Note: role teaching of basic skills and
emphasis on conveving the importance of
good attendance, good mamers, and good
work habits; school patrolled by security
guards
Ambition: “to be a teacher”
Supplemental tutoring:  none
Summer camp:  none
Sccondary education:  large public school in Occan Hill-Brownsville
Note: classmates included sons and
danghters of hairdressers, groundskeepers,
painters, dressmakers, dishwashers, domestics
Supplemental education: none
After-school activities: domestic chores, part-
time cmploviment as babyvsitter and
housckeeper
Ambition: “to be a social worker”
High-school graduation gift: corsage
IFamily activities:  church-sponsored socials
ITigher education: — one semester of Tocal community college
Note: dropped out of school for financial

rCasons
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l“ifst full-time job (age 17):  counter clerk, Tocal bakery
Subsequent employment:  file ¢lerk with tcn1])()1‘111‘\'».;('r\'icc agencey,
supermarket checker 7 '
Present employment (age 38): nurse’s aide at a municipal hospital
Typical daily activities: make up hospital
beds, clean out bedpans, weigh patients and
assist them to the bathroom, take
temperature readings, pass out and colleet
food travs, feed paticnts who need help,
bathe patients, and change dressings
Annual salary: $15,820)
Ambition: “lo get out of the ghetto”
Present residence:  thirce-roon: apartment in the South Brons,
neceds painting, has poor ventilation, is in 4
high-crime arca
Note: Chervl Mitchell Tives with her four-
vear-old son and her clderly mother

7 - [N . N PEON M N
. When we look at the lives of Cheryl Mitchell, Bob Iarrell, and Harold Brown-
ing, we sce life-styles that are very different. We are not looking, however, at cco-
nomic extremes. Chervl Mitchells income as a nurse’s aide puts her above the

- N » . . ‘4’ - 5 . kel B
Igm crmment’s official poy erty Iime.?? Below hier on the income pyramid are 37 mil-

101 poverty=stricken Americans. Far 1 r "
fio ] ,t" shlq\cn Americans. ar from being poor, Bob Farrell has an annual
meome as an assistant sales manager that puts hiny well above the median mcome
:;‘\']c];tl1;1]t]13: more than 50 pereent of the US, population cams less monesy: than
ob Farrell.?> / OWNING's ine : s him i ioli-in
pob Parll And while Ham]d Browning’s income puts him i a high-income
sracket, he stands onlv a fraction of the way up Samuelson’s income pyramid. Well
B o . . N el . I ” ; ’ )
above him are the 183,000 imdividuals whose annual salany exceeds $T million, Yet
Harold Browning spends more money on his horses than Chern Mitchell cams n
dovear. ‘

Reality 3: l,\'("l] 1gnormg the c_\'lrg‘mc poles of the cconomic spectrum, we find
cnormous class differences in the lite-stvles among the haves, the have-nots, and
the havelittles. 7
_ Class affects more than life-stvle and material well-being. Tt has g significant
mipact on our physical and mental well-being as well.

[ Rescarchers have found an inverse relationship between social elass and health
Owercl e ) . NSRRI B . . . . )
. ver-class s'hyndmg is correlated to Ihigher rates of infant mortality, eve and car
discase, arthritis, physical disability, diabetes, nutritional deficiency, respiratory dis-
NN NN I e i . Pl - ) 7 )
lesc, mental illness, and heart discase. In all arcas of health, poor people do not
]\ lare the same life chances as those in the social class above them. Ifurthermore
ower-class standing is correlated witl . ity for i ’
i dyl\,‘s standing is corrclated with a lower quality of treatment for illness and
discase. The results of poor health and poor treatment are borne out in the life ex-
pectaney rates within cach class. Rescarchers have formd that the higher vour class
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ig, the higher vour life expectancy. Conversely, they have also found th.at

o 5 the lower one’s class standing, the higher the (lc;lfll_l‘zltt, in
> s

I as two and three times as high.

standit
within cach age group, t
S age or s figures are as muc
some age groups, the figur ‘ e tin igh- .
i ) rave, class st as a sienificant impact on oui
Reality 4: From cradle to grave, class standing has a sig 1
clunces for survival, . - - .
The lower one’s class standing, the more difficult it is to secure Appr()pnat'a
‘ ‘ M sl \')"-“) > () a \rlS
1¢, the more time is spent on the routine tasks of evervday life, the greate
‘—)7

o and othier basic necessities, and

: f income the S av od
the pereentage of income that gocs to Pd". fo.r fo. R o
the greater is the likelihood of crime victimization.=® Class can accurately

chances for both survival and success.

Class and Educational Attainment

(erades and test scores) and cducational attainment (level of
grades : :

School performance . : : 0
o 1 cconomic class. Furthermore,

schooling completed) also corrcllatc Ast'r()ngl_\' with ) claw, Puthennore

despite some cfforts to m;\ke. tcstmg f'd.lI‘Ct ;11.1(1 schoo 111g\ 111_0(1; t?'L ) ‘\;.Omc’

data suggest that the level of inequity 1s st;.l§'111g H,EC same or ,je. %n,l?- e .
In his study for the Carnegie Council on Children pe.eul_\ thirty ,?CTS (b]\

Richard De [one examined the test scores of over half a 11‘11111011 s.tudcnts' W I,O t(l)'oy

(SA''s). Tlis findings were consistent with earlier studies

the College Board exams . ficr stuc
howe d scores on standardized tests; his con-

relati i cen class an
that showed a relationship between clas: ! st cor
' i ’s social status - the probability that he
clusion: “the higher the student’s social status, the higher the ; iliy that he
or she will get higher gradcs."Z Almost thirty vears after the release of the ‘a.rlll g
‘ b N N - At Qe 3 g \()]‘_
report, College Roard survevs reveal data that are no different: test scores shill ¢
relate strongly with family income.

Average Combined Scores by Income (400 to 1600 scale)®

Family Income Median Score

More than $100,000 1119
$80,000 to $100,000 1063
$70,000 to $80,000 1039
$£60,000 to $70,000 1026
$50,000 to $60,000 1014
$40,000 to $50,000 ()‘)9
$30,000 to $40,000 ()()L
$20,000 to $30,000 937
$10,000 to $20,000 ?()()
less than $10,000 884

e O AT T A0S
These Tignres are based on the dest results of 967,584 SAT takers in 2005,

sewell showed a posi-

\ little more than thirty vears ago, rescarcher William Sewell show ed a pe
‘ - N Al aehieve N N aring
tive correlation between class and overall educational achievement. Tn comparing
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the top quartile (25 pereent) of his sample to the bottom quartile, he found that
students from upper-class familics were twice as likelv to obtain training bevond
high school and four times as likelv to attain a posteraduate degree. Sewell con-
cluded: “Sociocconomic background . . . operates independently of academic abil-
ity at every stage in the process of educational attainment,™2Y

Today, the pattern persists. There are, however, two significant changes. On
the one hand, the odds of getting into college have improved for the bottom quar-
tile of the population, althongh thev still remain relatively low compared to the
top. On the other hand, the chances of completing a college degree have deterio-
rated markedly for the bottom quartile. Rescarchers estimate the chances of com-
pleting a four-vear college degree (by age 24) to be nincteen times as great for the
top 25 percent of the population as it is for the bottom 25 pereent.!

Reality 5: Class standing has a significant impact on chances for educational
achicvement.

Class standing, and consequently life chances, are largelv determined at birth.
Although examples of individuals who have gone from rags to riches abound in the
mass media, statistics on class mobility show these leaps to be extremely rare. In
fact, dramatic advances in class standing are relativelv infrequent. One study
showed that fewer than one in five men surpass the economic status of their fa-
thers.*! For those whose annual income is in six figures, economic success is due
in large part to the wealth and privileges bestowed on them at birth. Over 66 per-
cent of the consumer units with incomes of $100,000 or more have inherited as-
sets. Of these wnils, over 86 percent reported that inheritances constituted a
substantial portion of their total asscts.??

Iiconomist Harold Wachtel likens inheritance to a serics of Monopoly games
m which the winner of the first game refuses to relinquish his or her cash and com-
mercial property for the second game. “After all,” argues the winner, “I accumu-
lated miv wealth and income by iy own wits.” With such an arrangement, it is not
ditficult to predict the outcome of subscquent games.*?

Reality 6: All Americans do not have an equal opportunity to succeed. Inher-
itance laws ensure a greater likelihood of success for the offspring of the wealthy.

Spheres of Power and Oppression

When we look at society and trv to determine what it is that keeps most people
down—what holds them back from realizing their potential as healthy, ereative,
productive mdividuals —we find institutional forces that are largely bevond individ-
ual control. Class domination is one of these forces. People do not choose to be
poor or working class; instead, they are limited and confined by the opportunities
afforded or denied them by a social and cconomic svsten. The class structure i
the United States s a function of its cconomic systemi: capitalisim, a svstem that is
based on private rather than public ownership and control of commercial enter-
prises. Under capitalism, these enterprises are governed by the need to produce a
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profit for the owners, rather than to fulfill socictal needs. Class di\'isi()ps arise from
the differences between those who own and control corporate enterprise and those
“]ml{(;ll(:‘irl()tzlll(l gender domination are other forces thut .hold l)e.(?l)lc’(]()l\X'll. I-
though there are significant differences in the way capitalism, racism, a‘nl(wsexlls‘m
affect our lives, there are also a multitude of parallels. And ulthough class, rclci,
and gender act independently of cach other, they are at the same time very much
]”KE]);L:;:;I'O“C hand, issues of race and gender cut across class 1i1'1€s. Women ex-
perience the effects of sexism whether they are well-paid professionals or poorly
paid clerks. As women, they are not only subjected to cntcu.ﬂs and stercotyping, but
face discrimination and are denied opportunities and pm‘llggcs that men have.
Similarly, a wealthv black man faces racial oppression, is sub]_ecteq to racial sl.urs,
and is denied opportunitics becausc of his color. Regardless o‘f thm'r Cl‘c?SS s.tan.dmgl,
women and members of nnority races are constzmﬂy dea.hng with institutiona
forces that are holding them down precisely because of their gender, the color of
it ski h. '
HKI(r)?:\]tllllyc(:)rﬂll):: hand, the experiences of women and ll]il.l()l‘itiC'S z}re.differlcntlated
along class Tines. Although they are in subordinate positions \'1s—a—;;1? \,"h‘]tedl?:%‘jly
the particular issues that confront women and people of color may be quite differ-
ent depending on their position in the class structure. o .
Power is incremental, and class privileges can accrue to 111.(11\'1(111'(11 woImmen and
to individual members of a racial minority. While power is incremental, Oppres-
sion is cumulative, and those who are poor, black, and female are often st}l})]éct to
all of the forces of class, race, and gender discrimination Sill]ll]'t‘clllCOHS]_\’. This cu-
mulative situation is what is meant by the double and triple jeopardy of women
: inoritics.
dnd]*l‘ﬁlrltll(l)crm()rc, oppression in one sphere is related to the likelihood of oppres-
sion in another. If vou are black and female, for example, you are mwuch more
likely to be poor or working class than vou would be as a white male. Census fig-
ures show that the incidence of poverty varies greatly by race and gender.

Chances of Being Poor in America®?
White White Hispanic Hispanic Black Black
male/ female male/ femal.e l?zale/ femdie
female head™ female head™ female head
1in 10 lins lin5 lin3 lin4 lin3

Persons in families with female houscholder, no husband present.

In othier words, being female and being nonwhite are attributes in our socicty

that increase the chances of poverty and of lower-class standing.
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Reality 7: Racism and sexisin significantly compound the cffects of class in
socicty.

None of this makes for a very pretty picture of our country. Despite what we
like to think about oursclves as a nation, the truth is that opportunity for success
and life itself are highly circumscribed by our tace, our gender, and the class we
are born into. As individuals, we feel hurt and anger when someone is treating us
infairhy; vet as a society we tolerate unconscionable mjustice. A more just socicty
will require a radical redistribution of w calth and power. We can start by reversing
the current trends that further polarize us as a people and adapt policies and prac-
tices that narrow the gaps i income, wealth, and privilege
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MEDIA MAGIC
Making Class Invisible

Gregory Mantsios

Of the various social and cultural forces in our socicty, the mass media is arguably

the most influential in molding public consciousness. Americans spend an average
twenty-eight hours per weck watching television. They also spend an undeter-
mined number of hours rcading periodicals, listening to the radio, and going to
the movies. Unlike other cultural and socializing institutions, ownership and con-
trol of the mass media is highly concentrated. Twenty-three corporations own more
than one-half of all the daily newspapers, magazines’, movie studios, and radio and
television outlets in the United States.! 'The number of media companics is shrink-
ing and their control of the industry is expanding. And a relatively small number
of media outlets is producing and packaging the majority of news and entertain-
ment programs. For the most part, our media is national in nature and single-
minded (profit-oriented) in purpose. This media plays a key role in defining our
cultural tastes, helping us locate ourselves in histo;y, esta'blishing our national
identity, and ascertaining the range of national and social possibilitics. In this essay
we will examine the way the mass media shapes how people think about each OH'IC;
and about the nature of our society.

The United States is the most highly stratified society in the industrialized
world. Class distinctions operate in virtually every aspect of our lives, determining
the nature of our work, the quality of our schooling, and the health and safety of
our loved ones. Yet remarkably, we, as a nation, retain illusions about living in an
ngllii‘arian society. We maintain these illusions, in large part, because the media
hides gross incquities from public view. In those instances when inequities are re-
vealed, we are provided with messages that obscure the nature of class realitics and
blame the victims of class-dominated society for their own plight. Let’s briefly ex-
amine what the news media, in particular, tells us about class. J

About the Poor

e news media ]')r()\'IIdCS Meager coverage of poor people and poverty. The cov-
crage it does provide is often distorted and misleading.

Copyright & by Gregorv Mantsios. Reprinted by permission of the author.
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The Poor Do Not Exist

For the most part, the news media ignores the poor. Unnoticed arc forty mil-
lion poor people in the nation—a number that equals the entire population of
Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey, and
New York combined. Perhaps even more alarming is that the rate of poverty is in-
creasing twice as fast as the population growth in the United States. Ordinarily,
even a calamity of much smaller proportion (e.g., flooding in the Midwest) would
gamer a great deal of coverage and hype from a media usually cager to declarc a
crisis, yet less than onc in five hundred articles in the New York Times and one in
one thousand articles listed in the Readers Guide to Periodic Literature arc on
poverty. With remarkably little attention to them, the poor and their problems are
hidden from most Amertcans.

When the media does turn its attention to the poor, it offers a series of contra-

dictory messages and portrayals.

The Poor Are Faceless

Fach year the Census Bureau releases a new report on poverty in our society
and its results are duly reported in the media. At best, however, this coverage em-
phasizes annual fluctuations (showing how the numbers differ from previous years)
and ongoing debates over the validity of the numbers (some arguc the number
should be lower, most that the number should be higher). Coverage like this de-
sensitizes us to the poor by reducing poverty to a number. It ignores the human
tragedy of poverty—the suffering, indignitics, and misery endured by millions of
children and adults. Instcad, the poor become statistics rather than people.

The Poor Are Undeserving

When the media doces put a face on the poor, it is not likely to be a pretty one.
The media will provide us with sensational storics about welfare cheats, drug ad-
dicts, and greedy panhandlers (almost always urban and Black). Comparc these im-
ages and the emotions evoked by them with the media’s treatment of middle-class
(usually white) “tax cvaders,” celebrities who have a “chemical dependency,” or
wealthy businesspeople who usc unscrupulous means to “make a profit.” While the
behavior of the more affluent offenders is considered an “impropriety” and a devi-
ation from the norm, the behavior of the poor is considered repugnant, imdicative
of the poor in general, and worthy of our indignation and resentment.

The Poor Are an Eyesore

When the media does cover the poor, they are often presented through the eyes
of the middle class. FFor example, sometimes the media includes a story about com-
munity resistance to a homeless shelter or storckeeper annovance with panhandlers.
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Rather than focusing on the plight of the poor, these stories are about middle-class
opposition to the poor. Such stories tell us that the Poor arce an inconvenicence and
an irritation.

The Poor Have Only Themselves to Blame

Inanother example of media cov crage, we are told that the poor live in a per-
sonal and cultural evele of poverty that hopelessh mprisons them. They routinely
center on the Black urban population and focus on pereeived personality or cul-
tural traits that doom the poor. While the women in these storics tvpically exhibit
an “attitude” that leads to trouble or a promiscuity that leads to single motherhood,
the men possess a need for immediate gratification that leads to drug abuse or an
unquenchable greed that leads to the pursuit of fast imoney. The images that are
scared into our mind are sexist, racist, and classist. Census figures reveal that most
of the poor are white, not Black or Hispanic, that they live in rural or suburban
arcas, not urban centers, and hold jobs at least part of the vear.” Yet, in a fashion
that is often framed in an understanding and svimpathetic tone, we arc told that the
poor have inflicted poverty on themselves.

The Poor Are Down on Their Luck

During the Christmas season, the news media sometimes provides us with ac-
counts of poor individuals or familics (usually white) who are down on their luck.
These stories are often Tnked to stories about soup kitchens or other charitable ac-
tivities and sometimes call for charitable contributions. These “Yule tine” storics are
as much about the affluent as they are about the poor: thev tell us that the affluent
in our socicty are a kind, understanding, giving people —which we are not.* The se-
ries of unfortunate circumstances that have led to impoveristiment are presumed to
be a temporary condition that will improve with time and a change in Tuck.

Despite appearances, the messages provided by the media are not entircly dis-
parate. With each variation, the media informs us what poverty is not (1.c., systemic
and indicative of American society) by informing us what it is. The media tells us
that poverty is cither an aberration of the American wayv of life (it doesn’t exist, its
just another number, it's unfortunate but temporary) or an end product of the poor

American houscholds with incomes of less than ST0.000 give an average of 5.5 pereent of their
carning to charity or to a religious organization. while those making morce than ST00,000 a vear give
only 2.9 pereent. After changes in the 1956 tax code reduced the benefits of charitable giving,
taxpayers caming 5300000 or more slashed their average donation by nearlv one-third. Furthermore,
many of these acts of benevolenee do not help the needy. Rather than provide funding to social
senvice agencies that aid the poor, the voluntary contributions of the wealthy go to places and
mstitutions that enfertain, inspire. cure, or educale wealthy Americans—art museums, opera houses,
theaters, orchestras, hallel companics, privide hospitals, and clite universities. (Robert Reich,
“Seeession of the Suecesstul,” New York Tines Magazine, Februare 17, 1991, p. 43
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themselves (they are a nuisance, do not deserve better, and have brought their
predicament 11]);)11 themselves). '

By suggesting that the poor have brought poverty upon HlClll.SC]\"‘(;S,r ic mcd@
is engaging 11 what William Rvan has called “blaming the vietin. ’ Il?c media
identifies in what wavs the poor are different as a consequence of deprivation, then
defines those differences as the cause of poverty itself. Whether blatantly hostile or
cloaked i svimpathy, the message is that there is something fundamentally wrong
with the vietims— their hormones, psvehological makeup, family environment,
communily, race, or soime combination of these —that acconnts for their plight and
their failure to lift themselves out of poverty,

But poverty in the United States is svstemic. 1t is a direct result ()f 9("()11()111ic and
political policies that deprive people of jobs, adequate wages, or legitimate s‘np‘port.
It is neither natural nor inevitable: there is enough wealth in our nation to climinate
poverty if we chose to redistribute existing wealth or income. The plight ()‘f tlllc poor
is reason enough to make the elimination of poverty the nation’s ﬁrst' prioritv, But
poverty also impacts dramatically on the nonpoor. It has a dampening cffect on
wages in general (by maintaining a reserve army of unemploved and 1111(1@01}11)10_\@(1
anxious for any job at any wage) and breeds crime and vielence (by maintaining con-
ditions that mvite private gain by illegal incans and rebellion-like behavior, not en-
tirelv unlike the urban riots of the 1900s). Given the extent of poverty in the nation
and the impact it has on us all, the media must spin considcrabllc magic .t() keep the
poor and the issue of poverty and its root causes out of the public consciousness.

About Everyone Else

Both the broadcast and the print news media strive to develop a strong sense of
“we-ness” i their audience. They seck to speak to and for an audience that is
both affluent and like-minded. 'The media's solidarity with affluence, that is, with
the middle and upper class, varies little from one medium to another. Benjamin
DeMott points out, for example, that the New York Times understands 'dfﬂllCll“(‘C to
be intelligence, taste, public spirit, responsibility, and a readiness to mvlc and “con-
ceives itself as spokesperson for a readership awash in these qualitics.™ (})f course,
the flip side to creating a sense of “we,” or “us,” is establishing a pcrcc])hm'l of tAhc
“other.” The other relates back to the faceless, amoral, undeserving, and inferior
“underclass.” Thus, the world according to the news miedia is divided between the
“underclass” and evervone else. Again the messages are often contradictory.

The Wealthy Are Us

Much of the information provided to us by the news media focuses attention
on the concerns of a very wealthy and privileged class of people. Although the con-
cems of a small fraction of the populace, they are presented as though they were
the concems of evervone. For example, while relatively few people actually own
stock, the news media devotes an inordinate amount of broadeast time and print
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space to business news and stock market quotations. Not only do business reports
cater to a particular narrow clientele, so do the fashion pages (with $2,000 dresses),
wedding announcements, and the obituaries. Fyven weather and sports news often
have a class bias. An all news radio station in New York City, for example, provides
rcgulur national ski reports. International news, trade agreements, and domestic
policies issucs are also reported in terms of their impact on business climate and
the business connmunity. Besides being of practical value to the wealthy, such cov-
crage has considerable ideological value. Its message: the concerns of the wealthy
are the concerns of us all.

The Wealthy (as a Class) Do Not Exist

While preoccupied with the concerns of the wealthy, the media fails to notice
the way in which the rich as a class of people create and shape domestic and for-
cign policy. Presented as an aggregate of individuals, the wealthy appear without
special interests, interconnections, or unity in purpose. Out of public view are the
class interests of the wealthy, the interlocking business links, the concerted actions
to prescrve their class privileges and business intcrests (bv running for public of-
fice, supporting political candidates, lobbying, etc.). Corporate lobbying is ignored,
taken for granted, or assumed to be in the public interest. (Compare this with the
media’s portraval of the “strong arm of labor” in attempting to defeat trade legis-
lation that is harmnful to the interests of working people.) Tt is estimated that
two-thirds of the U.S. Senate is composed of millionaires.” Having such a prepon-
derance of millionaires in the Senate, however, is pereeived to be neither unusual
nor antidemocratic; these millionaire senators are assumed to be serving “our” col-
lective interests in governing.

The Wealthy Are Fascinating and Benevolent

"The broadeast and print media regularly provide hyvpe for individuals who have
achieved “super” success. These storics are usually about celebrities and superstars
from the sports and entertainment world. Society pages and gossip columns serve
to keep the social elite informed of eacli others’ doings, allow the rest of us to gawk
at their excesses, and help to keep the American dream alive. ‘Ihe print media is
also fond of feature storics on corporate empire builders. T'hese stories provide an
occasional “insider’s” view of the private and corporate life of industrialists by sug-
gesting a4 rags to riches account of corporate success. These stories tell us that cor-
porate success is a series of smart moves, shrewd acquisitions, timely mergers, and
well thought out exceutive suite shuffles. By painting the upper class in a positive
light, innocent of any wrongdoing (labor Teaders and union organizations usually
get the opposite treatment), the media assures us that wealth and power arc benev-
olent. One person’s capital accumulation is presumed to be good for all. The clite,
then, are portraved as investment wizards, people of special talent and skill, whom
even their victims (workers and consumers) can admire.
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The Wealthy Include a Few Bad Apples

On rare occasions, the media will mock selected individuals for their person-
ality flaws. Real estate investor Donald Trump and New York Yankees owner
Cc&ge Steinbrenner, for example, arc admonished by the media for deliberately
secking publicity (a very un-upper class thing to do); hotel owner Teona Helmsley
was caricatured for her personal crucltics; and junk bond broker Michacl Milkin
was condemned because he had the audacity to rob the rich. Michael Parenti
points out that by treating business wrongdoings as isolated deviations from the so-
ciallv beneficial svstem of “responsible capitalism,” the media overlooks the fea-
tures of the system that produce such abuses and the regularity with which they
occur. Rather than portraving them as predictable and frequent outcomes of cor-
porate power and the business system, the media treats abuses as if they were iso-
lated and atypical. Presented as an occasional aberration, these incidents serve not
to challenge, but to legitimate, the system.©

The Middle Class Is Us

By ignoring the poor and blurring the lines between the working pe()pl.e and
the upper class, the news media creates a universal middle class. From thl'S per-
spective, the size of one’s income becomes largely irrelevant: what matters is that
most of “us” share an intellectual and moral superiority over the disad\‘zn_ltagcd. As
Time magazine once concluded, “Middle America is a state of mind.”” “We are
all middle class,” we are told, “and we all share the same concerns”™ job security,
inflation, tax burdens, world peacc, the cost of food and housing, health care, clean
air and water, and the safcty of our streets. While the concerns of the wealthy arc
quite distinet from those of the middle class (e.g., the wealthy worry about invcs.t—
ments, not jobs), the media convinces us that “we [the affluent] are all in this

together.”

The Middle Class Is a Victim

For the media, “we” the affluent not only stand apart from the “other” —the
poor, the working class, the minorities, and their problems—“we” are ;115() \'i‘ctim.—
ized by the poor (who drive up the costs of maintaining the welfare roles), minori-
ties (who comunit crimes against us), and workers (who arc greedy and drive
companics out and prices up). lgnored are the subsidies to the rich, the crimc\s: of
corporate America, and the policies that wreak havoce on the cconomic well-being
of middle America. Media magic convinces us to fear, more than anvthing clse,
being victimized by those less affluent than oursclves.

The Middle Class Is Not a Working Class
The news media clearly distinguishes the middle class (cmplovees) from
the working class (i.c., blue collar workers) who are portrayed, at best, as irrelevant,
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outmoded, and a dving breed. lurthermore, the media will tell us that the hard-
ships faced by blue collar workers are inevitable (due to progress), a result of bad
luck (chance circumstances in a particular industry), or a product of their own
doing (they priced themselves out of a job). Given the media's presentation of re-
ality, it is hard to believe that manual, supervised, unskilled, and semiskilled work-
ers actually represent more than 30 pereent of the adult working population.® The
working class, instcad, is relegated by the media to “the other.”

I short, the news miedia cither lionizes the wealthy or treats their interests and
those of the middle elass as one in the same. But the upper class and the middle
class do not share the same interests or worries. Members of the upper class WOTTY
about stock dividends (not ciploymient), they profit from inflation and global mil-
ttarismy, their children attend exclusive private schools, thev cat and live in a roval
fashion, thev call on (or are called upon by) personal physicians, thev have few
consumer problems, they can escape whenever they want from environmental pol-
lution, and they Tive on streets and travel to other areas under the protection of pri-
vate police forces.™?

The wealthy are not only a class with distinet life-stvles and interests, they arc
aruling class. They reccive a disproportionate share of the country’s vearly income,
own a disproportionate amount of the countrv’s wealth, and contribute 2 dispro-
portionate number of their members to governmental bodies and decision-making
groups—all traits that William Dombhoff, in his classic work Who Rules America,
defined as characteristic of a governing class.!"

"This governing class maintains and manages our political and economic strue-
tures in such a way that these structures contimue to yiel(] an zlmazing proportion
of our wealth to 2 minuscule upper class. While the media is not above referring
to ruling classcs in other countries (we hear, for example, references to Japan’s rul-
ing elite),! its treatment of the news procecds as though there were no such rul-
ing class in the United States.

Furthermore, the news media inverts reality so that those who are working class
and middle class learn to fear, resent, and blame those below, rather than those
above, them i the class structure. We learn to resent welfare, which accounts for
only two cents out of every dollar in the federal budget (approximately $10 billion)
and provides financial relief for the needy,” “ but learn little about the $11 billion
the federal government spends on individuals with incomes in excess of $100,000
(mot needv),'? or the $17 billion in farm subsidies, or the $214 billion (twenty
times the cost of welfare) in interest pavients to financial institutions.

The number of private seeurity guards in the United Stales now exceeds the number of public police
ofticers. (Robert Reich, “Secession of the Successful,” New York Times Magazine, February 17, 1991,
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Atotal of 520 billion is speut on welfare whien vou include alt state funding. But the

average stute
funding also comes o only two cents per state dollar.
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Middle-class whites Tearn to fear African Americans and l,;llinA()s, 1)1.1t most \10—
lent erime occurs within poor and mimority communitics and 1s neither |11tc'rraclzll
nor interclass. As horrid as sueh erime is, it should n()_i mask the dcsh‘uch(m' and
violence perpetrated by corporate America. In spite ()f the fact that 14,000 I(HI]](T—
cent people are killed on the job cach year, 100,000 die prematurely, -}.()(),()().) -
come serioush ill, and 6 million are injured from work-related accidents and
discascs, most Americans fear govermment regulation more than they do unsafe
working conditions. ' ' -

Through the media, middle-class—and even w ()1‘k|1?g—c]uss—;\n}lcrlcans carn
to blame blue collar workers and their unions for declining purclmm}ng power an'd
ceconomic seeurity. But while workers who managed to keep tAhcir ]o'bs zn}d tl'l'ur
unions struggled to keep up with inflation, the top 1 ])Cl'('c‘lxl‘lf)f American famllllcis
saw their average incomes soar SO pereent in the last decade \Ill'(‘ll of the wea '(.]
at the top was accumulated as stockholders ;111(1 corporate cxca.‘uh\v'cs‘ moved H‘ICIE
companies abroad to emplov cheaper labor (56 cents ])Cl'.ll()l‘ll' in k] Salvador) dl](f
avoid paving taxes in the United States. Corporate ;\11l101'1c;1 is a world 111;1(1(" 1‘1‘]) 0
ruthless bosses, massive lavoffs, favoritisin and nepotism, I]Cfl“ll and sa‘fc?l_\ viola-
tions, pension plan losses, union busting, t1\ evasions, unf;nr competition, é_l.”d\
price gouging, as well as fast buck deals, hn;_mcml s])cculnh()‘n, and corp(?m)t‘a
\\'hcc]irng and dealing that serve the interests of the C()l‘])()'('&lt(.‘ clite, but arc gener-
allv wasteful and destructive to workers and the economy in general.

It is no wonder Americans cannot think straight about class. The mass Hlt‘dl"d
are neither objective, balanced, independent, nor neutral. Those \\'h.() own and di-
reet the mass media are themselves part of the upper class, ;md‘ ncnl‘]e.r H]C,'V, nor
the ruling class in general have to conspire to Tnm.npu]utc l)l-ll)]lc opinion. H1c1‘r
interest is in preserving the status quo, and their view ‘of socicty as f'zm‘ and equi-
table comes naturally to them. But their ideology dominates our society and justi-
fies what is in 1‘culit_\'. a perverse social order—one that perpetuates 1'1111)}'ec0(lc11tc<1
clite privilege and power on the one hand and \\'1'(1051)1'0(1(1. dcprn‘uh{on on l.hlc
other. A mass media that did not have its own class interests in preserving the sta-
tus quo would acknowledge that imordinate wealth and power undc"mnncs duppg—
racy and that a “free market” cconomy can ravage a people and their communities.
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STILL SEPARATE, STILL UNEQUAL:
AMERICA’S EDUCATIONAL APARTHEID

Jonathan Kozol

Many Americans who live far from our major cities and who have no firsthand
knowledge of the realitics to be found in urban public schools seem to have the
rather vague and general impression that the great extremes of racial isolation that
were matters of grave national significance some thirty-five or forty vears ago have
gradually but steadily diminished in more recent vears. 'The tmth unhappily, is
ﬂ at the trend, for well over a decade now, has been preciscly the reverse. Schools
that were alrcady deeply segregated t\\gnt}—ﬁ\c or thirty years ago arc no less seg-
regated now, while thousands of other schools around the country that had
been integrated cither voluntarily or by the force of law have since been rapidly
resegregating. . . .

Reprinted by permission of the author.
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“Ihere are expensive children and there are cheap children,” writes Marina
Warner, an essavist and novelist who has \\'1‘ittcn many books for children, “just as
there are expensive women and cheap women.” The governmenta Ily administered
diminishment in value of the children of the poor begins even before the age of
five or six, when they begin their years of formal education in the public schools.
[t starts during their infant and toddler years, when hundreds of thousands of chil-
dren of the very poor in much of the United States are locked out of the opportu-
nity for preschool education for no reason but the accident of birth and budgetary
choices of the govermment, while children of the privileged are often given verita-
ble feasts of rich developmental carly education.

In New York City, for example, affluent parents pay surprisingly large sums of
money to enroll their voungsters, beginning at the age of two or three, in cxtraor-
dinary early-education programs that give them social competence and rudimen-
tary pedagogic skills unknown to children of the same age in the city’s poorer
neighborhoods. 'Ihe most exclusive of the private preschools in New York, which
are known to those who can afford them as “Baby Ivies,” cost as much as $24,000
for a full-day program. Competition for admission to these pre-K schools is so ex-
treme that private counselors are frequently retained, at fees as high as $300 an
hour, to guide the parents through the application process.

At the opposite extreme along the cconomic spectrum in New York arc thou-
sands of children who receive no preschool opportunity at all. Exactly how many
thousands are denied this opportunity in New York City and in other major cities
is almost impossible to know. Numbers that originate in governmental agencies in
many states are incomplete and imprecise and do not always differentiate with clar-
ity between authentic pre-K programs that have cducative and developmental sub-
stance and those less expensive child-care arrangements that do not. But even
where states do compile numbers that refer specifically to educative preschool pro-
grams, it 1s difficult to know how many of the children who are served are of low
income, since admissions to some of the state- supportcd programs aren 't deter-
mined by low income or they arc determined by a complicated sct of factors of
which poverty is only one.

'There are remarkable exceptions to this pattern in some sections of the nation.
In Milwaukee, for example, virtually every four-year-old is now enrolled in a pre-
liminary kindergarten program, which amounts to a full year of preschool educa-
tion, prior to a sccond kindergarten year for five-vear-olds. More commonly in
urban neighborhoods, large numbers of low-income children are denicd these op-
portunitics and come into their kindergarten vear without the minimal social skills
that children need in order to participate in class activities and without even such
very modest early-learning skills as knowing how to hold a crayon or a pencil, iden-
tify perhaps a u)uplc of shdpe and colors, or recognize that prmtcd pages go from
left to right.

Three years later, in third grade, these children are introduced to what arc
known as “high-stakes tests,” which in many urban systems now determine whether
students can or cannot be promoted. Children who have been in programs like



