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So Far From Home: Portraits of Mexican-Origin Scholarship Boys 

Juan Fernando Carrillo, Ph.D. 
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Co-Supervisors: Angela Valenzuela and Luis Urrieta, Jr. 

 

Abstract: Utilizing elements of Lightfoot and Davis’s (1997) portraiture method and life 

history interviews, this qualitative research study explores the portraits of four Mexican-

origin scholarship boys.  Two Mexican-origin students and two professors were selected 

from a snowball sample. A snowball sample consisted of gathering referrals from 

graduate students and faculty who contacted me through email to comment on their 

personal identification with the scholarship boy themes discussed in the essay I authored, 

Lost in Degree: a Chicano PhD Student’s Search for Missing Clothes (2007).  I use the 

term “Mexican-origin” as a concept that identifies the subjects of this study as being of 

Mexican descent. All of the participants were born and raised in low SES, urban settings 

in the United States and they are children of Mexican-born parents. Hoggart’s 

(1957/2006) scholarship boy framework serves as the primary theoretical lens guiding 

this work.  Rodriguez’s (1982) seminal work on this topic, Hunger of Memory, 

enumerates how this concept may apply to Mexican-origin scholarship boys. This study 

also utilizes Dubois’s (1903) double consciousness and Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza 

consciousness to analyze the ways in which Mexican-origin scholarship boys used 

culturally situated constructions of giftedness, “ghetto nerd”  (Diaz, 2007) masculinities, 

and philosophical perspectives related to “home” to pursue academic excellence and 
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cope/challenge the microgressions they experienced in K-12 schooling and higher 

education. The scholarship boys in this research provide critical information germane to 

the struggles and strategies used by academically successful Mexican-origin students as 

they negotiate the experiences related to the contrasting working-class culture of their 

upbringing and the middle-class culture of academia. While studies often focus on 

academically low-performing Latino students, this work explores the narratives of 

working-class Latino students who attained a graduate level education. Moreover, this 

research complicates clean “victory narratives” by unearthing various aspects of loss and 

gain inherent to the Mexican-origin scholarship boy trajectory. Findings inform 

scholarship in the areas of pedagogy, education reform, philosophy of education, 

education policy, curriculum, and revisionist conceptualizations of giftedness and human 

development. 
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CHAPTER 1: I0TRODUCTIO0 

Statement of the Problem 

After years spent unwilling to admit its attractions, I gestured nostalgically 
towards the past. I yearned for a time in which I had not been so alone…I turned 
to books by educational experts. I needed to learn how far I had moved from my 
past-to determine how fast I would be able to recover something of it once again 
(Rodriguez, 1982, p. 76-77). 
 
Latino students in the United States sit among the lowest performing groups at the 

high school and college levels. This is a major problem considering that there are over 

forty five million Latinos living in the United States (Ochoa, 2008). In 2006, 55.5 percent 

of Latinos graduated from high school and approximately 10 percent earned a bachelor’s 

degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). Latina women outperform Latino males in high 

school graduation rates (56.8 percent vs. 54.4 percent) and the acquisition of a bachelor’s 

degree (10.5 percent vs. 9.5 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007), a general trend that has 

developed steadily since the 1980’s. Moreover, data from the 2000 U.S. Census shows 

that graduate degrees are attained by a mere 3.5 percent of the entire Latino population 

compared to 9.4 percent of whites (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). An analysis of the gifted 

Latino population also demonstrates that they are underrepresented in 49 of the 50 U.S. 

states (Valencia, 2002), and constitute only 3 percent of the gifted population nationwide 

(Kohler & Lazarín, 2007). 

Since the 1980’s, a conservative movement in education has diluted many of the 

Great Society’s programs of the 1960’s. Affirmative action represents one such program, 

with dire consequences for Latinos in higher education. According to Garcia (2001), “at 

UC Berkeley and University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), Hispanic enrollment 

dropped more than 50 percent. This level of admissions takes these two universities back 
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to mid-1980’s levels of admissions for Hispanic students” (p. 198). Anti-immigrant 

backlash, xenophobic language policy in K-12 schools, and disproportionate tracking of 

working-class students of color into lower academic tracks (Fine, 1991; Oakes, 2005), all 

converge to adversely affect the experiences of Latinos in the educational pipeline.  

While most of the research on Latinos and education focuses on those who failed 

in a school environment, addressing this educational crisis in a comprehensive manner 

should additionally include conducting studies that focus on academically successful 

working-class, Mexican-origin students.  The achievement gap and continued 

demographic increase of the Latina/o student body in U.S. schools requires insight from 

those who have “made it.” To be sure, not all high achieving students are the same. There 

are subgroups like nominally “gifted” students, or otherwise privileged ones with unique 

orientations. Since the achievement orientations that predict school failure do not 

necessarily equate to those that correspond to school success, nuanced studies of the 

different types of Mexican-origin, high-achieving students are of primary importance. 

Purpose of the Study 

 In this study, I focus on Mexican-origin scholarship boys, a subgroup with a 

unique schooling orientation that has yet to be thoroughly researched. The scholarship 

boy is not your typical high achiever. Many high achieving students un-critically 

assimilate into middle-class culture. In contrast, scholarship boys fight against bounded 

assimilation into the working-class world of their upbringing and the middle-class spaces 

of school. Many experience an intense angst magnified by the contradictions and 

disconnect between their desire to read and to achieve at high levels at school and the 

social class needs of their working-class home.  
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Notwithstanding their pro-learning ethos, it can be argued that not all scholarship 

boys become academically successful. Moreover, scholarship boys like me are acutely 

conscious of how going to school in many respects requires a lonely loyalty, cultural 

silencing, and a “going away” for the sake of becoming educated. This change often 

invokes an intense, reflective praxis. It is likely that among the high number of Latinos 

who never graduate from high school or college, some may be scholarship boys who 

never maximize their potential due to these unresolved tensions. 

This study will develop portraits (Lightfoot & Davis, 1997) of the experiences 

and the perceptions of four Mexican-origin scholarship boys (Hoggart, 1957/2006). For 

this research, scholarship boys are operationalized as working-class students that achieve 

high levels of educational attainment (at least a master’s degree). Coming to terms with 

two worlds—their working-class upbringing and the middle-class world of school—

becomes a strong focus of these students’ identity formation. The sample for this work 

will consist of two Mexican-origin professors and two graduate students that went from a 

working-class barrio to achieving high levels of educational attainment. This work will 

unearth much greater complexity and diversity among high-achieving Latino students 

than currently exists through this empirical study of Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  

Significance of the Study 

There are a plethora of “uncounted” scholarship boys and their stories are, for the 

most part, untold. Cuádraz (1993), Rodriguez (1982), Hoggart (1957/2006), and Carrillo 

(2007, 2009) have all made mention to scholarship boy type experiences. Many may drop 

out of school while others simply are silenced, unaware of the unique challenges, 

including available coping strategies, that boys like them face.  For scholarship boys, like 
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Richard Rodriguez, they embody elements of what Dubois (1903/1996) termed a double 

consciousness and what Anzaldúa (1987) termed a mestiza consciousness.  Though 

discussed in further detail later in this chapter, both terms capture the intersections of 

race, class, and gender as identities interact with the dominant discourses and curriculum 

found in U.S. school K-12 schools and higher education. Unlike much of the research on 

academically successful Mexican-origin students, this work will in part unpack what 

some scholarship boys come to believe are the “myths” germane to “rising up” from a 

barrio community by way of the schooling system in the United States.  

From this analysis it appears that the “borderlands” construction of identity is 

further consistent with Gramsci’s (1971/2000) notion of the organic intellectuals. 

Gramsci contends that organic intellectuals, that is, those that come from a particular 

class or group, have the potential for providing a counter hegemony to existing social 

structures. For Gramsci, the schooling site is one of the spaces in which ideological 

hegemony is used to socialize students into maintaining the status quo. Considering the 

working-classand racial-ethnic origin of Mexican-origin scholarship boys, theory and 

educational practice can be more holistically informed when their stories enter the 

conversation. These stories expose revisionist interpretations of education, giftedness, 

success, and even the claims related to the “benefits” of linear assimilation. 

I now discuss the historical and sociocultural dimensions of the schooling 

experiences for Mexican-origin students in the United States. To understand the 

scholarship boy trajectory, it is important to foreground their experiences within the long 

and contested battle for equity and cultural affirmation.  
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Background 

A Brief History of Mexican American Education 

  The educational experience of Mexican-origin students have historically been 

vexed within the intersections of racial, sociopolitical, and economic barriers with 

historical layers that reach back to the Spanish exploration of the Americas.  In her 

discussion regarding the education of native people, MacDonald (2004) states the 

following:  “Under colonial rule, the purpose of public education was to transfer and 

maintain the Spanish culture, language, and the Catholic religion in the New World” (p. 

37).  This context of cultural domination through forced assimilation is seamlessly 

mirrored in the U.S. colonial narrative.  Concerning the U.S., Acuña (1988) states that 

“its history resembles that of Australia and/or South Africa, where colonizers relegated 

indigenous populations to fourth class citizenship or noncitizenship” (p. 20). For 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys, these ideological markers influence their trajectories 

today. The cultural hegemony of the schooling process and dominant discourse related to 

“success,” Americanization, and achievement appears to elicit intense feelings related to 

the heavy price (culturally speaking) some of them feel they paid. Drawing from the 

work of Cuádraz (1996) and Rendón (1992), assimilation is often framed as being a “bad 

thing” which dispels the argument of pundits who contend that Mexican-origin people 

can be and feel “successful” if they just get a “good education” and follow the rules of 

mainstream society. This research complicates this simple linear assimilation model. I 

proceed now to a more in depth analysis of some these issues. 

The grand notion of Manifest Destiny, derived from White supremacist ideology, 

worked to legitimize, to control, and to explain the presumed inferior status of Mexican-
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origin people.  Once a part of Mexico, the American Southwest, in particular, developed 

a legacy of discriminatory practices towards Mexican-origin students thereby 

contributing to generations of chronically low educational attainment.  Although a host of 

factors like teacher quality, inequitable school finance, poor educational infrastructure, 

and family poverty come into play, I focus (in this review of the literature) on the adverse 

affects of discriminatory testing, tracking, de jure and de facto segregation, lack of 

culturally relevant curriculum and pedagogy, and deficit views towards Mexican 

culture/students (Blanton, 2007; Valencia, 1997, 2002; Donato, 1997; Oakes, 2005; Gay, 

2000).   Existing evidence on scholarship boys and girls suggests that these are some of 

the most important influences in shaping their identity (Cuádraz, 1996; Rodriguez, 1982; 

Carrillo, 2007; Rendón, 1992). 

According to Valencia (2002), the testing movement (launched by Galton in the 

late 1800’s) gathered steam during the early 20th century hereditarianism movement. The 

most influential scientists were Binet and Simon, who created the first cognitively based 

intelligence test. The implications  of this movement on Mexican-origin students was that 

they were deemed intellectually inferior and “…channeled into classes and programs that 

offered little opportunity for academic advancement and intellectual growth (Valencia, 

2002, p.256, 257).  Eventually, research from the 1970’s through the 1980’s began to 

question the validity of various psychometric instruments and began to debunk the 

scientism that purported to measure intelligence (e.g., Carter & Segura, 1979).  Despite 

these advances, many Mexican American children today—scholarship boys included—

suffer from deficit perspectives on the part of many teachers and administrators who see 

them as liabilities in their schools and classrooms where punishments and rewards 
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characterize today’s high-stakes testing environment (e.g.., McNeil, 1988, 2000, 2005; 

Valenzuela, 2005). 

 Curricular tracking into the lowest-performing academic tracks is another serious 

problem today with deep historical roots.  As Carter & Segura (1979) note with respect to 

the practice of tracking that dates back at least to the early 1900s: 

“the dominant society ensured the perpetuation of the two-class (or dual caste) 
social system engendered by ranching, railroading, and mining-the economic 
bases of the Southwest educated the dominant group’s children to assume their 
natural role as leaders, managers, and owners, and schooled Mexican Americans 
to assume their natural role as farm and ranch workers” (p. 16). 
 

Despite its ubiquity in our present school system, the effects of tracking are well known 

(Oakes, 1993, 2005).   It contributes, in particular, to school failure and decreased 

chances of attending college. Oakes makes evident the way Latino and students of color 

in general, are disproportionately tracked into academic tracks that prepare students for 

working-class jobs.  Some research on scholarship girls suggests that tracking is salient 

albeit in the other direction (Cuádraz, 1996).  That is, many scholarship girls are 

positively identified as exhibiting a deep personal interest either in school or in learning 

that results in their educational mobility even within segregated schooling contexts where 

youth on the whole underachieve. Along these lines, it appears that some Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, in spite of modest academic support and even though many have to 

work within discriminatory tracking systems, are able to achieve high levels of 

educational attainment. This is how Oake’s static notion of the cultural and social 

production of the social structure (and academic achievement) fails to take a nuanced 

look at students such as Mexican-origin scholarship boys who defy the odds.  
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Scholarship boys also often contend with the inferior educational facilities 

inherent to segregated, urban public schools. Historically, the Americanization of 

Mexican students happened in segregated facilities (Moll & Ruiz, 2002). Presently, 

Mexican Americans from low socioeconomic backgrounds continue to be educated in 

extremely segregated conditions (Orfield, 1999). While scholarship boys like Rodriguez 

attended middle class schools with stellar academic training, the scholarship boys in this 

research had to deal with underfunded, overcrowded, and sometimes violent conditions in 

school. Not to mention, it appears that their conscientization and ties with working-class 

people and issues is strongly informed by their experiences in this setting.  

 Adding to these complex social forces, are the negative effects of deficit thinking, 

as implied by Carter and Segura (1979) and more recently conceptualized by Valencia 

(1997). This view blames the students’ culture and social class for low levels of 

educational performance and success while neglecting institutional and socioeconomic 

barriers. The American imaginary has largely placed the Mexican experience in the U.S. 

context as one filled with peril necessitating the intervention of civilized Eurocentric-type 

culture and education.  The on-going attack against multiculturalism attests to the fears 

not only of some dominant-group members (e.g., Harrison, 2008; Huntington, 1996), but 

also of some minority leadership (Sosa, 1999; Badillo, 1999). As Bartolomé (1998) and 

others suggest—and as this study shall show—the message that Mexicans and their 

children are a “problem” rather than potential assets is re-inscribed in the everyday lives 

of scholarship boys in ways that merit focused attention and analysis. 

Clearly, overt and institutional discrimination taints the experience of Mexican-

origin scholarship boys. They often have to negotiate within these various discourses 
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which often lead to policies and pedagogy that subtracts from their cultural resources. 

The educational system is set up to depersonalize and disconnect students from their 

cultural identities in order to claim objectivity (McNeil, 2005). For Rodriguez (1982), the 

intimate context and consciousness that comes with speaking Spanish was removed at an 

early age through his private school education that sought to Americanize him (in the 

most deterministic and anti-pluralist sense of the term). This was one of the first and most 

violent cultural assaults that he experienced. His experience is juxtaposed within what 

Macedo (2003) refers to as the “hegemony of English.” This notion encompasses a 

colonizing discourse that demarks Spanish and Bilingual Education as deficit tropes that 

“prevent” the “necessary” assimilation of Mexican-origin students into a technocratic, 

racialized middle class version of success, education, and citizenship. Conservative 

pundits, classical liberalism, and neoliberal policies (i.e. No Child Left Behind Act of 

2002) infuse a genocidal lens that falsely associates itself with a neutral positionality. 

Spanish is framed as a subaltern language in the United Sates, as it is engulfed within a 

xenophobic angst towards the increasing waves of poor Mexican immigrants. As Macedo 

(2003) suggests, “… ‘bilingual’ is used by the dominant hegemonic forces not to mean 

the ability to speak two languages, but rather to typecast ethnicity as a form of 

devaluation” (p. 9). Thus, as Crawford (2004) also contends, group bilingualism is not 

valued whereas individual bilingualism is. Moreover, the language of “compensation” is 

overtly and sometimes covertly immersed within pedagogy and policy that aims at 

helping Latino students makeup for their language “handicap” versus encouraging them 

to tap into their funds of knowledge (González, Moll & Amanti, 2005). This collection of 

value judgments entrenched within policy and pedagogy appear to have a disastrous 
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impact on many scholarship boys.  For the Mexican American scholarship boy, Richard 

Rodriguez, this was especially painful. Rejected by minority students that claimed 

organic ties to their community and resentful towards the schooling mechanism that had 

removed him from his native language and family, Rodriguez (1975) painfully pondered, 

“I was the ‘bleached’ academic the minority group students found so laughable” (p. 23).  

It also important to consider the implications of the relatively recent expansive 

immigration patterns that characterize the “new South,” the mid-Atlantic region, and 

other locations where the Mexican communities were once quite small. The preliminary 

sense is that these spaces are beginning to replicate the discriminatory language, actions, 

and deficit approaches towards Mexican/Mexican American students that were rampant 

in the early to mid 1900’s. The legacy of struggle and unequal access to a quality 

education continues to mark the experiences of the Mexican-origin students in the United 

States.  

Finally, it is crucial to point out that while historicizing the Mexican-origin 

students’ place within various discriminatory social structures is important, I am limited 

in my analysis by the limited published accounts of scholarship boy and girl narratives 

that speak to how those who do make it to “the top” often have not found the spaces 

necessary to explain some of the cultural loss along the way. That is, while education, 

sociological, and anthropological research often demonstrates how the university and K-

12 schooling is implicated in its hegemonic discourse and subtractive 

schooling/pedagogical practices , this research does not intend to simply regurgitate these 

ideas but instead work to hear the voices of scholarship boys who interrogate the victory 

narrative. As the social class mobility narratives in a later section demonstrate, not all 
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scholarship boys published their angst, frustration, and ambiguity related to their 

journeys. These silences are likely cultural productions. 

All things considered, against this historical and contemporary backdrop, it is 

important to consider the circumstances and the plight of a unique actor within this 

context, namely, the Mexican-origin scholarship boy.  

Theoretical Framework 

Haunted by the knowledge that one chooses to become a student. (Education is 
not an inevitable or natural step in growing up.) Here is a child who cannot forget 
that his academic success distances him from a life he loved, even from his own 
memory of himself (Rodriguez, 1982, p. 48). 

 

Theorizing the Scholarship Boy 

Richard Hoggart’s scholarship boy framework will be the primary lens that will 

guide this work. Hoggart (1957/2006) coined the term in his essay, The Uprooted and 

Anxious, describing scholarship boys as acutely conscious of how school has changed 

them. He focused on 20th century British students who start off as working-class sons of 

warm and rich environments only to be removed from much of this context by their 

interactions and mobility through the schooling structure. Based on Hoggart’s analysis, 

they usually excel in different ways, and at different points, in the school setting. School 

becomes a big part of their identity. The schooling experience posits scholarship boys at 

the “friction point of two cultures” (Hoggart, 1957/2006, p. 225). That is, they are caught 

between cultural and social class contact zones that often evoke feelings of intense 

dislocation. Unlike most social scientists which have a particular research site from 

which to interpret and to draw implications, Hoggart does not study a specific locale with 

explicit mention of field notes or other technical documentation. Instead, he takes a 

general interpretation of a phenomenon which appears to be largely based on intuition, 
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informed by his own scholarship boy journey from the British working-class to the 

professoriate. Moreover, Hoggart, a giant in the realm of cultural studies (some believe 

he coined the very term, “cultural studies”), adopts a very literary approach, an extremely 

loose version of what some may argue “resembles” autoethnography. This proposed 

research will engage in a much more empirically rigorous methodology. 

I will extend Hoggart’s framework by applying it to Mexican-origin students, who 

in addition to class frictions, experience cultural conflicts. Informed by another notable 

cultural studies scholar, Raymond Williams (1958/1983), culture in this research is 

defined as a way of life, embodying the spiritual, intellectual, and material forces that 

shape identity. Additionally, in agreement with Bourdieu (1993) and Rosaldo (1993), 

culture is framed as a non-static, dynamic process. Also, by “minority,” I refer not to 

numbers, but to political, social, and economic power—all of which are sorely lacking as 

it relates to Mexican-origin students and as the above literature review indicates (for a 

definition of terms related to a Mexican-origin scholarship boy analysis, refer to Table 1. 

1).   

Relying on Hoggart, Rodriguez (1982) first applied the “scholarship-boy” term to 

Latinos. His essay, Going Home Again: The 0ew American Scholarship Boy (1975) 

served as the catalyst for his seminal work, Hunger of Memory (1982), where he 

painfully explored the psychic, cultural, and the emotional costs he paid for separation 

from his working-class family while pursuing “excellence” in school. For Rodriguez, it 

was his contact with Hoggart’s (1957/2006) scholarship boy concept that set him on a 

truly unique path. The nostalgia of his childhood and the disconnect he felt in the sterile, 

European libraries where he tried to pen his dissertation, resulted in him leaving his Ph.D. 
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program.  Longing for the hues, the rhythms, and the sentiment of his working-class 

origins, he developed an existential angst and sought refuge by becoming an isolated 

writer, poised to make his individualistic mark on the discourse revolving the experiences 

of academically successful Mexican American students.  Indeed, his life is the 

embodiment of how social class and education lead to the modification of language, class 

standing, and consciousness. Rodriguez reacted to a time in which the Third World 

studies movement was taking shape at Berkeley. His coping strategy was partly based in 

the dichotomous way in which he argued that there should be a separation between the 

private and public self. He argued that language and cultural ties should be fostered in the 

private arena, while the public face should require an Americanization process that leads 

to the promised land: “success.” Rodriguez’s own contradictory statements in other 

works position this comment as somewhat of a period piece, vested in a time in which he 

felt alone and angry at the violent way in which schooling had removed him from his 

past. Working off this anger, it could be argued that Rodriguez collapsed, leading to a 

painful and public exposé of his injuries. Rodriguez’s contradictions and negotiations 

with ambiguity resembles Anzaldúa’s (1999) notion of mestiza consciousness. He 

embodies racial, class, gender, and sexuality intersections that inform his eclectic 

identity. 

Rodriguez’s cathartic manifesto, Hunger of Memory (1982), exposed “secrets,” 

contradictions, and an incoherence that does not fit neatly into the fundamentalist sector 

of Chicana/o nationalist ideology, simplistic models of social class mobility, or 

romanticized arguments on assimilation. Rodriguez’s conservative stances on 

Affirmative Action and Bilingual Education are major reasons why exploration of the 



 

14 
 

scholarship boy experience has been left largely unexplored by researchers. Critics have 

also obsessed with his views on identity politics without taking a nuanced approach to 

how Rodriguez was unable to fully assimilate into U.S. society. Even though Rodriguez 

contends that the private self needs to be lost for the sake of the promise of a successful 

public identity, his painful scholarship boy journey suggests that he was passionate about 

recovering his cultural connections to his working class, Mexican-origin past and he 

never fully become part of the mythical melting pot. In fact, most of his books and 

articles deal with Latino issues. He is writing from the “outside” about a group (Mexican-

origin people) that are still “outside” of the power structure of the dominant class. In 

many ways, he is caught in a contradictory self-dialogue. Nonetheless, it is clear that 

Rodriguez does want to “mainstream” his identity and not be attached to “disadvantaged” 

and “outsider” labels. This research, on the other hand, examines the lives of Mexican-

origin scholarship boys that consciously attempt to reconcile the intersections of race and 

ethnicity, class, and gender, seeking a less static and subtractive way by which to become 

an “educated” person in the United States. To this extent, these students appear to 

confirm Levinson and Holland (1996) argument that some students feel unfairly 

indoctrinated into the values of a group that has more power. This research examines 

their life histories as they attempt to resist dominant discourses on education. 

 Scholarship boy research has also been expanded to include work on Latina 

scholarship girls (Cuádraz & Pierce, 1994; Cuádraz, 1996,1999, 2006; Rendón, 1992). 

These studies have applied the scholarship boy concept to the experiences of university-

trained women of working-class origin. Cuádraz’s (1993) case study research on 

Chicana/o scholarship boys and girls that entered doctoral programs at the University of 
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California at Berkeley between 1967 and 1979 demonstrated the alienating nature of 

graduate school for many students. Three quarters of the students came from working-

class backgrounds and the majority maintained a life-long Chicana/o based identity (p. 

264). Nonetheless, for those that became academics, they struggled with the dislocation 

of being framed as “outsiders” to the knowledge factory.  While Rodriguez found 

assimilation to be a worthy reward, the sample in Cuádraz’s study consisted of a 

politicized Chicana/o professoriate and professional class that fought for a more 

pluralistic identity alongside social change informed largely by the Chicana/o movement. 

Cuádraz’s sample maintained a consistency in their politicized consciousness as opposed 

to Rodriguez who became disillusioned. 

Cuádraz’s (1993) important work drew on the politics of the time in which the 

“affirmative action babies” that made up her sample entered a university space that had 

historically closed the doors to Latinos.  Her work demonstrates how students pained at 

the feelings related to tokenism, gender, racial, political, and class dislocation as the 

institution failed to be sensitive to their needs. What is interesting and relevant to this 

research is how some scholarship boys appear to not sense an intellectual inferiority or 

unpreparedness compared to their white peers (as many do in Cuádraz’s study). Instead, 

many of them feel a sense of “smartness” beyond the middle-class ontology germane to 

the Euro-American journey which they feel appropriates them (Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys) at an elevated level of consciousness and intelligence. Along the same 

lines, scholarship boys, such as Rodriguez  (1982) and Carrillo (2007) allude to some of 

this. Thus, where this research will in part extend Cuádraz’s findings is by examining the 

way scholarship boys appear to encompass intelligences not usually identified by 
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traditional measures or scholarship. The “gifted” nature of the scholarship boy gets little 

or no attention in Cuádraz’s important work. This is the time to question, modify, and 

provide the synthesis needed to appropriate a more culturally relevant interpretation and 

operationalization of the amazing, courageous, and brilliant psycho-emotional 

intelligence of Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  

Rendón (1992) also applied the scholarship boy concept to her own scholarship 

girl experiences. She questioned the static assimilation notions that she believes 

Rodriguez supports. She contends that the adaptation process should not force only 

Latino students to adapt, but the university should also address some of the cultural 

tensions that scholarship boys and girls face. Like other scholarship boys and girls, she 

experienced years of isolation, loneliness, and humiliation. She agrees with Rodriguez in 

that scholarship boys and girls are often left with only the nostalgic “hunger of memory,” 

which entails a longing for the closeness and intimacy of one’s parents and “former” life. 

She contends that she does not fit into this group, for she carries her past with her 

everywhere she goes. Although this work is important and central to the foregrounding of 

this research, this study extends this work by not solely focusing on my own journey, but 

by developing portraits of scholarship boys who will recount their life histories. While 

Rendón (1992) says that she looks to the future instead of the past, it appears that 

scholarship boys who are still graduate students find it much harder than some faculty to 

simply say, “I do not yearn for the past.”  Moreover, as discussed in the section on the 

philosophical dimensions of home (chapter IV), Rendón arguably does look to the past to 

inform her present. A simple coding of her exemplary scholarship (in the collective 

sense), make this quite evident. While nostalgia is not a trait of the exclusive domain of 
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scholarship boys, what remains quite salient to this research is the way reminiscing on the 

past stirs their conscientization process related to the culturally subtractive experiences 

that they appear to associate with schooling and from aspiring to becoming “highly 

educated” (for examples, see Rodriguez 1975, 1982; Hoggart 1957; Carrillo, 2007).  

It is quite clear that the university space illuminates troubling personal feelings for 

scholarship boys. According to Feagin, Vera and Imani  (1996), “the physical and social 

spaces of predominantly white colleges and universities generally embody the 

presumption of one-way assimilation for students of color” (p. 51). This research will in 

part counter the discourses that claim that this type of assimilation is a healthy 

mechanism by which minority students will achieve “success” in U.S. public life and 

schools. Hence, for the purpose of this research, assimilation will be analyzed in the 

dialectical sense, as a process that is continuously being processed, contested, and 

negotiated.  

 From Rodriguez and Hoggart, we can gather that a central problem that 

scholarship boys face is the straddling of the working-class culture of their origin with the 

middle-class space of academia. What initially seems like an innocent “move up” 

transforms into an arduous personal assessment of how much a scholarship boy has been 

removed from their past. Hoggart melded his own experiences together with his cultural 

intuition to develop the scholarship boy concept, but does not use empirical data or 

triangulation methods to examine the scholarship boy phenomenon. Rodriguez provides a 

compelling treatise, but it is the voice of one man and his memories, reflecting both its 

strengths and its limitations. Moreover, the middle-class schooling experience pervading 
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his educational narrative is strikingly different from what it means to focus on Mexican-

origin scholarship boys that attend what Anyon (1997) calls “ghetto schools.”   

This research will involve a broadening of Hoggart’s and Rodriguez’s 

conceptualization of the scholarship boy and will incorporate elements of Dubois’ 

(1903/1996) double consciousness and Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza consciousness. Dubois 

(1903/1996) examined the black-white negations of identity, a dual identity of sorts, as 

related to African Americans. This work explores the viability of this concept in a unique 

context of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. Accordingly, this work will examine the 

tensions embedded in entering a middle class and white-dominated educational space 

while trying to remain true to a working-class, Mexican-origin cultural background and 

identity.  This is the double consciousness that often informs the scholarship boy 

experience. Anzaldúa’s framework also is relevant to this research in the way that it 

embraces ambiguity, contradiction, and multiple identities/consciousness. Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, as exemplified by Rodriguez, live out a complex web of contradictions 

and many move beyond the bounded duality of race (as suggested by Dubois) and 

incorporate gender and class in conjunction with a plethora of philosophical negotiations 

and identities throughout their educational life course.  

I turn now to the contributions of prior scholarship which aid my construction of 

the scholarship boy thesis.  
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CHAPTER II: CO0TRIBUTIO0S OF PRIOR SCHOLARSHIP 

In this section, I focus on the schools of thought that help in situating the 

Mexican-origin scholarship boy schooling trajectory. I have divided the sections into: 

social reproduction, cultural ecological perspective, Latina/o scholarship in the area of 

assimilation theory, and gifted Latino literature. My intent is to draw connections to 

leading research in these areas and also demonstrate where this proposed work will 

extend much of this work. 

Social Reproduction 

 Social reproduction theorists address academic underachievement by drawing on 

how the class structure is reproduced from generation to generation through socializing 

nature of hidden and overt curriculum in schools. This school of thought draws heavily 

from Marx, Weber, and Durkheim. Theorists (Apple, 1978; Bernstein, 1975; Bowles & 

Gintis, 1976; Bourdieu, 1977; Macleoud 1995; Anyon, 1997; Oakes, 2005) that are part 

of this school of thought demonstrate how some groups benefit and some do not due to 

schooling structures/mechanisms that reproduce the social structure. The school site is 

considered to be a primary site of social class reproduction and low academic 

performance. The political economic theorists, Bowles and Gintis, argue in Schooling in 

Capitalist America (1976) that lower class students are socialized in schooling structures 

to meet the needs of a lower class labor market. Similarly, the curriculum theorist 

Michael Apple (1978), contends that high status knowledge is distributed unequally, 

helping to reproduce a socially stratified society. While this may be true in some respects, 

it appears that scholarship boys do not “automatically” mimic lower or working-class 

social trajectories. Though a working-class past informs their journeys, they embody a 
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more eclectic interaction with socializing sites such as schools. Many attended low SES 

urban schools, but did not end up becoming part of the lower class job force. Hence, it is 

appropriate to argue that much of this work is deterministic and bounded through its 

substantial economic focus and an insufficient focus on the role of human agency. 

Notable critiques have come from scholars like Willis (1977) who conceptualized more 

flexible approaches to reproduction theory by suggesting that working-class students 

exercise their agency through schooling orientations that mediate their academic 

outcomes. Willis argues that they create and participate as subjects when making many of 

their choices.  

In addition, parental input offers potential influence on school site reproduction. 

Gibson’s (1988) ethnographic study of Punjabi immigrants in a California high school 

demonstrates the orchestration of the concept known as “accommodation without 

assimilation.” The parents of Punjabi students encouraged academic success all while 

also expecting their children to maintain their cultural ways and connections to their 

community (Gibson, 1988). While the economic reproduction theory underscores the 

importance of tracking mechanisms, a factor I expect to be salient in my research on 

scholarship boys, particularly useful is research like Willis’s (1977) and Gibson’s (1988) 

that accords emphasis to students’ and parents’ responses as mediating factors in 

educational outcomes. These studies unpack the conceptual space for the kind of agency 

that I investigate herein in my analysis of the trajectories of scholarship boys. 

 Notwithstanding the determinism within cultural reproduction theory, Bourdieu’s 

concept of cultural capital is also relevant to this research study.  Specifically, Bourdieu 

(1984), a cultural theorist, defines cultural capital as a set of dispositions congruent with a 
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person’s social class. The “recognition” of certain types of cultural capital translates into 

a higher likelihood of attaining academic success.  Familiarity with and incorporation 

into a dominant class notion of cultural capital provide the highest prospects for doing 

well in school. There is reason to believe that contrary to Bourdieu’s (1984) argument 

that the working classes are bounded by the extraordinary realism of their enclosed 

opportunity field, Mexican-origin scholarship boys embody a multiplicity and elastic 

dialogic with their social class and life chances. There appears to not be the static identity 

tropes that Bourdieu associates with working-class individuals.  

Scholarship boys in this proposed study come from working-class backgrounds 

and their parents have low levels of educational attainment. Based on this theoretical 

cultural reproduction lens, they would tend to be at a “disadvantage” in school settings. 

Anyon’s (1997) ethnographic work on “ghetto schooling” shows that the low status 

cultural capital of inner-city youth is in part transmitted through schools that socialize 

students into working-class jobs through limits placed on their academic experiences. 

Oakes’ (2005) ethnographic study on academic tracking in twenty five schools (middle 

schools and high schools) also concludes that racial minorities are over represented in 

low academic tracks where they receive an inferior education, ultimately affecting their 

leveled aspirations. What is interesting about scholarship boys, is that unlike the lads in 

Willis’ research (1977) or the vatos in Foley’s (1990) study of South Texas high school, 

scholarship boys appear to resist bounded and linear notions of assimilation all while not 

rejecting in absolute terms, the schooling process. Their resistance does not come at the 

expense of failing classes or dropping out of high school (or college). They do not fit 

neatly into the cultural reproduction theories mentioned here. 
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Along these lines, contrary to what Bourdieu would predict, the scholarship boys 

in my study did attend “ghetto schools” but proved able to attain high levels of 

educational achievement.  It may have been their cultural capital and its connection to a 

certain type of habitus (Bourdieu, 1984) or other factors like their passionate contestation 

of assimilation into the dominant class’s social mores may have come into play. Although 

informative, Bourdieu’s cultural capital lacks the complexity to accurately account for the 

ways that scholarship boys may in fact possess an elastic construction of cultural capital 

that is well-suited within their contexts.   

Based on Hoggart’s (1957/2006) work, we gather that they embody more than 

“one type” of cultural capital and do not merely wait for “transmission” stages, as posited 

by Bourdieu. Their hybrid identities appear to disrupt the static correlations that Bourdieu 

makes.  Instead, a “role-playing cleverness” or a “double consciousness” may account for 

a certain type of giftedness not captured by traditional measurements. That is, these 

students appear to develop a strong grasp of the cultural capital of various social groups, 

leading to distinct dispositions and behaviors in school, home, and among peer groups 

with “successful” results.  Carrillo (2009) refers to this hybridity as a form of 

schizophrenic habitus. The term dissonant habitus may be even more appropriate 

considering the very real health issues germane to schizophrenia. Following this line of 

thought, habiti formation is eclectic and less restrained by the dogmatic, structuralist 

notions that Bourdieu’s otherwise important work explores. 

I will now discuss one of the most influential and controversial frameworks for 

understanding academic achievement and underachievement of students of color: the 

cultural ecological perspective.  
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Cultural-Ecological Perspective 

This theoretical lens is primarily based on the work of the late John Ogbu (1978, 

1987). From this school of thought, the argument is that “… differences in academic 

achievement result from minority group’s initial incorporation into U.S. society and 

minority group’s perceptions of the limited opportunity structure” (Conchas, 2006, p.10). 

Ogbu (1987) distinguishes between voluntary immigrants, such as Japanese, Koreans, 

and Chinese, and involuntary immigrants, like African Americans, Chicanos, and Native 

Americans. While voluntary immigrants came to the U.S. by choice and develop 

optimism toward U.S. institutions, involuntary immigrants came to the U.S. via slavery, 

colonialism, and conquest, thus forging a resistance to assimilation that presumably 

explains, in part, their disdain for school. Both their historic and their present relationship 

with U.S. society suggests to them that they have limited opportunities compared to white 

peers, thereby severing the link between their predictably high aspirations and their levels 

of effort directed toward achieving those aspirations. 

In Ogbu’s view (1987,1991), these macro psychosocial processes explain the low 

academic achievement of involuntary minorities and as a consequence, the caste-like 

status of their communities. Fordham and Ogbu’s (1986) ethnographic study of African 

American youth in a Washington D.C. high school also illuminates some of these 

dimensions by examining the burden of “acting white” which often leads to diminishing 

effort translating into academic underachievement. While Ogbu’s theorizing has been 

critiqued for being very deterministic (Foley, 1991; Trueba, 1988), his notions of 

oppositionality and adaptational coping mechanisms have currency in this study of 

scholarship boys. Working off of Ogbu’s work, it important to point out that some 
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Mexican-origin scholarship boys appear to also experience the burden of “acting white,” 

while not outright rejecting their role as “successful” students. Some Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys appear to use education (through formal schooling) as a means by which 

to unpack the burden of being forced to “act white.”  

I will now underscore specific research related to Latinos which aids in 

deconstructing specific racial and ethnic issues more closely aligned with Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys. 

Latina/o Scholarship in the Area of Assimilation Theory 

Latina/o scholars also have made significant contributions to understanding 

minority student achievement (Solórzano, 1992; Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992; 

Gándara, 1995; Valenzuela, 1999; Stanton-Salazar, 2001; Villenas, 2001; Yosso, 2006; 

Conchas, 2006).  While much of this research explores issues of caring, identity, parental 

support, cultural relevance, and network strategies, an abiding concern that runs through 

this scholarship is with the coercive demand that youth assimilate implicitly, and 

oftentimes explicitly, to a curriculum structured to induce cultural de-identification 

(Valenzuela, 1999) or cultural erasure (Bartolomé, 1998).  Given that culture and class 

overlap closely in the case of Latina/os, and children of color, generally, this expectation 

is tantamount to class erasure as well.  Hoggart conveys this deep angst about class 

erasure while Rodriguez’ conundrum is additionally characterized by issues of language 

and of cultural identity. 

Additionally, Valencia’s (1997) seminal work on deficit thinking illuminates the 

ideological deficits that teachers may have towards their Latino students. Although 

insightful regarding the dynamics that enter into the impact of schooling on identity 
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negotiations that youth must undertake, this scholarship lacks a nuanced interpretation on 

a subset population amongst high achievers, namely, scholarship boys. Much of this work 

often takes the approach of examining why Latino students do not do well in school. This 

research, on the other hand, unpacks the successes and pain of the “winners.” In spite of 

all the subtractive forces mentioned in this foundational area of inquiry, Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys do “make it.” That is, they achieve academic excellence as measured by 

their attainment of graduate levels of education in spite of their poverty stricken 

backgrounds and their experiences as students of low performing urban public schools.  

 Drawing heavily from the insights gathered from this body of work, this study 

will provide one of the first empirically rigorous looks into the Mexican-origin 

scholarship boy experience. I now turn to the gifted Latino literature. Scholarship boys 

may in fact be “gifted.” The section that follows will seek to unpack this valuable and 

relevant area of inquiry. 

Gifted Latino/a Literature 

This section examines literature written on gifted Latino students because it 

provides a tremendous resource for examining the scholarship boy’s experience.  I 

consider difficulties and biases in the psychological measurement of giftedness, as well 

as conceptual developments in this area, including the work of scholar Gardner (1985), 

whose theorizing has expanded on deterministic notions of intelligence. I also examine 

the limitations innate to Gardner’s attempt to “objectively” hone in on “intelligence.” 

Giftedness is in and of itself a problematic concept, laced with imperialistic and colonial 

dimensions that have violently disposed many students of color from the quality 

education they deserve. It is important to analyze how and why prevailing notions of 
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giftedness continue to benefit particular groups of students based on race and class. I 

intend on deconstructing the Western model of giftedness which fail to account for 

human diversity and complexity. These measures may be just assessing a certain 

ontology and/or cultural capital and attributing a misguided giftedness label.  

According to Valencia, Villarreal and Salinas (2002), “since the 1920’s, the 

amount of research concerning the general field of giftedness has been, and continues to 

be, relatively small compared to the total number of citations in the psychological and 

educational literature. This research base, however, shrinks significantly when delimited 

to those citations that include racial/ethnic minority students” (p. 281). This research gap 

continues today leading to grand generalizations. Among the most controversial 

contemporary scholars are Jensen (1998) and Herrnstein and Murray (1994), who 

explicitly overstate the implications of the I.Q. measure. Their argument germane to 

“white” superiority in intelligence places them within an intellectual blind spot.  Their 

line of thought on intelligence is dogmatic and laced with a serious lack of reflexivity and 

complexity. Clearly, their assessments are tainted with the ontological limitations of 

history, race, class, and gender. The cultural production of intelligence continues to leave 

out the culturally situated “intelligences” of students of color. Thus, this paucity in 

scholarship mirrors Latinos’ low levels of representation among all students identified as 

gifted.  When only 8.56 percent of all students classified as gifted are Latinos (U.S. 

Department of Education, 1999), the shocking racial disparity between identified Anglo 

and Latino gifted students constitutes a serious concern. Thus, when over 90 percent of 

those identified as gifted are white, we must underscore and examine the sociocultural 

implications related to this gap. 
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Most school districts use standardized tests and IQ scores to measure giftedness 

(Staiger, 2004). Deterministic definitions of giftedness have resulted in the production of  

“…‘false negatives:’ children who, indeed are gifted but whose potentials go 

unrecognized and uncultivated by the schools” (Bernal,1980, p. 6). Some of the research 

suggests that degree of acculturation by students (Bernal & Reyna, 1976; Mercer, 1976), 

teacher perceptions of giftedness (Brigss & Reiss, 2004; Ford, 1994), and the 

operationalization  of  “whiteness” as giftedness (Staiger, 2004), discriminates against 

many minority students, all of which considerably compound the very problem. As 

dominant notions of giftedness track certain students into “success” tracks, many students 

of color are provided consequently receive an inferior education.  

Valencia (2002) also discusses the role that parents play in nominating students 

for gifted programs. Latino parents are less likely (as compared to white parents) to 

nominate their children for gifted programs. Much of this stems from a lack of 

information to guide them to action on their children’s behalf. Moreover, Bernal (1979) 

maintains that there is a “cognitive dissonance” related to many educators’ beliefs that 

there are no gifted students of color.  By this, he means that giftedness does not equate to 

students of color, or of minority status.  Valencia (2002) urges a “principle of 

affirmation” to retard this deficit construct. By this he means that all students are gifted 

until deemed otherwise. Possessing a deficit orientation adversely affects the potential of 

recognizing gifted Latino students. 

Through the portraits of Mexican-origin scholarship boys, it will likely become 

clear that they demonstrate a unique type of orientation that may be referred to as 

“giftedness.” Broadened, research-based conceptualizations of giftedness could better 
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account for the talents that scholarship boys possess and result in appropriate educational 

services on par with mainstream gifted students. As Kaplan (1974) suggests, gifted and 

talented students need to be measured in the “…context of their own culture…” (p.79). 

For the Mexican-origin scholarship boy, the inroads of race and class mediate his 

distinctive cultural context. Hence, there is a need for constructing instruments that are 

culturally sensitive in terms of administration and measurement (Padilla, 2001). 

 The Latino gifted literature helps to point out the limitations in one of the most 

popular frameworks related to assessing intelligence, Gardner’s central work, Frames of 

Mind (1985). In this work, Gardner lays out his multiple intelligences framework. His 

postdoctoral work led him to acquire a keen interest in neurology and in the biological 

and psychological dimensions of ability. While his foregrounding of his work in these 

areas is important, the sociocultural dimensions of his model are under-examined. Along 

these lines, what Hoggart and Rodriguez suggest about scholarship boys is an intense and 

critical understanding of the process by which social rituals influence their identity. The 

MI model does not properly assess a scholarship boy who may purposely not be 

“displaying” a certain kind of intelligence due to resistance. This student may well in 

fact, have a “smartness” associated with Gardner’s various strands, but due to 

assimilation rage, boredom, or other issues, he may not want to perform his intelligence 

at particular points in time. Moreover, Gardner’s provocative work does not culturally 

situate intelligence. Instead, he assumes that his intelligences are “neutral” expressions 

that come from simply being highly talented. 

Gardner’s multiple intelligences (MI) framework consists of eight different kinds 

of intelligence that he has identified in his own research as follows:  bodily-kinesthetic, 
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interpersonal, linguistic, logical-mathematical, naturalistic, intrapersonal, spatial, and 

musical. Gardner did attempt to examine other intelligences like morality and 

existentialism, but he had difficulties with the codification of these dimensions. Gardner 

credits his fascination with the arts for inspiring him to explore a multidimensional model 

of intelligence. Clearly, his work derives its strengths and serious limitations by its 

bounded association with developmental psychology. 

Nonetheless, what Gardner (1985) does examine, which network theorists and 

many other social scientists seem to be unable to grapple, is how some individuals excel 

in a particular field with only limited help.  Gardner goes on to suggest that many 

anthropologists provide explanations suitable for how “…the average individual in an 

average situation functions, and perhaps gives a misleading notion of how average all of 

us, in fact, are” (p. 326).   

Drawing from Rodriguez and Hoggart, there is reason to believe that scholarship 

boys may have exceptional abilities in the areas of: critical consciousness, sociological 

intuition, and ethics. Scholarship boys seem to be able to deconstruct the world and its 

impact on individuals with passionate and sensitive clarity. It is this critical 

consciousness and sociological intuition that forges some of them to have an ethical, 

strong-willed perception of what role assimilation should have in their lives. Whereas 

Rodriguez refused to let activists assimilate him into their version of Latinidad, Hoggart 

wrestled with the ways in which he can come to terms with a double consciousness that 

makes sense to him.  

Working off of Carrillo (2007), it appears that scholarship boys also embody 

multiple forms of cultural capital. They consciously appear to perform diverse identities 
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within varying spaces. They also come to firmly grasp certain dimensions of a middle 

class consciousness and desires without ever having had experienced middle class life. 

For Hoggart (1957), this ability made him realize how different he was from his working-

class peers.  To this end, the giftedness, in part consists in being able to skip many of the 

basic needs (i.e. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs) that tend to indulge working-class boys 

when they grow up in dangerous conditions while lacking safe and consistent shelter. As 

economically disenfranchised students, they seek to fulfill the highest need (in their case, 

intellectual development) as though the other needs have been met. This is direct 

opposition to the projections of most education literature, especially that which comes 

from the reproduction school of thought. Scholarship boys appear to be interested in 

learning at the highest levels in spite of being denied (largely through social class) some 

of the basic schooling and financial opportunities that would enhance such a pursuit. 

Carrillo (2007), for instance, puts this massive thirst for knowledge at the center of his 

essay, one that almost seemingly was in his psyche from the time he first entered 

kindergarten. In summation, it is possible that this static and bounded model (MI) fails to 

account for the multiple intelligences that Mexican American scholarship boys possess as 

a consequence of their upbringing in a bicultural context and their experiencing of class 

mobility. The “displays” that Gardner wants to “see” as demonstrations of intelligence 

are in part vested in the role that cultural capital and other sociocultural dimensions hold 

in qualifying intelligence and how to properly assess that very attribute.  Drawing from 

Dubouis and Anzaldúa, this research is positioned to examine how possessing multiple 

consciousnesses can be designated as gifted domains, especially as they relate to the way 

some Mexican-origin scholarship boys may embody these characteristics.  Thus, this 
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study will likely expand on Gardner’s (MI) model by drawing serious attention to the 

unrecognized intelligences of Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  

Because this research also focuses on faculty in the academy from working-class 

backgrounds, the ensuing section will analyze some of the work in this area. Much of this 

research examines many of the sentiments that Mexican-origin scholarship boys appear 

to experience related to class dislocation.  

 In the next section, I will now draw on literature related to working-class in the 

academy. The themes discussed in this section will be connected to the scholarship boy 

literature.  

The Working-Class in the Academy 

The emotional toll of crossing borders can be enormous. Chances are, by the time 
you are a published writer in this country, you have moved into the middle class 
because publishing is largely shut out to unschooled people. Thus, because you 
have gone through college-and even if you’re not making a grand salary-you have 
certain middle class choices not available to your parents. This process can leave 
you wrenched by guilt, angry and ashamed by the limitations of your youth yet 
still disoriented in the middle class America where you supposedly belong 
(Miner, 1993, p. 79). 

 

 What is it like to hail from a working-class background and be part of the 

professoriate in the academy? Because this research focuses on social class mobility of 

graduate students and faculty, understanding what faculty have published related to this is 

of primary importance. One book, Working-class women in the Academy: Laborers in the 

Knowledge Factory (1993), edited by Michelle M. Tokarczyk and Elizabeth A. Fay, 

unpacks the mobility discourse and tensions related to social class are unpacked by 

working-class, female professors. In one of the most poignant essays in the book, 

Professor Donna Langston in her piece, Who am I? The politics of Class Identity, 
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examines many of her personal conflicts with the middle-class space of academia. In one 

such instance, she explains: 

So I continue to live in two worlds, aware of the violence between them. 
Academe is a new place of loneliness for me. Most academics from working-class 
backgrounds end up at the bottom of the academic heap. They receive little 
guidance or mentoring from professors, which is particularly detrimental because 
their network of family and friends is not connected to academia (p. 68). 
 

 Throughout her essay, Dr. Langston continues to examine her discomfort with her 

perception of middle-class mores in the academia like: ego-driven competition, certain 

types of dress, and an overzealous embrace of career consciousness. Dr. Langston, with 

painful reflection, recalls all the jobs she had to balance just to get a bachelor’s degree 

after twelve years. In another impassioned expose, she adds: 

The basic operating procedures of academia and graduate school are offensive to 
me. They are based on competitive game playing, which in working-class settings 
would make you an outcast. Competitions among graduate students and faculty to 
out-ego each other are hilarious at times…In graduate school I was expected to 
shift cultural gears and act in these ways on a regular basis in order to receive a 
high grade or respect from my peers (p. 67). 
 

 In this book, Professor Saundra Gardner also examines her working-class 

upbringing in relation to her present class status. In pursuit of the “good life” she 

eventually hit a consciousness break, where she began to reflect on what the mobility 

discourse really means to her: 

During those early years, my own classism prohibited me from questioning the 
“dream” or “rewards” education would bring. I was also unprepared for the 
marginality and estrangement I would feel as my “dream” came true. These 
feeling initially surfaced during college and only intensified as I moved up the 
educational hierarchy. Thus, the more “successful” I became, the more marginal I 
felt (p. 49). 
 
Dr. Gardner also discusses how during the tenure process, she questioned and was 

conflicted with the concept that she was now officially in a “new” class. This heightened 
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class consciousness that derived from her direct conflict with many hidden middle-class 

values embedded in the curriculum of the university pushed her to consider how to 

maintain a sense of wholeness. Mexican-origin scholarship boys like Rodriguez dealt 

with similar feelings. While a graduate student at Berkeley, he commented that when he 

saw a janitor of his same racial-ethnic origin, he felt guilty of having achieved a new 

more privileged status, internalizing the idea that he “was the beneficiary of his 

condition” (Rodriguez, 1982, p. 21).  

 Another valuable source, This Fine Place so Far From Home: Voices of 

Academics from the Working-class (1995), is a book which explores class and academia. 

This work is comprised of analytical and biographical reflections by professors and 

graduate students from diverse backgrounds. Professor Christine Overall’s essay, 

0owhere at Home: Toward a Phenomenology of working-class consciousness, examines 

her interactions with varying and often contradictory class identities. She explores the 

role that “wanting to escape” her poverty played in attending college and her departure 

now leaves her, in essence, “homeless.” This ambiguity of “class crossing” empowers 

and confuses her, all in one intricate, schizophrenic tango. Hoggart (1957) expressed 

similar feelings, with his use of the term “uprooted” to describe the basic core conflict of 

scholarship boys who get “uprooted” from their social class.  

 In the same book, Professor Mike Shwalbe wrote an essay titled, The Work of 

Professing (A Letter to Home). Swalbe examines not only his growth as a scholar, but 

also his inability to communicate with his working-class parents on issues germane to his 

teaching of sociology. A wall developed over time. In a letter format, Dr. Shwalbe wrote 

a fictional letter to his parents to explain what he does, hoping that perhaps, in a manner 
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such as this he could impart the dimensions of his very different world. The essay 

reveals, among other things, how he needed to validate his job as real work and begin to 

bridge the class divide with his parents. Social class mobility elicited distinct ideological, 

linguistic, and cultural cues that were the result of schooling. 

 Rodriguez never ended up becoming a tenure track professor. Hoggart did 

become a faculty member at a British university, often wrestling with many of the 

aforementioned issues. These conflicts led him to develop the scholarship boy concept. 

While these accounts are valuable, few unpack the added dimensions of race and 

ethnicity and gender. Much of this is due to the fact this narratives come from mostly 

Anglo males and females. Nonetheless, what we find from this work, paralleling the 

scholarship boy experience, is that class mobility does not necessarily forge a happy 

“ascension.” Borrowing from Sennet and Cobb (1972), many end up feeling that 

“certified knowledge does not mean dignity…it is the reverse, it is a sham” (p. 30).  

Additionally, it appears that a working-class consciousness produces a divided self 

(Sennet and Cobb, 1972) vested in the frustration related to the expectations of the new 

social class which they now inhabit as members of the academy. 

While this work is very important to this research, in the ensuing section I discuss 

additional limitations germane to the literature discussed up to this point   

Limitations of Prior Scholarship 

It is important to note that neither the social-reproduction nor cultural-ecological 

perspectives seem to adequately examine the fundamental issues germane to the 

scholarship boy experience: periods of dealing with a double consciousness, the costs and 

gains of academic success, and tensions embedded in class mobility. While research on 
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scholarship girls bears relevance to the current study, Rendón (1992) provides solely a 

first-hand account of her experiences and Cuádraz (1996) does not unpack notions of 

giftedness related to scholarship boys and girls. What they do very well, nonetheless, is 

exposing the multiple marginalities that scholarship boys and girls experience. Though 

different terms are deployed, parallel constructions related to personal alienation—as 

conveyed by Sennet and Cobb’s (1972) notion of “hidden injuries of class” —pervade 

much of this line of research.  For Mexican-origin scholarship boys, the “class injuries” 

intersect with race and ethnicity and masculinity. I will explore this phenomenon in my 

study in an explicit manner.  Additionally, I stress again that there is rarely a connection 

made between giftedness and academic success for these socially mobile students. My 

research therefore is positioned to inform dimensions and assessments of gifted students 

through an examination of a unique subgroup, namely, the Mexican-origin scholarship 

boy.  

I will now analyze in a specific manner the intersection of race and ethnicity, 

social class, and masculinity as it relates to Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  

Examining the Mexican-origin Scholarship Boy Triage: Intersections of Race and 

Ethnicity, Masculinity, and Social Class 

The writing of these narratives which refuse the happy ending dictated by the 
American myth is, then, a political act, through which these writers demand that a 
different discourse of class and class mobility be constructed, one which, instead 
of celebrating mobility, demands that we remember that mobility for individuals 
does not create social justice for all. The works show that upward mobility leaves 
wounds in the consciousness of those who undertake it without denying the 
claims of their past; the result is an unresolvable hunger (Christopher, 2002, p. 80 
referring to Rodriguez’s Hunger of Memory and other comparable class mobility 
narratives). 
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In many respects, this quote by Christopher incorporates some of the ontological 

identifications with which existing literature on Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

suggests many of them wrestle. For Mexican-origin scholarship boys- race, class, and 

gender contact zones interact with mainstream Eurocentric constructions of knowledge, 

education, and values. Unlike in the case of Richard Hoggart’s scholarship boy 

framework, Mexican-origin students embody a racial mestizaje along with the intricacies 

of masculinity and social class. As Pérez-Torres (2006) suggests, these “mestizo bodies-

those who inherit the legacy of European colonization in the flesh-bring forth a kind of 

knowledge that disrupts and disturbs” (p.215). To this extent, “mestizo cultures represent 

more than the synthesis of indigenous traditions with those of Europeans and/or Africans. 

It epitomizes the in-between-ness of identities produced by the impact of colonial/cultural 

encounters and their intimate relation to social processes” (Arrizon, 2006). Social class 

also represents an imminently important crossroad. The cultural capital salient to 

working-class communities oftentimes works in dichotomous ways whereby identities 

germane to a Mexican American student’s place of origin are unacknowledged or are 

erased amidst the Protestant, middle class constructs of epistemology and schooling. 

Moreover, preliminary conversations with the sample comprising this study, inform how 

the socialization of the body in inner-city low, socioeconomic status (SES) environments 

and K-12 schools are very different from the posture and the poses that are normalized 

masculinity mores in academia. While some scholarship boys may lean back on chairs 

while in class and walk with a certain stagger, this may be inaccurately read as a non-

serious or defiant attitude towards their role as “serious” students.  This discourse 

revolves in part from the stereotypical standard of the “reasonable man.”  Mirandé (1997) 
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argues that the “reasonable man is not driven by passion or emotion but by logic and 

reason. He is not impulsive or irrational but analytical, cool, detached, and calculating, 

and always, always reasonable” (p. 13). Hence, these norms are “often pervasively 

supervised, patrolled and enforced…” (Buchbinder, 1994, p. 11).  

To be a Mexican-origin scholarship boy in the contemporary university entails a 

direct involvement with a historical metanarrative that is far from innocent and neutral. 

The ideological mantra resembles Bloom’s (1987) notion of Great Books and great 

minds. These are Western universals, defined largely by economically privileged white 

men. So, it is not hard to imagine how an 18-year-old working class, Latino male entering 

college with hopes of an inclusive and liberating education may feel threatened and 

uprooted. Drawing from Hoggart (1957), the scholarship boy seeks to become a 

“cultivated” man in large part through his excellence in school, but the sense of feeling 

uprooted provides for perplexing unease.  

Hence, it is important to historicize the work on gender that informs the present 

research on Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  Masculinity research arguably starts with 

Sigmund Freud.  His work explored “…the idea of continuity between normal and 

neurotic mental life, the concepts of repression and the unconscious, and the method that 

allowed unconscious mental processes to be ‘read’ through dreams, jokes, slips of the 

tongue and symptoms” (Connell, 1995, p. 9). Freud saw the central period in 

development as centered on the ‘Oedipus complex,’ “…the emotional tangle of middle 

childhood involving desire for one parent and hatred for the other, as the key moment in 

this development” (Connell, 1995, p. 9). Interestingly, for Hoggart (1957) and Rodriguez 

(1982), the father is looked at with suspicion. He is portrayed as the most ardent 
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embodiment of the man they do not want to become: manual workers, dogmatic machos, 

not particularly intellectual. The mother, especially for Hoggart (1957), maintains a very 

nostalgic and warm place in their imagination.  Psychoanalysis and much of Freud’s 

work has received varying degrees both of acceptance and of rebuttal. In the United 

States, “manliness” has been constructed through a plethora of socialization sites. 

Historically, industrialization and the emerging notion of the working man, along with 

the excessive romanticization of male war heroes, eschewed a certain form of manhood. 

As static notions of manhood gathered steam, the so called “counter-culture” of the 

1960’s and the feminist movement set off a destabilization of traditional concepts of 

masculinity (Buchbinder, 1994).  

This counter-culture movement amounted to a clear threat for white males whose 

gender and white privilege came under immense scrutiny, particularly their embodiment 

of assumed power, patriarchal mores, and entitlement identity may have been at least, 

theoretically, “shaken.” After the 1960’s there is this “crisis” that Robinson (2002) argues 

occurred among men. When the dominant and oppressive masculinity became visible, 

many men felt wounded (Robinson, 2000).  

Connell (2005) discusses concepts such as discursive and hegemonic 

masculinities. Hegemonic displays are the result of common sense agreements that 

socialize men into certain gender identities. In the educational context, there is a 

“hierarchy of masculinities, and each will generally have its own dominant form of 

masculinity, one that gains ascendancy over the others” (Swain, 2006, p. 336). The 

discursive argument stems from Foucault a (1980) and the situated nature of masculine 

behavior which moves away from static notions of gender performances. As illustrated in 
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this study, the discursive elements of gender performance elicit specific identities that 

counter hegemonic notions of schooling, assimilation, and result in pro-learning (not 

always pro-schooling) masculinities. Connell (2003) further suggests that “the world 

gender order can be defined as the structure of the relationships that interconnect the 

gender regimes of institutions and the gender orders of local societies, on world scale” 

(xxi). Hoggart and Rodriguez appear to rebel against some notions of hegemomic 

masculinities. That is, Hoggart (1957) is explicit about what he perceives his peers and 

father do: hang out, drink, and do nothing to particularly develop the mind. He seems to 

imply that in his working-class world, that is what “most normal men” do. Hoggart, 

however, wants to move away from this and develop himself as a man of letters (then 

after “leaving” his working-class past, he become nostalgic). Rodriguez (1975) also 

catches his father looking at his bag of books one day. He frames this encounter as one of 

two worlds colliding: the macho man possessing low levels of educational attainment 

(father) vs. the perceived “soft” scholarship boy (Rodriguez) who is not following the 

norms of Latino manhood. Some of the ambivalence seems to come as they both enter 

college and draw on their memories. As they become highly educated in the formal 

setting, they begin to miss some of the intimacy of more traditional family and gender 

roles. This marks the confusing transition into their role as individuals (versus more 

group oriented upbringing) learning Western, middle class norms without any initial 

meditation that addresses their transformation of consciousness.  

Although this work is drawn from considerable insight into this research, there is 

a growing body of work that explores the specific experiences of Latinos (Baca Zinn, 

1982; Casas, Wagenhein, Banchero & Mendoza-Romero, 1994; Mirandé, 1997; Paz, 
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1985; Padilla, 1995; Abalos, 2002, Cantu, 2005). There is a complex, often contradictory 

ongoing debate.  “Latino Men studies” in general, are a controversial area of research and 

hypermasculinity and machismo are the two most analyzed points of contestation. There 

is an intellectual tug of war that draws on sociology, gender studies, psychology, popular 

culture, autobiography, and some of the clinical sciences to explore whether or not 

masculinity and machismo can be “pinned down” with specifics germane to Latinos. 

Whereas Baca Zinn (1982) believes that machismo is a stereotypical myth others have 

argued that it exists as a salient feature of Latino culture (Gonzales, 1982; Mirandé, 

1988). So, Baca Zinn (1982) and others provide conflicting information on the 

plausibility of machismo as a Latino cultural trait. Mexican-origin scholarship boys like 

Rodriguez (1982) and Carrillo (2007) seem to both have had some sense of how 

machismo and Latino manhood (as it relates to their fathers) did not necessarily support 

their endeavors as curious and passionate students. Rodriguez (1975, 1982) alludes to his 

father as someone that was never particularly impressed or overly supportive of his 

academic success. A tension is highly discernable. Carrillo (2007) also refers to his father 

as an “alcoholic,” a man who played a card in life that he was desperately trying to avoid. 

Like Hoggart (1957), Carrillo (2007) referred to the role of alcohol consumption as 

something his father did, a “non-intellectual,” macho endeavor that conflicted with his 

world view of what a man should focus his time on.  Of course, these are “perceptions” 

that shaped the identities of these scholarship boys. These are subjective views that do 

not necessarily deconstruct the totality which earmarked who their fathers were.  

Even the noted Chicana feminist Gloria Anzaldúa (1999) commented on the 

matter.  She believed that Mexican “…machismo is an adaptation to oppression and 
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poverty” (p. 105). While this may be true in some instances, this research posits a more 

empowered notion of manhood, one that draws positive ontological knowledge from 

dealing with oppression. Machismo notions in static terms drew much headway with 

deficit oriented theorists like Oscar Lewis and his culture poverty overgeneralizations. As 

in the case of white males, the feminist movement of the 1970’s provided introspective 

channels by which Latino men began to unpack their masculinity. Furthermore, white 

ethnographers and their ethnocentric gaze positioned many of the early essentialized 

constructs of Latino masculinity embedded in the terms, “macho” and “machismo” 

(Mirandé, 1997).  

As previously mentioned, machismo is a focal point of debate among Latino 

masculinity researchers. Mirandé (1997), in his study of Latino men, found that 

traditional conceptions of machismo held more true among middle-class, versus working 

class, Latinos. Torres, Solberg, Carlstrom (2002) argue that machismo, as gauged through 

survey research on a sample of 148 Mexican American and Puerto Rican men, resulted in 

only 10 percent of the sample embodying traditional definitions of machismo 

(authoritarian, emotionally repressive). Instead, these researchers found that these men do 

not fit into the cultural stereotypes associated with Latino machismo. In a similar manner, 

Baca Zinn (1982) asserts “that the assumption that male dominance among Chicanos is a 

cultural phenomenon is contradicted by the evidence” (p. 40). She goes on to argue for 

research critically examines the social conditions upon which masculinity becomes 

constructed and thus move away from monolithic, culture-based assessments.  This 

research study is one such attempt. Her research demonstrates that machismo is not a 

cultural trait associated with agency-less sex roles (see Baca Zinn, 1975) but instead one 
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that is purposeful when it reacts to oppressive social structures. Baca Zinn (1980) also 

critiques static notions of Mexican hypermasculinity which purportedly is a response to 

psychological dimensions of domination, as expressed by Paz (1985) for instance, 

because of its esssentialized and largely unsupported findings.  

Baca Zinn’s (1982) arguments shed light on this particular research. It appears 

that Mexican-origin scholarship boys have to work within multiple structures—school, 

neighborhood, peer relationships, and parents—as influential sites of masculinity 

development.  In many respects, scholarship boys seem to go against traditional tropes of 

masculinity. They seem to possess a bookwork masculinity—that is, they attempt to 

conquer language, master the rituals of school performance (i.e. McLaren, 1986), and 

pursue their goals with immense intensity. Along these lines, Vasquez’s (2006) 

dissertation on the negotiations of ten Chicano male students from south Texas 

universities serves as a relevant example by illustrating how the men were aware of how 

graduate school promoted an intellectual machismo. In group work and in class 

discussions, the competive macho edge was apparent as males tried to dominate 

conversations. 

Hoggart’s and Rodriguez’s views on working-class constructions of masculinity 

coincide with what Willis (1977) points out, an “important element of this culture is the 

massive feeling on the shop floor, and in the working-class generally, that practice is 

more important than theory” (p.115). As boys who imply an absence from the world of 

“hands-on” work, they seem to be in consistent negotiation with what their role as 

scholarship boys will be. Richard Hoggart (1957) alluded to how he had to go home and 

work on his homework and could not socialize too long with his working-class peers, 
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who stayed out for long hours. Richard Rodriguez’s experience was very different, 

considering that he was addressing intense issues of sexuality. Not until his book, Days of 

Obligation: An Argument with my Mexican Father (1993), does he admit to his own 

homosexuality. Interestingly, Rodriguez engages in a certain type of cosmopolitan, elitist 

aggression in that his ardent rejection of many minority-related issues seems to coincide 

with a macho orientation through the means of prose and diction.  

The passionate adherence to one’s views in spite of the immense clashing forces 

seems to be what Hoggart and preliminary data from this study demonstrate as salient 

traits of scholarship boys. This can be framed in many possible ways, which this research 

will illuminate. Based on extant scholarship, the prospects are virtues such as the 

following: a scholarly machista ethos, hypermasculine use of epistemology and 

education, and/or a utopian social justice ethos. In many respects, this resembles the 

conundrums of expressing manhood through the channels of mainstream power 

discourses in order to shape and give back to the “more oppressed” past for which a 

strong connection remains. In the case of Ernesto Che Guevara, for instance, the master’s 

tools of discourse are used to shape the society in ways that seem fair and just. Mastering 

oratory skills, learning to be politically savvy, and challenging the status quo seem to be 

part of the unspoken, yet present scholarship boy manifesto. El “Che,” was born to 

middle-class Argentinian parents and raised outside of the U.S., but his rearing and his 

life story embody and cement some poignant connections to this research. Mexican-

origin scholarship boys appear to get a “rush” by the idea of stealing Caliban’s books as 

Rodriguez (1982) himself states he did in Hunger of Memory. There is an awe inspiring 

sense by many scholarship boys that they are getting access to  the knowledge vaults of 
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the dominant class, which their entry often marks a “first” amongst their immediate 

family. Unlike Rodriguez though, the Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research 

appear to not want to acquire the master’s tools for some assimilationist notion of a 

“successful” public identity, but instead use this information to dismantle the master’s 

house by reconfiguring the hegemonic discourses in higher education and in the greater 

society.  

If we adhere to the macho-feminine binary, it becomes necessary to explore 

another relevant dimension. As it relates to gender, they appear to not be as dogmatic as 

their fathers in the values they associate with womanhood or manhood. It is this 

ambiguity and this hybridity that in many ways aligns well with Anzaldúa’s (1999) 

mestiza consciousness and seems to be part of the Mexican-origin scholarship boy 

identity. Additionally, Dubois’ (1903) double consciousness is also relevant because it 

demonstrates how scholarship boys negotiate duality beyond race and class, for they 

appear to not fit into static macho tropes which are often romanticized and essentialized 

through images of Latino males riding horseback, hanging out at cantinas, and holding 

on to their beloved pistols with all the male bravado that comes with that. This is not to 

discredit these narratives/images, but to suggest that some Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys are just as strong and resilient as these figures, but they appear to embody a very 

different semiotic construction of manhood.  

While Hoggart dealt with gender and class issues in a European context, 

Rodriguez also addressed class issues and gender through a context of exploring his non-

heterosexual identity in middle class schools. The scholarship boys in this study are part 

of working-class upbringings (all of them identify as heterosexual, all are married, and 
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some have children). They attended ghetto/barrio schools for most of their K-12 

education. Whereas Rodriguez’s scholarship boy identity played out through his 

interactions with school nuns and introductions to the Western canonical classics in a 

private school which appears to have been made up of mostly Anglo students, 

preliminary data from this research suggests that many of the students faced  challenges 

related to the way class (economic concerns with parents), race and ethnicity (subtractive 

models of schooling and deficit thinking of instructors), and gender (survival tactics and 

codes being played in tough inner-city communities and schools). Being so separated 

from Latino students through his K-12 education (and college) may in part explain 

Rodriguez’s assimilationist tendencies.  

This research, in part, explores how Mexican-origin scholarship boys negotiated 

academic success with race, class, and gender demands. Their upbringing, based on 

preliminary data, resembles the backdrop that the other Rodriguez (1993) articulates so 

well in his book, Always Running. In this stunning autobiographical account of his 

upbringing in the barrios of Los Angeles, Rodriguez deconstructs the incoherence 

embedded in having to grow up at the margins of society. His life spun out of control. 

What bares resemblance to this research is the way masculinity and racial-ethnic tensions 

are negotiated amidst the disenfranchisement that comes with living in marginalized 

barrios like his Rodriguez’s native Los Angeles. All of the scholarship boys in this 

research lived in low SES communities. How they negotiated/resisted the “crazy life” 

that Rodriguez mentions is quite revealing.  

This  study also ascertains how academically successful scholarship boys envision 

themselves as males amidst the types of conditions explored in a compelling work by 
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Homero-Villa (2000) in his book Barrio Logos. His framework for understanding the 

historical development of Chicano social space in Los Angeles delineates three major 

socializing tiers: 

(1) the physical regulation and constitution of space (via land-use decisions and 
the built environment); (2) the social control of space (via legal/juridical state 
apparatuses and police authority); (3) the ideological control of space (via the 
interpellation of citizen-subjects through educational and informational 
apparatuses (Homero-Villa, 2000, p. 4).  

 
This model, in part, can explain the frustration that may lead to living out the 

“crazy life” and shed light on how the Mexican American male (and scholarship boy) 

lives under an immense structural assault in many low SES barrio communities where the 

Latino male body negotiates its meanings. In Bourdiean (1984) terms, the bodily hexis 

garners value based on symbolic and social expectations. To locate the body and gender 

displays in certain ways garners respect in some spaces and rejection in others. The 

nature of the policing of the body in school and in other public spaces shapes decisions, 

ideologies, and strategies for dealing with surveillance and potential punishment. 

Similarly, Foley’s (1990) ethnographic study of a south Texas town demonstrates 

how the American football ritual informs the gender regime, situating masculinity within 

accepted codes of dominance and delegating cheerleaders as objects of desire.  Whether it 

is football, gang life, the “crazy life,” or any other socially mediated identity, a plethora 

of symbolic signifiers informs the role of the body as it interacts within race and class 

markers. For Hoggart (1957), the first step for scholarship boys is the act of removing 

themselves, situating the body in isolation, studying hard, thereby drawing a separation 

from their more intimate working-class family. This “break” in intimacy is one the most 
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visible traumas for Rodriguez (1982) in Hunger of Memory and Carrillo (2007) in Lost in 

Degree:  A Chicano Ph.D. student’s search for Missing Clothes. 

In the context of such profound separation from one’s working-class origins, 

exoticizing “ghetto” life as Rodriguez does, presents another complicating factor.  If 

Richard Rodriguez is assumed to be the archetypal version of the scholarship boy, it 

becomes dangerously easy to tokenize mine and others’ experiences. Based on existing 

literature (e.g., Carrillo, 2007; Cuádraz, 1993; Navaratte Jr., 1993) it seems as though 

many scholarship boys take their communities with them everywhere they go. The 

community itself frames their career goals and provides a cultural intuition that often 

conflicts with mythical notions regarding separation and bounded linear assimilation as a 

basis for entry into the middle class.  

Whereas some Mexican-origin scholarship boys may ask in college:  Why is this 

education so “white” and full of middle- and upper-middle-class truth claims that have 

little to do with my experience,  Rodriguez , based on his writing and his arguments 

seems to have felt a personal attack on the identity he had worked so long to validate. The 

pluralist arguments for language and cultural rights of disadvantaged, Chicano and 

African American communities were at odds with the assimilationist tendencies ingrained 

in him through his K-12 schooling and his peers. Just as he thought he had “made it,” the 

civil rights discourse may have made him feel like he had “sold out.” Moreover, 

Rodriguez seems to have accepted the idea that he was a “mimic” of sorts, forming an 

unshakeable allegiance to his teachers and the ideas that they inculcated in him.  

Drawing on popular culture, I now turn to another relevant dimension of the 

intersections of masculinity, race and ethnicity, and social class. I remember sitting on an 
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old fruit box in a friend’s driveway in south Los Angeles in high school (in the early 

1990’s). I sat amongst working-class men, young and old, all of Mexican-origin. We 

were watching a boxing match between Oscar De La Hoya and Sinaloa, Mexico’s Julio 

César Chavez. Not one person in the crowd was rooting for De La Hoya. They hated him. 

The “Golden Boy” was linked, in negative terms, to an effeminate role of “thinking” and 

“pretty boy” categorization. Here were working-class men who laid tile in the 

community, worked factory jobs, and quite often had two or three jobs. César Chavez 

was from Sinaloa, known, even if stereotypically, for its’ rugged, macho displays; 

therefore they felt a connection to Chavez. De La Hoya, the suddenly “soft, pretty-boy” 

had become “too different.” De La Hoya was an insult to them and to the Mexican fighter 

tradition.  Confirming their intuitions, De La Hoya once offered the following: 

I’m going to go out there, be careful and not get hit.  I’ll get it over and that’s it. If 
fans don’t like that, I’m sorry. I’m not just any fighter. I want to make my money 
and I want to live well, but I’m not going out there to put on a brutal show. If I 
looked like a fighter, if I had scars…East Los Angeles would accept me more 
(Ziegal, 1996). 
 

Did the Mexican-origin scholarship boys who form part of this research experience 

similar tensions? If so, how did this play out? Here is a young man who brought two 

flags, those of Mexico and of the U.S.’s as he entered the ring in his Olympic fights. Here 

is a person who often talked about one day becoming an architect. He also now owns his 

own promotional boxing company, one of the most pivotal in the industry. In part, it was 

how De La Hoya imagined and experienced middle class tastes, the gendering process, 

and mobility that arguably created his movement into the “outsider” category. He seemed 

so comfortable and “happy” in the upper-class spaces that no longer could he been seen 

as “authentic.” De La Hoya struggles with this knowledge, believing that he cannot even 
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go to his native East L.A. to eat a taco without feeling threatened (Tim Kawakami, Los 

Angeles Times, Sept 12, 1997, sec C, 11).  

Whereas Anzaldúa (1999) conceptualized a mestiza consciousness as an identity 

that allows room for multiple identities and accepts contradiction as part of the hybridity, 

De La Hoya has been forced into static race and ethnicity, class, and gender boxes. I 

imagine that the conversation and debate extends to other areas, but this debate in a major 

urban area among Latinos draws many parallels to the way scholarship boys, like myself, 

negotiate, self define and co-define “proper” models of Latinidad, class consciousness, 

and masculinity.  What coping strategies do Mexican American origin scholarship boys 

use in order to come to terms with living in more privileged, middle-class spaces as they 

become upwardly mobile and seek connection to their origins? How do scholarship boys 

negotiate these various intersections across time?  

To think of Mexican-origin scholarship boys as flexible, creative embodiments of 

Latino masculinity may have been something the well known Mexican cultural critic, 

Octavio Paz, would have had difficulty coming to terms with. He articulated a static and 

deficit-oriented view of Chicanos. Although controversial, he explores fascinating 

connections between masculine tropes of Mexican born males and Chicanos in that they 

both cover their emotions.  Chicanos do it through their exaggerated clothes, walk, and 

defiance. Mexicanos do it through their machista ethos that refutes reflexive sensitivity 

by any means necessary. Paz (1985) elaborates: 

The pachuco tries to enter North American society in secret and daring ways, but 
he impedes his own efforts. Having been cut off from his traditional culture, he 
asserts himself for a moment as a solitary and challenging figure. He denies both 
the society from which he originated and that of North America. When he thrusts 
himself outward, it is not to unite with what surrounds him but rather to defy it. 
This is a suicidal gesture, because the pachuco does not affirm or defend anything 
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except his exasperated will not to be. He is not divulging his most intimate 
feelings: he is revealing an ulcer, exhibiting a wound (p.17). 
 
For Paz, Pachucos, like their Mexican counterparts, are lonely, confused men, 

whose sexist and hypermasculine displays are masks, covering deep feelings of self hate 

and feelings of marginalization. Sharing emotions and feelings of fear are constructed as 

being a “sissy” or not a “real man.” To be man is to never crack, never to back down. 

Those who open themselves up are cowards (Paz, 1985, p. 30). For critics of Paz, like 

Gloria Anzaldúa (1999), this negative image of the macho has less to do with violent rape 

of the Chingada (mythical mother of Mexico) by the Spaniards (as Paz contends), than 

by a racist society in which Chicanos live. Anzaldúa (1999) perceives a less monolith 

view of Chicanos, especially in her assertion that there are positive machos. Additionally, 

as Griswold del Castillo (2002) points out, Chicanos in the 1970’s questioned the 

pathological implications Paz made related to all Mexican Americans. To this end, Luiz 

Valdez in his play, Zoot Suit “interpreted Pachucismo as the moral and cultural 

conscience of all Mexicanos who resisted assimilation into the American culture” 

(Griswold del Castillo, 2002, p. 49). Anzaldúa (1999) also appears to reconstruct Paz’s 

idea that Mexican pain is what marks the masks and futility of our existence. Instead, she 

suggests that pain is what awakens new forms of consciousness, eliciting a non- passive 

identity with infinite potential for “becoming.” 

The actions of the two most famous scholarship boys, Richard Rodriguez and 

Richard Hoggart, suggest that they may not have approximated Paz’ portrayal of 

manliness, in part, no doubt, to its stereotypical nature. Like St. Augustine in his 

Confessions (1926), arguably the first Western autobiography, all shared their most 

intimate feelings through their writing. Through their public display of sensitivity, 
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emotion, and pain, Mexican-origin scholarship boys like Rodriguez and Carrillo, engaged 

in a dialectical correspondence with themselves and challenged those who may believe 

there is only one way to be Latino, male, and working class. Mexican American 

scholarship boys may follow a different path altogether.  They seem to have not been 

coerced by traditional manhood constructs organized through hegemonic masculinity 

(Connell, 2005).  

Conversations with the scholarship boys in my sample illustrate how telling their 

stories and their conflicts liberates them and moves them towards truth, love, social 

justice, and healing.  So, did this mean that they were framed as being imposters of true 

manhood? Along these lines, UCLA professor Rafael Pérez-Torres (2006) eloquently 

unpacks the intersections relevant to this research: 

…Chicana/o narratives, in their representations of new historical subjectivities, 
help to crystallize some of the complexities inherent in the in the naming of loss 
in Chicano culture. What emerges from these texts is the awareness that loss 
ineluctably and inevitably informs mestizo consciousness, shaped as it is by 
notions of race, ethnicity, sexuality, class, and nationality in conflict. These texts 
not only identify a sense of absence and displacement, but they attempt, at the 
level of narrative, to fill that absence by creating-albeit provisionally and with a 
great deal of self-conscious artificiality-a sense of being and place. Even as these 
texts attempt to identify the loss at the heart of the melancholy, they oscillate 
between replacing and reestablishing that unnamable loss (p. 207). 
 
As Rodriguez (1975, 1982) and Carrillo (2007) demonstrate, the pull and 

incoherence of the search for “home” becomes a literal and metaphorical desire.  As they 

both realized how the psychic-emotional interaction with Western values and schooling is 

a non-neutral act of becoming, they both become cognizant in a heightened way about 

how this contrasted sharply with the working-class and mestizo bodies that appeared to 

inform the decolonial dimensions of their eventual conscientization. This very 

revolutionary assessment of schooling as a culturally “masking” force propelled them 
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into a space where they began to design their versions of how race, class, and gender 

should inform their memories and their future goals.  

A collection of autobiographical essays comprising the book, Muy Macho (1996), 

also explores some of these issues. Latino writer Elias Miguel Muñoz elaborated on one 

particularly poignant son-father observation: 

It is true that I was an unreachable child, that I was reluctant to participate in my 
father’s life. I wouldn’t share his joys and daily triumphs. I wouldn’t commiserate 
with him about his burdens. My attitude and my voice and my conduct didn’t fit 
in within the molds Papi had envisioned for me. I rejected him passionately. We 
were dangerous strangers to each other. Enemies. Yet my “mischiefs”-such small 
crimes!-did not deserve the pain my father caused me (p. 25). 
 

These are the words of a professional writer, a man of letters. When thinking about 

Rodriguez’s scholarship boy experience, he also had conflicts with his parents. The 

emerging silence between him and his parents came at the expense of his schooling—the 

deeper he got into his studies, the less he had to say to them. Richard Hoggart (1957) 

implied a similar silence related to his relationship with his father. 

 There is also some quality work on how masculinity evolves in schools. Mac an 

Ghaill (1994), in his work on English secondary school students categorized masculinity 

into four groups: macho lads, academic achievers, new enterprisers, and real Englishmen. 

Willis’ (1977) ethnography of British students also examined similar scenarios. He 

explored the oppositional culture of the “lads,” which was influenced, but not completely 

determined, by schooling. Drawing from this work, I would argue that masculinity is 

shaped in very creative and very distinctive ways. Putting students into static masculinity 

boxes is problematic because students do not constantly exhibit the same behaviors. The 

existent, however scant, literature on Mexican-origin scholarship boys suggests a blurring 

of the lines between what are stereotypically considered feminine and masculine 
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characteristics. Was not Richard Rodriguez—metaphorically, at least—crying in Hunger 

of Memory? Is this a feminine trait? Wasn’t Hoggart a “mommas’ boy?” Does that make 

him less macho? Moreover, in the essay, Lost in Degree (Carrillo, 2007), was there not a 

melancholic exposure? Does this bring into question his manliness?  

Clearly then, the aforementioned work by Mexican-origin scholarship boys points 

to the saliency of Connell’s (2005) view that “the body…is inescapable in the 

construction of masculinity; but what is not inescapable is not fixed…they have various 

forms of recalcitrance to social symbolism and control…” (p. 56). For scholarship boys 

these social symbols are entrenched amidst various binaries such as: home/school, 

neighborhood/university, family education/Eurocentric school education, community 

values and ethics/college values and ethics, Latino/white, masculinity in the 

barrio/masculinity in college, working class/middle class, roots/mobility. Even within 

these spaces there exists more intricacies. These interactions are sometimes fluid, 

sometimes painfully contradictory, and sometimes work in direct opposition.  

What marks the experience is that one recognizes and internalizes that these 

things actually exist through conscious, critical awareness. This struggle hinges on the 

notion that the “working-class ‘aesthetic’ is a dominated ‘aesthetic,’ constantly obliged to 

define itself in terms of the dominant aesthetics” (Bourdieu, 1984, p.41). Subaltern modes 

of culture, race, class, and gender come in contact with hegemonic university spaces and 

schooling for success discourses; the politics of class solidarity and the quest for 

recovering and/or preserving the organic sociocultural dimensions of identity seems to 

inform the journey of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. For Hoggart (1957), Rodriguez 

(1982), and Carrillo (2007), the awareness of losing cultural and class solidarity is largely 
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informed by the pedagogical experiences (especially the painful dimensions) derived 

formal schooling sites. In accordance with McLaren (1986), their educational narratives 

demonstrate that “pain, whether existential or physical, is immediately connected to the 

pedagogic encounter” (p. 12). The pedagogical dimension is immersed within a plethora 

of ideological entities, including the schooling curriculum, teachers, and societal 

metannaratives related to schooling. 

 Drawing from African American work on masculinity, we also can infer 

important and relevant insight into this research considering that Latino and black males 

often are economically disenfranchised neighbors, living in segregated communities with 

second-rate schools, intense police presence, and numerous forms of violence. The 

sample in this study grew up in low SES urban areas, where Latinos and African 

Americans comprised the majority of the residents in their communities. Race and class 

possess powerful socializing influences on masculinity development.  Concerning some 

of the issues faced by black males, noted African American scholar Robert Staples (1982) 

argues: 

Questions might be raised about the tendency of many black youth to associate 
masculinity with hypersexuality and violence. It is true that many black youth are 
socialized and exposed to violence in their environments and in the mass media. 
Whether this becomes their only concept of masculinity depends on the 
opportunity to fill other concepts of masculinity. Violence as a means of status 
conferral will continue to exist among black youths in the underclass as long as 
the opportunity structure for other expression of the masculinity remains blocked 
by the forces of institutional racism (p. 11). 
 

The absence of male father figures is one common indicator used to explain the high 

black rates of incarceration, economic marginality, and academic underachievement, a 

rather stereotypical argument that precludes attention to more complex structural forces. 

Cultural deficiency models also associate black male pathology with black ghetto 
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lifestyle and culture. The famed Moynihan report of 1965 (Office of Policy Planning and 

Research, 1965) was largely based on this ideological standing. 

 Similarly, as Staples (1982) suggests, “school remains one of the major 

institutions for socializing young black men into the value system of the dominant 

society. In fact, Afro-American youth are taught that the only legitimate social system is 

the same one that oppresses them” (Staples, 1982, p.25). To cope with the psychic 

assaults and constant microgressions (Smith et al., 2006), there are many survival tactics 

that have been developed for coping purposes. One of these strategies is the development 

of the “cool pose” by African American males. Majors and Billson (1992) describe it in 

the following way: 

Cool pose is a distinctive coping mechanism that serves to counter, at least in part, 
the dangers that black males encounter on a daily basis. As a performance, cool 
pose is a designed to render the black man visible and to empower him; it eases 
the worry and pain of blocked opportunities. Being cool is an ego booster for 
black males comparable to the kind white males more easily find through 
attending good schools, landing prestigious jobs, and bringing home decent wages 
(p. 5). 
 

I, for one, can say that I have used the “cool pose.” Growing up in the barrios of Los 

Angeles, this situated me in the zone of respectability by my peers. The fine line, which 

is not always clearly discernable by the performer, lies where the “cool” ethos sometimes 

is taken as arrogance, as shallowness, and as a lack of seriousness related to being a good 

student. This very misunderstanding often causes a crisis-level conflict between many 

teachers (usually white, female, middle class instructors) and their African American 

male students (Majors & Billinson, 1992). 

 The African American male “crisis” is rooted in complex, historical changes. 

School integration, desegregation of communities, and infiltration of Capitalist dominant 
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class ideologies (i.e. materialism, individualism) into black culture contributed 

significantly to economic marginality (Gordon, 1997). K-12 classrooms, via official and 

unofficial curricula, continue to grant the African American experience a point of 

peripheral focus. Along these lines, Ferguson’s (2001) ethnography on the making of 

black masculinity in schools demonstrates the Foucaultian (1978) type of discipline and 

punishment that some black boys experience. They are labeled as trouble makers largely 

due to their “over” associations with certain forms of “blackness.” Schoolboys “succeed” 

academically because they adjusted to this discourse by performing to the teacher’s 

expectations which were embellished with cultural, racial, and class signifiers. Rodriguez 

(1982) and Carrillo (2007) were able to engage in these various performances with much 

academic success as well. Additionally, like in the case of many Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, black manhood today is increasingly premised on the goal of 

“surviving” a miseducation (Woodson, 1935), police brutality, racial profiling, economic 

stagnation, and volatile relationships with loved ones. 

While throughout modern U.S. history education has often been the arena for 

social evolution, its role in systemic changes is not unique. Sport and entertainment also 

have been influential socializing forces for black masculinity. The super black male 

athlete and the commoditization of the rugged thuggish sports star (i.e. Charles Barkley) 

draw high status in contemporary American society. It is at the level of popular culture 

that black men provide “excitement, irony, tension, and comic relief…” (Boyd, 1997, p. 

14).  Black and white worlds meet in venues of entertainment, albeit, maybe solely 

through television and cinema. Sociologist Harry Edwards coined the term “macho 

hustle.” He argues that black masculinity is hustled by white patriarchy. The image of the 
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black man becomes a prostitute to white masculine systems such as sports, prisons, and 

the military (Edwards, 1969, 1973). 

 The post-Civil Rights era engineered a new reconstruction whereby conservative 

and neoliberal ideologies pushed hard to maintain a racially stratified social structure. As 

Dyson (2003) argues, “white male anger has focused on black bodies as its objet de 

terror, its target of rage. In the minds of such men (and their wives and daughters), blacks 

occupy wrongful places of privilege in the job sector because of their color” (p. 108). So, 

from this African American and Mexican-origin cultural experience, this research seeks 

to unmask how these sites of overt, structural, and symbolic oppression informed the 

identity of scholarship boys.  

 In the ensuing section, I will now analyze the social class mobility narratives of 

African American and Mexican-origin scholarship boys.  

Social Class Mobility 0arratives 

The social class mobility narratives included here were selected to address the 

experiences of those who in some ways inform the Mexican-origin scholarship boy 

journey. Most derived from working-class backgrounds and the role of race, class, and 

gender is analyzed through the use of African American and Mexican-origin student 

journeys. All of these individuals received a post baccalaureate education of some 

variety. I situate these examples in a different context from Gándara’s (1995) important 

work on the experiences of fifty academically successful low income Chicana/o students. 

She frames “success” as acquisition of a Ph.D., MD, or JD and purports to examine how 

working-class Mexican Americans were able to “make it.” My own research involves 

different aims, generally seeking to examine how student actors negotiate class mobility 
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and the polemics of using “school” and “education” as the means by which to arrive at 

some co-imagined destination of socially sanctioned (credentialed) success.  

These selected student narratives exemplify the immense identity struggles. Many 

of them construct and live out what Christopher (2002) refers to as “narratives of 

unhappy upward mobility” (p. 79).The Protestant Ethic, the “American Dream,” and 

Western values impact the socialization of the scholarship boy. To be a working-class 

student of color in a whitestream university involves interactions with a series of 

messages, many of which are quite painful. Hooks (2000) articulates this well when 

reflecting on her own graduate school experience: 

[T]here was no place in academe for folks from working-class backgrounds who 
did not wish to leave the past behind. Poor students would be welcome at the best 
institutions only if they were willing to surrender memory, to forget the past and 
claim the assimilated present as the only worthwhile and meaningful reality (p. 
37).  
 
Hooks (2000) goes on to add that for those who do not want to “forget” the past, 

they often have nervous breakdowns and drop out (p. 37). Richard Rodriguez ended his 

formal education when he began to yearn for a more intimate past and there are probably 

countless scholarship boys who have dropped out. 

I do not claim that these examples, as they relate to the chosen social class 

mobility narratives, are seamless fits. In fact, the experiences of Paredes and Sánchez do 

not particularly emphasize the class struggles of Hoggart, Rodriguez, or even myself. 

Still though, they serve as historical backdrops of academically successful Mexican-

origin students that did experience significant social class mobility and their politics 

related to assimilation resemble that of some Mexican-origin scholarship boys. Vast 

numbers of perfect matches do not necessarily exist within the published literature; to 
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date there remains a major research gap. During his doctoral study, Rodriguez 

commented in Hunger of Memory (1982) that he could not find his story in education 

learning theory (p. 46). Not until he read Hoggart’s (1957) scholarship boy essay did he 

find an impeccable connection. So these narratives in part explore how the 

“…scholarship boy must move between environments, his home and the classroom, 

which are cultural extremes…” (Rodriguez, 1982, p. 46).   

These individuals also have to grapple with what Cuádraz (2006) calls the 

“politics of exceptionality,” for they are viewed as exceptions to their race in the context 

of chronically low educational achievement and attainment levels for their group, 

generally. Their race, class, and gendered selves situate their mobility narratives as non-

normative and immerse them in a politicized web of suspicion, marginality, and struggle.  

Based on the existing literature, we can infer a few things. At the core, we have the 

“maladjusted” that came to despise the “social class climb” and its perceived meaningless 

final outcome; at the edges, we have what many social scientists polemically (in my 

estimation) refer to as “resilient” high achievers who found a way to have some degree of 

peace and meaning. Others still, are bi-polar visitors within these various spaces.  

 I end this section with some relevant thoughts by the wounded, “undiagnosed” 

scholarship boy, the prolific and controversial author, Jack London. His novel, Martin 

Eden (1909), is his semiautobiographical treatise which is considered to be one of the 

first novels depicting unhappy upward mobility. It is the anti-Horatio Alger narrative. In 

Eden, London becomes “…so disillusioned by his education and entry into the world of 

the middle class, which he finds hollow, empty, and devoid of meaning, and so 
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thoroughly loses himself in the course of his journey upward through the class structure, 

that he commits suicide at the end of the novel (Christopher, 2002, p. 82).  

Along these same lines, the ensuing analysis (from London) connects with 

Hoggart and Rodriguez’s views on scholarship boys. These are the words that attempt to 

make sense of his (London’s) scholarship boy type journey: 

I was born in the working-class. Early I discovered enthusiasm, ambition, and 
ideals; and to satisfy these became the problem of my child-life. My environment 
was crude and rough and raw. I had no outlook, but an uplook rather. My place in 
society was at the bottom. Here life offered nothing but sordidness and 
wretchedness, both of the flesh and the spirit; for here flesh and spirit were alike 
starved and tormented… 
 
I discovered that I did not like to live on the parlor floor of society. Intellectually I 
was bored. Morally and spiritually I was sickened. I remembered my intellectuals 
and idealists, my unfrocked preachers, broken professors, and clean-minded, 
class-conscious workingmen. I remembered my days and nights of sunshine and 
starshine, where life was all a wild sweet wonder, a spiritual paradise of unselfish 
adventure and ethical romance. And I saw before me, ever blazing and burning, 
the Holy Grail. 

So I went back to the working-class, in which I had been born and where I 
belonged. I care no longer to climb. The imposing edifice of society above my 
head holds no delights for me. It is the foundation of the edifice that interests me. 
There I am content to labor, crowbar in hand, shoulder to shoulder with 
intellectuals, idealists, and class-conscious workingmen, getting a solid pry now 
and again and setting the whole edifice rocking. Some day, when we get a few 
more hands and crowbars to work, we'll topple it over, along with all its rotten life 
and unburied dead, its monstrous selfishness and sodden materialism. Then we'll 
cleanse the cellar and build a new habitation for mankind, in which there will be 
no parlor floor, in which all the rooms will be bright and airy, and where the air 
that is breathed will be clean, noble, and alive (London, 1909). 

Jack London died November 22, 1916. While some argue it was a drug overdose, 

uremia, or suicide, it beckons a scholarship boy framing: He went from working- class 

Oakland, California to world-class fame. He was, in many respects, a self-taught 

bookworm.  He went from a poverty stricken life to a short stint as a student at the 

University of California at Berkeley and then on to pen words that moved the world over. 



 

61 
 

He never found the paradise he thought middle class life would give him; he died, 

spiritually, at the peak of his “success.” In a situation of similar mobility-related angst, 

Baldwin (1985) asked the question: what is the price of the ticket? So, it is clear that 

acquiring access to mainstream spaces of privilege such as a higher education often bring 

into question what a person becomes after immersing themselves in these arenas. For 

London, the men in the narratives below, and the subjects that are part of this study, this 

is a complex question that often evokes contradictory feelings of gain and loss.  

 I turn now to social class mobility narratives of Latino and African American scholarship 

boys. 

Mexican-Origin and African American Scholarship Boy 0arratives 

This section examines the experiences of Mexican-origin and African American 

scholarship boys. I chose a diverse set of scholarship boys upon which to foreground this 

research. Jesus Lemus is an author, friend, and scholarship boy with an invigorating and 

relevant story. Dr. Americo Paredes and Dr. George I. Sánchez are two notable Mexican-

origin scholarship boys who in historical terms, were among the first Latinos to attain 

high levels of education. Navarette Jr. and Jose Razo are two scholarship boys who have 

compelling journeys that tap into many of the scholarship boy themes expressed by 

Hoggart (1957) and Carrillo (2007). Considering that African Americans have also 

experienced many of the race, class, and gender tensions that Latinos face, I have 

included the social class mobility narratives of Cornell West and Michael Eric Dyson.   

Mexican-Origin Scholarship Boys 

 Jesús Lemus.  It was the summer of 2000. I will never forget my arrival at 

Princeton University as a Leadership Alliance research fellow. I had received an offer 
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from Yale University, as well, but I opted for Princeton University because I was 

afforded the chance to work with Patricia Fernandez Kelly. I marveled at my good 

fortune, for these choices were very different from my battles as a child in south Los 

Angeles. Leaving the Newark airport, the super shuttle driver asked, “Where are you 

going, young man?” I replied, “Princeton, sir, Princeton University.” An eerie silence hit 

the bus. In that moment, the African American driver and the Chicano (me) both came to 

terms with what this meant. Through our lack of communication after that, I sensed that 

we were both processing my answer. During most of the commute, I looked out the 

window as I navigated various thoughts on race, social class, and mobility. 

When I arrived at the Harry Potter “castles” that partially comprise the Princeton 

campus, I grabbed my bags, tipped the driver and walked towards the gym to check in. I 

kept thinking, “Damn, I hope some working-class kids are part of this or else I am going 

to go crazy.” Princeton appeared to be a protected, isolated place. I recall being 

dumbfounded by how many trees and buildings seem to explicitly work in conjunction to 

protect the minds who many consider among the best in the country. This was the most 

privileged university of which I had ever been a part. I got an ID card, room and board, 

and had to arrange to meet my mentor to begin my first graduate level research education 

in one of the world’s most prestigious sites of higher learning. 

A few days into my stay, I began forging relationships with those who would be my 

closest friends: two middle class students and one working-class student from Elizabeth, 

New Jersey. So one day, we were just hanging out, bored out of our minds, when Jesús 

walked by us. Considering that he was one of the few Latinos we got to see on campus, 

he moved into the friend zone immediately. I remember that he was walking with his 
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female friend from Puerto Rico, who began to tell us about having access to private 

planes and other upper class toys. Jesús poked fun at her a bit, as he seemed to situate 

himself within a completely different social class category. Yet, I sensed his welcoming, 

calm air.  He was not rude.  He was a nurturer, protector-type person. 

For that entire summer Jesús unpacked his journey from L.A. to Princeton. He lived 

in south Central Los Angeles and in Brawley, California. He was a quiet, respectful, and 

humble person. He was just one of those people who makes your heart shake when he 

begins to speak. He told me of his interview with the Princeton campus newspaper, a 

source I will cite in my synthesizing of his schooling experience. 

 Jesús was raised by working-class parents who were born in Mexico and had only an 

elementary-level education. They lived amongst intense poverty in south Central Los 

Angeles and in Brawley, California. Equally difficult was the violence they experienced 

in Los Angeles. He told the Daily Princetonian (Lemus, 2000): 

Our windows were always broken from the bullets. There were always holes in 
the walls…one time a guy was killed on our porch. My mom used to always stay 
up with us because we were afraid (p. 1). 
 

Gangs attempted to “jump” one of his brothers into a gang. It was this situation and many 

others that drove them to move to Brawley. Before settling into a home, they spent time 

homeless, living out of his father’s van. Lemus (2005) recalls: 

Until high school graduation, I felt invincible. Yes, I knew I was poor. I had 
grown up collecting aluminum cans and picking trash from dumpsters in South 
Central Los Angeles. In 1989, my family lived in a Brawley public park out of 
our 1978 Dodge van for a couple of weeks, before moving to housing provided by 
the Salvation Army. We ate ham sandwiches for days and used the park’s 
restroom for bathing. But I also had an innate feeling that education was my way 
out of poverty. I never imagined the challenges a Princeton education would bring 
(p. 1). 
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As a result, Jesús missed approximately a year of school.  The studious Jesús made up 

this loss in no time. He spent summer studying math books and early on decided to 

become a doctor. A doctor’s treatment as he cared for him as a child instilled in him the 

desire to pass that feeling onto others. Similar to Rodriguez (1982), Jesus excelled in high 

school and read books with immense passion and focus. 

Like Rodriguez (1982), there was a conflict with Jesús’s parents. But, his experience 

was different from that of Rodriguez in that his mother told him that should he decide to 

one day leave California to attend college, he would be abandoning his family. His mom 

even would hide his books and tell him to stop studying so much, pushing him to act 

“normal” and go play kid’s games. In sharp contrast, Rodriguez’s parents (especially his 

mother) actively encouraged his schooling and placed him in private schools. Lemus’s 

mother was surely supportive in some other ways, though Jesus made explicit some of 

the painful and contradictory aspects of his relationship with his family. For Lemus, 

Brawley and his schooling in south central Los Angeles fell into the barrio school 

category, segregated and underprivileged. Jesús also told me that his father was a proud 

and traditional Mexican man—a macho and a “man’s man.” He refused to show any 

emotion when Jesús decided to attend Princeton.  Instead, there was an angry “letting 

go.”  A poignant reflection: 

The first two years when I would go home for Christmas, the most my father and I 
would say was, 'Hi.' When I was first going home, I would eat meals alone. My 
brothers thought I was going to be cocky and have an attitude. They thought I was 
going to think I was a higher class than they were (Lemus, 2000). 
 

In terms of race and ethnicity, Princeton is a tough environment for any student of color 

from working-class origins. I remember one story, a shocking and painful narrative of 

what it means to be caught up in world that assumes “you do not belong there.” Lemus 
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recounted how after a long night of studying, he fell asleep in a Princeton library. 

Suddenly, he was woken up by campus police. They told him that “homeless” people 

cannot sleep in the library, to get out immediately. Jesús told the officer that he was a 

Princeton student but they did not believe him. So, they took him out of the library and 

were about to take him somewhere. Maybe jail, maybe a downtown area and drop him 

off. Were it not for white friend who vouched for his student status, he may have had to 

deal with even more psychic abuse. Race and class worked in ways that imagined Jesús 

as an “outsider.”  

Overall, it was hard for Jesús to focus while studying at Princeton.  He had to 

work up to three jobs to make it financially and he felt alienated by the few members of 

the Latino campus community. In fact, I remember him trying to flirt with a Latina 

employee at Burger King. He wanted some connection to home. Once, when we partied 

in his campus room, he played songs from Mana, Ozomatli, and other Latino artists 

drawing intense melancholia from the verses and rhythms. He got into the music, telling 

stories in between the songs about life in Los Angeles. I know that while Jesús was 

following his educational aspirations, with dreams of becoming a doctor, he also was 

struggling both economically and spiritually. The elite, Eurocentric mores of Princeton 

were full of microagressions, meaning that Jesus was living and studying in a context that 

overtly and inadvertently attacked the social and cultural mores of his upbringing (for a 

relevant analysis on microagressions in higher education, see Solorzano, 1998, who 

investigates the race and gender microagressions experienced by six Chicana and six 

Chicano Ford Foundation predoctoral, doctoral, and dissertation fellows in their 

respective colleges).  
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There was a void and a deep sense of cultural loss and guilt in him, revolving 

around his obligation to his family and to his community. I know that feeling well; I 

wondered if he would hold on. This resembles some of Rodriguez’s (1982) conflicts: 

Here is a child who cannot forget that his academic success distances him from a 
life he loved, even from his own memory of himself. Initially, he wavers, 
balances allegiance. (‘The boy is himself [until he reaches, say, the upper forms] 
very much of both the worlds of home and school. He is enormously obedient to 
the dictates of the world of school, but emotionally still strongly wants to continue 
as part of the family circle.’) (p. 48). 
 
 Jesús graduated from Princeton and went on to attend UCLA medical school. At 

last check, he is about to start his medical school residency. He also is writing a book 

about his experiences at Princeton. I end this section by quoting Jesus. His reflections are 

dictated in a published essay, where social class and familial ties paint his border crossing 

experience: 

My parents still do not understand the significance of my years at Princeton, but 
they are grateful for it, as am I…when I can I visit my parents at our rented home 
in Brawley, often sleeping on the couch or on the floor. I am, of course, part of 
the family (Lemus, 2005, p. 1). 
 

Américo Paredes. 

Esquinita de mi Pueblo 

At the corner of absolute elsewhere 

And absolute future I stood 

Waiting for a green light to leave the neighborhood 

 

But the Light was red 

Forever and ever 

The light was red 

And all that tequila 

Was going to my head 
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That is the destiny of the people in between 

To stand on the corner 

Waiting for the green 

-1950 

(Paredes, 1991, p. 114) 

 I could not properly situate this research in historical terms without including the 

towering influence of Américo Paredes. He was a professor, writer, activist, and one of 

the most influential Chicano intellectuals. He was the master historian of the Lower Rio 

Grande border. According to Saldivar (2006), “his writings on the folktales, legends, 

proverbs, jests, ballads, and other vernacular arts of the borderlands together with his own 

literary creations attempt to account in epic, rhapsodic, and prosaic from for the strata of 

history inscribed in a community’s social memory” (p. 19). Paredes was born in 1905 in 

Brownsville, Texas. He went on to earn his undergraduate and graduate degrees at the 

University of Texas at Austin.  

 Paredes produced various works, including, With his pistol in his hand: A border 

ballad and its hero (1958), George Washington Gomez (1990), and Between Two Worlds 

(1991). Many of his books embrace a certain type of masculine adventure. Through his 

literary ballads and guitar musings, there is invocation of a romantic and rugged 

machismo. His work, in many ways, connects with Cantu’s (2005) assertion that “folk 

practices in socialization and metaphorization is especially relevant to musical genres, for 

the corrido with its very macho persona lies emotionally and culturally at the heart of a 

distinctive Mexican American tradition” (p.119). 

Américo’s scholarship boy journey is fixed on his reflection of its origin, namely, 

the border he knew so well and on his political consciousness as a self-identifying 

Chicano.  Paredes states: 
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I’ve always used the term Chicano itself in the political sense. I call myself a 
Chicano when it’s a political matter… I applauded the Chicano movement and 
encouraged it…I was arrogant enough to think of them as my intellectual 
children. (in Saldivar, 2006, p. 136). 
 
Having grown up along the U.S.-Mexico border, he referred to the idea of having 

a “checkboard of consciousness” due to the various Anglo-Mexican identity sites that he 

encountered (Saldivar, 2006, p. 19).  Paredes brings us once again to the strand that binds 

many scholarship boys:  Using one’s past as a point of strength, recovery, and counter-

story telling.  To this, I would add the quest for pushing for justice in the domain of 

intellectuals and white collar, middle class structures. Paredes was the first director of the 

Center for Mexican American Studies at the University of Texas and his work is like an 

archaeological dig, introducing the stories of Mexicanos into the history of the border.  

Whereas Rodriguez (1982) made distinctions between the public and the private 

man, Paredes sought to connect both cultural worlds in meaningful ways. His politics 

(liberal) were not completely on par with the militant Chicano generation. Paredes 

believed in “learning English” as being an important part of adaptation, but not at the 

expense of losing one’s culture (Saldivar, 2006, p. 141). He bemoaned the poverty, the 

violence, and the chaos he felt were now (in the latter years of his life) part of the border 

he loved so much. Being at a major university many miles from his hometown stirred his 

nostalgia, particularly in conjunction with the knowledge that when he visited his 

hometown, it would not be the same as that of his childhood.  

The hybrid consciousness that Carrillo (2007) appeared to struggle for and with 

was consistently discussed through Parade’s publications. What is not known is whether 

the schooling mechanism engendered race, class, and gender tensions. When cultural 

“others” enter the mainstream university, what often appears to be true is the desire to 
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voice stories and write from the vantage point of the organic cultural self (in the most 

complex sense of the word). Paredes is no exception.  It is not difficult to conclude that 

this often speaks to how Latino scholarship boys often  sense that they are students and 

academics on the periphery; “outsiders” in a world that validates other types of 

knowledge. Rodriguez, in his first essay on scholarship boys (1975), argued that the 

university removed him from the culture of his parents. Paredes does not make such an 

explicit claim, but his writings speak to the desire to maintain connections with all that he 

embodies. As a pioneer in Chicano studies, he was likely working at a university that did 

not tap into his experiences and cultural background. He took it upon himself to help 

extend the values, perceptions, and types of knowledge that should be deemed valuable at 

universities through his influential scholarly contributions. 

George I. Sánchez.  Dr. George I. Sánchez was born in a working-class 

neighborhood in Albuquerque, New Mexico in 1906. As I will discuss, he is part of what 

is known as the Mexican American generation. His father worked as a hard rock miner. 

Sanchez’s life traversed the states of Arizona, Texas, and New Mexico. He earned a 

bachelor’s degree from the University of New Mexico in 1930, a master’s degree from 

the University of Texas, and a doctorate from the University of California, at Berkeley 

(Romo, 1983).When situating Sanchez’s scholarship journey, it is important to note his 

four major focus areas: bilingual education, I.Q. testing, culture, and the responsibilities 

of the state in relation to the miseducation of the Mexican and Mexican American 

student. 

 Concerning the poor performance of Mexican American children, Sanchez 

blamed school systems, the internal colonialism ideologies of the Anglo power structure 
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in the Southwest, and testing systems that failed to account for substandard education the 

children received (Garcia, 1989). Hence, under this logic, Sanchez attacked the 

essentialized/racist/deficit views of the Mexican student that implicated their presumed 

low levels of “intelligence” and provided systemic and historical analysis to explain his 

conclusions. The Forgotten People (1940) was the first book critical of U.S. society 

published by a Mexican American intellectual.  

 Sanchez was conscious of the many worlds upon which a Mexican person must 

impart their identity and how cultural capital conflicts often resulted in demeaning views 

of many capable children. His activism was coupled by many contradictions; he opposed 

further Mexican immigration into the United States (Garcia, 1989) and unlike the 

Chicano generation, he was part of the Mexican American generation that promoted 

Americanization (Muñoz, 2007).  

 The scholarship boys in this research do not favor mainstream notions of 

assimilation. Much of this may stem from the fact that unlike Sanchez, they have seen 

how modernism and integration have encapsulated creative ways to erase one’s cultural 

heritage. Like Sanchez, nonetheless, they embody many worlds (Anglo-Latino, working 

class, middle class). Education propelled him from humble beginnings to his university 

job.  Sanchez never forgot his roots. He constantly “went back” to the issues that moved 

him, namely, addressing the marginality of the Mexicans he grew up with.  

Although Sanchez is not a scholarship boy in the vein of Carrillo (2007) or even 

Rodriguez (1982), he draws us back into how Mexican-origin scholarship boys appear to 

use their cultural upbringing as a resource by which to publish and speak on behalf of 

those of working-class and Latino roots. These writings also seem to address their role as 
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academics who embody a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) of sorts, where their 

complex identities are reflected and shared to the reading public. His academic ascend 

remains in question, in terms of a scholarship boy analysis. I do not get the sense that he 

had the intense angst (see closing section for more analysis on this) of Carrillo (2007), 

Rodriguez (1982), or Hoggart (1957). He appears to address issues from a liberal 

perspective, not seeking to reimagine success, education, and mobility as a social 

construction in need of critique. Carrillo (2007) and Rodriguez (1982) appear to address 

much more critical, with more utopian and contradictory aims. Still though, as an 

important contributor to Mexican American scholarship and as a young man who did 

come from working-class roots, Sanchez requires mention. 

Dr. Ernesto Galarza.  Ernesto Galarza was a labor expert, sociologist, author, 

educator, and labor organizer. He was born in Jalcocotan, Nayarit, Mexico.  He received 

his bachelors’ degree at Occidental college, his M.A. at Stanford, and attended Columbia 

University for his doctorate.  Galarza’s (1971) Barrio Boy, tells his story of acculturation 

in the United States. This book examines the life of the author as he lives, plays, and 

experiences early 1900’s Mexico. The Revolutionary War served as the catalyst that 

moves his family to El 0orte. He enumerates grand tales of soldier’s encroachment into 

Tepic, Nayarit and loftily offers subtle nostalgic ballads to his past. Galarza attempts to 

unpack his acculturation as he encounters American, racialized social mores in 

Sacramento, California. The strange customs of the gringos always remained close to the 

heart of his analysis. Moving to the U.S. meant learning new ways of simply existing. 

The abuse of Mexican field workers motivated much of his activism. Galarza was 

poignantly aware of the racism and classism in the United States. In fact, he “differed 
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from other intellectuals of the Mexican American Generation in his focus on a critique of 

capitalism and its exploitation of Mexican and Mexican American labor” (Muñoz, 2007, 

p. 135). 

In many respects, Galarza’s demonstrates an academic “rising up” and subsequent 

focus on the Latino working-class resembles that of the scholarship boys in this proposed 

study.  Moreover, like Abalos (2002) suggestion of what Latinos should do, Galarza uses 

his education and politics to fight against structural deformation. He takes on an organic 

commitment, a pragmatic choice. He found meaning within his activism amongst 

Mexican farm workers. This approach differs from most Mexican American scholarship 

boys who seem to invoke their activism through their writing and intellectual endeavors. 

Like in the case of Sanchez and Paredes, I do not see the mobility and university induced 

angst of Rodriguez (1982), Carrillo (2007), or Hoggart (1957).  He is still a barrio boy (as 

his famous book conveys) who went on to attain a PhD, but we do not know if he had the 

chance to explicitly voice his angst. That is why Rodriguez, as the post-macho, was the 

first Latino to publish a seminal work explicitly addressing this type of pain. We all are, 

in some respects, cultural productions of politics, history, schooling, and publishing 

expectations of approval and restraint.  We will never know if Galarza, somewhere, in 

place of more private assurance, expressed the hidden injuries of class mobility.  

Ruben 0avarrete Jr. Navarrete Jr. went from Fresno, California to Cambridge, 

Massachusetts. His shift was also situated in his transition from a Mexican middle-class 

family to an upper-class, WASP institution, the world’s most well known and revered 

institution of higher learning, Harvard University. While the scholarship boys in this 
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study project a working-class experience, Navarrete, Jr. does experience race and 

ethnicity dilemmas in college that make his story relevant to some of their struggles.  

What strikes me as a big part of his tension in a Darker Shade of Crimson (1993) 

is his nostalgic connection to his Mexican past and the ideological battles he waged with 

Harvard students who questioned the role Affirmative Action may have played in placing 

people “like him” there. He was straddling multiple worlds and attempting to legitimize 

his place at the table.  

Long after his Harvard University educational experience, Navarrete remains a 

strong advocate of many Latino-related issues. While some of his views may be 

somewhat conservative, his perspective lies in the murky road of integration for 

“success” but without full-blown, linear assimilation. I do not sense the class anxiety 

from him that some of the scholarship boy literature suggests, but instead his focus is 

more on the polarized, hegemonic discourse revolving around Latinos in the United 

States. He cites Richard Rodriguez and appears to have deep respect for his work.  

On his part, Rubén took that leap of faith and physically departed a Latino and 

social class context for the purpose of earning his “education” in a completely different 

environment. This is one of the rituals associated with many Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys.  The act of “leaving,” becomes a psychic and cultural trope that settles into a 

person’s consciousness and drives choices, feelings, frustrations, and strengths. Rubén 

embodied the sociocultural argonaut.  He was not “alone” in his journey, as he explains: 

“My award was our award. My Harvard education was, in a sense, theirs as well” 

(Navarrete, Jr., 1993, p. 189). 
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 Due to individualistic ideology, many Anglo students leave their families and go 

to college as individuals.  In contrast, Mexican scholarship boys like Rubén go to college 

as a group. They psychically and emotionally embody their communities, families, and 

neighborhoods. Rodriguez (1982) claims to have gone to Berkeley as an individual (he 

celebrates this fact in a very ironic and contradictory manner), but his scholarship boy-

type existential angst proves otherwise. The threats to identity in many university 

campuses creates a context by which many scholarship boys begin to feel a deep and 

abiding sense of dislocation.  Coming to terms with this sense of distance and angst is a 

major struggle, as well as deciding —to the extent that one is aware—how far one will 

walk over the bridge of acculturation.  Based on his experiences, Navarrete, Jr. (1993) 

concludes that there are “strains and pains quietly endured by many minority students” 

(p. 207).  He is part of a growing group of students who are trying to publicize their 

injuries. 

José Razo. Very few stories are as tragic as the experiences of José Razo. In many 

ways, he epitomizes the scholarship boy as defined by Hoggart (1957). His life story was 

made famous by Rubén Navarrete, Jr., in his book, A Darker Side of Crimson (1993).  

Razo, a Mexican American star student and athlete at a southern California High School, 

decided to leave his family and pursue a Harvard education. There are conflicting 

accounts about whether he was a middle-class, or a working-class student, but it appears 

that his parents were of modest economic standing with limited education. Attending 

Harvard University was supposed to cement his “success” and attainment of the 

American Dream. 



 

75 
 

 The dream became a nightmare. Conflicted by identity struggles at Harvard, he 

began to develop a strong desire to go back home almost immediately. In some respects, 

he appeared to hyper-emphasize his Chicano identity through his dress and body 

language.  He wanted people at Harvard to notice to his complete sociocultural self—

both what he was becoming as well as the person he was upon entering the university. 

Even though he was earning stellar grades, he hit a breaking point.  

 Razo committed over a dozen robberies. He netted between $27,000 and $30,000 

(Navarrete, Jr., 1993). He needed money for books. He helped his parents purchase some 

things for their home. He also purchased alcohol with the money. This all led to jail time 

and he was expelled from Harvard University.  The question that puzzled many was:  

Why did he do this? 

 The most agreed upon answer was that he could not straddle the two worlds—past 

and present—so different and seemingly void of connection. Razo was so emotionally 

drained and miserable at Harvard that even after his arrest, he said something along the 

lines of: at least I don’t have to go back to that place (Navarrete, Jr., 1993).  This 

profound angst and alienation, in many ways, resembles Hoggart’s (1957) 

conceptualization of the scholarship boy.  

In many respects, Harvard shunned Razo’s past and symbolically signified the 

tacit imperative to assimilate in order to “make it.” Who could he relate to?  How did a 

simple walk through the campus make him feel? Those buildings are not his; they say 

little in regards to his past. So, many have pondered Razo’s conflict.  Navarrete adds 

(1993): “Whatever the reason, the result was the same: vulnerable youth enduring and 
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undeniable loss of intimacy with a community left behind; no longer part of the 

oppressed, now in league with the oppressor” (p. 132). 

The loss of intimacy resonates with Rodriguez’ (1982), Hoggart’s (1957), and 

with my own academic journey. The loneliness and disconnect ended what could have 

been a fruitful career.  Hooks (2000) also suggests that working-class students often fear 

losing touch with family and loved ones, leading sometimes to self sabotage.  Razo, in 

many respects exemplifies the “anti-Horatio Alger narrative of unhappy upward 

mobility” (Christopher & Whitson, 1999, p. 7). Moreover, his experience stems from a 

scholarship-boy-type of hunger: The seeking of America’s promise, the resilient attempt 

to “grab” the American Dream, and the futile attempt to make meaning out of the 

anomalous transgression that characterized his educational ascent.  Razo ended up lost in 

translation. 

African American Scholarship Boys 

Michael Eric Dyson. Lyrical canon fire comes through in his various books, 

public appearances, and I am quite sure, in his teaching. From a working-class Detroit 

neighborhood, Dyson went on to attend a boarding school at age sixteen far away from 

home. He got a bachelor’s degree from Carmon Newman University and a Ph.D. from 

Princeton University. His life has so many twists and turns that I will work towards 

brevity.  

Dyson was a standout student in college but received little economic aid. He 

sometimes slept in his car and accrued major student loan debt (Dyson, 2003). He is a 

celebrity of sorts, a public intellectual with strong connections and love for hip hop and 
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other organic elements germane to his community of origin. Today, he teaches at 

Georgetown University.  

 Sounding in some ways like Richard Rodriguez, Dyson (2003) states: “In my 

mind, love, language, and learning were profoundly linked in what may be termed an 

erotics of epistemology” (p. 6). His passion for ideas and learning is intense. Dyson’s 

connection to the black experience in the U.S. directs his scholarship. He brings hip hop 

masculinity, African American urban eclecticism, and a black intellectual aesthetic into 

the ivory tower with a blitzkrieg assault. When he talks, sometimes I think I am listening 

to a rapper, unconsciously lacing a freestyle rap all while disrupting the “high art-low art” 

separation. Moreover, like many scholarship boys, he sees the act of “going home” 

intellectually, as the ultimate form of resistance. So in that, there is a battle to 

reconfigure, without completely de-configuring the essence of what he once was. 

 While the notion of going “home” is not the exclusively domain of scholarship 

boys, it is one of the most discernable themes in Carrillo (2007), Hoggart (1957), 

Rodriguez (1975/1982). A simple coding of these pieces demonstrates the tremendous 

literal, metaphorical, and spiritual yearning for a place that these men can call home. 

When Rodriguez (1975) “went home” again, it was based on his desire to reclaim the 

cultural past he thought schooling had removed him from. He soon realized though, that 

he was now a European anthropologist of sorts, no longer able to “just talk” with his 

family anymore. Home though, as delineated by Carrillo (2007), is a place of being, a 

place where complexity and healing come into consciousness. Like the Hohokam’s 

conceptualization of the Phoenix, this notion of home arises from the ashes leading to the 

formation of a new self. Culture for sure, is not static. Plus, there are provocative 
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questions about the limitations of thinking that one can go “home again.” Still, what 

Dyson shows us is how we can use the mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) model 

which rejects dualisms. In this way, Dyson resorts to supporting rap artists before 

Congressional hearings, writes slam poetry which has a street edge, and still performs for 

the Eurocentric middle class spaces of academia with much success. Cleary, Dyson 

works with a multiple consciousness and elements of a double consciousness (Dubious, 

1903). Dyson (2004) contends that he feels most at home when he is shifting between 

identities. He also suggests that he understands that nostalgia can serve as a mechanism 

by which to take control of the hegemonic construction a minority person’s own 

memories by dominant discourses. Still, he proposes that one move beyond an existential 

angst or essentialized notions of the past and resort to embracing complexity. It would 

have been interesting, nonetheless, to interview Dyson before he become a celebrated 

academic, maybe then, the “angst” of Carrillo (2007) and Rodriguez (1982)  may have 

been more explicit (or maybe not).  

Cornell West.  One of the premier African American intellectuals of our time, 

Cornell West was born in Tulsa, Oklahoma in 1953 and grew up in a blue-collar, 

segregated, Sacramento, California. He earned his bachelor’s degree from Harvard 

University in 1973 and a Ph.D. at Princeton University, where he now is a professor. As a 

teenager, the work of Kierkegaard’s resonated with him.  Of particular resonance was the 

way that he explored both the nature of despair and dread of the human condition (Shole-

Johnson, 2003, p.3). These ideas helped him make sense of the condition of black 

Americans in the United States. Later, as a graduate student at Princeton University, West 

became a follower of Dewey’s version of American pragmatism. 
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 The scholarship journey of Cornell West is a phenomenal one. From his humble 

origins, he has become a premier American public intellectual. Like other scholarship 

boys, he focuses on race and class oppression as a centerpiece of his scholarly identity. 

His approach to social justice also is informed by his concept of prophetic Christianity 

which views freedom as a both an existential and social aim (West, 1982).  Whereas 

Rodriguez pained at his cultural loss, but considered it a necessary step for public gain, 

West encapsulates an identity that transgresses the linear assimilation model. He long has 

been a leading scholar in African-American studies and has organic connections to black 

youth culture. For West (1993), “the future of the black intellectual lies neither in a 

differential disposition toward the Western parent nor a nostalgic search for the African 

one” (p. 85). He seems to imply the need for solidifying a mediated identity that draws 

strength from the embodiment of contradiction and the fluidity of cultural shift. This 

resembles Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza consciousness. Considering the way West has 

excelled in academe and still maintains a rich connection to the working-class African 

American community, he provides a model that moves away from strategic essentialism 

and maybe even hints at the way some scholarship boys can cope with their feelings of 

loss. 

 West’s intellectual flexibility and seemingly limitless reservoir of ideas parallels 

the academic tenacity of many scholarship boys. The negotiation between multiple 

cultural and class worlds shapes his scholarship, vision, and occasional struggles. 

Moreover, the quest for ethics and equity supports what some of my preliminary 

explorations suggest. While West wanted to live the academic and intellectual life, he 

refused to compromise the ties to his cultural identity.  This conflict led him to create 
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strategies that would allow him to navigate the academic world without losing his very 

essence.  

 According to Rodriguez (1982), “the scholarship boy does not straddle, cannot 

reconcile, the two great opposing cultures of life” (p.70). Yet West’s trajectory suggests a 

rejection of this impossibility and possibly, a need to rescue this concept from Rodriguez. 

Still though, West faced immense criticism at Harvard for his production of books for 

general audiences and the release of a rap CD. While West saw this as a way to bridge 

the many worlds he embodies, former Harvard President Summers framed it as a subpar 

and questionable achievement. West left Harvard eventually, feeling shamed by the 

intimidation and hegemonic insinuation of Summers. From Sennet and Cobb (1972) we 

get an articulation of how class mobility is often based on overt and hidden pursuits of 

“respect” and “dignity.” Since social class hierarchizes tastes, “success,” and 

achievement, scholarship boys like West often get scrutinized for bringing a different 

type of cultural capital to the academy. This confrontation with the Harvard President is 

one perfect example.  

Social Class Mobility 0arratives: Closing Thoughts 

 As mentioned in the introduction, these narratives do not underscore one 

dimensional examples of a scholarship boy. Instead, I purposely included the experiences 

of a diverse set of scholarship boys who negotiate social class mobility and their racial, 

class, and gendered selves in varying ways. Still though, unlike Cuádraz (1993), one of 

the reasons I am conducting this research is premised on the fact that education literature 

has often failed to ask questions related to the conflicts associated with victory narratives. 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys pose complex, non-linear or romanticized perspectives 
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on  “moving up” and “making it” through means of success in the academic/schooling 

process. Also, unlike the cultural critic Saldivar (1990) or the self identified “scholarship 

girl” Rendón (1992), I do not seek to claim authority over what is the right way for the 

subjects to interpret their experiences and political orientations. This would be another 

form of hegemony from “within.” From a humanist point of view, my interest is in 

validating the voices of the scholarship boys. To this end, this research examines the 

gains, losses, and myths that are naturalized through the way we imagine schooling and 

concepts germane to education in general.  If schooling is a process of top down 

domination and socially constructed hierarchical truth claims,  some Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys appear to be a among the most vocal in deconstructing the non-neutral 

dimensions of learning “to be somebody.” 

Paredes, Galarza, and Sanchez have stories of social class mobility but the role 

that the university (or schooling in general) played as a hegemonic force is not explicitly 

mentioned in their work. This is not to say that they did not experience these tensions or 

that they did not feel a certain amount of pain or angst. It is important to place this reality 

in the context of a time when Latino men were not necessarily publishing stories of loss. I 

am not sure, that even today, we hear much about this. Still, like many scholarship boys, 

they demonstrated throughout their careers an emphasis on not becoming totally 

assimilated into a middle class, whitestream cultural orientation. They did not resort to 

adhering to Rodriguez’s (1982) notion of separating the private and public self. 

According to Saldivar (1990) Rodriguez chose to pursue the myth of American middle 

class individuality. This is quite different from Galarza, Paredes, and Sanchez who 

engage in dialogic terms the complex identities they embody. One way to imagine this 
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ideological difference is in the way Rodriguez became educated in middle class, 

Eurocentric contexts from the initiation of his primary school years. While all of these 

individuals likely experienced hegemonic education of some sort or another, Rodriguez 

did not attend barrio schools but instead pursued academic training in what appears by all 

accounts to be a predominantly white and middle to upper middle class private school.  

So, in this way, Rodriguez is not an orthodox archetype of Hoggart’s (1957) version of 

the scholarship boy. Still though, in the classic sense of the concept which Cuádraz 

(1993) appropriates in her research (see “Theorizing the Scholarship Boy” section for 

more information on her work), Rodriguez, Galarza, Paredes, and Sanchez all are 

scholarship boys. They come from working-class Latino families and went on to attain 

high levels of educational attainment.  

 Lemus, Razo, and Navarette Jr. bring us closer to a scholarship boy analysis 

similar to that of Hoggart (1957) and in some ways Rodriguez (1975, 1982). They sense 

(and explicitly say so through their writing) that they are out of place within the 

university. Also, they negotiate in very direct ways what Rodriguez wrote so 

prophetically in 1975 about his parents and schooling: “they seemed to know that my 

education was separating us from one another, making it difficult to resume familiar 

intimacies” (p. 15). Their struggles, academic, spiritual, and cultural, are immersed in the 

way mobility and college imagines the educated person. Razo, specifically, points out the 

tremendous shock that comes when there is a hegemonic transformation of consciousness 

through the formal and informal discourses of higher education. Next to Rodriguez 

(1982) and Carrillo (2007), his story is by far one of the most relevant to this research.  
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 Dyson’s saliency to the scholarship boy research is in his disposition and 

positionality as someone who has embodied multiple sites of cultural being while pursing 

academic excellence. Like Cornell West, he comes from a working-class background and 

earned a doctorate at an Ivy League university. So, they are also scholarship boys in that 

they excelled academically and came from working-class origins. Unlike Hoggart (1957) 

and Rodriguez (1982) though, they did not feel that allegiance to academics was 

overwhelming their connections to their “other” identities; they seem to have resolved 

this tension. In a sense, they live out much more fluid elements of Dubois’s double 

consciousness (1903/1996) and Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza consciousness as made 

apparent through their publications that have a subaltern focus and their “successful” 

interactions with academia (for the most part). Unlike Rodriguez (1982) and Hoggart 

(1957), they were able to reconcile some of the uprooting by having an optimistic 

approach to the way their work keeps them “connected.” 

 While it would be easy to suggest that Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

experience emotional and cultural dislocation merely because of school based 

curriculum, I will not make such a claim. Instead, as this research will suggest (and as 

informed by existing scholarship boy literature Hoggart, 1957; Rodriguez, 1975, 1982; 

Cuádraz, 1986, 1993), the forces of subtraction and injury are complex (though largely 

influenced by interactions with schooling).  These forces encompass a plethora of violent 

dimensions (such as): racialized, classed, and gendered curriculum (hidden and overt), 

hierarchical discourses of achievement, physical and psychological movement into the 

values of the middle class through entry into the university, clash of intimacy of working-

class home vs. sterility and individual nature of schooling, and the silencing of their 
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“expertise” for the sake accommodating to the knowledge canons of the academy. These 

intersections of cultures, ideologies, contradictions, and microagressions tinker with the 

Western notions of “making it.” The scholarship boys Carrillo (2007), Hoggart (1957), 

and even in some ways Rodriguez (1982), embody a mestiza consciousness whereby they 

learn to “transform the small ‘I’ into the total self” (Anzaldúa, 1999, p.105).  

 I would also add that the sense of feeling homeless becomes apparent in the work 

of Hoggart (1957), Rodriguez (1982), and Carrillo (2007). The question is why? Aren’t 

these the success stories? Stanton Salazar (2001) in part directs into how we may 

understand some of the problem. He argues that Mexican culture is embedded in 

communalism, where confianza en confianza (trusting mutual trust) exists among 

intimate settings of love and nurture in extensive social networks. This is different from 

Anglo individualism and the violent assimilation expectations some project on Latinos. 

Hence, from a human development point of view, scholarship boys like Cornell West and 

Americo Paredes seem to have reconciled some of the tensions of social class mobility. 

Some of this mediation of identities came through the way they were able to remain 

connected to their communities of origin. Drawing from Stanton-Salazar (2001), their 

total humanity is validated through their fellowship with others instead of pursuing lives 

of despair and isolation. 

 We can expand on Stanton Salazar’s important work by drawing links to the 

psycho-cultural and emotional aspects of hegemony. This is a crucial part of the 

scholarship boy experience. It is Frantz Fanon who brings us into this analysis. Fanon 

(1967) articulates how he “robbed the white man of a certain world” (p.128), where his 

values began to take center stage by replacing the ontological demands of Eurocentric 



 

85 
 

epistemology and discourses. Fanon’s conscientization process resembles Carrillo’s 

(2007) own self-evaluation after many years of formal schooling. Fanon (1967) recalls 

shedding many tears as he began to rebuild the broken pieces of self, tortured through 

hegemony everywhere. Little by little, Fanon contends that he came into contact with the 

“…meaning that was already there, pre-existing waiting for me” (p. 134). The role of 

“pain” in the development of critical consciousness is integral to the experiences of 

Carrillo, Rodriguez, and Hoggart. This intense hurt is also reflected in Anzaldúa’s (1999) 

development of a mestiza consciousness. According to Bost (2005), for Anzaldúa 

“…pain is an extension of mestiza agency, a process of incorporation and dis-corporating 

different elements in the formation of fluid, nonunitary subject” (p. 13). Unlike Hoggart, 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys embody a mestizaje that adds racial and ethnic contact 

zones to the conflicts related to social class mobility. Along the same lines, existing 

literature on scholarship boys demonstrates is how “mimicry” (see Carrillo, 2007; 

Hoggart, 1957; Rodriguez, 1982) by working-class students of dominant notions of 

education tears at the organic knowledge and values they bring from their subaltern 

communities. In the end, it is clear that the revisionist nature of this research is positioned 

to redefine schooling and education while pointing out the way in which we are all 

implicated in the cultural production of “success,” the educated person, and 

disappointment. With that, I now move to the methodology section where I lay out the 

process by which I carried out this study.  
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CHAPTER III: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY A0D DESIG0 

Research Questions 

This qualitative study is guided by the following questions about Mexican-origin 

scholarship boy faculty and graduate students: 

1. How do Mexican-origin scholarship boys experience the tensions in academic  

settings between their emerging, academic identities and their racial, ethnic, 

class, and gender origins? 

2. What strategies enable Mexican-origin scholarship boys to cope with the  

microagressions of higher education and distance from home across time? 

 These questions are informed by the literature (Carrillo, 2007; Hoggart, 

1957/2006; Rodriguez, 1982) that specifically addresses the scholarship boy experience 

and the intersections of race/ethnicity, class, and gender, informing the Mexican-origin 

scholarship boy’s difficult, and likely very unique journey.  

Portraiture Method 

This research will incorporate elements of Lightfoot and Davis’s (1997) 

portraiture method. Portraiture is a phenomenological inquiry process that facilitates a 

critical examination of how people think and interpret their experiences. This method was 

developed, applied and examined by Harvard Sociology Professor Sarah Lawrence 

Lightfoot (1983, 1994, with Davis 1997).  For Lightfoot, rather than adhering to the 

social science tradition of framing a phenomenon as a bounded domain of pathology or 

oppression, the search for “goodness” in the portraits embraces a more holistic and 

balanced approach. She affirms that “…counterpoint and contradictions of strength and 

vulnerability, virtue and evil (and how people, cultures, and organizations negotiate those 
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extremes in an effort to establish the precarious balance between them) are central to the 

expression of goodness” (Lightfoot, 1997, p. 9). This study will, in part, explore the 

“goodness” embedded in the complex and insightful journeys of Mexican American 

scholarship boys.  

Using portraiture, this research also will engage a key component of this method 

by writing in a way that can adapt and can reflect a larger readership beyond the circles 

of academia. This model is narrative driven and embraces the contextualized visibility of 

the portraitist in the shaping of the portraits. For Lightfoot and Davis (1997), there is an 

emphasis on real and authentic relationships between portraitists and subjects. The 

portraiture methodology borrows from case study protocol (Yin, 2003; Stakes, 1995, 

1998), narrative inquiry (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), stories (Coles, 1989), and some 

aspects of ethnography (Fine, 1991; Macleod, 1987/1995; Valenzuela, 1999; Willis, 

1977) but expands these constructs by providing artistic metaphor as a rigorous aesthetic 

that seeks to merge the aims of art and science. So it is, as Lightfoot (1997) contends, that 

“through documentation, interpretation, analysis, and narrative, we raise the mirror, 

hoping –with accuracy and discipline– to capture the mystery and artistry that turn image 

into essence” (p. xvii). 

 It is with this toolset and methodological rigor, that I developed meaningful and 

rich portraits of scholarship boys. After reading through Lightfoot’s (1994) book, I’ve 

Known Rivers: Lives of Loss and Liberation, I began to draw connections to my research. 

Drawing from her work, it was clear to me that tapping into a small sample can be a 

constructive way by which to create  a rich unpacking of the life histories of Mexican-

origin scholarship boys. Rodriguez, for instance, was able to make his life history a 
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moving and dense articulation on education and cultural intersections that are still being 

discussed to this day. Moreover, because this research consists of counter-narratives, 

even a few participants can provide important contributions that unpack the hegemonic 

discourses on educational mobility related to Mexican American students. Hence, 

paralleling Erlandson, Harris, Skipper and Allen’s (1993) view on sample size in 

qualitative research, the richness of a few portraits superseded the need for information 

volume.   

  So, still, how did I develop portraits? Taking into account the inherent limitations 

in all qualitative research, I will gather documents that inform the analysis of interview 

data. This will help to confirm, reject, or add counter-perspectives to what respondents 

say. These documents include the works (published and non-published documents) of the 

participants and also outside sources such as newspapers or other publications that may 

help to make sense of historical events that are mentioned by the scholarship boys. The 

reflexive journal will also help me in evaluating how certain choices I make are 

influencing the structure of the study and the claims that I make. Moreover, I will 

interview respondents until there is a saturation point.  I will write on the reflexive 

journal whether or not I feel that I have collected enough data to answer my research 

questions in the most exhaustive way possible. 

Sample and Participant selection 

 I used a snowball sampling method to acquire access to four Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys (two professors, two graduate students). After publishing an essay that 

reflected aspects of a scholarship boy identity, Lost in Degree: A Chicano Ph.D. 

Student’s Search for Missing Clothes (2007), I received e-mail correspondence from 
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professors and college students who self identified as scholarship boys. From these e-

mails, I garnered initial contacts and developed a sample of two Mexican-origin 

scholarship-boy professors and two scholarship-boy graduate students.  I used the 

following selection criteria in making my sample selection: Mexican-origin male, 

working-class upbringing, professor or graduate student, acutely aware of, and/or 

wrestling with, a multiple consciousness, and K-12 public schooling background 

(primarily in urban communities) experience in the United States. Through meaningful 

dialogue with prospective participants and referrals, I was able to make final choices 

related to my sample.  In particular, I screened prospects in terms of their demonstrated 

or expressed willingness to divulge their stories that reflect their own race- and class-

based anxieties as they negotiate (or negotiated) the demands of the academy. So, this 

sample fits the general aim of this research which is to examine how Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys develop and cope with their multiple consciousnesses as they went from 

primary school to higher education. 

Also, in this study I define working-class students as those that come from 

families with blue-collar, service-sector or manufacturing jobs living in impoverished 

urban areas. This measure is operationalized according to U.S. Census criteria related to 

families living in poverty. I also focus on scholarship boys who have parents who did not 

earn a college degree.   

Scholarship boys in this study received most of their K-12 education in inner-city, 

low SES urban schools. Those qualifying as middle class would generally be families 

with white collar jobs, often times with educated parents (some college education likely), 

and residence in suburban communities. When I mention the “middle class spaces of 
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academia,” I am referring to the way in which schools are classed with an embodiment of 

the social mores and cultural capital of middle-class students. Richard Rodriguez 

attended middle class schools all of his life, whereas the scholarship boys I selected for 

this study had a somewhat different experience, one more attuned with Hoggart’s 

(1957/2006) classic notion of scholarship boy. The participants that makeup this research 

study truly did go, from the barrio to the academy. 

Data Gathering and Analysis 

  Primarily guided by elements of portraiture (Lightfoot & Davis, 1997), this 

research will examine the goodness, contradictions, and sense of loss in the mobility 

narratives and develop portraits through life history interviews. Triangulation will consist 

of the following sources of information:  (1) sixteen interviews (four for each subject); 

(2) a reflexive journal; and (3) document analysis.  Documents refer both to the published 

and the unpublished materials of professors and graduate students, as well as any 

electronic or hard copy materials such as journals, e-mails, poetry, essays, and creative 

works.  My goal is to generate a comprehensive, life history account of each person, 

individually, after coding and triangulating the data along themes generated by the 

analysis. 

Of the total of four interviews for each subject, one was conducted in public, face-

to-face and three were conducted over the phone. Interviews were transcribed solely by 

the researcher. Interviews lasted approximately one- to one-and-a-half hours in length. 

Interviews were conducted from March, 2008 until March, 2009. The structure and 

interview questions are listed on Appendix A. 
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  Using Emerson, Fretz and Shaw’s (1995) suggestions, I separated qualitative 

analytic coding into two phases: open coding and focused coding. This model remains 

faithful to the portraiture method’s emphasis on careful development of themes, sketches, 

and eventually, portraits. I also put together a reflexive journal that examines the 

“…schedule, and logistics, insights, and reasons for methodological decisions” 

(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper & Allen, 1991, p. 143). This is part of the audit trail. 

Interpretation Techniques 

 This qualitative study utilizes a constructionist epistemology to examine the 

ontological realities experienced by Mexican-origin scholarship boys. Their life histories 

are analyzed from the interpretivist paradigm, with elements from the critical tradition.  

In this vein, Crotty (2003) defines constructionism as a view that considers “all 

knowledge, and all meaning as such…contingent upon human practices, being 

constructed in and out of interaction between human beings and their world, and 

developed and transmitted within an essentially social context” (p. 42). Because this 

research is situated within the critical tradition, it seeks to examine power relations 

through the interpretive, socially mediated nature of life histories. The interpretations of 

hegemonic schooling processes are premised on the participant’s sense making of 

particular memories and events.  

Meaningful relationships with the subjects, insider intuition, and triangulation 

attend to the needs of trustworthiness. In this way, the critical orientation of this study 

parallels with both Sandra Harding’s (1993) “standpoint theory” as well as Donna 

Haraway’s (1988) notion of “situated knowledge” which reject the possibility of a 

detached, objective standpoint.  Thus, in this study, as in critical ethnography, a 
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“historically and culturally situated standpoint…” informs the research, and this 

standpoint is ideologically driven because it is partial (Foley & Valenzuela, 2000). In this 

same vein, my standpoint as a self-identified Mexican-origin scholarship boy provides 

me with a unique “cultural intuition” (Delgado-Bernal, 2001) that informs not only the 

analysis of the data, but also the inquiry process. Claiming “insider” status will be 

mediated by a strong reflexive component in an effort to be continuously conscious of 

Villenas’s (1996) warning: “…scholars/activists of color need to understand the ways in 

which we manipulate our multiple, fluid, clashing, and colonized identities and how our 

identities are manipulated and marginalized in the midst of oppressive discourses” (p. 

728).  I am a Mexican-origin scholarship boy, but I do not claim to speak for all 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys whose experiences play out among a plethora of 

identity sites similar to, and different from, my own. Moreover, my role as a “native” 

researcher is situated amidst elements of hegemonic, university-scholarly discourses that 

attempt to imagine Mexican-origin scholarship boys in certain ways. I do not claim to be 

completely free from these constraints, but in solidarity with Villenas (1996), “…I am my 

own voice, an activist seeking liberation from my own historical oppression in relation to 

my communities” (p. 730).   

On her part, Lightfoot stresses the importance of allowing for the voice of the 

participants to take a center focus. Along these lines, my approach to the research rejects 

the positivist notion of the possibility of providing an objective interpretation of the data, 

or the discovery of an absolute truth. Instead, my efforts are geared toward a nuanced 

examination of the subjects’ stories as they experience and perceive them and as 

informed by my own “cultural intuition.” In other words, what is true to the participants 
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is treated as valid data. These portraits will be informed by the participant’s life histories 

and documents, and by utilizing a reflexive journal that will help me question my own 

positionality throughout the entire inquiry process, and my methodology, analysis, and 

interpretations of the data. Finally, a process of member-checking will be utilized where 

my participants will have an opportunity to express their views on the accuracy of their 

portraits. I will also incorporate the following questions into my interpretation techniques 

as suggested by Erlandson, Harris, Skipper and Allen (1991): 

• What did I learn from this respondent that will shape my questions for the 

next respondent?  

• What hypotheses have emerged that suggest additional questions, 

additional respondents, or a follow-up interview with this respondent? 

• How can I be more efficient in collecting and analyzing data?  

Positionality 

On Richard Rodriguez: Reflections on our Dialogue 

When Richard Rodriguez wrote Hunger of Memory (1982), the general argument 

was that he is conservative, a race traitor, and a sellout.  In some respects, he is much 

more than these narrow constructions that ultimately derive from a twenty six year-old 

single work that supposedly defines him.  In my multiyear dialogue with Richard, I have 

come to terms with the complex nature of his identity.   

He despises former President George W. Bush and promised me that he would 

move to Canada if he won the second election (he still lives in San Francisco, CA). He 

watched the movie Crash and did not like the doom and gloom that undergird the 

multiracial society depicted in the film. He saw eclectic and challenging intersections of 
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race and class as rewards to the most expansive forms of life. He challenged me to move 

out of Tallahassee, Florida, where I was studying during my first year of graduate school 

so that I might “come alive” again. 

 This is not to suggest that I do not find some of his assertions and arguments 

problematic. However, I give people credit for the ways in which they examine, counter-

examine, contradict, and sometimes support what they write on paper. It is my own 

coming into a scholarship boy consciousness and my involvement with Richard 

Rodriguez in a multiyear dialogue, which substantially informs this study. 

While knowing Rodriguez has helped me theorize the scholarship boy, there are 

also inherent limitations germane to this relationship. It is possible that I may be 

predisposed to not be overly critical of Rodriguez because of his dedication to my work.  

There is a certain amount of respect that has been established over numerous years. So, 

how will address this issue? I intend on being very meticulous with the reflexive journal, 

jotting down conflicts related to this. While I cannot completely detach myself from some 

of these issues, the reflexive journal assists in critically examining my positionality.  

Background on Decision to Pursue Research on Scholarship Boys 

 This is information that the reader may be interested in.  Imagine for a second 

what it means to be the first in your family to graduate from third grade. Imagine what it 

means to grow up in a house where nobody ever opened a book and read it in its entirety. 

Imagine what it means to grow up in a space where my mother and father had me filling 

out job applications before I was ten years old. Even most working-class kids I know now 

seem to have had a certain “stability” related to their experience. Not here. We were 

kicked out of apartments and mocked at family gatherings. Alcoholism and chronic debt 
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had us at the crossroads of homelessness. I remember subtle images that injured me 

intensely—like seeing my father ride a ten-speed bike on rainy day during a two-hour 

commute to a Denny’s restaurant where he was a cook. I knew it was all done to get paid 

$4.25/hr.  I knew it was because this grown man could not afford a car. The indignity in 

this familiar circumstance haunted me. This is not the Mississippi Delta. This is the 

Mexican Delta of southern California. 

 Now, there in the periphery, is a little boy, dipping one finger into Mexican candy 

and with other hand attentively working on a geometry problem at age 11. There is no 

money to fund his ambition to attend college. There is economic violence coupled by a 

strong pull away from academics by the inferior schools he attends and his peers that 

have opted out of school by the 7th grade. There are “boy” things to go do—girls, 

partying, etc. But no, this “scholarship boy” wrestles to stay on track academically. Like 

a Polar Bear in Compton, California, my journey looked to most like complete fiction---

there was no way I would end up in college, especially not in graduate school. College is 

for “los gringos y los ricos” (white people and rich people) some of my family members 

would say.  

 There is also a stunning simplicity to the mantra stressed quite often by my 

elementary teachers, “education is the key to success.” Perhaps art has no place in this 

statement. Boys supposedly become men. Achievement takes many years. Diplomas 

confirm an accomplishment that rarely gets a moral audit. Perhaps, all romantics become 

skeptical of the species: successful Americanus. The struggling and pained faces of my 

immigrant parents pushed me to excel academically. And excel I did. The scholarship 
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boy still had pimples. Coming to terms with the professional grapes of wrath required 

time, reflection, and the critical reading of the world. 

 Fast forward the story to graduate school. Dazed by time and the melancholic airs 

of what it means to move away from my family, nostalgia and reflection began to set in. I 

grabbed an old copy of Rodriguez’s (1982) Hunger of Memory from the trunk of my car 

in 2004, while a first-year Ph.D. student at Florida State University. I re-read the section, 

Achievement of Desire, in Rodriguez’s text. It changed me forever.  I wrote Rodriguez a 

letter via e-mail. I wanted to reclaim some of my past and begin to unpack my 

“scholarship boy” journey. I separated myself from umbrella notions of Latinidad and 

began to micro-detail this particular type of experience.  

 After making this strong reflective connection evident to Richard Rodriguez, he 

replied via e-mail to introduce our intellectual relationship: 

My dear Juan, through the gray ether of cyberspace I am happy to meet you.  
Your amiga, Erica, was right.  We are shadows, the one of the other, separated by 
seasons--coming or going.  (I am January; you are May). Though I flatter myself 
to dare the comparison.  You seem capable of a humor and ease and charm that I 
could never manage.  (I cannot imagine writing an email to my own Richard 
Rodriguez--James Baldwin--when I was in graduate school and 28 years old.) I 
was a dull young man, indeed, afraid to discover my voice or even my body.  I 
was never naked, intellectually or to the brown sun overhead. And your father 
trumps mine by a year!  Mine had two years of grammar school in Mexico.  
Damn Mexico!  Mistreating so much talent and youth. But the reason I wrote 
HUNGER OF MEMORY is that I could not find it on the library shelf, when I 
needed, in my thirties, to find it.  So I wrote the book that I yearned to read. 
Thank you for now reading my life, despite the protestations of your 
dreadful professor.  (You should sue such teachers and demand your tuition 
money back.) I don't know that I like Richard Rodriguez.  I don't even think he is 
such a likable fellow.  But he spoke the truth in HUNGER OF MEMORY, despite 
the chorus of the politically correct who would deny him.  I am in awe today of 
his ability to tell the truth. You.  I am proud that you are my reader.  I am even 
more pleased that you managed to find your way out of the labyrinth of Compton.  
I notice that your affection for Los Angeles is nonetheless undiminished.  I 
imagine you in your Lakers jersey. My basketball team, alas, does not exist.  D.H. 
Lawrence at center. Octavio Paz.  Jimmy Baldwin.  Joan Didion.  W.M. 
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Thackeray.  I would happily be water boy for such players. You are right about 
long letters or email.  They swallow the air. So I will be quiet. Someday I hope to 
meet up with you. I don't get to Tallahassee.  Though Miami, yes.  More likely, 
perhaps, we can meet up when you are in L.A. on a visit to your familia. I wish 
you more bravery than I could manage at 28, and continued success, in the 
meanwhile.  Your life is chapter two of the story. Tell me someday. Richard 
(personal communication, 2004). 
 

 And with that, I landed at the University of Texas, situated between the noun and 

the predicate, working to make language and its traditions cope with the story I will tell 

about the new Mexican-origin scholarship boy. 

Limitations of Study 

 Like Cuádraz (1993) concedes in her study of scholarship boys and girls, the 

“universe” makeup my limitations. Considering the innate plethora of limitations in all 

qualitative research, it is important to note that I will not study immigrant students or 

students that are not of Mexican-origin. I will also resort only to studying men in their 

30’s, 40’s, and 50’s who grew up in urban areas in the United States. Additionally, I will 

not conduct prolonged, “ethnography-type” observations. This prevents me from 

comparing interview data with field data. Snowball sampling also limited this study to 

those who were connected to a select group of people who read the article Lost in 

Degree: A Chicano Ph.D. Student’s Search for Missing Clothes (Carrillo, 2007). Some 

may also contend that the since the sample consists of four portraits, there are limitations 

in terms of any prospects related to generalizability. The life history data in this research 

will also have information related to memories that may have been politicized in certain 

ways over time and may in fact also delve into events that may be reconstructed. Drawing 

from English (2000), I am also conscious of how creating a metanarrative or storyline 

through portraiture is laced with the “politics of vision,” drawn from my own 
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positionality and power position as the portraitist. Inevitably, this will silence certain 

dimensions or perspectives that could be drawn from the data. I do not claim to be 

completely free from such a conundrum. With these limitations in mind, future research 

will hopefully be informed as to how to expand this very important work. 
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CHAPTER IV: PORTRAITS OF MEXICA0-ORIGI0 SCHOLARSHIP BOYS 

But one does not forget by trying to forget. One only remembers. I remembered 
too well that education had changed my family’s life. I would not have become a  
scholarship boy had I not so often remembered (Rodriguez, 1982, p. 50). 
 

Introduction 

 

Richard Rodriguez (1982) put it best, “there is no simple road-map through the 

heart of the scholarship boy” (p. 53). The complex assessments of the philosophical 

implications of education and schooling scour through the experiences of the Mexican-

origin scholarship boys that took part in this research.  

Utilizing elements of Lightfoot and Davis’s (1997) portraiture method, the 

ensuing analysis will be organized as follows: (1) self-portrait, (2) context and 

background of each Mexican-origin scholarship boy in this study, (3) analysis of three 

themes , and the (4) aesthetic whole (or overall summary) will analyze the journeys of all 

four Mexican-origin scholarship boys with an emphasis on the spaces where the journeys 

intertwine.  

Under each theme, I first analyze the narratives of graduate students. Secondly, I 

analyze the life histories of faculty. The overall synthesis will be informed by the use of 

documents, life history interviews, a reflexive journal, and my own cultural intuition 

(Delgado Bernal, 1999) as a self indentifying Mexican-origin scholarship boy. Moreover, 

the theoretical framework which will primarily drive the analysis of the data is situated 

within Hoggart’s (1957) and Rodriguez’s (1975; 1982) notion of the scholarship boy, a 

reconceptualization of Dubois’s (1903/1996) double consciousness, and Anzaldúa’s 

(1999) conceptualization of mestiza consciousness. For the purpose of this research, 

double consciousness will not solely focus on racial duality. Instead, double 
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consciousness will emphasize consciousness stemming from the intersectionality between 

race and ethnicity, social class, and gender. Specifically, I will focus on how scholarship 

boys negotiate two (or more) social locations throughout their academic journeys. To 

protect the identity of the subjects, pseudonyms will be used when referring to their 

names and the universities they attended. 

 I start by providing a portrait of self. 

Portrait of Self 
 

 Drawing from Delgado-Bernal’s (1998) concept of cultural intuition and 

Lightfoot & Davis’s (1997) portraiture method, this section provides an autobiographical 

analysis of my personal journey, hereby centering the choices and experiences that 

contributed to the research focus for this dissertation and providing the necessary 

backdrop to introduce my own experiences as one of the constructs that informs how I 

analyze the portraits that follow. 

Popping Ontological Pimples:  

Unpacking the Journey from One Ghetto to Another 

How is it that a young and courageous boy with a massive thirst for knowledge 
reaches the pinnacle of his intellectual mind map and then realizes: I should have 
never taken this route? How do I deal with my discontents? In search of truth and 
deliverance I ended up enslaved by my own theories. I am disowned by the 
proletariat and at odds with the bourgeoisie. I am graded to the point of an ink-
based hemorrhage. My solidarity is now with the ethical standard of those who do 
not write but speak from within (Carrillo, 2008). 
 

Childhood Soliloquy 

 I was born in south central Los Angeles, California in 1976. This is a poverty 

stricken area, known for its violence--political, economic, and otherwise.  I came to know 

the mortality associated with place and its impact on my dreams of social class mobility 



 

101 
 

early on. My parents are Mexican immigrants, who both attained a third grade education. 

I traveled from one Los Angeles ghetto to another, emotionally drained by the many 

challenges associated with pursuing academic excellence in low SES, segregated urban 

schools. 

 I assisted my mother in making sense of how many food stamps would cover our 

monthly meals and the advent of literature, poetry, and critical perspectives on existence 

became fascinating tropes of inquiry. I inherited a certain solace and self reliance, moved 

by the empathy I felt towards my peers who were struggling to make it by. My earliest 

memories consist of scenarios where I felt that I was “different.” My mother could not 

understand why I enjoyed listening to the poignant oratory of Bobby Kennedy and 

Malcolm X. After watching them on PBS I would go to the mirror and go through a 

speech that I made up, imaging that there were thousands of people in the audience. 

Through the television set, I spoke to others who I felt “I could be like” because a public 

Juan was an imaginary thing at this point. As early as six years of age, I recall felling like 

I had a cunning burden, a mystical and overwhelming thirst for knowledge, and a sense 

of hope in the unseen. I was particularly obsessed with analyzing the dichotomy of the 

poetic and beautiful aspects of life vs. the absurd aspects of existence.   

 Socialization in terms of gender was positioned with my close connection with 

my mother. I did not grow up having a lot of respect for my father (our relationship now 

is fairly strong). As a young boy I bared witness to the frustrated man that was my father. 

He was an alcoholic who did take part in certain tropes of domestic violence. The 

psychological and emotional toll was almost unbearable. I often grabbed my basketball 

and notepad and ran out of the apartment to clear my mind. Similar to Anzaldúa’s (1999) 
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examinations into the connection between pain and knowledge, I got an intense sense of 

self-awareness and information from being hurt. My father was part of a larger story I 

was at odds with: men, tough men, stubborn men who were not very reflexive. My 

extended family was full of these men. I felt no connection to their story. None. I was in 

love with reading; this was a new story in the Carrillo family. There was not one 

boy/male in our family that positioned themselves as a good student who loves school. 

The boys worked on cars, chased girls, and started musical careers. I was immersed 

amongst love songs, books, and a struggle to shape a new masculinity. Although popular 

culture often claims that boys don’t cry, I often would do just that in random elementary 

school playgrounds. It was my sister and mother who took the time to hear me out. Men 

were out there “in the world” conquering and self-destructing. I guess I was, in the Tupac 

Shakur way, super soft internally, leading to super outer courage and hardness. 

 I had little trouble earning stellar grade in k-6. In fact, I loved school. Every word 

and subject allotted me the opportunity to sharpen the eyes of my soul, the intellect that 

pushed me, and it helped me to make sense of the urban decay that surrounded me. I 

made the honor roll and spent countless hours in the local libraries trying to bear witness 

to a childhood fantasy: becoming the smartest person of all times. As humorous as they 

may sound now, I actually remember saying this to myself. Upon entering the fourth 

grade, I had already surpassed my parents’ level of education. Nobody could help me 

with my homework and my parents often asked me for wisdom germane to their pressing 

needs. I felt as though I was trapped in an innocent physicality of childhood, yet ordained 

to imagine myself as something bigger and older, someone capable of resolving issues 

that few could understand.  
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 Though my parents never purchased books and I never saw them reading, my 

mother was quick to walk with me to the local libraries so I could check out books. I 

loved books. As my mother recounted endless stories of the rancho (ranch) in Mexico 

where she grew up, I worked away on making sense of Plato’s Republic. This was a 

unique approach to living in the hood. My mother never read books, as far as I could tell, 

but she did have a critical literacy. With passionate eloquence, she would often lecture to 

me on imperialism, Republican trickle-up economics, racism, and U.S.-Mexico history 

from a critical perspective. She often critiqued National Geographic’s ethnocentric gaze 

on television. In the Freirian (1971) sense, she did try to read the world. My mother was 

always critiquing; family members would often leave the dinner table because she was 

too intense. Generally, we also had few family visits, they were afraid of her constant 

barrage and deconstruction. None of my peers expressed the same interest in reading 

books and the world. I never hid my books like popularized in Hollywood movies.  In 

fact, in elementary school, I decided that to be cool was too be smart, empathetic, and 

reflective. I had a restless energy, a wondering sociological compass, fed by large 

volumes of reading, the violence I witnessed, and the tarnished dreams of friends and 

family. 

Middle School and High School 

 To understand my schooling experience as a salient part of what informed this 

study, much is to be drawn from my studies after 6th grade, especially the high school 

years. While Hoggart (1957) examines the psychological and cultural tensions associated 

with scholarship boys, in my story, race and ethnicity have compelling added dimensions. 

As a Chicano male who was educated in Los Angeles’s failing public schools, I was 
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immersed within a somewhat hopeless discourse of othering and deficit thinking.   

Reading the late Harvard Professor’s Samuel P. Huntington’s (2004) thesis on the 

“Hispanic Challenge,” referring to the supposed erosion of U.S. society because of the 

erasure of Anglo-Protestant culture and values due to Latino immigration, I recall being 

in classes (in high school) where teachers would often infer that Latinos destroyed the 

golden period for California. In my classes, the demographic makeup consisted of mostly 

racial minorities from working-class backgrounds (majority Latino). I internalized the 

uncomfortable and innocence shattering gaze of being framed as a social problem. Along 

these lines, people “like me” were framed by many teachers as being dumb and lacking 

ambition. 

 While an internalized role of victimhood could have been a process by which to 

use the evolving rage that comes with being poor and disenfranchised in a land of plenty, 

I came to terms with another option. I sensed, deep inside of me, a certain self awareness 

and critical ability to pursue knowledge in ways that made it clear to many teachers that I 

had a unique journey to pursue. I recall teachers who did not teach me one specific 

subject related thing (they read the paper all year or fell asleep in class) express their 

belief that I could pretty much get into any college I wanted to attend. While this was 

encouraging, the daunting task was immersed in how a son of Mexican immigrants with 

little formal schooling could traverse the welfare to college pipeline. Moreover, how was 

I supposed to go to college if I was not being formally educated in any substantial way? 

 As I entered one of the worst high schools in Los Angeles, I sought out schooling 

as the vehicle by which I could help my family achieve economic stability. Our 

community was consistently under siege by gangs and lots of hyper masculinity which 
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could make one coincidental stare turn into a gunshot wound. What became quite clear at 

the time was how getting “good grades” would position me to have a strong chance at 

attending a top tier university. Still though, I had very little quality formal education in 

secondary school. When I joined the high school cross country team, I met a runner from 

suburban high school. I began to inquire about what the “good schools” were teaching, 

and made a list of subjects, writers, ideas, and other “requirements” for the traditional 

high school student. I took the list to my Saturday visits to local libraries. I read 

intensely—Shakespeare, Chaucer, Eliot, and explored various mathematics texts. I would 

also hide in my home (closet, restroom) reading various books while my mother 

screamed at my father for not having enough to pay the rent on time (again) and 

helicopters shook the roof as they looked for the murder scene.  

 Close family members knew that we had major economic problems; the 

dysfunctional nature of our household resulted in very few visitors coming over. I could 

also sense that my uncles and aunts had a firm grasp of the leap I would soon be making 

in some part of the beyond the barrio public sphere. In my respects, my extended family 

was confused about what to make of my pending college journey. While some were 

positive, many made snide comments about my tragicomic emphasis on going to a 

university. All the males who made it passed high school in my family went straight to 

work; so as the family credo went: this is what men do, trabajar cuarente horas a la 

semana (work forty hours per week). There was something really flawed about this logic. 

I was eighteen years old, and all I saw was a Hegelian type of master-slave dialectic. 

Brown bodies in the service sector and machine shop, controlled, exploited, underpaid, 
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and stationed in one physical location for decades. I wanted to see the world, read all the 

books I could get my hands on, and answer many questions in the process.   

 As a high school senior, I possessed a stellar G.P.A. and increasing anger that 

pushed me to leave California. I applied to over six out of state universities and got 

admitted into places like Georgetown, Notre Dame, and the University of Michigan. I 

chose Michigan. I took a Greyhound bus, accompanied by my mother’s flowery luggage 

and sat near the window knowing that this twenty plus hour commute was going to 

change me forever. I squinted, looking out of the window as Nevada, Colorado, and Iowa 

startled the core of what I had grown up seeing. There are things in a young man’s life 

that sometimes defy the barbwire that encloses us. I left, driven by a nagging guilt and 

frustration over the poverty and violence I experienced as a child and adolescent. And it 

was at the University of Michigan, where cold winters and middle class white kids 

became my friends for the first time, that I began to struggle emotionally. Inside of me, 

my ethical, ontological, and sociohistorical self was trying to put an alphabet on a cutting 

thread of loss and incoherence. I was 18. I needed twenty more years to decipher the 

message within. I needed twenty more years of transferring from college to college and 

moving from state to state. Little did I know that my symptoms would one day be 

explained, in part, by a writer from England- Richard Hoggart. Soon, my bohemian and 

sensitive reflexivity came to terms with the promise and peril of associated with making it 

out of the barrio. 
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Scholarship Boy Existential Angst: Schooling, 0ostalgia, and Concientization 

After spending years earning medals, certificates, pats on the back, and entry into 

some of the most prestigious universities I realized: Santa Claus is not real. Let me 

explain. 

 Taken away from my working-class roots to pursue success in formal school 

settings, I spent many years without questioning the merits of my “ascend” into the 

middle class space of academia. I began to unpack the mainstream discourses on “making 

it” as a graduate student. I began to miss the intimacy of the more familiar and 

immediate. Mi familia—was so far away. The pain was so strong. I had nowhere to hide. 

I knew that I had not in fact made it in any holistic way. I was removed from the womb 

of the barrio to pursue some mainstream notion of success. I grew more and more 

impatient, restless, and conscious of the culturally subtractive nature of my education. 

Like Rodriguez (1982), I confessed to myself that I took a very unglamorous journey. My 

experiences at Princeton, Columbia, Michigan, USC---they were suddenly becoming 

irrelevant in the sense of feeling proud and accomplished. I wanted love, to be set free, by 

the better angels that I could author. I felt post-knowledge: Western ideals and knowledge 

banks came across as shallows tropes in an assimilationist quest for a tunnel vision 

existence. Somewhere, in my soul, I knew that my story had so much more to teach and 

learn from. The emotional and psychological ambiguity of this crossroad was so intense 

that I spent countless weeks in the spring of 2006 literally floating within my 

subconscious. 

 I am a Mexican-origin scholarship boy. My heart was broken too (though in the 

name optimism, I should point out that I am now interacting with my own archeology as I 
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rebuild my Chichen Itza). Many friends are long gone. Family nowhere to be seen. 

Similar to Hoggart’s (1957) assessment of the scholarship boy, I followed the rituals of 

academic success like a pony in competitive sport. So now, uprooted and anxious, I was 

hit by the storm of time and reflection. And it was during the Spring of 2006 that I sat in 

front of my computer, immersed in some type of nervous breakdown. Praying, pacing, 

tearing up- so lonely and tragic a figure I was. The absurdity of my compliance with the 

story of how Mexican-origin boys from the barrio can become “real human beings” 

pissed me off.  I wrote an essay titled: Lost in Degree: A Chicano PhD student’s Search 

for Missing Clothes (2007). In one stream of consciousness, I penned my pain and began 

to look for a helping hand. I knew that T.S. Eliot, Weber, and Hegel also had violent 

nervous breakdowns.  I wondered: is this part of the intellect and soul coming to terms 

with the where, the how, and the why? I am a Chicano kid from the ghetto, the celebrated 

one. At that moment of conscientization, I began to see the costs of adhering to 

mainsream notions of “making it.” 

 Social class mobility through the scholarship/schooling mobility became, in part, 

an act of removal and violence. Not all academically successful students of color from 

the working-class frame things this way. Like many scholarship boys, I felt raped by the 

sociocultural elements associated with a transfer in consciousness. My best friend, 

school, was largely responsible for the pain. Negotiating this shift in the psycho-cultural 

self takes time. It takes a critical introspection and gentle glide through the myths, blind 

spots, expectations, and rituals of schooling in the United States.  

 While Rodriguez (1982) favored acquiring a public identity even if it removes 

you from your sociocultural past, I reject this compromise. Though, time and experiences 
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surely assimilate us without even knowing sometimes, I have sought a healing process 

that puts the past in a dialectical relationship with better the constructs of the present. 

Writing this dissertation after much disappointment is part of my healing process. 

Interviewing scholarship boys has also been instrumental to my growth process. All 

subaltern journeys have significance, regardless of the degree of compatibility with the 

theories and methodological parameters of the Cartesian intellectual. It is this psycho-

spiritual split from any all encompassing metanarrative that solidifies the purity, 

innocence, and search for meaning for the scholarship boys in this study. 

 So, the portraits of Mexican-origin scholarship boys that follow are the sojourns 

of complex souls. Drawing from Lightfoot & Davis’s (1997) portraiture method, I try to 

be gentle yet relevant when I place some of my story within their own stories. This is an 

emotional exercise. The past, my past, weaves into every word. I think of Compton and 

Lynwood, California as I write. I think of the time that my father spent hiding in the trunk 

of a Nissan Sentra when he crossed the Tijuana-U.S. border in search of a better life. I 

think about my childhood, where I gave so much to the idea of learning so that I could 

make my life and that of those around me just a little bit better. I also pull from the best 

library in the world: my subconscious. The mind is not enough. From the front porch of 

mi alma (my soul), which was groomed in the Ivy League barrios of Compton, Lynwood, 

and north Long Beach—this is my graffiti.   

 Here is a verse from the Tao Te Ching. It is quite useful in setting the stage for 

what is to follow: 

Approach it and there is no beginning; 
follow it and there is no end. 
You can't know it, but you can be it, 
at ease in your own life. 
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Just realize where you come from: 
this is the essence of wisdom (Tzu, 2010). 
 
I now move to the context and backgrounds of the four Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys in this study. I start off with the two graduate students, Mario and 

Antonio, followed by the college professors, Carlos and David. 

Mexican-Origin Scholarship Boys: Context and Background 

Mario 

 

These dissatisfied romantics though beset by the sense of a need to make the 
voyage, rarely set out because there is rarely enough conviction even that the 
journey is really necessary: they more often become the ‘malcontented that might 
have been.’ (Hoggart, 1957, p. 244) 

 
 Hoggart’s assessment of some scholarship boys addresses a few of the 

conundrums facing Mario today. Mario did take the journey from barrio to college. But 

the lonely romantic sensibility has him facing new dilemmas. Meeting Mario and hearing 

his life story, is an emotional, sometimes nihilistic, but also an optimistic story of the 

barrio boy that diligently tried to do good in school and in his larger community. He is a 

romantic critical pedagogue.  He assesses contradiction and lives it; his soul is out in the 

open, wounded, and in search of its second coming. Born in 1976 in a major urban region 

in the southwestern United States, his city edge is easily discernable.  

 Mario draws me into our interviews with a rawness, melancholia, and purity of 

soul that had me in tears sometimes. Our dialogues were built on a commonality of 

experience. As a fan of Tupac, Too Short, N.W.A, and other hip hop legends, Mario tells 

me that pain from the bottom up is what “trusts” as core truth. Knowledge without pain is 

something he finds questionable, a certain type of intellectual gap and detachment from a 

crude, street existence as he lived it.  
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 Mario, at age thirty five, appears to be caught in a schizophrenic self-dialogue. He 

is the son of Mexican immigrants and attended low SES public schools in a large 

metropolitan city in the southwest.  His section of the city is notorious for high levels of 

crime and schools that are among the lowest performing in the area. He went on to 

community college, university study en-route to earning a bachelor’s degree, then went 

on to pursue a PhD at a top-tier, research one university located in the southwest. At 

present, he has been in graduate school for approximately six years. 

 Although his parents had only achieved elementary levels of education, he draws 

from their funds of knowledge (González, Moll & Amanti, 2005) as important resources 

that shaped his identity as a self-identified scholarship boy. To visit his neighborhood is 

to visit my own memories of the barrios of Los Angeles. I hear gunshots at night. I see 

skyscrapers in the near distance.  I also see the projects; subsidized housing similar to the 

infamous Jordan Downs project in Watts, California, a place I remember quite well. 

African American and Latino boys hang out in streets corners, the ice cream man strolls 

through the streets as little songs get me savoring for a paleta (ice cream bar). 

 While conducting our first interview in person, I get drawn into his posture and 

clothes. We resemble each other-in dress and posture. The cynicism in the name of love, 

innocence, and social justice, also reaps through his desire to speak from a subaltern lens.  

So, we hang-out at this city park, in his neck of the woods. I see graffiti on the handball 

courts and police sirens are fairly frequent. The scene consists of two scholarship boys, 

face to face. There is a stunning comfort. 

 Mario mentions that he is a fan of Saul Alinsky and the young Fidel Castro. With 

tenacious attention to critical literacy, he drifts into policy issues in education, themes of 
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love and harmony derived from some of the romantic poets, hip hop, and his days as a 

community organizer. His critical consciousness reaps through his silences and points of 

emphasis. The critique is non-stop, Mario, never seems to relax.  He says:  

My life has always been in the alley. Even as I get degrees, I think from that alley.  

That vantage point. Here it is raw, it smells, it is dangerous, things are not 

promised. That is where I live. The clean cut, polished world, that is not me. As an 

urban Chicano from the ghetto, even if I do not want to, somehow, my life always 

ends up in the alley. 

 

 The alley does not have a homeowner’s association fee. The alley, to me, is the nepantla, 

in-between state of consciousness and identity. The alley is not placed neatly within 

middle America’s idea of the educated person. It is that alley ontology, as this section 

will demonstrate, that pulls Mario away linear notions of assimilation and success. Here, 

in his ‘hood, we begin the first formal interview, the start of a long and often ambivalent 

search for a total humanity. 

Antonio 

 

Antonio is a Mexican-origin scholarship boy from the barrios of two major urban 

cities located in the southwest. Mario is one of the most brilliant, sarcastic, and analytical 

people I have ever come across. In some ways, he makes Plato come across like an 

intellectual midget. He reminds of me of all the Raza geniuses I used to hang out with in 

random driveways in the barrios south Los Angeles. He has an urban flavor to him. He let 

me know that he prefers to wear black, Kenneth Cole shirts, shades, and the window is 

always down when he cruises the city in his ride (car). He used to own a lowrider, 

Chicana/o influenced car, which typically have murals throughout the vehicle, with 

symbolic sociocultural messages. He loves “hard core” rap music as he puts it, the real 

shit.  
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 He has fond memories of “home;” especially considering that that the blazing hot 

weather and conservative values of his adopted hometown (since the late 1970’s) located 

in the southwest irritates his every day. Anthony moved away from his childhood “home” 

as high school student. He never got closure. We have long conversations about the past. 

He sees his transition into middle-class life as an encroachment into total emptiness. 

Antonio is the son of Mexican immigrants with elementary levels of education. 

He was born in 1963. His life story encompasses an improbable ascent through the 

formal schooling channels, especially considering that he endured labeling as a “special 

education” student in high school. Moreover, due to his parent’s unstable lives, he moved 

in with his uncle during his teenage years. His father divorced his mother as a child and 

he shared the sense that his mother was mentally unstable. 

 Antonio speaks with a series of metaphors and quotes from writers in a series of 

disciplines. He dreams of one day owning his own film studio in Hollywood, California. 

He connects the spiritual dimensions of life with every secular thought. He shares an 

uneasy, maladjusted interpretation of modernity and schooling.  His critical takes on 

society, consciousness, Latinos, and social class mobility are immersed within a critical 

orientation. Sometimes, it goes into a Sartreian, existential dimension. Antonio frames his 

schooling journey as a lie. He was the first member of his immediate family to get a 

bachelors degree. In 2002 he earned a master’s degree from a research one university 

located in the southwest. Antonio majored in media studies. His keen interest revolves 

around producing films from a Latina/o, urban, working-class perspective. In some ways, 

his philosophy of life and film resembles the existential cinematic vision of Woody 

Allen. He used to go around mentoring his cousins about the importance of a college 
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education. In his melancholic recluse, in his imaginary yet very real psycho-spiritual 

world, he has stopped teaching his family about “the importance of college.” In many 

ways, he seems to be looking for a loophole; a cathartic success story that he gets to 

design, within the system, yet outside of the system.   

 I do not know if I should mourn his disappearance or celebrate his relentless 

pursuit of autonomy. Is he broken? Is he confused? Is he finding a third space of mestiza 

type of consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999)? It hurts to hear him. In his story, I feel my story. 

We grew up in similar neighborhoods. I know that disappointment. Yet, I know that his 

journey is complex and not a futile attempt at nothingness.  His complex humanity takes 

me in different emotional directions, one interview at a time. 

Carlos 

 
 Carlos, who was born in the early 1970’s, is a professor of human development at 

a university located in a major metropolitan area in the southwest.  He earned his 

doctorate at one most prestigious universities located on the west coast (U.S.). I met 

Carlos after he wrote me a note via email related to an essay I wrote, Lost in Degree: A 

Chicano PhD Student’s Search for Missing Clothes (2007). He let me know of his strong 

connections to my scholarship boy journey. Some of his words: 

I almost feel compelled to give you the party line and say "We need you  in the 

academy." I heard it un chingo de veces tambien bro. I can't  bring myself to say 

that because I am not altogether sure that the  academy (as-it-presently-is) is 

where we would best serve our people.  (And by people I mean "poor folks" of all 

creeds. Poverty unites us in  all kinds of ways que no?) But I will posit the 

possibility of one day coming to together with mujeres y hombres like yourself, of 

similar  spirit, and founding an intellectual neighborhood somewhere. A place  

where the well-being of our youth is elevated, made God in some way,  and the 

questions of revenue fall in line in relation to this humanist  end. One day vato, 

one day. Maybe our generation won't have to be Moses, relegated to looking upon 

the Promised Land but never setting foot on that rich loam. Maybe we'll get to 
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play Joshua for a short while, and be the one who ushers others into that holy 

place. Quien  sabe (Personal communication, 2007). 
 

It becomes clear to me that he is similar to the other Mexican-origin scholarship boys in 

this study. He has the swagger, critical reflexivity, and that gaze of triumph and 

disappointment all in one. Speaking to him in person draws me into his sense of love of 

humanity and justice. He is a barrio boy, an organic intellectual trying to work out some 

of the dark side related to coming from “the gutter” (as he puts it). 

 Carlos is the first person in his immediate family to earn a college degree. He 

attended urban public schools in low SES communities during his K-12 years. He often 

mentions words like “sin” and “poetic” all in the same sentence as conflicting, yet 

complementary earmarks of the complexity of the barrio experience for young Latino 

males. He was born in early 1970’s. 

 Carlos is an intense reader. He is also a linguistic and spiritual border crosser; he 

provides nuance and hybridity to language and identity. Within this intense crossing of 

space, he elicits a compassionate outlook on marginalized folk. He prides himself in 

remaining grounded and learning from his working-class roots. He went to graduate 

school with only a few hundred dollars in his pocket and a big heart. With his certain 

kind of urban –lean posture, he went in with strength and vigor even as he faced what 

often refers to as his personal demons. These are the demons of remorse, working-class 

pain and angst, and conflicts with the immensity of his transition of consciousness and 

lifestyle.  These feelings resemble Hoggart’s (1957) ideas around how scholarship boys 

often feel uprooted. Somehow, he has found a more fluid path as of late. His scholarship 

boy journey encompasses complex doses of agony, and hope. 
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David 

 David is a Chicano studies professor at a top-tier university located in the 

southwestern United States.  He is a leader in his field. He was raised in two major urban 

centers (both in the southwest). His experiences as a Mexican-origin male during the 

social movements of 1960’s and 1970’s were instrumental to his scholarship boy journey.  

 David is an inspiring speaker. In fact, he travels throughout the country giving 

talks on social justice and reminds the audience of how struggle is a central part of what 

we should frame as “victory” in any act of liberation. The down earth feeling was quite 

evident in his demeanor. While his accomplishments are many, he is quite humble, but 

yet strong and forceful when engaging any analysis. 

David appears calm in a very “Dali Lama” type of way. In fact he did mention 

that he studies Buddhism and meditation as an attempt to heal the scars of his schooling 

and life journey. In his eyes, I can sense a long journey full of extremes. There is a 

certain kind of insider intuition and camaraderie that kicked in after we were able to 

remind each other of the similarities in our upbringing. Like the other scholarship boys in 

this research, David has the urban, slide, cool walk that reminds me of so many of my 

friends in south Los Angeles. I was comforted by this communication through the body, a 

certain kind of authenticity and realness made his physical posture all too familiar to me.  

 His story is historicized by his role in the military during the Korean war. He 

recounted a narrative of a young and bright Latino male becoming disillusioned by the 

dark side of Democracy. Performing certain jobs for the U.S. military opened his psyche 

into the world of contradiction. He could not reconcile the role of “speech or slogan 



 

117 
 

democracy” all while bearing witness to the murder of so many of the ideals we 

supposedly protect and promote. 

 For David, coming back to civil society also illuminated other contradictions 

embedded in American life. The segregation and exploitation of Latino communities and 

culture had a strong impact on his development as a community activist.  

 David went from the barrio to one of the most prestigious, private liberal arts 

colleges located in the southwest where he earned a doctorate in Political Science. He 

remembers: 

My advisor was conservative. I was the first Chicano there to get a PhD. He was 

politically conservative, “but I respect your work,” he said. You did well. I was 

nervous and sweaty going into the final part of my study. He tells me, “so Dr. 

David (pseudonym), how does it feel to be Dr. David?” I told him, I have to pinch 

myself because half of the kids I grew up with are in gangs, drugs, or in prison. 

It’s hard for me to believe. 

 

David is very much a father; he even said that many of the Chicano academics that have 

come about recently are in effect, like his children. His contributions are linked to my 

story. David was a key member of the Chicano movement. He provided significant 

contributions to the creation of various Chicano studies programs at the university level 

and provided important scholarship to further the field. I sense that from his story, there 

will be great insight, for his journey is longer than that of anyone else in this research. I 

am excited and honored by our coming together.  

Summary 

 The four Mexican-origin scholarship boys that makeup this research come from 

urban backgrounds. All of them grew up in poverty and were the first in their immediate 

family to earn a college degree. What follows is the result of extensive coding, 

examination of the literature, reflexivity, and analysis. Their journeys are compelling and 
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critical takes on what often is missing in the education literature: examinations into the 

philosophical and cultural tensions associated with essentialized and romanticized 

perspectives on “rising up” from working-class, urban communities by way of academic 

success.  Moreover, what follows is an examination of the race, class, gendered identities 

of Mexican-origin scholarship boys and how these embodied standpoints interact with 

schooling discourses, expectations, and microagressions. 

 I will now discuss the three themes that emerged from the data: (1) Explorations 

into the Philosophical Dimensions of “Home,” (2) At Least Twice as Gifted: Meditations 

on the culturally situated intelligence of Mexican-origin scholarship boys, and (3) I Loved 

Servin’ Them: Masculinity as an Intellectual Performance. 

Theme I: Explorations into the Philosophical Dimensions of “Home” 

Introduction 

…the racialized body in Chicana/o culture evokes a kind of historical 
consciousness. The body is the physical manifestation of a long, difficult, and 
constantly evolving colonial history. In this regard, ideas of home and 
homelessness serve as touchstones for the articulation of self-identity. The 
mestiza/o body experiences in the flesh this sense of homelessness, and thus the 
body serves as site of authority and knowledge, though this authority and 
knowledge is premised upon loss (Pérez-Torres, 2006, p. 197). 

 
From Hoggart (1957), Rodriguez (1982), and Carrillo (2007, 2009), there are very 

few concepts as central to their scholarship boy analysis as the connection to their 

working-class “home.” This research extends these ideas by looking at “home” as the 

epistemological, ontological, and philosophical compass that elicits strategies and 

standpoints that assist in negotiating the race, classed, and gendered expectations of K-12 

schooling and higher education.  Through a series of discourses revolving around the 

“education for success” mantra, Mexican-origin scholarship boys grapple with the 
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philosophical dimensions of what it means to depart from a home in a working-class 

community and attend institutions of higher education which embody complex 

intersections of race, class, gender, and ontological (and epistemological) hierarchies.   

Historically, marginalized communities all over the world have articulated a 

desire for finding, claiming, representing, and/or remaining connected to “home.”  

Chicana/os speak of “Aztlan,” some rappers allude to the area codes that are linked with 

their communities of origin, Palestinians have a symbolic and literal struggle over 

complex questions germane to “home,” and graffiti artists often mark “their territory.” 

The Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research also express a similar yearning.  

There is a messy, hopeful, and sometimes despair-oriented search for the “source” and 

meaningful residence.  

To this end, an overarching theme that was discernable in this research is the 

tension which informed the dialectic between the schooling experience and the 

scholarship boys’ working-class “home.”  The complex ideological and emotional-

spiritual entanglement between their working-class origins and the middle and upper 

middle-class spaces of academia were consistently in conversation. Not only did the 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys that are part of this research interrogate everyday 

experiences, but they also examine the larger issues about how “home” informs their 

evolving understanding of history, truth, knowledge, success, and their private and public 

identities. Their approaches to these issues embodied a hybridity which parallels with 

Anzaldúa’s (1999) notion of mestiza consciousness. This differs significantly from 

Rodriguez’s (1982) binary of public and private self. It appears that searching, 

remembering, and examining the eclectic dimensions of home aided in breaking when 
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necessary from the ontological demands of the mythic terrors of the enlightenment 

(Horkheimer & Adorno, 2002).  

Are scholarship boys “Always Running” like Luis J. Rodriguez (1993)? Are they 

exiled “citizens” immersed in the poetics of the ontology wars? How do the sociocultural, 

philosophical dimensions, and what Vygostky (1978) implicitly frames as the “historical 

self” around the polemics of “home” engage a dialectic with what Feinberg (1995) 

suggests is one of the core questions in the philosophy of education: what should count as 

education? The philosophical dimensions of “home” for Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

are also informed by Dubois’s (1903) infamous question: “how does it feel to be a 

problem” (p. 7)? As subaltern students of color, living and studying within Western, 

Anglo, Protestant, middle (and upper middle) class, and Cartesian discourses on 

schooling, they attempt to place and name their location (in part) by “looking back.” Part 

pragmatism, part romanticism and existential angst, the search for meaning rides heavily 

on how “home” is imagined.  

Is enlightenment nothing more than totalitarianism as Horkheimer and Adorno 

(2002) argue? Mexican-origin scholarship boys grapple intensely with this very question.  

Interestingly, the spiritual and ontological shortcomings of the enlightenment seem to 

incite a hunger for “home.” This became particularly strong for the graduate students that 

are part of this study. This is part of the nostalgia of many scholarship boys. Richard 

Rodriguez (1982) dropped out of his doctoral program after imagining home in certain 

ways. I also wrote the essay, Lost in Degree: A Chicano PhD student’s Search for 

Missing Clothes (Carrillo, 2007), after tapping into my reflections and memories 

associated with my working-class “home.” The “original” scholarship boy, Hoggart 
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(1957), wrote about how scholarship boys get information in the schooling world that 

does not fit the experiences of their working-class upbringing. Maxine Green (1995) 

reminds us that Western notions of reason can be a dominating ethos. Even though they 

are raised amidst the linear and hyper- masculine tropes of modernity, Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys appear to embrace a reflexivity largely informed by their reference to 

“home.”  

What follows is an examination of the philosophical implications of “home” for 

four Mexican-origin scholarship boys. This analysis will address the research questions 

germane to this research.  

Graduate Students: Mario and Antonio 

Mario: Homeless Amidst the Enlightenment’s Tower of Babel 

 According to Richard Hoggart (1957), scholarship boys are uprooted and anxious 

primarily because they are removed from their working-class origins by pursuing 

“success” in traditional spheres of schooling. For Hoggart, social class and the 

accompanying cultural architecture of a working-class environment makes scholarship 

boys uneasy in mainstream spaces of higher education. Much of Hoggart’s portrait of the 

scholarship boy examines how “home” as a sociocultural and emotional place of origin, 

informs the feelings and choices of scholarship boys. 

 For Mario, the “uprooted and anxious” feeling is so strong, that he had to leave 

the city in which his PhD program is located. He went “back home” to his working-class 

community even though he had yet to finish his coursework. He took a bus and flew in 

for classes, so that he would not have to be around the university and the city on a 

continual basis. For Mario, he wrestles intensely with a double consciousness (Dubious, 
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1903) that encompasses a frustration over seeing himself through the imposition of 

dominant class ethos. This philosophical aesthetic is embedded within the discourses of 

the university. He took all sorts of measures to do whatever it took to be “far enough” 

from the symbolic and literal violence he felt at a predominantly Anglo, middle class 

institution of higher learning. In fact, he told me that he never studied at the university 

library. He would go to the libraries of other local colleges to avoid being sucked into 

what he refers to as the the puppet world of academia. But after two years of living in his 

hometown again, he says: 

Oh my God, you know, I do feel homeless. I would agree with that 100 percent. It 

is a metaphor for knowing where you are from. Your real home. It’s about 

knowing that you moved away, so far.  

 

Mario goes on to examine how leaving his hometown to pursue higher education lead to 

culturally subtractive experiences. 

 My identity, my value system, my conscience, this makes up my belief systems and  

morality. All of this got disturbed, actually erased to the extent that I became 

homeless. Bro, there is no way around it, I pretty much got erased by going to 

college. 

  
 Caught between leaving and going back “home,” the identity of “homelessness” 

and the consistent use of the term “erased” centers much of his analysis. This in many 

respects encompasses Dubois’s (1903) notion of African American attempting to find a 

true and holistic self-consciousness. In fact, in part, it is through a double consciousness 

(Dubois, 1903) that Mario goes on to draw many of his conclusions. Mario’s assessments 

are stunning, especially in the light of scholarship that implies that racial minorities from 

low SES communities arrive at “success” if they can make it to college, graduate, and 

enter into the world of middle class public life. Mario clearly projects a melancholic 
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embodiment of the anti-Horatio Alger narrative. The question arises though: can you ever 

really go back home? Hoggart (1957) provides his own analysis: 

He cannot go back; with one part of himself he does not want to go back to a 
homeliness which was often narrow: with another part he longs for the 
membership he has lost, he pines for some endless Eden where he never was…he 
both wants to go back and yet he thinks he has gone beyond his class, feels 
himself weighted with knowledge of his own and their situation, which hereafter 
forbids him of the simple pleasures of his father and mother (p. 232). 
 

As Mario speaks about “home” he often speaks about the innocence of the past with a 

saddened tone. Moreover, he also positions the intimacy of his working-class home and 

the values of his community of origin as having a more “authentic” grasp on ethics and 

“true knowledge.” Mario’s philosophical assessment of his working-class community of 

origin drives his anxiety, a sometimes contradictory dialectic of hope and angst, and 

furthers his varying degrees of liberation and oppression.  

 Thinking about my own scholarship journey, I reflect on the day I drew a violent 

conclusion about my schooling journey: it was all partially based on a myth. I began to 

deconstruct how children of promise are indoctrinated in our barrios to pursue academic 

success, supposedly leading us all on our way to some notion of utopia, U.S.A. I can 

recall all the graphs and presentations in high school that argued that going to college 

meant higher earnings and all sorts of other economic benefits. What was never 

mentioned, are the spiritual and cultural aspects of ambition through the metannarative of 

Western notions of “making it.” I got divorced along the way. Also, the knowledge at 

top- tier universities began to look like a fabrication of a few elite storytellers. So, as I 

reflect on the “myths” germane to my experience, I urge Mario to expand on the role of 

formal schooling in his life. 
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It all goes back to the success bullshit. Success is a measure by those individuals 

which it was meant to be successful for. Education is the key to success? We want 

to believe that. But, it is all a myth. The reality is that you have to sell yourself. 

 

 Perceptions of “home” through this level of concientization encompasses a 

dialectic similar to Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza consciousness. By reflecting on his 

hometown and the discourses that took him away, Mario does what Anzaldúa (1999) 

frames as a revolutionary act: “…participating in the creation of yet another culture, a 

new story to explain the world and our participation in it, a new value system with 

images and symbols that connect us to each other and the planet” (p. 103). He also 

embodies a spiritual mestizaje (Anzaldúa, 1999) that ruptures certain norms. Still though, 

he does not appear to develop a tolerance for ambivalence, ambiguity, and contradiction, 

cornerstones of Anzaldúa’s notion of mestiza consciousness. Also, unlike Rodriguez 

(1982), Mario does show a desire to somehow remember home as he processes the 

present, seeking to embrace some ownership over his version of life, education, success, 

and meaning. Hence, he does embrace some notions of hybridity whereas Rodriguez 

splits the public and the private self, arguing that public success in middle-class life is 

worth the cost of losing aspects of one’s cultural origin. While Rodriguez “remembers” 

the past, Mario attempts to reclaim it. 

For Mario, his ontological conflicts interact with the often unexamined 

shortcomings of the enlightenments foray into implicit claims of neutrality around ideas 

germane to certain notions of progress, schooling, and success.  Horkeimer and Adorno 

(2002) argue that “…enlightenment itself has been reduced to animistic magic” (p. 7). 

This magic resembles Mario’s analysis of the “myths” associated with his scholarship 

boy experience.   
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After many years of reflection, I know now that there is no way I can finish my 

PhD without losing so much. How much will be left of me when I turn it in? 

Slowly, subconsciously, every time I took the next step up in the academic track I 

keep erasing more and more of the real me. And that is why I am so frustrated. 

Sometimes I just go look into other fields imagining an escape from all this. Your 

essay, it really spoke to me you know. It connects with the subconscious. It really 

speaks, especially as it relates to deconstructing the struggles of self, of identity. It 

really is about asking: what is the purpose of life now? What is my real purpose 

in my life right now, at this crossroad? What your essays does, is tell that story of 

how you come into all of this for social justice. I did. Then, though, you begin to 

deconstruct the world as it really is. You begin to indict the myth. The myth is that 

you will produce a masterpiece. The myth is that you will go to these universities 

and professors will sit down with you and guide you as true compatriots and take 

us from where we are to what will be instead of the reality which is who we are to 

who they want us to be.  

 
 There is a core sense of disappointment as Mario examines his narrative. His life 

story draws us into a journey from the barrios to what is considered one of the top 

institutions of higher learning in the nation. He often brought up Saul Alinsky’s 

philosophy of addressing the world as it is, versus how it should be.  As Mario navigates 

his double (Dubois, 1903) and mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1987), he engages in a 

critical and dialectical assessment of his predicament. According to Mario, the American 

Dream and mainstream notions of “making it” are not easy to accept for he realizes that 

his culturally situated identities are often at odds with dominant society’s’ expectations. 

He told me that around the end of his bachelor’s degree is when he was starting to draw 

these conclusions, with more clear proof in graduate school. He shifts into a startled 

incoherence, as he examines his assessments. He at once knows that formal schooling 

provided an introduction to certain ideas and forms of literacy that he enjoys and benefits 

from, but at the same time, he cannot confidently feel poised in his belief that he can find 

a home in the traditional nomenclature of academia and middle-class life. Mario tries to 

straddle a double consciousness (1903) but finds little comfort in his sense of resistance. 
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His counter-stance to accepting any elements of middle class life strain his sense of 

meaning making. This incoherence is explained well by Sennet and Cobb’s (1972) 

analysis of two working-class men that were deconstructing the impact of social class 

mobility in their lives: 

Knowledge through formal education they see as giving a man the tools for 
achieving freedom-by permitting him to control situations, and by furnishing him 
with access to a greater set of roles in life. As things actually stand, however, 
certified knowledge does not mean dignity for either of these men; indeed it is the 
reverse, it is a sham. What needs to be understood as how the class structure in 
America is organized so that the tools of freedom become sources of indignity (p. 
30). 
 

 For Mario, this indignity is experienced every time he feels separated from 

working-class rhythms of “home.” He has the cultural capital to enter many spaces and 

perform well, yet, the act of participating in the rituals of middle-class public life in the 

university stuns him into an often dark depression of sorts.  He tells me: 

I don’t understand how these white boys just sit on the ground you know, at the 

library at the university. Like what fuck?! You know it’s their university, their 

country. They are so comfortable. We can’t do that. We are always on guard. 

Before I sit down to study, I find a place where I am really by myself. I can’t just 

lie down in the main walking area like them. I feel their presence, I feel their 

cultural codes, I feel their oppressive ways. I know I may be over acting. But the 

anxiety is there, so it’s very real to me. 

 
 Interestingly, like all of the scholarship boys in this research, Mario loved to go to 

the library since he was a child, but he despised going into the library of his own 

university because according to him it had certain floating signifiers of power and 

privilege which made him uneasy. Mario often told me about working with well known 

civil rights activists. He was quick to point out that his journey from his working-class 

home led him to see the world as “it really is.” His drive for engaging in activities that 

address social justice was scarred and altered by the many negative experiences he had 
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with institutions and people in power.  Many of these people were idols of sorts to him, 

but they fell short, for they were according to Mario: unethical and self-serving. Mario 

begins to tell me about the frustration he has with middle class life. 

I was drawn into the facts. The world as it really is. I decided to work towards 

shaping this world for the better. But then, you get into this middle class space, 

school and life in general, and you realize that you have a paper due in two 

weeks. The committee then has to approve what you write about. Your story only 

makes sense if you can explain it to them. My story, in some crazy way, becomes 

their story. They have to know it or else I don’t exist. You see that sick 

relationship? You have to get the consent of the powerful. To do this, I have to 

become more and more like them. I have to follow their rules. 

 

 Higher education was implicit in the domination of Mario’s working-class 

ontology and epistemology. He despised having to defend his sociocultural self and the 

knowledge structures he brought with him to the university. Mario was angered by the 

fact that his cultural capital and funds of knowledge had to be approved by a committee 

of professors. It’s hegemony you know, Mario would often say. The linear and hyper-

rational expectations of middle class life distort Mario in all sorts of ways. As he 

addresses frequent feelings related to being “homeless,” he begins to remind me of what 

Hoggart (1957) calls a “classless intelligentsia.” According to Hoggart, scholarship boys 

become classless at some point. He contends that this happens after scholarship boys 

realize that they cannot “really go back home” and do not feel poised (and happy) in the 

middle-class world of academia. Richard Rodriguez experienced some of this tension and 

so did Richard Hoggart. Unlike Rodriguez though, Mario really does want to “go back 

home” at all levels. He does not believe that this desire is an exaggerated and overly 

romanticized impossibility. Also, very different from Rodriguez, he does not concede that 

middle class life was “worth” leaving home or losing some of his connections to his 

culture(s) of origin. So he is stuck in a conundrum. Although Hoggart’s (1957) use of the 
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term “cultured” is somewhat flawed (he really means, “high” culture), he addresses some 

of Mario’s ambiguity: “Talent brought you into that circle, you belong to it, but…you are 

drawn away, and you waver between cultured people and lodgers, vis a vis” (p. 234). 

I remember a friend once asking why I had put so much weight on the value of 

college. He reminded me that “most people” go to college to just get a good job. He 

encouraged me to not “over analyze” it. He suggested that I just get a “good job” and 

move on. It was very difficult to explain to him that schooling was a vehicle that meant 

more to me than just a place where you go to eventually make lots of money. My own 

scholarship boy journey, connected in many ways to Mario’s own trajectory. Mario and I 

imagined our communities as places we loved, but in need of some repair and assistance. 

We believed that doing well in school would give us the tools to help end poverty, 

discrimination, and unequal access to opportunity. In some ways, I think we both felt 

“chosen.” Why else were we able to enter mainstream spaces of success and not most of 

our friends? The answer, for sure, is complex. But, we gave up a lot to see this journey 

through. In some ways, crossing the cultural capital line feels unethical and flawed. Our 

own lives feel chocked by a long narrative of propaganda. In the essay I authored, Lost in 

Degree: A Chicano PhD student’s search from Missing Clothes (2007), I pondered: 

How is it that a young and courageous boy with a massive thirst for knowledge 
reaches the pinnacle of his intellectual mind-map and then realizes: I should have 
never taken this route? How do I deal with my discontents? In search of truth and 
deliverance I ended up enslaved by my own theories. I am disowned by the 
proletariat and at odds with the bourgeoisie (p. 348). 
                                                                                                
Mario’s philosophical manifesto or running strand clearly is, in part: his academic 

journey was shaped by a set of myths that took him away from “home” and then left me 

stranded. Like Rodriguez (1982), he was in part moved to gain “culture” through 
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learning; culture in the sense of acquiring the master’s tools to reimagine and redesign the 

master’s house in a more social justice orientation. The search for the purpose and 

meaning in his journey is exemplified when he stated the following: 

 I cannot ever say again that college is where every poor Mexican from the ‘hood 

should go. I cannot say that without shooting the person with a lie. This hurts, this 

school thing. I am crying right now, you know. What happened to the beauty and 

integrity of the barrio in me? It’s kind of gone. Love, real knowledge, I had that. 

Used to have that.  

 

After many years of reflection, he senses that that he was a certain type of 

prisoner (indoctrinated into the western, middle class, Protestant, Eurocentric schooling 

cave), finally freed in some respects at least, by escaping the ideological darkness that he 

frames as the Horatio Alger narrative of upward social class mobility by way of the 

scholarship/schooling system.  

A nostalgic search for the Eden where he may never have been now drives Mario 

to look back and remember who he was, who he is now, and how to articulate his next 

steps. The philosophical dimensions of his reasoning borders on varying degrees of 

existential angst and liberation.   

 Gloria Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza consciousness also taps into philosophical 

questions similar to those of Mario. For Anzaldúa, a new consciousness comes from the 

pain and incoherence of embodying a hybridity that injures and liberates. Mario contends 

that college injured the symbolic and literal manifestation of his memories germane to his 

working-class “home.” Like Anzaldúa, Mario is attempting to repossesses the cultural, 

historic, and spiritual dimensions of his being, interrogating his interaction with the 

“myths” germane to his schooling journey.  This emotional and intellectual scaffolding is 

in part aimed at re-imagining the racialized, classed, and gendered “man of reason.” 
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Mario is critically conscious of the intersections of varying discourses in this Tower of 

Babel-the American university. Drawing from Anzaldúa (1999), a mestiza consciousness 

informs Mario with a restless psychic and emotional interplay, often with immense 

feelings of insecurity.  

 In some ways, Mario imagines a utopian community is right around the horizon. 

He sometimes suggests that this place can be acquired through careful analysis, 

reflexivity, and “wiser” choices. Mario did go back home. As I was starting my 

interviews, he relocated back to his hometown. He said his goals were in part: 

Giving back, going back to the roots. Maybe I can rekindle old networks. With 

some of the new information I got, maybe I can do something there. Maybe. I just 

need to get the hell of this university world. I can finish my PhD from where my 

heart really is. 

 

Mario appears to be developing a new consciousness, one largely informed by his views 

of “home.” Though he often implies that he is homeless, he actually embodies an 

emotional, intellectual, and cultural shelter that clearly is a certain notion of “home.”  

This perspective on home provides a compass, helping to guide his actions, feelings, and 

choices. His perception of home is often in a dialectical conversation with his schooling 

experiences and his working-class community of origin. Cleary, Mario’s analysis in part 

resembles Rodriguez’s (1982) assertion that “…education is a long, unglamorous, even 

demeaning process-a nurturing never natural to the person one was before one entered a 

classroom” (p. 68).  Yet, unlike Rodriguez, Mario wants to reclaim some version of what 

he deems as a working-class authenticity by retrieving some elements of what he 

perceives as the “homeland.” This cathartic struggle reminds me of my own journey. I 

got on a dirty and smelly Greyhound bus in south central Los Angeles in 1994.  My tio 

(uncle) Chito waved a good-bye. My backpack had quarters in the front pocket because 
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my mother said that loose change is important, just in case there is an “emergency.” My 

destination was: the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor. I felt so uprooted in a 

 psycho-cultural and spiritual way, that I left the university after a short stay. Mario is 

presently struggling with a similar battle. His imagined and physical home have provide 

new insight, sources of strength, and inspiration to finish his graduate study and become a 

better person in the most holistic sense. Mario is presently exploring new ways to be 

deemed, an educated person.  

Coping Strategies 

 

 One of the primary research questions in this study is: what strategies enable 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys to cope with their psychic and emotional distance from 

home across time? Drawing from Mario’s philosophical assessments of “home,” he 

appears to approach this question from a couple of directions: 

1. Physical relocation to his hometown 

2. A continuous critical reflexivity 

3. A certain detachment from claims of success and knowledge 

production related to the academy’s expectations of doctoral students 

4. Service to his community of origin  

5. Philosophical dimensions of home 

Mario moved back to his hometown. Even though he struggles with the limited access he 

has to books and other resources by being a few hours away from his university campus, 

he shows no signs of going back.  Drawing from a revisionist take on Dubois’s (1903) 

double consciousness, Mario appears to have more confidence in negotiating a working-
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class identity and the middle class cultural capital of his doctoral program by moving 

back to his old neighborhood. He comments: 

I was not about to become a program, a software program. Here, I can go to the  

the liquor store with “buck-shot” and other real people from the neighborhood 

and then go home and work on my theoretical framework. I can dip in and out on 

my terms into both of these worlds.  

 
Going back to his hometown helped Mario feel connected to his cultural origins 

in some ways. He motioned that this critical piece was missing from his life when he left 

to go to college. His love and affinity for giving back to his community is intense. He 

spent many years as undergraduate student working as an activist to provide better 

schooling opportunities for all the youth in the area. 

 After writing this section, I began to write in my reflexive journal. I was very 

moved by Mario’s story. Here is a free-verse that was inspired by Mario: 

The lost sheep. Lat-inos. His-panics. Raza.The Muslims painstakingly arriving at 
Mecca. Chicanos claiming Aztlan. Jerusalem and Palestine and the disagreements 
over land and time, stories, history.  At the advent of the 21st century, where 
modernity and Western Philosophy dripped and dripped and took and gave me 
something all while pouring cement on the city streets….these blood stains, these 
heartaches, my R & B song after the ballad is no longer on the radio…even after 
Obama won, the scholarship boy..in search of home as heaven and Earth collide 
with string theory and its discontents…civilization and its moral argument. I hear. 
I hear.  I love and feel my way through even after I run out of quarters. My 
brothers, like Icarus, flying away, with the fall in sight. The Hohokam possibly 
imagining our rise. With Henry David Thoreau, I write from Walden Pond, with 
St. Augustine, the existential demand drives me closer and closer to home. God 
and Plato, my mother and fear, the post-Puritan hope, the stagecoach in endless 
spiritual migration. A mortgage payment is not enough.  From heaven, the 
decolonial search-light is created. I see.  I will be. Home. Soon. I feel, therefore I 
am. Descartes just used his head. Even after immigration reform, home and 
dignity has to be pursued… across all borders.  
 

Home. Kierkegaard’s (2009) Fear and Trembling reminds us of the responsibility, faith, 

ambiguity, and loss that accompanies the human project. Like Kierkegaard’s depiction of 

Abraham’s journey, Mario is so far from home. His meticulous dedication to the 
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scholarship journey isolated him and changed him immensely. Even after he moved back 

to his hometown, he no longer is really there. When Mario looks back, outside of the 

regrets, what can he claim now? In some ways, modernity is engaged with considerable 

discontents. Enlightenment liberalism and its request for the scientism of the soul---there 

alone, lies Mario, the Mexican-origin scholarship boy.  Much of his conflict stems from 

the yearning for the poetics of the past.   

 Gloria Anzaldúa positions a lens to best understand Mario’s philosophical take on 

“home.” Anzaldúa (1999) stresses the connections between the mind, consciousness, and 

action. Anzaldúa (1999) explains:  

Knowledge makes me more aware, it makes me more conscious. ‘Knowing’ is 
painful because after it happens I can’t stay in the same place and be comfortable. 
I am no longer the same person I was before (p. 70).  
 
For Mario, “knowing” affected his conscientization process across time. His 

insight is both “felt” and embedded in thought. He is able, albeit with much angst, to 

physically relocate and to use his cultural intuition and formal knowledge to continuously 

redefine himself and seek a more complex whole. This process is part of his mestiza 

consciousness. 

Mario does exactly what Anzaldúa (1999) claims is a revolutionary act of self 

consciousness- he blocks certain hegemonic acts with a counterstance. This awareness 

and action draws its strength largely from how Mario imagines his community/home. 

Mario tells me: 

You know, I am always splitting atoms of the soul. I know that I left something, 

now with this university shit, I have to go back in my heart and know who I really 

am. I split inside all the time, it hurts, and then I realize I do it to fight back. To 

fight back against all this made up stuff. Even when my professors think I am 

being lazy or lacking dedication, it’s really just me taking the power away from 
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them. I have a say you know, I opened the pandora’s box and the hype exceeds the 

reality. 0ow, it has to be on my terms, even if it means not getting this PhD. 

 
While Hoggart and Rodriguez analyzed their scholarship boy experience at the level of 

dualities: working-class vs. middle class, private self vs. public self, Mario embraces a 

break from any dichotomy. His intersections of consciousness and being are informed by 

multiplicity (engaging his raced, class, gendered, and historical selves) and the courage to 

form something new. In this way, Dubois’s (1903) double consciousness does not have to 

consist of a permanent separation of two or more worlds. Instead, a sense of hybridity can 

claim all spaces, good and bad, at once, in one body and psyche. His memories of home 

cause severe emotional suffering, but it also incites a desire to interrogate every action 

and idea. While the positivistic and progress discourse of enlightenment liberalism urges 

a static (and a sense of fulfilled arrival) definition of self, Mario embraces the 

possibilities of seeking to find himself, yet, willing to take the risk of never having all the 

answers. Irresolution, or what Anzaldúa (2002) calls the bridge, may in fact be the space 

that always changes, a nepantla state of consistent transition, shift, and cross over.   

 There are many tongues spoken at the Tower of Babel. Mario is expected to write 

a certain way, behave a certain way, and “move up” in the world in a certain way. There 

are so many ways to celebrate his “epic” rise from the barrios of a U.S. city where very 

few go to college. After many years of intense reflection, Mario points to the beauty in all 

of us, found, at the original place of departure. Home.  Working in reverse, he reminds 

me of my own words and reflections, which I published in the Journal of Latinos and 

Education (2007): 

Performing for Protestant metanarratives 
Weber and his slanted mirror 
And my day is over 
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I get to break the code of silence 
Not believing in the Bering Strait myth 
I am reciting the emotional manifesto 
Embracing the altruistic civil war 
To get educated  
On my terms (Carrillo, p. 347) 
 

I now turn to analysis of Antonio’s interactions with “home.” 
 

Antonio: Let’s go Cruisin’ While we Wait for Godot 

 

Samuel Beckett’s (1982) world renowned existentialist and minimalist play, 

Waiting for Godot, illuminates some of Antonio’s core philosophy: 

Estragon: (chews, swallows). I’m asking you if we’re tied. 
Vladimir: Tied? 
Estragon: Ti-ed. 
Vladimir: But to Whom? By whom? 
Estragon: To your man. 
Vladimir: To Godot? Tied to Godot! What an idea! No question of it. (Pause). For 
the moment. 
Estragon: His name is Godot? 
Vladimir: I think so. 
Estragon: Fancy that. (He raises what remains of the carrot by the stub of leaf, 
twirls it before his eyes.) Funny, the more you eat the worse it gets. 
(skipping a few lines) 
Vladimir: I get used to the muck as I go along 
Estragon: Is that the opposite? 
Vladimir: Question of temperament. 
Estragon: Of character. 
Vladimir: Nothing you can do about it.  
Estragon: No use in struggling. 
Vladimir: One is what one is. 
Estragon: No use wriggling. 
Vladimir: The essential doesn’t change (p. 17). 
 

 Godot’s play goes on to explore the tensions associated with the search for 

meaning and explores the absurdity of life when one waits for  “something” or 

“someone” to provide meaning or fulfillment. In Sartrerian type of existential allegory, 

Antonio also appears to be waiting for Godot. Similar to Hoggart’s (1957) assessment, he 

does want to go back to his working-class childhood days but yet feels weighted by his 
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ambiguous social class standing. He has a master’s degree but does not have full time job 

that “pays well.” Still though, he does live in a cookie-cutter middle-class home and says  

that he is bored out of his mind in this fake world. Antonio is centered on nostalgic 

memories of what he sometimes describes as an eden like childhood, one that he often 

contradicts by speaking of the poverty and urban decay in the places he called home. He 

reminisces: 

We used to play with no shoes. Over there, the weather is usually always nice. I 

loved it. It was hard, money wise, but I was free. I did not have to sell myself yet. I 

did not have to get intoxicated by all this “work hard” crap. Those days were 

about exploring nature, seeing big things in little things. My imagination would 

run wild, I wish I could go back. 

  
Like Hoggart (1957), Antonio has an excessive “self consciousness,” especially as it 

relates coming to terms the cultural and psycho-social consequences of his journey since 

he left the barrio: 

Going from the barrio to college does not mean a whole lot to me right now. I 

thought that by leaving I was going to learn more. What I did learn was based on 

my search and desire to learn on my own. They said read one book.  I read five. I 

added my own list. I feel like the hypocrisy of the whole thing is what stood out. 

These professors are suppose to be these supreme beings, but I found out they are 

no better than anyone else…I think now, that for a Latino, goals have come from 

the individual. Write it down, accomplish it, with or without the university’s help. 

It’s another Disney movie, it’s a folk story to keep you around to not riot. It’s all 

to not get you depressed. All these lines about making it, it’s a twisted myth. You 

spend years looking for that making it to the finish line. The American dream is a 

fantasy. I mean, if it’s about getting what you actually want, most people never 

get that. The American dream is a slogan like “Drink Coke.” My dream was to 

own Lucas Ranch (film studio), my dream right now is to at least enlighten people 

with some of the stuff I have done. I am hoping I am not a total waste. Hopefully, 

somebody says they got something from my work. I am not done yet. 

 
This type of analysis was consistently mentioned. Antonio wrestles with much pain and 

angst germane to his attempt to “make it” in mainstream society. From this analysis, 
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Antonio has a nostalgic emotional and philosophical emptiness. His sense of being 

stationless, homeless, and just living a myth is sometimes paralyzing. 

 The warmth and source of strength he has remaining in his life is his look back at 

the first part of his life, specifically childhood. There is nothing about getting a masters 

degree that makes him claim that he “moved up” and achieved something of significance. 

Antonio reflects: 

When I was child, I used to have a tree-house. Problems came, I just went back to 

the tree. Everyone had these big trees, even if you were poor over there. I felt the 

serenity. It was townhome living the way it was meant to be, up in that tree. 

 

Childhood lost, childhood in utopian terms draws in a source of hope. Antonio spends 

most of his days at home, making home movies, reading, analyzing everything and 

everyone. Only by reflecting on the past, does he feel somewhat fulfilled. He did not get 

a career upon graduation, but instead got rejection. He could not land a job as a media 

technology specialist or get a shot at any film studio. In fact, he began to hear employers 

say: we hire people with experience. His university education left him with theory, but 

according to Antonio, no practical experience to land some good job. He has a restless 

air, often oriented towards his anger over going to college.  

Valenzuela (1999) points out that a feeling of marginality among many Mexican-

origin youth in K-12 schools is the result of socialization away from the community that 

one grows up in. Interestingly, this is an issue even among Latino scholarship boys like 

Antonio; those deemed to have earned the credentials that society deems as educational 

success. The Mexican-origin scholarship boy Richard Rodriguez (1982) addresses this 

conundrum as well: 

What I am about to say to you has taken me more than twenty years to admit: A 

primary reason for my success in the classroom was that I couldn’t forget that 
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schooling was changing me and separating me from the life  I enjoyed before 

becoming a student. That simple realization! For years I never spoke to anyone 
about it. Never mentioned a thing to my family or teachers or classmates (p. 45). 
 

Thinking about the working-class past and the childhood home that is long gone, 

provides for provocative analysis of the intrusion of “education.” Antonio also misses the 

intimacy. Antonio reflects: 

You know, I miss eating by the tree in my hometown, yeah I was poor, but so was 

my neighbor and his neighbor. Poverty, we have to define it. I’m more poor now 

with an advanced degree. I didn’t find a good job and I don’t have a sense of 

community like before. College had artificial goals, I was forced to put all the 

outcasts together and call them my friends. You know, these guys with big dreams, 

but the university ignored us. I hate to say it, but now, we must think about how 

the barrio needed repairs, not departure. Some drug problems were in it, but we 

had beautiful things too, the cultural side. I can never be down for filet mignon, I 

want carne asada, and I mean this as a metaphor for everything else. I don’t get 

it, you are born poor, then you to college, and you stay poor. 

 
Antonio exposes conflicted, contradictory, and painful questions about social class 

mobility and difficult philosophical questions around linear notions of “making it.” Like 

Rodriguez (1982), Antonio misses the intimacy and rhythms of his working-class home.  

Now, stuck between a physical, cultural, and psychological departure from “home” and 

making sense of his new life, he battles with the ideologies that have him spending days 

wondering what went wrong. Carrillo (2007) also alluded to the consientization process 

of his scholarship boy journey whereby going from the barrio to graduate school resulted 

in a sense of incoherence due to the sense that utopia, “arrival,” and success are 

complicated destinies tainted with complex intersections of reward and subtraction. 

Following the rituals educational success often times result in emotional and 

sociocultural dislocations that are difficult to synthesize.  
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 Nonetheless, there are coping strategies, especially as it relates to how Antonio 

imagines “home” which help him address some of the uprooting from the barrio. I 

address this in the section that follows.   

Coping Strategies 

Antonio drives a car in way which he says is based on where he is from. He 

states:   

I hit the road low and slow. I know my roots, my Mexicaness, my city vibe. Shit, I 

put some Eazy-E on, and then just pull down the window. 

 

 Carlos imagines his hometown as a place that made him “real” and “authentic,” to him it 

is a region known for its dynamic, urban sense of self. Today he lives in a city he calls a 

conservative, racist, shopper’s paradise.  

 To deal with the microagressions of schooling and its expectations, Antonio 

appears to use his memories around home in very specific ways: 

1. Home serves a psycho-emotional place that grounds his identity in opposition 

to certain ideas behind middle class values and whiteness associated with 

college and achievement discourses. His perception of home draws from a 

double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) that encourages his search for 

multifaceted dignity and success. 

2. The physical elements of home are also inspiring and important. He can 

always “go there” and feel like he is “somebody” 

It is important to note that Antonio lives about 600 miles from his hometown. He often 

goes back, walks around, and uses this drive as a pilgrimage of sorts. He can claim, once 

again, his ontological center and identify where he was before entering public life and its 

demands.  Antonio reflects: 
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I go back to my barrio, cause that is where people actually live to live. Yeah, we 

had drugs and poverty, but we also have humanity. I touch the ground, smell the 

air, take in the beautiful weather. I live in a little suburban home now, bored as 

hell, trying to pay the next bill and really not doing a whole lot.  

 

So, “going back home,” albeit with all sorts of nostalgic, romanticized, and contradictory 

elements, fulfills Antonio’s total humanness. While Rodriguez (1982) went “back home” 

during his graduate school experience and then went on to pen his memoir, I sense that 

Antonio is looking to find that type of meaning making as well. Antonio is a filmmaker. 

His deliverance may have to come through a movie. He tells me: 

Let’s go together, to make a movie about the truth; about the ghetto, about brown 

men trying to make it. About how much we get charged at every step. And they 

wonder why we are the only ones that supposedly made it?  

 

The idea of home has long been part of how many oppressed groups frame a sense of 

protection, prospects for renewal, and holistic notions of self. During the Chicano 

movement, Aztlan served to enumerate an actual physical place as “home” (the American 

southwest). Antonio points to the role of barrio, as it relates to Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, and its potent impact on the development of a dialectical philosophical 

identity. Within this reality, hurt, happiness, failure, and social debates on achievement 

get immersed within a critical debate whereby the working-class past battles the 

hegemonic, middle class expectations of the present. Hence, “reality” becomes 

negotiable. This phase of conscientization and negation of the schooling mobility process 

as an all encompassing and liberating dimension on all levels fosters tensions and new 

“truths.”  It is that tension, the past in battle with the present that gets him to say: 

There are no easy answers except knowing that inside of us, we all have success. 

Who do we keep listening to? Whoever that is, we have to press mute. 
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Antonio is searching, ambivalently, for the belief that he truly is right. Inside of his 

detachment from metanarratives of success, he is poised to find his way home. 

Faculty: Carlos and David 

 

Carlos: Searching for Summer Amidst ‘The Winter of our Discontent’  

 In John Steinbeck’s (1961) The Winter of Our Discontent, there is a poignant 

passage:  “It is strange how a man believes he can think better in a special place. I have 

such a place, have always had it, but I know it isn't thinking I do there, but feeling and 

experiencing and remembering. It's a safety place -- everyone must have one, although I 

never heard a man tell of it” (p. 36). That special place, the search for it, is something that 

moves and alters the psycho-emotional states of scholarship boys like Carlos. This 

Steinbeck classic has a special place in Carlos’s schooling journey. 

Winter of Our Discontent, upon relfection, was "assigned" to me unofficially by 

Luis Oberto (pseudonym), a raza educator in high school.  This is the vato who 

was my high school teacher and more importantly, my AP/college prep teacher 

when I was in AP/college prep for one day. (Remember I left after a crazy kind of 

rejection of the possibility to be good at something--a straight negation. Bueno, 

total, I was talking to him one day and the vato (you know how we teachers are--

drop names of books like fish hooks so we can see who'll take a look) starts 

talking about that I should read Winter.  And then the cryptic motherfucker says: 

"Then come back and tell me what the talisman represents."  Vato, I didn't know a 

talisman from chupacabras at the time, so I had to go look it up.  (Most of my 

early books, at the age of 17, 18, are full of underlined words with the definitions 

in the margin.)  After looking up the def, I jumped into a paperback of Winter.  My 

jefe would trip out on man cuz I'd be up till midnight and up at 6 reading that 

libro. I remember trying to figure out white slang in the book. Skullbuster.  (Tu 

crees, all this time and I still remember that.)  I said "What?"  Orale.  Pisto.  I get 

it and all that was a trip to me.  I guess I liked how the vato treated me seriously.  

You know, it's a homeboy thing.  So, in sum, I would have to say (and I'd love to 

hear your interpretation) that the book mattered becuz it was assigned in a time of 

crisis (I was trying to be somebody and was going about it all fucking wrong) and 

it was insinuated with an instruction that was more like bait. Luckily, I bit and he 

knew how to reel me in.  But his mentorship, to exhaust the metaphor, was catch-

and-release. The vato took me serious without believing all my bullshit. 
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 Carlos was an honor student for much of his elementary school years. Upon 

entering middle school, he began to suffer academically. From middle school onward, he 

no longer had the intimacy and care that that he felt as a child from the schooling site. He 

framed this transition as a violent time; he needed love and affection at school because at 

home and in his community, there were many physical and psychological threats to his 

development. Through the deficit thinking (Valencia, 1997) of teachers and school 

administrators, he was, in general, perceived as another low achieving student. This was a 

violent discourse change for Carlos. Nonetheless, Carlos maintained his intellectual 

curiosity and like many scholarship boys, spent long hours at the library: 

The library was a sanctuary. A place to workout. A workshed for the mind. I was 

a four or five times a day library person. I would get one or two books to read 

quick and go back. At the library I could remember that I was intelligent. Reading 

there reminded me of that intense intelligence. I would just sit on the isle. I would 

also go to Seven-Eleven (store) and get those magazine subscription cards so I 

can get material to read.  

 

The word sanctuary often came up when Carlos and I talked. He was and continues to be 

in search of this sanctuary. This is a place of being, characterized by redemption, moral, 

spiritual, and intellectual success on his terms, and this is a place where he can engage in 

social justice issues with his own sense of legitimate contribution. In the library, with its 

eerie silence, you can look up and find the writers who you can “talk to” and expand on 

so much of the dire conditions in which he lived. There was domestic violence at home, 

little if any teaching at his school, and gangs fought for position at the schoolyard. Carlos 

wrestles with a double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) in some ways, as he negotiates the 

racialized, classed, and gendered domains of barrio life with the expectations of the 

formal schooling site.  
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So how does his working-class home inform much of Carlo’s identity? For one, 

“home” is the place where the pain started. This pain is what elicits knowledge, memory, 

and emotional tropes of what he should do with his life. 

Pain was central to my development. One of the number one things I remember as 

a child going to school a block away with my little brother, walking with my 

backpack when the night before we watched my father beat the shit out of my 

mother. Early on, I carried that memory.  My brother was a lot more trusting. I 

would not easily be convinced by my father to get him to take us to school and 

stuff. We grew up in the barrio. You can tell with the Raza at the graduate level, 

the students, we can tell if they have been through pain, through just their telling 

of their stories. It is like a reunion with brothers and sisters you never met, when 

you see people that go through this stuff. You hear them and we draw a 

connection right away. 

 
Pain and its epistemological and ontological implications, informs the dialectical 

imagination and conversation with the working-class past. For Rodriguez (1982), his pain 

came not from living like Carlos amidst urban poverty. Rodriguez’s pain, though quite 

impactful and legitimate in its own right, does not grapple with what it means to be a son 

of poverty and live the Mexican-origin scholarship boy life from what might truly be 

from the bottom up (though this research questions the idea that we do actually “move 

up” by advancing through the dominant narrative of “making it”). Hence, nostalgia, a 

salient trait amongst many scholarship boys (Carrillo, 2007; Hoggart, 1957; Rodriguez, 

1982), has powerful implications. While Rodriguez used the knowledge that came from 

his reflections (he felt separated from the intimacy of his working-class past) as a 

graduate student to infer that losing much of his private self was a necessary loss to 

garner his “successful” public identity, Carlos does not agree with such a notion. Much of 

this stems from the fact that for Carlos, the pain started way back, as a child in the 

bungalows of marginalization, disenfranchisement, and barrio heartache. He explains: 
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To borrow from Mary J. Blige, I am a child of the 1970’s, raised in poverty and 

sin. We grew up ill carnal and that is part of the home experience through and 

through. Any effort to edit or censor that is fruitless. And I think, upon serious and 

prolonged reflection, that dimension of home is what took me to Southwest 

University (pseudonym). Going to Southwest, or trying to go there I should say, 

the going there was contingent upon the acceptance letter, but the desperate 

trying to go there, anywhere else but Soledad (pseudonym for hometown), was 

fueled by the ill side of home. The same feeling I felt before leaving from 

Southwest is the same feeling I have right now, two years after returning…Home 

for me was a violent, dysfunctional, and traumatic. It was also efficacious and 

fulfilling, but the majority of the family’s time here in the U.S., has been on the 

underside of the American illusion that each successive generation does a little bit 

better… 

 

The dialectical and contradictory aspects of home fulfill and yet punish the very 

core of what Carlos feels he deserves as he moves towards a space of healing. He 

mentions the “shadow” nature of going back to the physical home, where he “bumps into 

himself.” In a very profound and metaphorical way, the barrio is visible in the way Carlos 

speaks, postures, and delegates his notion of academic fulfillment. The pain, ambiguity, 

and crossing between spaces of healing and punishment, earmarks the part of his identity 

that resembles a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999).  Initially, Carlos wanted to 

leave “home” to pursue higher education (which he did) and now upon his return, feeling 

trapped and confused, it all earmarks the constant struggle for balance and meaning. He 

bounces off between the metanarratives of publish or perish and the barrio scholarship 

boy wanting to work for social justice and see life in more cyclical ways. His skipping 

around between the ideologies of spaces which are tainted with race, class, and gender 

tropes resembles Anzaldúa’s (1999) poetic explanation of the mestiza: 

Because I, a mestiza 
Continually walk out of one culture 
And into another, 
Because I am in all cultures at the same time, 
Alma entre dos mundos, tres, cuatro, 

Me zumba la cabeza con lo contradictorio. 
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Estoy norteada por todas las voces que me hablan 

Simultamente (p.100). 
 
The dialectical interactions with home, as a moving, still, literal, and sometimes 

physical, sometimes emotional-spiritual space, provides the funds of knowledge by which 

Carlos makes sense of social stimuli in many instances. Carlos explains a relevant point: 

For those who grew up similar to the way I did-there are few, the children who 

survived what the “War on Poverty” could not eradicate-we set ourselves apart 

and engrafted ourselves to one another. We represented vato. And I think its 

tragicomic that we mindfully represented urban centers that were cruel to us. 

Pero alli esta donde los ombligos estan enterrados homie, straight up. 

 
As a self identifying Mexican-origin scholarship boy from the barrios of Los Angeles, I 

have many memories of the way poverty and gang violence created an emotional and 

cynical pain. Deep embedded in the soul, there was always a frailty to the idea that public 

policy and the America of the middle-class seemed to ignore me. In spite of the dark 

experiences in the barrio, the dialectical umbilical cord is very much linked to how 

Carlos imagines “home.” 

 Hoggart’s (1957) “uprooted and anxious” argument about the lives of scholarship 

boys fits well when understanding Carlos’s experiences in academia. The uprooted social 

class tension was so strong that during his first year of doctoral study, he “took some 

pills” as he put it. Carlos was at one of the most prestigious institutions of higher 

education in the world and yet the aggressions of memories germane to the past pulled 

him into violent states of consciousness. It is the departure from “home” that poses an 

intense conundrum for Carlos: 

Home makes you strong…distorts you in all kinds of ways, makes you ill-suited to 

the “surface” culture of the university….but there is a nagging question for those 

that come from where we are from tambien: Is the struggle itself-regardless of 

victory in the form of the PhD-something pyrrhic? Is the outcome of formal 
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educational accomplishment too ambivalent to say, “Well, it was all worth it in 

the end?”  

 
It is this same question that nagged me. In Lost in Degree: A Chicano PhD student’s 

Search for Missing Clothes (Carrillo, 2007), I confess: 

I read article after article all while teaching high school kids about the importance 
of a college education. Am I lying to them? Is eating a churro at the swap meet, 
practicing for a family member’s quinceañera, and taking days off from work so I 
can hang with my pops in the front porch more important? Is that true knowledge, 
truth, and deliverance (p. 349)? 
 

In remembering the past, a dialectical relationship with the present consists of a dialogue 

of being and synthesis. The past was not a utopia and earning a PhD did not deliver a 

prophetic punctuation. Consciousness and identity tropes wrestle with the discourses and 

assessments of past and present. The pain of the “winner” in the social class mobility 

trajectory rarely gets examined by the education literature. In my own scholarship boy 

journey, I in part concluded that I did not necessarily “move up” but instead moved 

somewhere else (culturally and in terms of consciousness). Rodriguez (1982) made 

mention of the nostalgia that brought him back “home” to Sacramento, California after 

years of obediently following the rituals of the celebrated scholarship boy.  Rodriguez 

went on to make many choices that forever changed his life based on this dialogue 

between his assessment of his schooling experiences and his former “home” life.  

 Certain notions of home encouraged Carlos to complete his doctoral studies. He 

kept the authenticity of his working-class home as he sees it, without becoming a full 

blown victim to the trappings of “remembering.” He speaks to this effect: 

We represented, often to our own detriment. I know vatos going on their 10
th

 or 

11
th

 year that have yet to finish (doctoral study) because of this loyalty to a 

certain kind of Chicano representational practice. I have to respect that homie, 

for reals. But it’s hard to watch. But I gotta respect that battle to not fold to this 

world.  
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Carlos negotiated his double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) as he wrestled with the 

memories of the past and still found ways to find meaning and “soul survival” at a 

mainstream institution of higher learning. This was not easy of course. During our 

interviews, he often hinted at the idea of knowing alleys and dark places on his graduate 

school campus that only he really knew about. These were places that he owned, in 

principle, spaces where he meditated and had psycho-emotional dialogues. Carlos found 

tremendous strength in the working-class consciousness he possessed from a long life of 

struggle. Still though, he forges a mestiza consciousness (1999), where he refutes 

dichotomies and boundary setting identity politics. He knows that the past is part of him, 

so much so, that he moved back to the general area of his upbringing. But, he claims a 

right to his evolving today. That is, he is a professor, and he contends that this is 

becoming a space where he has achieved a certain aspect of his synthesis and happiness.  

As he told me, I always wanted to do this, teach, read, become a professor, this is me.  

 Carlos grew up in a major urban center (he teaches at a university in his 

hometown). His dialogue and interaction with “place” enumerates how public space 

becomes a cognitive, emotional, spiritual, and political argonaut. While in graduate 

school, he spit (expressed comments with a certain urban, lyrical urban code) his 

intellectual prowess with home in mind.  He made this clear to me when referring to 

some of his Latino faculty and peers as engaging in the assimilatationist process of 

becoming what he referred to as coconuts (white-washed people of color). Now, upon 

returning as a professor to his former neighborhood, he takes the city bus and writes 

extensively about his interactions with the place he believes to be his psycho-spiritual 
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residence. He draws strength and intellectual flexibility and inspiration from the cement, 

the grit, the ups and downs, and the struggle of working folk in his hometown. 

 Carlos became a PhD student through the intersection of a mentor’s constant push 

in his undergraduate institution and his meeting with a well known critical pedagogue at a 

ski resort (the irony behind this location made him laugh). After borrowing money from 

his grandmother, he drove off many miles from his home to meet one on one with this 

professor at the resort. A couple of calls later (with this same faculty member) and after 

taking care of other intermediary details, he was admitted at a prestigious tier one 

university located in the southwestern United States. What is particularly moving and 

stunning about this journey is that Carlos entered his freshmen year of undergraduate 

study because of a bike ride. He rode his bike in his early twenties to the local university 

which he has calls the worst university on Earth and from a little hill imagined himself 

taking classes there. From that little hill, holding onto his handlebars, Carlos thought 

about the prospects of becoming a university student. 

How do the philosophical dimensions of home explain his awkward stumbling 

towards the university classroom?  Carlos stressed the fact that he knew he was off the 

scale “smart.” He was well-read and referred to libraries as “sanctuaries.” But, he was 

stuck in public schooling spaces that labeled many of the Latina/o students as “dumb.”  

The negativity associated with this labeling required a lot of self reflection. 

Approximately two years after high school graduation he made it over to the hill, 

imagining himself as a college student. He did apply, got admitted, and earned mostly A 

grades. It was easy for him. He is a smart scholarship boy, continuously wrestling with 

the ethnocentric gaze of the systemic panopticon.  
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For scholarship boys like Carlos, social class does setup what Sennet and Cobb 

(1972) refer to as a contest for the pursuit of dignity. The right to “be somebody” is in 

many ways dictated by the expectations of the middle and upper classes, which in the 

U.S., are also often people from non-ethnic minority populations. So in this struggle to 

put oneself on par with those supposedly “above us,” the scholarship boy renders his 

struggle an ideological battle with discourses on achievement. The “injured dignity” 

(Sennet & Cobb, 1972) that comes from race, class, and gender marginalization sets off a 

unique journey. This life course is engulfed within the liberating and violent dimensions 

of history, ontology, and the politics of common sense. In the polemic quest for acquiring 

the Bourdeian notion of distinction or “at least” public acknowledgement of “brains,” the 

brown body and soul realizes that in a racist and classist society such as ours, dignity 

becomes something that has to be consistently fought for. That is why “home” is so 

important. The neighborhood, the working-class beginning never asked of the scholarship 

boy to become something else. The discourse was premised on the now and the struggle 

for survival. Tainted with contradictions and pain, freedom and suffocation, the barrio of 

his youth, for Carlos, always will be home.  

It is interesting to imagine my journey and that of Carlos as a complex exercise of 

desire and struggle. The dialectic with the dreams associated with the partial goal of 

moving into another social class and “opportunity space” is vested in the process 

Bourdieu (1984) explains quite well: 

The dialectic of downclassing and upclassing which underlies a whole set of 
social processes presupposes and entails that all the groups concerned run in the 
same direction, toward the same objectives, the same properties, those which are 
designated by the leading group…competitive struggle is the form of class 
struggle which the dominated classes allowed to be imposed on them when they 
accept the stakes offered by the dominant classes. It is an integrative struggle and, 
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by virtual of the initial handicaps , a reproductive struggle, since those who enter 
this chase, in which they are beaten before they start, as the constancy of the gaps 
testifies, implicitly recognize the legitimacy of the goals pursued by those whom 
they pursue, by the mere fact of taking part (p. 163, 165). 
  

For Carlos, there is an ideological movement from home to university, back home, and in 

a continuous dialectic of becoming. While his peers were immersed in gamesmanship of 

barrio life, he switched between the schooling machine in its formal corpus and his love 

for hanging with the guys. Where did this desire come from? Carlos, like myself, was 

immersed with a wrenching thirst for pursuing his thoughts in the college arena. The 

challenge of going “over there” to where the “smart people go,” a place where low SES 

youth of color rarely go (the university), provided a challenge. Carlos reflects: 

For better or worse, Southwest University (pseudonym) became home. 0ot the 

only home, but the new home. It had its own pedo, but it was mostly the site where 

I had to work on the psychological mierda  (shit) I brought from my hood…I feel 

that my time at Southwest University was like a prolonged moment from the Piri 

Thomas book, “Down these Mean Streets,” that part in the book where the vato 

climbs to the top of the projects just to shout, “Hey world, I am somebody!” 

 
Fundamentally, the philosophical dimensions of home for Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys are immersed in Mike Rose’s (1989) argument whereby he suggests that 

the push for choice or authorship of our lives as students in U.S. schools interacts with 

“what lies at the base of education- to be tapped or sealed over or distorted, by others, by 

us” (p. 240). The morphing of consciousness and memory elicit melancholic and 

triumphant moments of euphoria and dangling. There is: a dialogue of infinite longing.  

Coping Strategies 

 Coping with the microagressions of his race, class, and gendered identities along 

with the mobility discourse and racialized and classed  spaces of higher education 

requires an intense reflexivity and synthesis of what Carlos calls: mierda (shit). From this 
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sociocultural and sociopolitical mierda, Carlos drew a firm conclusion recently. The 

journey, his journey, is immersed in ambivalence. Moreover, he has decided that that is 

ok.  What Baldwin (1985) calls, “the price of the ticket,” is the nagging question that 

sometimes destroys scholarship boys.  For Carlos, there are some specific strategies used 

to cope with the microagressions of higher education and the mobility discourse in 

general: 

1. Coming to terms with the price of the ticket 

2. Reframing success 

3. Learning from the dialectical relationship with home 

Carlos explains his views of irresolution and contradiction: 
 

The outcomes of obtaining a PhD are ambivalent. Perhaps I have said this, but 

maybe I have been feeling it more persistenly over the last year, recognizing it as 

a permanent facet of the Chicana/o (or maybe only this Chicano’s) mind. That’s 

all I can say vato- ambivalent outcomes. Como, you are a modern subject because 

you are well aware of the cost, but you do not agonize about it anymore, you are 

stoic. Chicano stoicism mas o menos. Puro contradiction and I think (and I think 

much like our foremother and fathers-Anzaldúa, Alurista, y so forth. You gotta be 

cool with it).  

 
 The idea of being cool with it, reminds me of what I had trouble doing when I 

(Carrillo, 2007) elaborated on my scholarship boy journey by saying that I speak of my 

Chicano roots all while buying a Kenneth Cole shirt at Macy’s. This sense of ambiguity 

and class consciousness wrestling with the acculturation aspects of middle class 

socialization requires some meaning making and coming to terms with contradiction.  

Carlos contends that social class mobility and his identity as a Chicano from the barrio of 

a working-class community has finally resulted in a hybridity he can live with. 

Anzaldúa’s (1999) notion of mestiza consciousness entails a similar aim, where 

irresolution and ambiguity become forces that one accepts. Carlos now forges a new 
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consciousness as he learns how to cope with the tensions of contradiction and 

ambivalence.  Carlos addresses the issue of success and “making it:” 

My PhD was just made worth something because I helped my tio get his Social 

Security disability. He always been slow and I love him. I am now a God in the 

familia. But sabes que vato, that’s the problem. I’m just the sobrino, not no God, 

not the Social Security slayer, ni madres, simplemente a homeboy who somehow 

made it. (I guess I made it, I got a firme job, I help a grip of Raza and white folks 

tambien-simon, I unequivocally made it G, I’ll hold to that). Imagine if he had 

lost, I would have been the one who fucked it all up. And it aint that either. Como 

the scale of me within the family has been lost. And still nobody knows what the 

PhD is in. That matters, that hurts me, eso si me llega hasta el pinche alma. For 

me it quaint no more that familia just knows I’m educated. I want them to know 

what I do. I hate them and love them vato, for reals, no exaggeration on that, I 

love them and hate them and I hate myself for doing that. 

 
Again, Anzaldúa (1999) reminds us of this type of hybridity and contradiction. Mestiza 

consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) is in fact related to the way Carlos has to wrestle with 

the contradictory forces of his life. The ambivalence of “making it” in the context of the 

Mexican-origin scholarship boy means that some family members will get lost in 

translation. Moreover, the acculturation aspects of the journey create feelings of guilt and 

shame. Carlos’s has struggled to define his journey as authentic and beautiful in spite of 

the contradictions. In fact, ambiguity and ambivalence is what make the process so rich 

and rewarding. Only now, three years into his role as a university professor, is he coming 

to terms with this identity. 

 The dialectical relationship between the schooling journey and Carlos’s working-

class home have provided new ways to imagine success as well as allotted meaningful 

spaces by which to come to terms with the losses and gains associated with his 

scholarship boy journey.   There are many gaps and frustrations he may never clean up. 

Yet, Carlos’s examination of his past has brought him into a new consciousness. Home is 

where his heart can heal. Slowly, he is starting to feel that he is finally home. Once you 
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draw this philosophical inference, you can go and be anywhere, and still know that home 

is something one can define and organize en-route to personal fulfillment. Home is not 

utopia or a feeling that warrants a sense of unquestionable arrival at some dominant 

notion of success. Instead, in the case of Carlos, home is where the mind and the soul get 

a voice, aiming at some negotiable sense belonging, arrival, and wholeness. 

David: Home as Struggle 

 Chicano identity, regardless of physical location, is something David takes 

everywhere he goes. Struggle is home, specifically, the struggle that stems from his 

advocacy which is largely informed by the ideas that were generated based on his 

experiences as a working-class barrio boy. David explains: so home to me has been 

where I have lived at that time of my life. But my Chicano identity has remained a 

constant throughout my life.  David adds: In my case, Chicano is a political identity. I am 

Mexican, Mexican American technically without the hyphen. David attended public 

schools in the 1950’s and 1960’s in a major urban area located in the southwest. His 

experiences speak to the marginalization of Chican@ youth, with the constant tracking of 

brown youth into blue collars jobs. He recalls an experience that triggered his evolving 

critical consciousness: 

At age 15, I started thinking about things. My white counselor asked me what my 

father did. “He works with his hands,” I said. She said it was a very honorable 

profession, I should follow in his footsteps. At that time Mexicans and blacks were 

tracked into woodshop and stuff. I told my father about it. He told me to tell that 

white bitch that you will not work with your hands but with a pencil. 

 

David stayed close to his community to attend graduate school so that he could not only 

feel closer to familiar surroundings, but so that he could also be part of what he did 

become: one of the leaders of the Chicano generation.  He adds: I was close to the 
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community. So that it was my source of power. I was an intellectual warrior. Perhaps, an 

offer at Stanford, where he got accepted seemed lucrative, but he told me that it was not a 

place to pursue the independent model of research (he said it was based on the traditional 

apprentice model) and it was also a space that did not feel like home. I went to Western 

University (pseudonym) because it was close to the barrio, this way I will be able to 

survive. Western is a very prestigious, small, and private university in a middle class 

neighborhood. Yet, it is also very close to a several barrios. A few of these barrios were 

places David used to call home as a child and adolescent.  

Now, as a professor emeritus, he reflects on his hometown as a place that among 

many positive memories did elicit doses of pain. He tells me: The memories (of home) 

remain painful so that they continue to play a central role in the way I act within my own 

family life. These memories serve as ontological pieces of information which guide his 

continued activism and healing process. Moreover, this dialectical and reflective aspect 

of remembering home, rekindle new pathways by which to become a mentor to students 

and live a life of dignity. While Rodriguez (1982) sought out “home” while he was a 

graduate student and found a debilitating incoherence, David looks to the past to inform 

“clearly” what he feels are ethical, critical, and spiritual takes on his most pressing 

contemporary dilemmas. Among the most important examinations of his past came when 

he visited a therapist. This came only recently, he reflects on this: 

Being a child of violence, I was as a kid beat up by my stepfather. I was a battered 

child. The streets, that was about more violence. I really wanted to break that 

cycle. I had posttraumatic syndrome. My experience was from the streets and 

barrio. I did not know that until recently. I was in prison you know too. Then, in 

the Chicano movement it was a different kind of violence, had death threats all 

the time. So until now, to this day, I have still have stress and anxiety. I studied 

Buddhism and meditation for a lot of years. I went to counseling and therapy. I 
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was not diagnosed until one therapist finally did it, she said these are the same 

symptoms of posttraumatic syndrome. 

 

This was a powerful moment. I self-diagnosed myself as having posttraumatic syndrome. 

I told David of my connections to this assessment. As a freshman at the University of 

Michigan, I recall friends asking me why I turned around so much when I walked. After 

growing up in neighborhoods where I often feared for my safety, I had a hard time “just 

being a student.” Sleeping was quite difficult as well, for the silence of Ann Arbor, 

Michigan’s nights were unbearable; I had to hear ambulances and helicopters to feel 

balanced. So, hearing David talk about posttraumatic syndrome reminded me about my 

own scholarship boy journey. David made mention that he still struggles with this. The 

process by which his past has affected his life is quite significant.  

 Interestingly, unlike Hoggart’s (1957) and Rodriguez’s (1982) assessment that 

scholarship boys cannot resolve the tensions associated with the uprooting aspects of 

upward social class mobility, David points toward a different assessment. His lifelong 

commitment to his community has provided a space of strength and stability, in spite of 

the occasional sense of ambivalence and painful memories. David’s involvement in the 

Chicano movement and his continued support of Latino youth stems from the way his 

upbringing has instilled a certain mindset and purpose within academia.  As we discussed 

some of these tensions of class and race as it relates to Latino scholarship boys who 

struggle in higher education, he expressed the following sentiments: 

My advice to graduate students is that you just have to have faith in yourself. Be 

mindful that is just an academic exercise, nada mas. Es todo! It’s just about 

developing a skill as a researcher. Y alli se acaba el pedo. Who you are, its not 

about you, put that on the side. It’s just about getting a certification. The real 

work is after, when you graduate.Then you have more freedom and the chance to 

rewrite your work or do other work…don’t put your soul into it. They want you to 

fall victim to that. You have to say, fuck you, fuck that and fuck them! You have to 
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do the work you have a passion for. Don’t do it for the job or career. Be what you 

want to be, find the passion within your work. 

 

The existential angst and sense of meaningless that Hoggart (1957) and Rodriguez (1982) 

connect with scholarship boys plays out differently with David. Or, better yet, as 

Carrillo’s (2007, 2009) ongoing work on Mexican-origin scholarship boys suggests, the 

existential and nostalgic incoherence may be part of a stage that elicits a conscientization 

process, leading to new pathways for healing and becoming. David stands up against his 

own university’s hegemonic discourses and has lived a life where he has been able to put 

his vision into pragmatic results like his involvement in creating Chicano studies 

programs at the university level. The existential dimension of the scholarship boy may in 

fact have been a critical piece of his identity at some point, but now, he has taken some 

agency related to those feelings. So, as his life shows, “looking back” is a powerful tool 

for empowerment. An existential angst does not have to play out as a stop sign. David 

moved beyond that, at least in large part, providing hope for other Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys who feel too uprooted to make sense of the journey. 

 Unlike Hoggart’s (1957) notion that class consciousness is stripped to the point 

where the scholarship boy feels classless, David has a clear, pragmatic, and dialectical 

relationship with the various classed spaces he inhabits. This reminds me the African 

American scholarship boys like Cornell West and Michael Eric Dyson who have 

maintained what appears to be healthy links with their working-class roots.  David 

contends that the battle over authenticity and connections to the true self is based on how 

we articulate the idea of “compromise:” 

My advice is that you never want to allow the institution to define you. We all 

have to make compromises. But, these are small compromises. We have to play 

the game. It’s the only game in town. In the context of survival, it is what it is, but 
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this is not about redefining who you are. You never should make profound 

compromises about your integrity, of who you are to be accepted. You make 

people accept you for who you are. I tell folk, you don’t have to love who I am, 

but you have to respect me. I disagree with you, but I respect you as a colleague. 

 

Rodriguez (1982) argues that redefinition of the public and private self is a result of the 

long and unglamorous schooling journey of the scholarship boy. Leaving the intimacy of 

the working-class home involves an assimilation process that Rodriguez finds unbearable 

and painful. Although he confesses that the costs of losing an intimate link with the past 

was worth it, he nonetheless makes clear his irresolvable nostalgic existentialism. David 

suggests that a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) can set you free in some way. 

Accepting the contradictions and ambivalence of the process of “becoming somebody” 

through formal schooling, enacts new spaces and possibilities.  David’s sense of class 

consciousness draws from his working-class home of origin, but he does not see his 

scholarship boy journey as eliciting an unbearable price and loss. I can still sense the 

“pain of the winner,” but he moves towards internal dialogues of lifelong struggle as the 

best indicator of success and commitment to social justice. 

Coping Strategies 

 I start this section by putting citing what Hoggart (1957) suggests is the tension 

and outcome of the scholarship boy journey:  

He is clever enough to take himself out of his class mentally, but not equipped, 
mentally or emotionally, to surmount all the problems that follow. He is denied 
even the ‘consolations of philosophy,’ of acquiring such comfort as there is, in 
part at least, from assessing his situation. Even if he achieves some degree of 
culture, he finds it difficult to carry it easily, as easily as those who have not had 
to strain so much to get it, who have not known like him the long process of 
exploitation of ‘brains’… (p. 234).  
 

In my estimation, Hoggart is framing culture as cultural capital and discussing the 

transition of consciousness into middle class social mores. What Hoggart poignantly 
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points out is the incoherence associated with the tensions of assimilation and cultural 

change. What he fails to account for, nonetheless, is how some scholarship boys do have 

“philosophy” to lean on. This philosophy draws from how home is imagined. Moreover, 

this philosophical stance provides a vision by which to draw strength. This is particularly 

true for David, in that he organizes his dialectical approach with his working-class roots 

as the identity process of authoring a space of coherence and meaning.  

 According to David, there is no distinction between private and public. This is a 

different take on assimilation from that of Rodriguez (1982). David says: I need to be 

who I am. The public and private selves are constantly in a process of shift and change, 

crossing boundaries that are not static or ordained by some absolute law of behavior. It is 

this voice and positionality that that allows David to teach at one of the most prestigious, 

whitestream universities in the nation, while still maintaining a certain sense of cultural 

and class solidarity with his working-class past. 

 It is also important to note that David is in the latter part, as a professor emeritus, 

of his scholarship boy journey. After many struggles with committees over tenure and as 

a child of barrios that were known for their extensive violence, he examines his narrative 

as an accomplishment, never easy, in negotiating the genuine prospects of claiming the 

complexity of the sociocultural self. He starting teaching in higher education in 1968 and 

became a pioneer in the field of Chicano studies. For David, straddling the “uprooting” 

that pained Rodriguez (1982) consists, in part, by coming to terms with contradiction, and 

thus embracing a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) , whereby he wrestles with the 

gains, losses, compromises, headaches, and triumphant tropes of his scholarship boy 
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journey.  For David, home informs his choices and solidifies his role as an activist 

Mexican-origin scholarship boy. 

Summary: 

 

Closing Thoughts on the Philosophical Dimensions of Home 

 

Like others having or living in more than one culture, we get multiple, often 
opposing messages. The coming together of two self-consistent but habitually 
incompatible frames of reference causes un choque, a cultural collision. 
(Anzaldúa, 1999, p.100) 

  
Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research tapped into the contradictory and 

empowering dimensions of “home” to deal with the microagressions germane to 

schooling and achievement discourses. A mestiza consciousness spurs a survival 

hybridity of self; an identity that wrestles with the contradictions of social class mobility 

by means of formal schooling in the United States. Drawing from Anzaldúa (1999), 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys negotiate their mestizaje as a way of remaining flexible 

with the psychic and spiritual demands of Protestant, Eurocentric, and Western notions of 

schooling and success. Whereas Rodriguez (1982) felt compelled to negate the prospects 

of cultural hybridity as a source of strength and knowledge, scholarship boys in this 

research make no claims to the idea that they have completely resolved the tensions 

associated with cultural conflicts associated with schooling in the United States, but are 

all adamant about the role of “looking back” as a process by which they nourish the 

dialectical dimensions of the their identity. Rodriguez argued for the separation of the 

public and private self, hinting at the debilitating dimensions of his internalized 

oppression. The scholarship boy, Mario, makes a different assessement: 

Chale man, shit is too much a veces. 0eta though, I am cool, and I think being a 

Chicano scholar is learning to live with that shit (ambiguity and contradiction), it 

ain’t easy, it’s like sitting across the table and having café with a Panther. (That’s 
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what the puto Richard Rodriguez couldn’t do.) Y si, el pinche gato goes for you 

too, lo tienes que domar-con palabras o golpes. Me entiendes vato? 

 
 I have encountered many social scientists who suggest that these are futile, hyper-

romanticized narratives of loss. A critical reflexivity has positioned the Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys in this study to defend themselves from many self-professed owners of 

their identity. This is a painful and contradictory act of counter-dialogue. Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys studied and embraced many of the ideas of Western thinkers. I would 

argue that this is not a particularly bad thing. What remembering “home” in certain ways 

does, is help Mexican-origin scholarship boys enact empowered stances on what has been 

lost due to their academic success.  Home also serves as literature review that helps them 

theorize on the blind spots of Western notions of schooling, knowledge, truth, beauty, 

and success.  

 Home appears to have a physical, emotional, symbolic, psychological, cultural, 

historical, and political identity. Home starts their journey. Leaving home encompasses a 

complex set of assessments associated with views on success, education, and social 

justice. But, they never really “leave home.” The scholarship boy Richard Rodriguez 

(1982) admits that he had denied the past as he hurdled through his lauded academic 

journey, only setting up the inevitable and painful interaction with his memories of 

childhood and adolescence. The scholarship girl Laura Rendón (1992) contends that 

home goes with her everywhere she decides to go. In the end, Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys engage the philosophical dimensions of home as the ontological and 

epistemological “residence” that guides perspectives on assimilation, knowledge, 

schooling, and life in general.  

 I now turn to the role of masculinity in shaping the scholarship boy trajectory.  
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Theme II: I Loved Servin’ Them: Masculinity as an Intellectual Performance 

 

Introduction 

 

…Cause the boys in the hood are always hard  
you come talkin' that trash, we'll pull ya car  
knowin' nutin' in life but to be legit  
don't quote me boy 'cause I ain't said shit… 

-Eazy E 
 

Carlos once told me that he loved servin’ (in this context, this is a metaphor, 

loosely defined, in this instance as: putting people in there place). I remember thinking 

that I enjoyed that same performance. The performance entails not only a demonstration 

of “smartness,” but also encompasses the strategic use of certain standpoint/ social 

location (Latino, working class, male) to inform the listener about their blind-spots and 

lack of critical nuance on certain issues.  A somewhat similar type of discourse is also 

prevalent during some rap battles and at the basketball court in many urban communities. 

Also, there is something astonishingly relevant about the aforementioned quote by the 

infamous Compton “gangsta” rapper, Easy E. Are Mexican-origin scholarships from the 

‘hood (barrio) “servin’” as an embodied positionality against any person or institutional 

ideolog(ies) which may be “talking trash?” In the act of “servin,” are they in fact not 

stealing a car (in reference to Easy E’s quote), but “pulling” as in “decentering” anyone 

or anything that claims to have a stronghold on truth, knowledge, class consciousness, the 

body, or values? Is this a survival and/or empowerment mechanism inherent to a certain 

type of “male, barrio-centric ontology”  for Mexican-origin scholarship boys? The label 

of “trash” may be linked with: the hegemonic university, peers who may appear to have 

“sold out,” and the plethora of microagressions against the brown body, psyche, and spirit 
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in a highly racialized and classed space such as a research one university (where all of the 

scholarship boys pursued graduate study). 

While Latino masculinity amongst urban youth has often been theorized by 

looking at supposed pachuco postures of deviance (Paz, 1985), resistance against school 

norms and academic expectations (Foley, 1990), and within dimensions of how 

machismo may or may not be a cultural trait (Mirandé, 1997; Baca Zinn 1982; Anzaldúa, 

1999), few studies have explored the role of “performing smartness” amongst 

academically successful urban Latino males, like the Mexican-origin scholarship boys in 

this study.  

 A startling literature gap remains, one that has largely failed to include the voices 

of openly sensitive, Latino organic intellectuals (e.g. Mexican-origin scholarship boys in 

this research) who perceive knowledge acquisition as the process by which to become a 

more mature and well-balanced man. In deference to Octavio Paz (1985), Richard 

Rodriguez (1982), and Howard Bloom (1987), Mexican-origin scholarship boys suggest 

that men of reason can be real men and extremely intelligent, while not assimilating into 

all of the constructs of middle and upper middle class perceptions of the reasonable and 

civilized man of letters. We can walk with an uneasy air (Octavio Paz despised this about 

Chicanos), claim organic knowledge from the barrio (Howard Bloom would probably call 

this low status knowledge), and successfully perform in middle class spaces while 

holding on to much of the working-class past (an act Richard Rodriguez said was 

completely irreconcilable and Pierre Bourdieu failed to capture in his work on social 

reproduction of tastes, social class, and life chances).  
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The scholarship boys in this research express manhood in relational terms and use 

masculine strength in the name of social justice. Their “ghetto nerd” (Diaz, 2007) 

masculinities consist of maintaining a certain working-class, homeboy aesthetic while 

remaining excellent students (somewhat different from Diaz’s more “geeky” 

conceptualization of the term). To this end, unlike much of the research (Ferguson, 2001; 

Willis, 1977) on working- class male students that designates unique and distinct 

characteristics to nerds and street kids, this research expands on this work by illustrating 

how Mexican-origin scholarship boys merge both identities. In other words, in some 

ways Mexican-origin scholarship boys are vatos, homeboys, and “keep it real” all while 

achieving academic excellence. 

Outside of the primary theoretical tools that guide this study, I will examine the 

cultural production of the gendering process of Mexican-origin scholarship boys, in part, 

by drawing from Connell’s (1995) three-fold model of masculinity: (1) power, (2) 

production, and (3) cathexis (emotional attachment). Power will be examined through 

strategies that Mexican-origin scholarship boys use to “serve” hegemonic ideologies and 

structures and examinations into how these practices shape a “brain-centric” intellectual 

manhood. Production, unlike Connell’s (1995) emphasis on capital and division of labor, 

is analyzed through the contested productions of truth, success, knowledge, and “making 

it.” Cathexis consists, in part, of the emotional attachment to representing, honoring, and 

advocating for discourses, knowledge, and other aspects that reflect a commitment to 

their working-class communities of origin. 

Finally, I will now examine the role of masculinity as it relates to Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys. 
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David: I am a Fighter and Warrior 

David often used the word “struggle” in our conversations.  He referred to himself 

as a fighter and warrior. His historical lineage and life experience, very much points to 

the accuracy of this assessment. He is the descendant of someone who fought with 

Pancho Villa. He made me aware of this during our face to face interview. He was proud 

to point-out the role of struggle and fighting for justice that runs through his blood line. 

David, like the Mexican-origin scholarship boy Richard Rodriguez, was inspired to use 

knowledge for some empowering end. However, unlike Rodriguez, David positions 

Antonio Gramsci and his Prison 0otebooks (1971/2000) as core ideas and influences that 

shaped his views about how Mexicans and Chicanos in the United States (barrio residents 

in particular) live in a colonial setting. It is his intellectual positionality, one that has been 

fermented over years of self-analysis and experience, that has encouraged him to not 

adhere to what his mother told him to be like: humilde (contextually defined here as 

humble or meek). He told me: all the Mexicans who were being nice were being stepped 

on. 

 David engages in a very deliberate act of contestation, challenging the status quo 

in any of the sectors of his life. He recalls walking with chains to protect himself from 

neighborhood gangs as an adolescent and later committing to the Chicano movimento 

and critical theorists to re-negotiate, reimagine, and contest the hegemonic notions of 

knowledge and justice. In essence, “in his taking possession of knowledge” on his own 

terms, he is redefining the role of the reasonable man of letters. According to Mirandé 

(1997) “the reasonable man is not driven by passion or emotion but by logic and reason. 

He is not impulsive or irrational, but analytical, cool, detached, and calculating, and 
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always reasonable” (p. 13).  Is a Chicano scholarship boy like David a reasonable man? 

Considering the racialized, classed, gender norms of academia, David stands outside of 

the traditional tropes of the learned and reasonable man. In fact, he is often asked by the 

security guards at a campus garage why he is parking in the faculty area. The security 

guard cannot phantom the prospects of a Latino male teaching at such a prestigious 

university.  

Unlike Paz’s (1985) view of Pachucos, David’s barrio-centric posture and 

positionality is not an aimless identity. Instead, David uses what Hoggart’s asserts of the 

scholarship boys’ central defining character, “brains” (he says he always knew he was a 

smart Mexican) as his vehicle for disrupting Eurocentric (and any other hegemonic 

constructs) notions of being an academic. David mentioned that he refused to live for the 

tenure process and that his commitment has always been to serve his community. He was 

proud to mention that his career shows a lack of interest in publishing just for the sake of 

adhering to the tenure track’s code of behaving like a good academic. David rarely joins 

groups, he prefers the independent, self directed journey to truth. He reflects:  

I rebelled against the old boys network. I was never was part of that and never 

will be. A lot of Chicano scholars continue to operate from the old boys network 

point of views. I never wanted to do that. I have always been a loner, to this day. 

 

During the interviewing process, David continuously reminded me of his autonomy and 

his role which is to: speak truth to power. To this end, he was very critical of many of the 

men involved in the Chicano movement because of their sexist views and he also 

questioned their role in becoming part of any established system. David is not affiliated 

with the two party system (Democrat-Republican) but instead chose to become an 

independent.  He also seeks independence within academia. He eloquently explains: 
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Everybody (Chicanos) wanted to be part of the Democratic Party. That was one 

deal. I never put them down. But I have done a lot of critical talks about the two 

party dictatorship…I wanted to be my own academic and continue my own  

work for the independence of my mind. Our work has to be in the interest of the  

oppressed to create organic intellectuals.  

 

Hoggart (1957) asserts that part of the gender socialization for scholarship boys consists 

of isolation. He frames working-class youth as largely hanging out, outside in groups, 

while scholarship boys have to find the way to acquire isolation (to “study”). There is a 

certain type of insider-outsider negotiation that becomes central to their identity, a 

difficult process of masculinity shaping.  David fits within this general observation, but 

also expands on Hoggart’s view by asserting manliness as an identity that struggles to 

reshape and fight in the name of the oppressed. It becomes less about “I,” like Rodriguez 

(1982), and more about “we”—we, the barrio, people of color. It is also stresses the role 

of using male privilege to contest patriarchy, racism, and classism. David’s dissertation 

topic, choice of graduate school, and path as an academic can be defined as an act of 

resistance within and outside of the system.  

 In contesting the structure of academia at the ideological level, David does take a 

stand. Willis’s (1977) study of the working-class youth positions the lads as working-

class boys who are not agency-less. They perform deliberate acts of resistance against 

middle class constructions manhood (much of this embedded in the hidden and overt 

curriculum and achievement expectations). In the resistance effort, channels for social 

class mobility are in fact cut off in some ways. For Mexican-origin scholarship boys like 

David, the working class, racial-ethnic subjectivity also creates a tension, but he stays 

within the system (in part) , where he performs very well academically, and uses his 

“brains” to question static notions of gendering, knowledge, and everyday aspects of 
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one’s life course. David has never been simply: “anti-school.” His manhood encompasses 

a more complex toolkit for engaging oppression in a dialectical process. In a manner 

similar to my own experience, I recall thinking the following as a middle school student 

(paraphrasing): 

A man fights back, a man does battle against oppression, but dropping out of 

school will not help me become a “cool,”or strong “macho man.” If school is the 

place that will help develop the mind, one day, I will use all this information to 

reshape this society in a way that helps people that look like me. 

 

This self-analysis was important because it was a position that was looked at with a 

suspicion. My working-class father sometimes despised my over emphasis on “reading” 

and my peer group was part of me, yet “not really me,” because I went to the library after 

school and most of them refused to do their homework. David struck me as a sensitive, 

spiritual, extremely reflective, and a complex person (not to mention, someone gifted 

with the art of inspiring the listener). And it is these characteristics that forge an alliance 

with Anzaldúa’s (1999) request for a new masculinity. In David’s assessment of 

hypermasculinity, he mentions the following: 

At first I was part of that. You don’t think about it, you have to be a macho. It’s 

the way it is. For some reason, by all the criteria I should have been a misogynist. 

My father beat up on my stepmother. All that patriarchal shit. Maybe it was  

something in my blood, I just didn’t feel cool with it. When I tried to be a real 

macho, it did not make me feel good. Guys would talk about their conquests, I 

never did that.  

 

David approaches classical liberalism’s perspectives on diversity in the university as 

faulty dimensions of pursuing authentic justice and equity. Howard Bloom  (1987) is 

notorious for envisioning certain Eurocentric ideas as being cornerstones to the truly 

educated man. To David, the ontological and intellectual blind spots of this assessment 
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require a stance of revisionism. To this end, masculinity, and his quest for power, is 

centered on having his own voice. He elaborates: 

The problem is that the academy is an institution of the state. Some go uncritically 

into this. Some say: I am going to make it big and be a vice chancellor. I was one 

of the first among us to be offered to be a chancellor. But I said, “why do it?” 

Given the nature of the institution, my principles will be undermined. I will no 

longer be my own man. I will not be allowed to speak truth to power…that is my 

responsibility as a Chicano intellectual. You compromise that obligation by 

taking on the role of serving the state and the institution. It’s bullshit that young 

people have to go to school to conform versus having the chance to be themselves. 

I always tell a young scholar to never compromise who you are. You have to 

compromise some of this to survive, but, never let the institution force you to 

compromise for the sake of getting ahead.    
 

Words like “be your own man,” “compromise,” “principles,” are key constructs that 

define David’s ideological standpoint as a certain type of Chicano scholarship boy. Like 

the scholarship boy, Carlos, in this study, the act of servin’ serves a metaphor for: 

reshaping, reimaging, controlling. Knowledge is something to get and it is used in a way 

that provides independence of thought and action. It also fulfills the “manly” struggle to 

make things fair for the self and the larger oppressed community of people of color.  

 How many working-class Latino men in the United States are able to address 

masculinity intellectually and feel fulfilled? The statistics point to a severe high school 

drop-out emergency and working-class communities are often void of resources that 

allow young men to pursue knowledge in a way such as David. That is what makes 

David’s journey in part, very remarkable. Very much, a “ghetto nerd” (Diaz, 2007), in a 

“cool” way I must say, he speaks to the ways manhood yearning can be expressed in a 

mentally challenging way. Negative masculinity and its often violent appendage of 

violent machismo, can be mediated with immersion within intellectual, critical, and 

spiritual self analysis.  The elements of competition, independence, respect, honor, and 
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struggle for individual autonomy can work within a gendering process that sees the 

intersectionality of race, class, and gender as reference points of valuable knowledge 

which can help in solidifying one’s place at the table. As Valenzuela (1999) points out, 

nonetheless, schooling for Latinos living in the United States often translates to a 

subtractive process of continuous disfranchisement. So, for working-class Mexican-origin 

males, “doing gender” in a way that furthers academic excellence is rare and quite 

difficult. In the U.S. and many other parts of the world, “being a boy” is increasingly 

correlated with academic underachievement in comparison to women. This has been an 

escalating problem. Research on boys in schools (Epstein, Elwood, Hey & Maw, 1998; 

Mac and Ghaill, 1994; Saenz & Ponjuan, 2009) points to the polemic term, but 

nonetheless, useful idea of an emerging “crisis” to describe the education/schooling 

outcomes of boys in England, Australia, and the United States.  

Antonio: I don’t need college to answer my own questions 

 Antonio, the scholarship boy with a consistent existential angst, often made 

mention about how knowledge was “his” and created “by him.” Like the other 

scholarship boys in this study, he uses “brains” as the most masculine source of strength. 

His standpoint entails that he views “his” brains as having something so organic and 

critical that he can out-compete (at the level of debate, knowledge possession, and 

nuanced philosophical oratory) any economically privileged Latino or white students. 

I’m from the barrio, so therefore, I know how to make something out of nothing. 

While the schools think they are putting me in my place, as a brown boy from the 

ghetto, I actually put them in their place. I don’t have disadvantage, I put people 

in check intellectually-like a rapper, a good one. I realized that outside of school 

and in school, as a little boy, that Mexicans, like me, have to teach themselves. 

Shit, you think Dr. Seuss can teach me about my world? 
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Outside of his own search for meaning, he gave very little credit to his K-12 teachers or 

his undergraduate and graduate education. In fact, the race, class, and gender norms of 

middle class, whitestream universities (and K-12 schools) haunt him to this day. He 

elaborates: 

In elementary school you learn about white heroes. In college you learn that you 

are kind of a human, but you are not “the human.” So, I can’t tell you that 

professors and teachers ever knew what it means to be me. It was about being 

colonized into white magic, ideas, and that is why I do have a posttraumatic story. 

The barrio, its between me and some doctor and God. When I told teachers about 

how Mexicans are screwed over by society, they always responded in school: 

“why do you have to be so negative?” 

 

Antonio, who is now in his early forties, rejects the idea of “white people” serving him 

information that is valuable. He rejects the notion that assimilation is good and that he, as 

a “poor” Latino boy should be thankful for the fruits of his labor and schooling. Over the 

course of our talks, all he kept saying was: I teach myself and whenever a white boy at 

the gym or in school said something stupid, I had to tell them the facts. David believes 

that he owns “the facts” and he is happy, willing, and able to continuously put up “his 

facts” against teachers, students, and every day folk who claim that the United States is 

some type of panacea of hope and a fair playing field. It is also connects to common 

theme in the working-class life of many Latino boys who live in urban communities 

related to the gendering norms of:  “authenticity,” “respect,” “holding your ground,” and 

“defending oneself from attacks.” 

 A “brown masculinity” is consistently in relational interactions with often violent 

norms in school. For Antonio, he recalls, in a very Freirian (1971) sense, refusing to 

become an object of production. He recalls always pursuing his historical subjectivity 
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even if it means not meeting linear notions of success. Latino manhood is shaped by his 

constant debate with schooling expectations and knowledge claims. He explains: 

You know, it’s painful. I went to school, dreaming that something there was good 

for me. So, I go from the abuse of poverty and gang fights in my block to high 

school, which was basically a McDonalds, we (Latinos) are the fast food of 

human beings. 0obody cared about us in high school, we were their paychecks. 

So, I dropped out of high school. 0o fear, I dropped out and got a GED. I went to 

my local library and bookshelf; I read everything I could get my hands on. School 

was useless, they didn’t teach me anything. In less than two days, I passed the 

GED, it was a breeze, super easy.  

 

This “dropping out” phase was an exercise of power against system oppression. Unlike 

much of the literature (e.g.,Willis, 1977) that suggests that many males drop out or 

develop counter-school attitudes, in part, because of macho cultures that socialize them 

into thinking school is “gay” or “too feminine” (part of the discourse of what is referred 

to as a “masculinity crisis”); for Antonio, school in its institutional sense, was a rejection 

of him (raced, classed, and gendered self), not the other way around. He loves the “idea” 

of school and learning. To this day, he only sleeps about 3 hours a day. He spends most 

of time reading the world and the word (Freire, 1970). His scholarship boy journey 

encompasses intense feelings of rejection and the search for autonomy in very cyclical 

ways. School became a place where he his manhood is questioned in its ontological, 

historical, political, and sociocultural dimensions. Antonio takes this a as challenge, one 

he is always read to struggle against. It is his love for learning that did push him to go 

back to school over and over, until earning his graduate degree (in spite of the 

microagressions). In fact as he puts it, school is where I went to war and tested myself, 

that is where I found out where I stood, so I did go to school with the intention of doing 

well. I was not down with the idea of being a ruthless guy hanging out on the street and 

being dumb as hell. 
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 Like Willis’s (1977) study of the lad’s (set in a British schooling context ), 

Antonio demonstrates a rejection of his masculine self being turned into something 

else—in his case, as he puts it: a white boy. The difference is of course, that Antonio uses 

strategic counterstances to continue his education and pursue social class mobility while 

at the same time rejecting certain hegemonic forces germane to schooling. David has 

internalized an oppositional, yet dialectical identity with the forces of cultural 

domination. Similar to Ferguson’s (2001) ethnographic of African American boys in an 

urban high school, Antonio is constantly feeling like his masculinity (with its raced and 

classed intersections) puts him a conundrum: perform the cues of the dominant culture or 

else pay the consequences of being considered a “bad boy.” This identity battle is 

consistent with the dualistic nature of Dubouis’s (1903) double consciousness. For 

Antonio, there is a prolonged and difficult burden of performing whiteness all while 

contesting its very centeredness.  Antonio elaborates: 

Right away I knew I belonged to the “bad group.” The poor Mexicans. They 

looked at us like that, teachers and society. As a kid, I just looked around, and I 

was like, shit! We, Chicanos are broke! But why? So I went to school, wanting to 

find out why. But, I just had to sit there, with the teachers telling me to follow all 

these rules. I know they probably thought all Mexicans would just keep quiet, I 

didn’t, I talked back and made my points. In high school, the vatos were doing 

crazy stuff, so then, I was having to work with that stigma, of being just another 

vato causing trouble. You know, I get dizzy just thinking about of all the different 

battles. 

 

Antonio, in his constant push for naming his location and in metaphorical terms, eliciting 

a subpoena against intellectual and cultural genocide, often spins into a surreal, hyper-

poetic stream of consciousness. This incoherence, madness, and genius are tainted with 

doses of disappointment and prolonged yearning. Like Rodriguez (1982), his “hunger of 
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memory” almost has him frozen in time. He says: what happened to that boy, the one 

with candy, near the tree house? Am I the man I could have been?  

 Antonio’s gendered life course is in part about not adhering to a careful, timid, 

and externally controlled life course.  He wants to be in control. Due to a spinal injury as 

kid, Antonio gets certain economic benefits that he counts as his only source of income at 

this present moment. He has not cashed in on his education. Antonio says: 

These 29,000 dollar a year jobs, that’s all I was offered. Those broke jobs. If I 

was a white boy, I’d be the director of a major motion picture company by now. 

Doors open up for them in ways a book will never be able to explain, it’s the 

racism of the system. It has always been that way. 

 

Antonio spends his days reading, making his own movies at home, and dreaming about a 

better place. He made it clear to me that he will not struggle within a system that pays out 

different benefits based on race, class, and gender. He instead, prefers to live on his own 

terms, learning at his own pace and seeing how he can make his dream of owning a film 

studio come true. There is also a certain kind of “racial battle fatigue” (Smith et. al., 

2006) and conscientization that he has gone through since earning his masters degree. 

Antonio appears to be less willing now, in his forties, to insert himself within hegemonic 

structures of any form. Since he feels like he has the “facts” (or can get them on his own), 

his goal is now to put them into practical use. Moreover, unlike Paz’s (1985) view that 

suffering is a central culprit for the masks that Mexicans wear, Antonio pursues his 

sociocultural, race, class, and gendered self with much more clarity now due to the 

information he got from the pain he suffered germane to his ongoing scholarship boy 

journey.  
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Mario: I do not Sleep with the Devil in that Way 

 Mario  used the term “devil” to describe mainstream ideas and goals/rituals. As he 

puts it: I make a conscious effort not to move with the norm. If the logic is not right, then 

it’s not right. Moving between an intense sensitivity and anger, Mario forged a very 

poetic, almost romantic-utopian view about how life should be lived. He elaborates: 

I know that the norm is unjust in historical terms and has been oppressive to 

Latinos, and does not relate to us. We can attach ourselves to it. We do it 

unconsciously sometimes, we follow the flow, but, I catch it, I see when I go into 

the sell out category. Moving up is defined by whom? Knowledge is defined by 

whom? The dominant culture defines it, you don’t move up until they give you 

credentials and you follow their rules. 

 

Mario grew up in working-class community where he remembers most of his friends 

dropping out of school. He remembers a certain working-class intimacy and solidarity 

with their struggles, and finds academia and Eurocentric norms as “stealing” something 

about his core essence.  From k-8th grade, he was an honor student. In high school, 

teachers played the role of security guards and punishers. He recalls: 

I was in high school, pretty much like a Marxist. I had studied Fidel Castro, 

Cesar Chavez, and Saul Alinsky. The machine, the white, middle class machine of 

production; I knew it was about stealing and looting. I would challenge teachers 

on their blind spots. But they didn’t want to hear it, I even got suspended because 

of it. 

 

High school was a time of negotiations with the way brown, Latino boys were seen on by 

campus administrators and most teachers: dumb, violent, and out of control. Mario was 

not labeled as a promising student anymore. Suddenly, teachers viewed him as a threat 

and as another hypermasculine barrio boy that was not particularly interested in school.  

 The use of the words “norm” and “mainstream” were in constant use as he told 

me about his survival/coping strategies. For Mario, schooling hides silences, and 

indoctrinates with false notions of common sense. This is the violence he says he 
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constantly, catches. Imagine him as a lifelong ethnographer, using critical literacy to 

debunk myths. Unlike the academically successful schoolboys in Ferguson’s (2001) 

excellent study of African American masculinity in an urban high school, doing gender 

for Mario encompasses not hiding his working-class aesthetic to get ahead and do well in 

school.  

 Like the other scholarship boys in this study, Mario is an avid reader. He uses 

“brains” instead of fists in his “fights.”  He defended himself from hegemonic schooling 

norms not by getting poor grades or dropping out of school but by reading more, so he 

could debate against the threats (ideology of schools’ hidden and overt curriculum, 

teacher standpoints) in more eloquent ways. His mind is his weapon; it is his source of 

ultimate power. When the system comes at him one way, he outmaneuvers it by having a 

double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) of barrio boy and “nerd,” a switch-hitting approach 

to sociocultural violence. He believes that the system is setup to destroy the Latino male. 

He perceives schooling structures as systems that continuously tracks Latino males from 

urban schools into working-class jobs. Even for the “successful” Latino students like him, 

he still believes that he is being setup to lose his “authentic” barrio boy identity if he 

follows all of the rituals of middle class public life and schooling. There is not the epic, 

rising up or “making it” it feeling. Instead, the irony is that “making it” has a racialized, 

classed, and gendered soul-a subtractive prize that he begins to question over time. 

 Mario loves the idea of learning and going to school. But, he has a counter school 

attitude as it relates the way schooling produces the educated man. Unlike the lads in 

Willis’s (1977) research on working-class males, Mario’s counter schooling ideology is 

not a linear rejection of its academic expectations. He does not wholeheartedly reject the 
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steps, rituals, and performances necessary to do well in school. He is a doctoral student at 

a top tier university. Instead, he performs battles with professors, peers, and even himself 

as he continuously disrupts the social constructions of “natural flow” of things all while 

not completely being “kicked out” of the system. He rebels by taking time off from 

school without giving any explanations or he goes into deeply melancholic states where 

he goes through an intense existential angst. He explains: 

I am not about top down, I am about relationships. I am about love. Top down 

people make it all neatly, right through the system. That includes most whites and 

‘Hispanics’ from the middle class. They call those people, the ‘grown ups.’ Fuck 

that, I am about knowing knowledge and people in deep ways, leading with the 

critical use of the mind. In school, we have constant competition, with winners, 

losers, and sell-outs. We have no middle ground. I hate that. It kills me and the 

youth, it is so masculine in that way. 

 

On more than one occasion, Mario cried when talking about these issues. He says, I am 

hard on the outside, but my emotional, sensitive inside, is what makes me so smart and 

aware. That’s why I don’t fall for the hype of just being a student the way they want me to 

be, there is something more to life. I must admit that when I heard him say this, I got a 

little emotional. A stunning literature gap remains in the masculinity research, where it 

fails to account for how being “hard” and resisting school norms, is not necessarily 

representative of having a hypermasculine, macho attitude in its entirety. Instead, as in 

the case of Mario, we see how much he suffers and how sensitive he really is. He is 

thoughtful, reflective, and deeply in touch with the social and dialectical dimension of 

identity creation. He uses this pain, one full of memories of oppression in historical terms 

as it relates to Chicana/os and Mexicans, to fight back in public, but then goes home into 

a recluse of reflection. He refuses to let the devil (dominant culture) go uncontested. 
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 His struggle with the devil is increasingly difficult now that he is trying to write 

his dissertation: 

When I write, I feel like I lose some of my manhood as I feel it. I am raw, I want to 

write from the subconscious, to tell my story as I experienced it. But, what does 

the university expect? A soft, white, in the box, super organized paper. The battle 

is: will I become a system writer? If I fall into the trap, I have just allowed my 

experience to be destroyed and ignored. Every word I write is a crisis for me. It’s 

a struggle of life and death. Too them, the professors, I am a whiner, to me, it’s 

about keeping my life.  I have no desire to be a coconut. 

 

The crisis of masculinity is vested in part within how Mario sees the university as 

possessing a white, middle class masculinity. This view of masculinity consists of the 

idea that higher education embodies a certain raced, gendered, and classed standpoint that 

informs its formal and hidden curriculum. He continuously “acts up” and battles against it 

by disappearing from the system and sometimes by using his “brains” to strategize on 

how he can have his way. He says: 

 I put people in check in my classes, you know the assimilated ones. I have to give 

them the information they forgot to learn at Harvard. Their egos are all up there, 

but whether it’s the professor or most of the students, I found out they couldn’t 

catch me intellectually. They are all somehow involved in this twisted colonizing 

machine. I caught it, and trust me I let them know about it. 

 
Mario, then, constructs the self, in part, through intellectual fight stories. La lucha (the 

struggle), to save face, is one that he is likely going to the grave with. Unlike gangs that 

engage in brown on brown crime, Mario contends that devil usually does not look like 

him or have his positionality. The norms of the hegemonic knowledge structure and its 

values enrage him. He also views the dominant culture as pathological, tainted by a long 

history of absolute notions of success, education, and morality which are morally and 

intellectually bankrupt. He explains: 
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I know that the norm is unjust in historical terms and has been oppressive to 

Latinos, and does not relate to us. We can attach ourselves to it. We do it 

unconsciously sometimes, we follow the flow, but, I catch it, I see when I go into 

the sell out category. Moving up is defined by whom? Knowledge is defined by 

whom? The dominant culture defines it, you don’t move up until they give you 

credentials and you follow their rules. 

 

Thinking of this statement makes me reflect on how Mario came to be involved in this 

project. He read the essay I wrote, Lost in Degree: A Chicano PhD student’s Search for 

Missing Clothes (2007), and emailed me. He said, that’s me, I know that pain. Being a 

barrio boy, a scholarship boy at that, took him into spaces few of his peers ever went. 

But, he merges that distance by competing, controlling, and resisting much of the 

ontological and epistemological notions of becoming educated in any normative sense. 

The barrio, never really has left him. Without it, he could never really call himself, a well 

educated Latino man of letters.  

Carlos: I Loved Servin’ Them 

 

 As mentioned in the introduction, I connected with Carlos’s metaphor of servin’. 

Growing up in barrio communities in Los Angeles, I often engaged in a discourse of 

“proving oneself” while embodying a certain air of confidence ingrained in the body-

politics of urban, working-class ontology.  For Carlos, letting people know that they had 

to earn their voice of legitimacy is important. He elaborates: Fools think because of their 

pedigree that I’m suppose to respect them. A lot of the people I served though, I 

ultimately did end up having love for. Carlos conducted some type of sociocultural and 

intellectual audit on his graduate school peers. When knowledge claims were not up to 

his standard, he called them out on it and served them with the information he deemed 

accurate, critical, and more nuanced. 
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 For Carlos, servin’ has a long history. While his recollections of elementary 

school are quite positive (he cherished the intimacy and caring from teachers), middle 

school through high school consisted mostly of psychological, cultural, and emotional 

microaggressions. In elementary school, he was framed as intelligent, but, now things 

changed. 

You were full of potential then (elementary school). I had two teachers the whole 

year in one class. In middle school you had so much change from class to class. 

The family feel was gone. 

 

Potential is framed as the way the teacher-institutional gaze looked at him. Carlos 

remembers feeling protected in elementary school and being perceived as smart. From 

middle school to high school, he says: it was my body, you know, it didn’t look like the 

body of the “smart kids.” Carlos walks with a certain Chicano swagger, his clothes 

appear to not be purchased at any middle class outlet or shopping mall. He has some of 

the Chicano posture common in many urban spaces. His boyhood to adolescence 

transition was now perceived a threat. Like in the case of the “troublemakers” in 

Ferguson’s study (2001) on African American masculinity, he could sense that officially 

sanctioned paths to academic success were now blocked to him. This was a stunning and 

anger filled assessment. Whereas before middle school he was happy to work in 

dialectical terms with teachers, now it was about servin’ hegemonic forces. He says:  

Teachers you know, if they disrespected me, I spoke up. I turned it off and on 

(academically) as I pleased. An example is 10
th

 grade, I took this test (end of year 

standardized test) and I got all of the questions right. I got put in AP History but I 

got out of it. 

 

 Similar to the scholarship boy Mario, he turned off his ability to perform well 

academically when he felt that he was being disrespected or when teachers didn’t bring it 

(did not give him quality, critical, rigorous schooling/education). Carlos ends up 
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connecting his mind and body and seeks to speak, reject, and contest schooling on his 

terms. This is usually a death sentence for most urban, barrio youth. But, what keeps 

Carlos “thinking” and intellectually (and spiritually) satisfied is his dedication to reading. 

This is a trait exemplified by all the scholarship boys in this research. He explains: 

The library was a sanctuary. A place to workout. A workshed of mind. I was a 

four or five times a day type of library person. I would get one or two books and 

read quick and go back. At the library I could remember that I was intelligent. 

Reading there reminded me that intense intelligence. I would just sit on the isle. I 

would also go to 7-Eleven (store) at age 9 and 10 and get magazine subscriptions 

so I can order material to read.   
 

So unlike the work of Willis (1977) on working-class masculinity and counter-school 

identities,  Carlos gains “power” and “manhood honor” by putting in academic labor and  

from his control, mastery, and interactions with independent inquiry and his strategic use 

of “brains.” His ability and confidence in serving people comes from his independent 

search for knowledge and meaning. Also, there is nuanced take on being “hard.” Being a 

complete, strong “man,” means standing your ground, defending yourself, mainly 

through the means of intellect. Masculinity is an intellectual performance that requires a 

lot of isolation and self-teaching. The library and books are what gives him power to fight 

back. It many ways, Carlos sees his intellect as something that requires intense exercise, 

for the purpose pursuing social justice ends and also for protection of the brown body and 

psyche against the larger, racialized, classed, and gender social structures that do not 

norm people “like him” as worthy of “success” and “smartness.” 

 The masculinity research is clear about men wanting respect and recognition. 

How boys/men act out this request is crucial. There is not a particularly neat story about 

Carlos’s approach. Carlos left high school for a few months and did not attend college 

until after a few years after high school. He did not take a privileged, hyper-protected 
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journey towards earning a doctorate in human development at one of the most prestigious 

research one universities in the nation. Instead, he learned how to work with 

ambivalence. His mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) consisted of contradiction, 

pain, happiness, loss, and gain. Moreover, like Hoggart’s (1957) description of the 

scholarship boy, Carlos was never a full member of any group. This type of 

psychological distance helps in the reflexive sense. Servin’ is part of what Richard 

Rodriguez did in Hunger of Memory (1982). He rejected certain tropes of identity 

politics. As mentioned previously, a central dimension of the survival instinct of 

scholarship boys is: the construction of self through intellectual fight stories. Rodriguez 

does it. And so does everyone in this study.  

 Servin’ is a struggle, a fight, a dual, a positioning of ontology, epistemology, and 

history. Its inspiration is partly inspired by a miseducation. Carlos explains: 

0ot until my first year of community college did my historical self come up. The 

rest was like a vacation from who you are. The one thing that was right there, 

Carlos, was never covered until community college. 

 

Searching for the complex sociocultural self was solely an independent project until 

community college. His struggle still did not end though, as he worked to serve certain 

students and instructors. Carlos’s gendered life course is consistently interacting with 

how he performs his brains in a schooling context, to defend himself, or teach someone 

about what they are “missing.” Carlos is a man of reason, but not one that believes that 

the private and public require separation (i.e. Richard Rodriguez). His standpoint stems 

from the hybridity of consciousness, drawing largely from how barrio and formal 

schooling demands interact. He positions his mind as the deciding factor (driven largely 

by memory, synthesis, spirituality, and “knowledge”).  
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 The Latino masculinities of working-class youth are often part of a “dominated 

aesthetic” (Bourdieu, 1984). Carlos points to the way manhood in a brown, working-class 

body and context can move towards emancipation from the hegemonic gaze. Intellectual 

defiance against the oppressor requires a tenacity of self education and occasional 

performance that may seem “erratic.” He explains: 

It was crazy there (at his undergraduate university). I just wanted more truth 

there. Got some bullshit work. I got a few bad grades here and there. Sometimes I 

didn’t even go…I just can’t pull of the whole just go with the flow thing. I have to 

be comfortable with myself. 

 

There is this certain kind of resistance against just going with the flow while still 

acknowledging that school matters. Carlos said that the always saw himself as a 

professor. His journey illustrates the messy, ambivalent, and difficult path for many 

Latino males.  

Schools have certain spaces and teachers that can help in a positive way. 

Nonetheless, taking into consideration the common marginalization and deficit views 

toward Latino males in U.S. urban schools, Carlos demonstrates that the hardness and 

rage of a poverty stricken, urban upbringing, can be channeled into an ambitious 

intellectual work ethic. In this way, one can serve the system and their definitions of 

knowledge, self, and success.  

Summary 

Whiteness and maleness and middle-classness intersect in a form of embodiment 
that populates certain social spaces with a living norm of ontological power 
(Perkinson, 2002, p. 175). 
 

Working-class masculinity in schools is often correlated with low educational outcomes. 

The case of scholarship boys demonstrates a different correlation. This research 

illustrates how Mexican-origin scholarship boys can resist many school cultural norms 
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and still do well academically. Doing “well” is not a clean, linear, and coherent process. 

There are ups and downs. Thus, there is not a linear success pattern for all students, but 

instead cyclical entry and exit points where some scholarship boys may be outside of the 

statistics of academic excellence at varying junctures. One of the scholarship boys 

(Carlos) dropped out of high school for a few months and realized, hard labor is not for 

me. Unlike the lads in Willis’s (1977) study of working-class males in a British 

secondary school, “pen-pushing” is considered a legitimate masculine thing to do for 

scholarship boys (p. 96). Cultivating the brain carries a masculine ethos. With 

information, you can fight back and define yourself, on your terms (at least in part). 

Mario elicits a continuous rebellion. But he centers this process as “normal.” The 

scholarship boys “serve” the dominant class with their ideas on what it mean to be 

educated.  They refuse to take in knowledge as is. They work to control the discourse of 

becoming an educated Latino male all while being cognizant of the cultural capital 

expectations for brown bodies in Eurocentric schools. The problematic dimensions of 

expecting academic success in linear systems of schooling for working-class Latino 

males that have non-linear lives is part of the set-up for creating academic achievement 

gaps. Whereas many working-class youth internalize the socialization dimensions of 

being called or framed as “dumb,” the scholarship boys (regardless of occasional 

academic ups and downs) in this research believed since childhood that they are really 

smart. They “do gender” by controlling their minds in intense ways that help in resisting 

deficit views. They hit the books with the rigor of a really good street fighter.  

 In a very scholarship boy fashion, “success” is envisioned as a discourse which is 

part of a social construction that emasculates scholarships boys in certain racialized and 
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classed ways. Their (dominant class) success is not success. Achievement slogans like 

“making it” are forced to consider the thoughts of Latino males from the barrio. This 

research demonstrates that the transformation in class consciousness through a racial 

intersection informs much of the resistance of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. All of 

the scholarship boys in this study have a critical understanding of Chicano history and 

their sociohistorical subjectivity. This awareness was shaped largely by their intense 

affinity for reading since they were children and due to their nuanced reflections across 

time germane to being Latino, male, and poor, in urban America.  Interestingly, none of 

the scholarship boys spoke of family members who were also into reading with the same 

type of fervor. Unlike Rodriguez (1982), who attended middle class K-12 schools, the 

subjects in this study attended low SES, urban public schools. Their socialization 

encompassed developing distaste for “selling out.” Not selling out and talking back to 

hegemony is at the core of what it means to reach authentic, scholarly manhood. Some of 

these codes of authenticity, honor, self respect, and integrity, are part of the linguistic and 

ideological discourses of barrio life. Keeping it real and calling out posers, wanna-be’s, 

fakes, cococunuts, are a normal part of daily transactions of solidarity. The excellence in 

their intellectual repertoire is based on a clever psycho-spiritual double consciousness 

(Dubois, 1903). They move between two worlds (at least two worlds), one that assumes 

that success has rituals that are set in stone and their own thoughts which contest the 

hegemonic forces of accepting the staged, Eurocentric core of schooling, consciousness, 

knowledge, and identity.   

 In light of banking schooling models and neoliberal, market driven approaches to 

schooling that are all the rave in the United States, scholarship boys are positioned as 
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insider-outsider students of excellence. In the masculine halls of school, where one must 

engage in battle for academic supremacy, scholarship boys do compete, and usually fair 

quite well. But, as in the case of Mario, winning all the time is not really a good thing. He 

claims to sometimes “fail” on purpose: sometimes I sabotage opportunities, on purpose; 

to make sure I keep my soul. I know I will still get what I want in the end. The 

compromises that scholarship boys have to make for academic supremacy are thus 

analyzed with a very spiritual, sociocultural, and ethical stance. Sometimes, as in David’s 

case, he has to keep it real and see what happens (proven by his stance on publishing, he 

refused to join the publish or perish mantra—and still was able to get tenure). Moreover, 

affinity for the needs of their working-class community, social justice, and critical 

reorganization of schools and knowledge is very much part of their standpoint. 

            Most of the literature on masculinity examines the lives of white males. Much of 

this work comes from research conducted in England and Australia. Generally, 

intersections with race and ethnicity in urban, inner city schools (in the U.S.) receive a 

very uncritical and passive analysis. This research aims at contributing to this gap. 

Drawing from this study, it is especially interesting to document how Latino working-

class males can seek a sense of cultural autonomy while pursing schooling in a largely 

subtractive context. You do not have to necessarily use fists to fight back. The use of 

“brains” is crucial for it provides a salient leverage point by which to develop power and 

recognition. The library may be the best ally a barrio boy can have. Not the teacher, but 

the library. The allies are the authors and critical thinkers that may give voice to one’s 

story and emancipation.  The author’s words become part of an imaginary world. They 

inhabited a world of thinkers and philosophers and generally, they don’t tend to reject 
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you, block you, or restrict you from your path. Books don’t usually call you dumb or 

loser (although I am conscious of books that do just that). Books do not give you a 

standardized test. The power of self-teaching and relating it to reading the world (Freire 

& Macedo, 1987), is what in essence, frees a Mexican-origin scholarship boy from some 

doses of second class, colonial citizenship and self destructive hypermasculinity. 

Malcolm X, a certain type of scholarship boy, exemplifies the point. After being told by 

his teacher that he should work with his hands because he was black and thus should be 

“realistic” in his aims to become a lawyer, his life spun out of control. Reading (of 

course, some of this reading entailed the strong devotion he developed for the Nation of 

Islam) during his jail sentence connected him with a sense of liberation and agency, 

which took him through a unique path of discovery and greatness. Male blackness meant 

something different once he got to teach himself.   

         Drawing from the work of Farrell (1974), liberated men must flow to avoid 

“emotional constipation” (p. 71). For Mexican-origin scholarship boys, servin’ is a 

release, a satisfying letting go and letting out. This liberates them from hyper-

commitment to traditional gender roles that fail to examine how patriarchy injures them. 

The story of the Mexican-origin scholarship boy is one of vulnerable confession. This 

release centers their social justice philosophy and cultivates their emotional approach to 

holistic growth as Latino men of letters.  

         I now turn to explorations into the gifted nature of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. 
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Theme III: At Least Twice as Gifted: Meditations on the Culturally Situated 

Intelligences of Mexican-Origin Scholarship Boys 

 The Catalanes in Spain. The Ebonics debate in Oakland, California. The 

Zapatistas in Chiapas, Mexico. The Tibetan people in Lhasa. The Chicana/os involved in 

the Movimiento (movement). The African American Civil Rights movement. The 

feminist movement. All of these examples exemplify the struggle of oppressed people in 

having the power to define varying dimensions of ontology (and epistemology), pursue 

justice and dignity, and center the role of culture in the quest for producing the “self” that 

a human being can live with. In the United States, people of Mexican-origin have 

historically been dealt a cruel hand. Limited and subtractive educational opportunities are 

connected with larger forces of racial, class, and gender oppression. To speak of 

“intelligence” and “giftedness,” any person outside of the dominant class has to deal with 

the gaze of white privilege and white supremacy. The neutral connotations afforded to 

this privileged position results in violent and limited perspectives on giftedness. This 

section partakes in this historical dialectic with privilege and domination, as I complicate 

traditional notions of giftedness and explore critical perspectives on intelligence germane 

to this research. 

To explore the gifted aspects of Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this study, I 

utilize Anzaldúa’s (1999) mestiza cosnciousness and Dubois’s (1903) double 

consciousness as central frameworks for understanding the gifted dimensions of 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys. Extensive coding of the data illuminates how Mexican-

origin scholarship boys are gifted. This claim is not solely premised on connections made 

to traditional discourses around giftedness which use the following as assessments: scores 
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on formal standardized tests, g.p.a., and I.Q. tests (and teacher referrals). Moreover, the 

ensuing analysis will provide culturally situated illuminations of giftedness, contributing 

to a much needed critical perspective on intelligence. I will also make connections to 

Gardner’s (1985) provocative work, his Theory of Multiple Intelligences (MI). While I 

respect and believe in the importance of this work, I see my project as one of continuing 

the conversation on giftedness. Specifically, unlike Gardner, I will situate intelligence 

away from objective claims and pursue “culture” and social context as unquestionably 

linked to certain intelligences. 

 Kincheloe (1999) defines post formal approaches to thinking as “…concerned 

with questions of meaning, self awareness, and the nature and function of the social 

context” (p. 21). This philosophy interrogates hegemonic technologies power, politicized 

constructions of cognition, and pushes away from grand narratives of intelligence.  

Additionally, this definition and approach to intelligence provides the plasticity and 

critical epistemological (and ontological) dimensions relevant to the identities of 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys. This framework suits the dialectical, multiple 

consciousness, and sociohistorical subjectivity that Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

embody in this study. Historically, middle class cultural capital has been the ontological 

and epistemological core of gifted assessments and the larger discourses around 

intelligence.  Moreover, in solidarity with Kincheloe (1999),  “…psychologists fail to 

understand that modernist empirical evidence and science only examines portions of the 

world-decontextualized portions at that” (p. 42). As working-class, urban students who 

interact with a series of racialized, gendered, and classed contact zones, the Mexican-
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origin scholarship boys in this study express their “gifts” through critical and culturally 

situated explorations and decisions that are often overlooked.  

 What follows are four portraits of giftedness. These are explorations into one 

particular population, but the analysis may easily have connections to Latina/os from a 

diverse set of backgrounds. In pursuing my examination, I also draw from my cultural 

intuition (Delgado Bernal, 1998) as a self identifying Chicano scholarship boy and garner 

much information from my teaching background (over four years as a high school teacher 

in an urban setting, working mostly with low SES minority student populations and three 

years as a college level instructor).  I now turn to an analysis of the gifted nature of 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys. 

Antonio: I was trying to be like Edison and DaVinci 

 School is not enough, claims Antonio. Similar to Albert Einstein’s obsession with 

studying scientific revolutionaries instead of going to class, Antonio was known around 

his neighborhood as “little Einstein” and he refers to his bedroom as “Disneyland.” He 

has an obsession with the notion of fostering childhood as an adult, reading with critical 

intensity the work of the “great thinkers,” and he uses his room as a laboratory of 

discovery. He traces this passion and philosophy of education going back to the time he 

was in first grade. Also, similar to Albert Einstein, Antonio performed poorly on 

standardized tests and was almost put in special education. He was known by his peers as 

a philosopher with a tremendous wit, and endless bank of knowledge—but the “tests” did 

not agree with such high praise.  

 Antonio’s mother was not known to read around the house. She did not graduate 

from high school and his father left the family when he was a child. However, Antonio’s 
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mother did take him to the library so that he can check out the books he loved. School 

was boring for Antonio, he felt “smarter than that.” 

School (K-12) was a pain in the ass because the teachers were into themselves. I 

was creating theory and inventing things with test tubes, experiments, and 

random thoughts that went through my brain. I made my room Disneyland, part 

fantasy part reality, it was a place to be in awe of. To wonder. To discover. Every 

once in a while I went outside to see the gang bangers. They were like Al Quaida, 

looking for recruits, it was not my thing at all. 

 

Antonio often referred to his double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) type of identity. He 

experienced racialized, classed, and gendered expectations in multiple worlds. He worked 

with two different sets of audiences, his negotiations with school/books and the guys 

hanging out in his neighborhood. Inherent to this border crossing was the whiteness 

panoptican, the overarching ideological umbrella that tried to control how these 

negotiations took place. He suffered emotionally and economically. Pain is central to his 

development of intelligence.  

When you are poor, Mexican, a child, and smart. What do you do? You cry. But 

something hit me. I am real smart. I started taking mental notes. I was keeping my 

own journal of reflections since I was a kid. I was trying to be like Edison, 

DaVinci, the inventors. I was emulating them and the world I lived in did not 

understand me. They  (Edison and DaVinci) were secluded just like me. My mom 

was having mental problems and the war zone outside of my window was crazy.  

 

It is difficult to use traditional tropes or even the ground breaking work of 

Howard Gardner (1985) to illuminate how some working-class youth are in fact “gifted.” 

What the analysis requires is a disruption of the orthodoxy. To this end, the 

sociohistorical and critical ontologies and epistemological stance of Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys like Antonio take us in new directions. From Antonio’s experience we 

see how he uses a double consciousness (Dubious, 1903) and a mestiza consciousness 

(Anzaldúa, 1999) to pursue knowledge and everyday life experience. His interaction with 
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a racialized and classed system of expectations puts him on the periphery of traditional 

constructions of “smartness.” Yet, he engages his cultural and intellectual hybridity in 

creative ways, situating his cognitive development within politics, history, his social 

location, and the sociological study of place.  

In general, you know, school is where you have to hide your talents. Do you know 

of any teachers that understand how being from the ghetto and reading a lot 

makes you a genius? Living in all those worlds, I go from food stamps, gang 

fights in the street, and then I read Plato by 3pm. I speak at least two languages 

and live in so many worlds at once. 

 

He sometimes referred to the term ghetto gifted. This identification resembles Diaz’s 

(2007) use of the term “ghetto nerd.” Intelligence is a discursive and a social 

construction. Power disables and enables. Antonio “code switches” (Anderson, 1992) 

along linguistic, class, and racial-ethnic lines. Howard Gardner’s (1985) eight 

intelligences, though important, are attempts at using “objective” notions of what can be 

measured as universal notions of “intelligence.” The elasticity, crossover and socio-

emotional/physical/intellectual/historical moves of students like Antonio are truly mind 

boggling and extend MI theory’s constructions of intelligence.  The hybridity (Anzaldúa, 

1999) of consciousness ferments a series of provocative dimensions of being/acting out 

“smartness.”  It is more in line with Vygotsky (1978) who believed that cultural activities 

are what elicit higher mental processes. Measuring middle class cultural capital as 

giftedness is in fact, maybe, just one type of “intelligence.” From Antonio and many 

other barrio boys and girls, we are able to infer the problematic nature of stage theory and 

the horizontal, hierarchical, and vertical accountability systems and measurements in 

traditional school settings. Instead, the mediated zones of development between different 

circumstances, identities, and levels of consciousness forge the synthesis of the gifted 
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Mexican-origin scholarship boy. In many ways, their intelligence resembles the 

decolonial mirror that Frantz Fanon (1967) embodied. This is part of the interaction with 

oppressive situations and how critical consciousness deciphers a Hegelian type of master-

slave dialectic. In future research, it may be inferred that these are intelligences of the 

oppressed. 

   Unpacking the “at least twice as gifted” argument makes sense when considering 

what a “gifted” (she was tracked through AP courses in high school, tracked for college) 

Caucasian, middle class, female college student who attends one of the most prestigious 

universities in the southwest told me my wife today: I am so mad, I really don’t know 

anything about the “real” world (personal communication, June 19th, 2009). I was the 

teaching assistant for the course, my spouse was the professor. Only now, at age 20, was 

this student provided with a few doses of critical thought and she was starting, just 

barely, to question her positionality and what it means to be “intelligent” on dialectical, 

critically conscious terms. She was mad for being sheltered, as she put it. Hilliard (2003) 

frames this type of situation within the “achievement” versus intelligence dichotomy. 

Testing incorrectly frames achievement as “intelligence.” Privileged social location aids 

in “achieving” in school. Yet, here she is, my student, at a tier-one university and many 

Latina/os who are from working-class backgrounds and who are at least twice as gifted, 

do not even make it out of high school in many instances.  What would happen if we 

began to tell barrio youth that they are not “at risk” but instead “at least twice as 

gifted”—what would that do to their educational outcomes and confidence? Education 

reform needs to seriously scaffold the entrenched discourses of inferiority and superiority 

in our intelligence debates. 
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Mario: I Graduated from where Almost 0obody Graduates 

 According to Mario, over fifty percent of the students dropped out of the high 

school he attended. Most of the study body was from poor and working-class 

backgrounds, mainly Latina/o and some African Americans. He tells a story of teaching 

himself, scoring high on standardized tests all while earning many C’s and D’s. He 

comments: 

I graduated from a school that might as well have been a prison. There was no 

critical education. After elementary school, it was over, no teacher wanted to 

really talk about books with me. I turned into a frustrated robot in high school. 

Everything was based on stupid tests. 

 

Mario recalls working between expectations and negotiating a plethora of sites of 

struggle: 

Looking back, I should have just got a GED. My high school was a war zone. I 

wore two masks. One mask to pass the class and another to watch my back. Crazy 

fools were watching you. You had to kick it with them, those hanging outside. I 

had to be in switch mode, to survive. I learned that then, how to switch, and 

navigate all this information. You can identify the lie, the punk, the rawness of it 

all. 

 

Mario uses a double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) as he works between middle class, 

racialized norms of the curriculum and tests of the high school and also navigates the 

street culture he was immersed in. His dialectical relationship with the information from 

both sites illuminates a dual scope of identity. Mario told me: school culture was focused 

on getting me suspended not getting me ready for college. In this type of context, it quite 

remarkable for him to be a doctoral student at a tier one university.  

 Looking at a culturally subtractive (Valenzuela, 1999) context like the one Mario 

experienced at his middle school and high school provides clues for how human 

development amongst some urban, working-class Latino youth comes to play. Working 
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on a doctorate, as history and culture is arrested, denied, or morphed, illuminates avenues 

for how cognition and consciousness takes shape. For Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

like Mario, traversing contradictory psycho-cultural, intellectual, and emotional spaces 

requires not only significant doses of “resiliency” but immense intelligence. The gifted 

nature of Mario’s crossing over between so many social constructions is pivotal. Mario 

says, being smart does not get you to graduation, being a puppet does. The idea that one 

has to work with racialized and classed social expectations in school is part of how he 

navigates and identifies the normed nature of schooling in the United States. He would 

often tell me of doctoral students who graduated, but were in his eyes, not “smart,” but 

system graduates.  

 Mario contends that since he was a child he has to deal with this entity called “the 

norm.” This is the hegemonic core-ideas, expectations, and forms of knowledge that he 

framed him, as a historically non-existent. Mario engages in a very critical counter stance 

against “the norm” as he went on to earn an undergraduate degree, master’s degree, and a 

PhD. Still though, he has a restless air as he says, I keep one foot in and one foot out. This 

balancing act is “intelligence” and elicits serious consideration for giftedness. Mario, uses 

a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) in ideologically, intellectually, and culturally 

situated ways. This is a survival tactic but also an embodied positionality that illustrates 

tremendous ontological, epistemological, and cognitive capacity and flexibility.  These 

negotiations resemble Perry’s (2003) assessment of the African American experience in 

U.S. schools: “In order for African-Americans children to achieve in school, they have to 

be able to negotiate three distinct social identities: their identities as members of a 

castelike group, their identities as members of mainstream society, and their identities as 
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members of a cultural group in opposition to which whiteness historically and 

contemporarily continues to be defined” (p. 104). 

 Once again drawing from Perry (2003), it is easy to make connections to Mario’s 

approach to schooling and learning. His philosophy of education underscores the way 

achievement in different spaces works for many barrio youth: 

It’s about the struggle, the going back and forth. We (Latinos) have to master 

their knowledge, plus ours, plus both, sometimes separate, sometimes at the same 

time. They don’t ever realize we have knowledge, stuff we bring from the barrio. 

So, it’s like we are constantly working on so many levels. Sometimes, I get tired, 

all this breakdancing, all sorts of moves mentally we have to make. 

 

This clearly demonstrates how a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) encompasses a 

hybridity of consciousness and knowledge identification and production. Historically, the 

U.S. school system looks at Latino students as having mental/educational “gaps.” The 

indoctrination of dominant values and knowledge is perceived to be the way to bring poor 

or working-class youth out “of their misery” and mental slowness. This discourse rarely 

encompasses a nuanced analysis, by which Mario demonstrates that  many Latina/o youth 

from economically disenfranchised backgrounds have funds of knowledge (Moll, 

Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992), a double consciousness (Dubious, 1903), and critical 

literacies that are truly gifted ontologies that can lead to the framework of many  youth 

being  “at least twice as gifted.”  

Carlos: I Knew from Early on that I was Gifted 

Like all of the scholarship boys in this study, Carlos “knew” that he was gifted 

since he was a child. Some of this idea comes from positive reinforcement in elementary 

school. Carlos maintained this positionality even while going to some schools that in 

essence, did not agree. From middle school on, he had to employ all sorts of strategies to 
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“remember” that he was still smart. The polemics of being from a non-dominant group 

and smart encompasses dealing with “intelligences denied.” Historically, the 

sociocultural giftedness of Mexican-origin students has had a virtually non-existent role 

in the U.S. schooling arena. 

To underscore the hybridity and double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) embedded 

in my analysis of giftedness, we come to how Carlos reads the world and the word (Freire 

& Macedo, 1987). Reading is embedded in very real and applicable connections to 

everyday life and identity. Much of the gifted nature of learning is connected to 

standardized exams in most U.S. K-12 schools. For Carlos, being gifted is quite 

discernable by how the library becomes an ally. Carlos explains. 

The library as an ally. I like that. The actual place itself…simon (really) the books 

themselves not giving the ethnographic gaze. Even when the books are 

problematic  (Conrad’s “Heart of Darkness,” or to go back further for me, the 

books about the Texas Rangers or L’Amour’s cowboys) they do not talk back. 

What we hear are internal dialogues that we animate…among the voices for those 

Raza like us: the mouth that voices “dumb Mexican.”  

 

This is an important relationship of self-assessment and growth considering his 

subtractive schooling experience.  

I knew I was special. I felt special. I knew I was not slow. A lot of it was race and 

that we were not as well liked in middle school and high school compared to 

white peers. Things changed after elementary school. Being in a classroom you 

want your smartness cultivated, but later you are not invited to the party. So you 

develop all sorts of responses to address this mistreatment. 

 

For Carlos, the responses translated to attaining a complex, somewhat indifferent attitude 

towards the schooling site after elementary school. Much of his education was taking 

place “outside” of the hallways, security guards, and deficit views of his teachers. There 

was a certain sense of innocence lost, as he faced an educational setting that punished 

him, for being, “him.” 
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 Carlos is at least twice as smart, engaging his critical critique of dominant society 

and living within it and outside of it. He elaborates: 

Within those measurements of intelligence there is an implicit theory of being. 

Shit you pick up in school. When it comes to ones nature, these measurements 

would not understand that. There are people who are truly different yet we are all 

put in one system. 0ot everyone fits the norm. It’s like crossing the border, going 

from one country to another. 

  

That is exactly what he does: cross borders-ontologically, epistemologically, and 

otherwise. The crossings are rarely if ever measured. Instead, memorization and recall of 

rote facts counts for “intelligence.” Looking at gifted students on experiential and 

dialectical consciousness type of dimensions is threatening to the status quo. Within a 

revisionist lens such as this, standards become up for grabs and knowledge becomes a 

site of overt struggle. At this point in our history, the culturally situated nature of 

cognition is misunderstood, not understood at all, or ignored. The common sense 

discourse of giftedness still measures the cultural capital of some types of giftedness and 

ignores large sectors of our society at our peril. 

 The flexibility of human development requires nuanced analysis. Humanizing the 

giftedness discourse requires that intelligence take into account the funds of knowledge 

(Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992) of all students. Neutrality has no place in 

measuring intelligence because human diversity engages within a plethora of knowledge 

construction sites.  

So I go through the system knowing I am smart, but I am not recognized. Other 

people are recognized, but you know that is flawed. I stayed in school because I 

had some ideas, come on, I know I do, even though I did not get the respect. I was 

in palm pilot mode for many years. I was told in some ways to not believe in 

myself. 
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This “palm pilot” mode mean not always putting in effort. Why should he? Schooling did 

not tap into his gifts and life experiences.  

 During the interview sessions, Carlos often mentioned the Vygotskian notion of 

the “historical self” and how he did not get to unpack this in concert “with school” until 

he went to college. The historical identity that Carlos worked to learn from private 

reading and reflections from his upbringing, taught him about how schools miss-out on 

identifying the historicized architecture of self. His analysis partly entails not getting 

permission or space to draw from his own experiences. He explains. 

I knew how to interpret, inform, hypothesize like any white student. Schools are 

not really good in general at tapping at resources we bring to the table. That shit 

my abuelita (grandma) taught me, I could never bring that to school. 

 

In a way, it is easy to see how many urban, working-class students silence themeselves 

because of this ontological gap between teachers, schools, history, and self. Foley (1996) 

wrote about this in his work on Native Americans. He lucidly explains the resistance 

dimension of acting like a “silent Indian.” Carlos was never silent, but his giftedness was 

silenced. This is part of the violent aspects of looking at Mexican-origin knowledge as 

subaltern or peripheral.  

David: We Have to be at Least Twice as Good 

According to David, he has to be at least twice as gifted to achieve academic 

“success” and recognition from the dominant society. He explains: 

We have to be twice as good as the average student and professor. If we were as 

good as everyone else, that is not enough. Which is unfair. We have to be twice as 

strong. We have to go beyond. That’s unfortunate but that’s racism and sexism.  

 

David often spoke about the role of between in multiple sites of identity, crossing over in 

a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) manner. David had street and books smarts. 
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He had to master multiple sites of knowledge and ideological construction. This urban, 

barrio street ontology is something largely missing from Rodriguez’s (1982) Hunger of 

Memory. Rodriguez largely addressed culture and assimilation as dichotomies between 

home life and middle class cultural norms embedded in mainstream schooling and public 

life. The elasticity of consciousness, expressed by David truly manifests a gifted identity. 

David brought up his separation from Rodriguez’s positionality: 

I am a scholarship boy. I was on the academic track. The difference between him 

(Rodriguez) and I is that he bought it stock and barrel. He took a particular 

source of inspiration but not in a critical way. He was not able to balance out his 

Mexicaness.  

 

Being “critical” is something David holds front and center. This type of ontological and 

epistemological stance allows for the complex, messy, and often dislocating clashes with 

colonizing forces. 

 One of the most impressive ways that giftedness played out for David was also his 

negotiation of cool, manhood, and smart. To not get teased by the guys, he was able to 

excel in “their” terrain as well: sports. He explains: 

I never flaunted it though in the barrio, the mindset is that if you are smart you 

are put down. I always hid my books you know and would go hide in the library. 

It was that kind of thing, I always felt good that I was smart, but then I did not 

want the guys on the street to know. They would call me sissy if I advertised that. 

So, being a good athlete, that was how I could connect to the guys that were not 

as smart as me.  

 

Being a good athlete allotted room for respect in hypermasculine domains and kept David 

away from certain doses of bullying. Still though, he often mentioned carrying a chain of 

some type to protect himself. David, like all of the scholarship boys in this study spoke of 

not a deficit oriented culture of poverty at home, but a very real “culture of crisis.” I can 

relate to this in my own scholarship boy journey. Gifted for me meant, translating 
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documents for my parents, filling out their job applications while still an elementary 

school student, giving them advise on how to pay their bills, changing schools every three 

years, sleeping at random homes after getting evicted from our apartment, and still 

completing my homework. Not to mention, I remember studying Plato while sitting in 

some kind of lobby at the Los Angeles County Jail during my middle school years. My 

father was incarcerated for driving under the influence. My life at home was consistently 

in crisis.  

 David spoke of the physical and psychological abuse he got from his father and 

the silence in terms of positive reinforcement he got from him. These behavioral 

outcomes are surely responses, in part, to structural and oppressive inequalities in the 

larger society. Nonetheless, its impact on working-class barrio youth has rarely been 

examined. What is relevant to this work, is how gifted David was—in dealing with 

oppressive forces in multiple sites. His double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) elicited 

separate “knowledge banks” where he used different mechanisms to survive all of the 

microagressions and still excel in K-12 schooling and college. Moreover, this psycho-

spiritual exercise in some ways made him “smarter.” He says, all the battles I had, to 

earn money and to keep going, at home and on the streets, being poor, trying to figure 

out where my next meal is coming from, all that affected my critical consciousness. David 

now teaches in one of the world’s most prestigious universities. He truly is gifted. 

 Ontologically, crossing over within various discursive regimes of truth, 

knowledge, and contestation, results in gifts rarely if ever measured by standardized tests. 

David proclaims, street intelligence teaches about knowing that there is another world 

out there. Gardner’s (1985) bold and important MI theory does not capture that “other 
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world out there” as it relates to working class, urban Latino students. Garner (1999) 

himself proclaims, “from an evolutionary point of view, each intelligence probably 

evolved to deal with certain kinds of contents in a predictable world” (p. 95). Without 

going into a culturally situated analysis, this comment demonstrates how he may 

unconsciously know that “intelligence” is a cultural production, informed largely by 

one’s social location (his preference is for claiming “objectivity”). He goes on to argue 

that each intelligence is what is identified by the observer (Gardner, 1999). Drawing from 

David’s comments, a lot of white scholars do not know where we are coming from 

because they did not live our reality. They are looking at it from the theoretical and 

abstract level, we can infer a significant connection. Understanding double consciousness 

(Dubois, 1903) and mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) as “gifts” becomes 

problematic to the theorization that comes from the Cartesian, “neutral, and “objective” 

school of thought.  

Summary: 

Mexican-Origin Scholarship Boys and the Subjugated Knowledge of El Mundo Zurdo  

According to Anzaldúa (1999), oppressed peoples need to uncover their organic 

knowledge structures and center them. The scholarship boys in this research demonstrate 

the role purposeful attention to doing just that. The use of a multiple consciousness caters 

to tapping into knowledge that is not always considered legitimate in traditional 

schooling structures. Moreover, Mexican-origin scholarship boys consistently use border-

crossing ontologies that are nurtured by sociocultural and economic marginalization. 

Teachers with critical, cultural situated intelligences themselves are best equipped to 

understand these intelligences. 
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To deal with the microagressions of K-12 schooling and higher education, being 

at least twice as gifted helps in understanding how power, identity, oppression, and the 

potential for self-empowerment are linked. This type of critical consciousness guides 

decisions, feelings, and serves as a shield towards the assault on the soul and the 

domination from hegemonic overt and hidden curriculum. Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys rebel against the status quo, while not necessarily getting in their own way 

academically, over the long run. Their gifted identities led them to pursue intensive, 

critical literacies.  

Chapter five will offer one way of imagining/constructing the prospects of 

centering subjugated knowledge. I now turn to a synthesis of this chapter. 

The Aesthetic Whole: Where the Journeys Intertwine 

 Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research are informed by a 

psychological, cultural, historical, and political juncture germane to their raced, classed, 

and gendered schooling trajectories. This juncture is a place where the soul wound 

becomes a synthesis, not a compromise. Chapter four is an analysis of that juncture. 

 Drawing from Lightfoot & Davis’s (1997) portraiture method, I now conclude 

this chapter with an analysis of where the journeys intertwine. While this chapter’s 

themes address the research questions that guide this study, I will now summarize and 

close this section by drawing specific links to the research questions that drive this 

research. 

Intersections: Home, Masculinity, and Intelligence 
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Research Question 1: How do Mexican-origin scholarship boys experience the 

tensions in academic settings between their emerging, academic identities and their 

racial, ethnic, class, and gender origins? 

Home. The Mexican-origin scholarship boys, like Hoggart and Rodriguez, forged  

their ideological consciousness by the way they imagined home. This research also 

expands on Hoggart’s notion of the scholarship boy by illustrating how home shapes the 

views related to hegemony, masculinity, assimilation, and intelligence for Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys. Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research navigated a 

contradictory relationship with home. Home served as a place of knowledge, hope, pain, 

and irresolution.  

 To navigate the racialized, classed, and gendered discourses and curriculum of 

academic settings, Mexican-origin scholarship boys found strength in linking themselves 

to the values, knowledge structures, and memories of home. They live out a lifelong 

dialectic that struggles between “home” and mainstream schooling structures which often 

work in opposition to their notions of the educated man.  

            Masculinity. Performing gender is part of the larger battle related to dealing with 

linear assimilation. The bravado related to being a “warrior,” “keeping it real,” “servin,’” 

and being “authentic,” serve as counter discourses to middle class, white masculinity. 

Whiteness is perceived as a threat to working-class ontology, epistemology, and the 

social justice paradigms that come from appropriating this standpoint.  Knowledge and 

formal schooling is perceived as being tainted by a subliminal and violent Eurocentric 

logic.  
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 Intelligence. In part, this research explores the role of intelligence in maneuvering 

the race, classed, and gendered tensions of schooling in the United States. The Mexican-

origin scholarship boys used a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) and double 

consciousness (Dubois, 1903) to excel in school or at least, survive many of the problems 

and frustrations associated with going to school under culturally subtractive contexts.  

Many of the tensions that Mexican-origin scholarship boys experience in formal 

schooling are related to how human development is organized around the discourses of 

the dominant class. Standard curriculum and tests often do not tap into the cultural capital 

of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. All of the scholarship boys yearned for an education 

that is emancipatory, meditated by cultural situatedness, and vested in a holistic 

humanization. Deterministic and linear cultural productions of the educated person 

clashed with their more elastic and critical positionalities, often leading to resistance-

based identities and the occasional existential angst (i.e. Mario). While Rodriguez’s 

(1982) creative prose and literary career demonstrates a very clear “intelligence,” the 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research illustrated more critical, multiple 

consciousness type of intelligences, centered on a commitment to unmask and challenge 

curricular, schooling, and success-oriented metanarratives.  

Research Question 2: What strategies enable Mexican-origin scholarship boys to 

cope with the microagressions of higher education and distance from home across time? 

Intersections: Home, Masculinity, and Intelligence 

Home. For Mexican-origin scholarship boys, maintaining a sense of cultural and 

spiritual authenticity is linked to perceptions about “home.” Home is part of a physical 

location, but it also becomes an ontological and epistemological vault of ideas. Some of 
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the scholarship boys made strategic choices like going to graduate school close to home 

or moving back “home” to save their souls. Others, used a certain type of working-class 

memory of home as a source of strength when dealing with difficult situations in college.  

Mexican-origin scholarship boys used a working-class “home consciousness” of 

sorts to assist them in making decisions at school. Mario, for instance, did not want to 

follow all of the rituals expected of a graduate student. Based on how he imagined home, 

Mario pursued his doctoral education on his terms. He dismissed the timelines for 

moving up into candidacy and decided to live near his parents and work with the youth of 

his hometown. He is still in graduate school, but his quest for being “authentic” on his 

terms, led to choices in opposition to the hyper-commitment expected of graduate 

students.  

 Masculinity. Performing masculinity through the use of “brains” was crucial to 

the academic survival of scholarship boys. Servin’ hegemony became an act of resistance 

and empowerment. To a large extent, we see how demonstrating “toughness” can still 

result in high levels of educational attainment for minority students from low SES 

backgrounds. The strength was largely gathered from an independent spirit that was 

nourished through intense time spent in the library. Drawing from Connell (1995), “men 

of reason” are legitimized through an execution of the efficiency, control, and 

technocratic virtues organized around domination (p. 165). These values stem from 

institutional discourses that emasculate in certain ways. Interestingly, the Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys in this research consistently questioned the racialized and classed 

masculinities inherent to “rising up” or “making it.” For Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys, becoming a man of reason entailed much more than the acquisition of credentials 
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for the sake of consumption and validation by the Eurocentric, middle class 

conceptualization of “distinction” and/or “success.”  

 Unlike the lads in Willis’s (1977) study or the hallway hangers in Macleod’s 

(1987) ethnographic work, the potential for real upward mobility was not at the core of 

assessing how to navigate schooling and its expectations. Instead, Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys centered an analysis of the psychological, cultural, and spiritual 

dimensions related to “moving up” and the rituals associated with becoming an educated 

man. A degree of control is mediated through the way institutional norms are bent by the 

act of “servin’.” So, this research demonstrates how “acting up” and resisting can be done 

through manhood-centric identities that offer the potential of having a voice, obtaining a 

sense of freedom, and acquiring some degree of control (while achieving academic 

excellence) within  mainstream channels of credentialization (in this case, school). This is 

a unique twist on what Willis (1977) describes related to the lads: “getting through a term 

without putting pen to paper, the continuous evasion of the teacher’s authority, the 

guerrilla warfare of the classroom and corridor is partly about limiting such demands 

(refers to a school’s control over potential alternatives) upon the self” (p. 130). For 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys, a very nuanced and clever dance of sorts mediates the 

giving in vs. resistance dichotomy. Moreover, there is a fight that serves to test masculine 

strength, but it happens through official channels (school) and brains are used instead of 

fists. The intellectual tug of war incites a battle for reputation, respect, dignity, and 

conquest over sociocultural identity versus one-dimensional racialized, classed, and 

gendered schooling productions of the educated person. This context counters Willis’s 

(1977) notion that schools are “peaceful” spaces that have no real sense of “productive 
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activity” (p. 110). Instead, critical literacy is considered struggle-filled work which is 

useful in challenging the historical and contemporary hegemonic legacies of U.S. urban, 

public schools. To this end, Mario referred to the library as a workshed of the mind.  

 Intelligence. The exceptional and gifted nature of Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys influenced how they dealt with the microagressions of higher education. Also, 

embodying a multiple consciousness kept them grounded and in touch with their 

working-class home. Instead of rejecting all aspects of schooling, they dealt with the 

microagressions of higher education through sophisticated use of a multiple 

consciousness. This intelligence is crucial to not developing outright anti-school 

standpoints or static macho-centric ideas that correlate doing well in school to being less 

of man (i.e. lads in Willis, 1977 and the vatos in Foley, 1990). Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys understand that the struggle, in part, will always be about how their total 

humanity may not fit neatly into the expectations of schooling sites, both in K-12 and 

higher education. Moreover, drawing from Stanton-Salazar (2001), academic excellence 

is contingent upon the development of a “…bilingual-bicultural border orientation, a 

means of successfully negotiating multiple and often conflicting cultural worlds…” (p. 

55). To this end, Mexican-origin scholarship boys navigate a multiple consciousness 

which aids in negotiating their distance from home at the material, spiritual, psychic, and 

cultural levels.  

Relevance to the Literature 

 Hoggart (1957) explored the poetic, existential, courageous, and often nihilistic 

dimensions of the scholarship boy. His portrait brings home the struggle associated with 

social class mobility for academically successful students from the working-class. While 
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his writing and sentiment are quite poignant, he did not capture the prospects of how 

class and race interact in the identity development of scholarship boys. Moreover, his 

analysis leads the reader to believe that all scholarship boys end up in a restless gutter, 

drowning, and forever doomed by their memories of innocence lost. 

 What this research demonstrates is that Mexican-origin scholarship boys are 

engaged in continuous struggle and personal re-evaluation. In an effort to remember the 

past and question the most dehumanizing aspects of linear assimilation, Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys work with a mestiza consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) and double 

consciousness (Dubois, 1903) to inform their choices, agency, and resistance.  

 Social reproduction theorists (Apple, 1978; Bernstein, 1975; Bowles & Gintis, 

1976; Bourdieu, 1977; Macleod, 1995; Anyon, 1997; Oakes, 2005) have written about 

how working-class youth end up living out working-class lives. This research adds 

nuance to this analysis by illustrating how some students interact with various forms of 

habiti and cultural capital. Mexican-origin scholarship boys come from working-class 

backgrounds and still find a way to attain high levels of educational attainment.  

 Research on the masculinity development of working-class youth has usually 

claimed that a counter school culture is fostered by a rejection of mental work because of 

its effeminate connections or links to acting white (Connell, 1995, 2000 ; Fordham & 

Ogbu, 1986; Willis, 1977). This research provides new avenues of inquiry. Mexican-

origin scholarship boys love to learn. They have a massive thirst for knowledge and do 

not connect doing well in school with the process of “demasculinization.” In some ways, 

the Mexican-origin scholarship boys resemble the vatos in Foley’s (1990) ethnography of 

working-class high school students in south Texas. They despise being forced to 
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assimilate into middle class culture. Yet, scholarship boys find ways to continue their 

education and excel on their terms. Unlike the vatos, they use a multiple consciousness to 

foster their love for knowledge and still remain true to their sense of cultural roots. In 

fact, Mexican-origin scholarship boys seem to associate book learning and having highly 

developed minds as on the ultimate forms of “honorable manhood.” This is not to say that 

they do not have gender struggles. Higher education is framed as having a certain type of 

middle class, Anglo masculinity which takes away from their sense of what a reasonable 

man of letters should be like. Their embodiment of a multiple consciousness helps with 

making sense of this tension. 

 The cultural ecological perspective on academic achievement also has much 

relevance to this research. This school of thought was largely influenced by the work of 

the late John Ogbu (1987, 1991). Ogbu contends that involuntary minorities (such as 

Mexican-origin students) do not well in school because of their hostile historical 

relationship with U.S. society. Students learn about this tension and come to terms with a 

sense that there is a limited opportunity structure. Interestingly, Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys pursue an oppositional standpoint in a very different way. They do not 

necessarily “give up” or reject schooling outright. This research shows how oppositional 

standpoints can still result in high levels of educational attainment.   

 Latina/o scholarship has also contributed to the understanding of academic 

achievement for students of Mexican-origin.  Specifically, the work of Pérez-Torres 

(2006) and Valenzuela (1999) connect well with the conditions, strategies, and tensions 

germane to the journeys of Mexican-origin scholarship boys. According to Pérez-Torres 

(2006), the mestizo body moves in a state of constant relational identities. There are 
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negotiations needed when interacting with various discourses and institutional rituals. 

While the idea of having this toolkit available to negotiate these spaces is in some respect 

empowering, there is an awareness of loss which often is laced with melancholia. 

Nonetheless, what Pérez-Torres (2006) correctly points out, as in the case of Mario, is 

how melancholia and Hoggart’s (1957) notion of being “uprooted and anxious” does not 

necessarily result in static, self-defeating behaviors. Instead, the naming of a loss often 

creates strategies for moving across the social, political, cultural, and historical terrains 

that are causing the “injury” or “hurt.” From Valenzuela (1999), we can also draw some 

key links to this research. Specifically, Mexican-origin scholarship boys can benefit from 

an authentically caring pedagogy whereby teachers nurture cultural and critical identities. 

Interestingly, this research study demonstrates that scholarship boys were still able to 

“make it” in spite of many subtractive schooling experiences. Yet, we are made aware of 

the pain of the “winner.” Mexican-origin scholarship boys provide a lens into the lives of 

“successful” low SES youth whose epic “rise” is still immersed in the politics of 

memory, cultural subtraction, and irresolution. 

Closing Thoughts 

Urban school failure is endemic to many major metropolitan areas in the United 

States (Noguera, 2003). These schools often have a large concentration of poverty, 

campus safety issues, large populations of minority students, unqualified teachers, and a 

revolving door of consultants looking to share their insight.  Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys have to navigate these polemic waters and somehow make sense of the continuing 

struggles related to race and ethnicity, class, and gender in higher education.  
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Drawing from this research, the following chapter addresses implications and  

recommendations. Specifically, I will suggest new ways to frame giftedness, address the 

potentiality of a sanctuary model of schooling, examine the role of scholarship boy 

literacies, and outline the important prospects of creating sacred spaces in higher 

education.  
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CHAPTER V: IMPLICATIO0S A0D RECOMME0DATIO0S 

Introduction 

When I started this study, I was unsure of what direction my work would go in. 

My ideas began to flourish after writing an essay on my scholarship boy journey, which 

was subsequently published in the Journal of Latinos and Education (Carrillo, 2007). I 

remember the editor of the journal saying something along the lines of: I really liked your 

essay, maybe we can work together on writing something. We just have to come up with a 

theoretical framework. I recall leaving that conversation and wondering: what exactly is a 

theoretical framework? At the time, my hunch was that it was part of another way of 

controlling how I would have to write. 

Though I built strong relationships at the University of Texas during my first two 

years of graduate study, I began to experience a strong nostalgic tenor toward my 

everyday experiences. “Moving up” via success in academic settings became a 

conversation of tension for me. Did I really move up? How much have lost versus how 

much have I gained? I was not sure about how to answer this, except that my memories 

of the past were making me extremely disoriented and led to chronic disruptions of the 

clean victory narrative.  

During my second year of graduate school, I took a course on ethnographic 

research methods. Professor Doug Foley, a highly respected anthropologist of education 

was my instructor. During this semester, I had to present “my topic.” I found myself 

revisiting Richard Rodriguez’s (1982) Hunger of Memory. I knew I had problems with 

some of his assertions on language and assimilation, but at the same time, I was 

experiencing an unresolveable hunger, darkened by my separation from the intimacy of 
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my working-class beginning (as romanticized as those memories may be). Achievement 

and success were no longer as “black and white” as I had previously believed. There was 

a very real possibility, that in order to cleanse and nurture my soul, I would leave 

academia. After going up the academic ladder with tons of trophies, certificates, medals, 

and other awards, I was ready to go back home and figure out what magic trick created 

the spell under which I was absorbed. In some ways, I could now relate to some of 

Rodriguez’s own existential angst. 

Dr. Foley literally talked me out of leaving the program during a meeting at his 

home. Over crackers and cheese, a strange conversation meal I thought, he told me about 

the good in staying put. For some reason, I trusted highly in his wisdom. More 

importantly, the country opened up to me right at that point. I started receiving emails 

from graduate students and professors who felt deeply connected to my essay (Carrillo, 

2007). Mexican-origin scholarship boys from all over the country emailed me and asked 

me for advice, sent me lots of love, or simply shared their sense of brotherhood with me. 

I was stunned and empowered. Soon thereafter I read my essay in the ethnography class, 

insinuating that “this was my topic.” I was not sure if people would understand me. When 

I was done reading, I looked up and saw one student crying and Professor Foley said 

something along the lines of: the scholarship boy, there is something really important 

here. Social class mobility, a miseducation, suffering. This is going to take you in a very 

provocative journey. With minimal additional clarity, I knew then that I was going to 

write narratives about Mexican-origin students that were so far from home.  I also 

gathered strength from the notion that I may have the chance to move in the direction of 

healing, as I dug deeper and deeper into my unresolved hunger and memory.  
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 My committee members provided additional nuance and suggestions. Personally, 

being in such as struggle with having to write “within the box” of academia, I struggled 

to make sense of how I could keep my voice. I soon realized though, that my committee 

saw a larger picture. I respected them enough to trust in their judgment. I used my 

scholarship boy habits like intensive reading and analysis to bring my topic to a level that 

both worlds could understand: academia and my soul.  It is not any easy process, nor are 

its tensions completely resolved. Yet, while this is a struggle that will likely never end, 

my larger vision of existence encompasses the understanding that contradiction and 

ambiguity are to be found in every aspect of life.   

Hence, after several years of struggle: emotional, psychological, and spiritual, I 

began to work with the data. Marginality and racial and class oppression started to come 

across as crucial sociocultural zones of ontological and epistemological development for 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys. So, the melancholy and pain which scholarship boys 

often experience elicits a “hunger of memory” (Rodriguez, 1982) which then translates 

into a strong and critical reflexivity that influences the creation of certain culturally 

situated intelligences and insight into navigating schooling sweepstakes. Sometimes, 

some of the choices, like in the case of Mario, who may be considered to be stalled in his 

PhD program, may appear as a failure. But for Mario, going back “home” provides an 

education on his terms, even if it means taking longer than average time to finish his 

graduate education. 

 Like Rodriguez (1982), I was not quite satisfied with the education literature that 

largely emphasized “success” as graduation rates, be it high school level and/or college. 

In my estimation, the “hidden injuries of class” (Sennet & Cobb, 1972) were instrumental 
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in situating the achievement and success of Mexican-origin students on more 

philosophical terms. “Rising up” from the barrio surely may provide economic benefits 

and other important results, but in a 21st Century context of dehumanization within and 

outside of schools, I pondered how  focusing on successfully “mastering” traditional core 

subjects impacted the individual and the world for the better. This mastery was the extent 

of much of the achievement gap discourse. Moreover, Protestant, Eurocentric, and middle 

class discourses on academic success often injure even the most “successful” students of 

color, like Mexican-origin scholarship boys. By extension, this discourse also injures 

non-minority students by making them believe that this is the extent of human potential 

and that they somehow “won.” Little room is left for reimagining schooling and its 

outcomes. Little room is left for a renaissance related to how we imagine the educated 

person. 

 Additionally, drawing from Anzaldúa (2002), I soon pondered the role of the 

bridge. That is, it was the bridge that became the “home” for Mexican-origin scholarship 

boys. This metaphorical and symbolic bridge, which is laced with a mestiza 

consciouness, a double consciousness, and a scholarship boy identity, has significant and 

provocative implications for human development, urban education, and urban education 

policy. The bridge serves as a social location. Within this nepantla-like state, a critical 

consciousness gained through struggle, loss, and sociocultural tensions in U.S. schools 

are what make scholarship boys “wealthy.” These dynamics foster intelligences not often 

measured by traditional measurements. Moreover, this insider/outsider dialectic within 

the “bridge” fosters a lifelong critical eye towards all aspects of schooling and 

assimilation.  
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 Imagining “home” in certain ways serves as a philosophical and sociopolitical 

standpoint. “Home” holds the literal and metaphorical subjugated knowledge, tools for 

navigating the system, and repository of ethics and dignity.  Home and desire go hand in 

hand. There is a deeply committed social class and racial and ethnic component to home.  

 To this end, drawing from the data from this research, I now outline specific 

implications and recommendations.     

Implications and Recommendations for Urban Education Policy and Practice 

 According to Pedro Noguera (2008), the United States expects a lot out from 

urban, low SES schools, but does little to help achieve its expectations.  He astonishingly 

points out that in most U.S. cities, over fifty percent of the student body will not graduate 

from high school.  These numbers are tragic results, especially considering how much 

time has passed since the Brown decision. For urban superintendents and others involved 

in school governance, the issues of race and ethnicity and social class are constantly at 

the core of their reforms (Cuban & Usdan, 2003). 

So, how are we to resolve the large discrepancies in academic achievement in our 

urban schools? Noguera (2008) outlines a list of strategies that he deems as useful in 

improving urban education: 

1. a commitment to engage parents as partners in education with explicit roles and 

responsibilities for parents and educators; 

2. a clear and focused commitment to quality instruction that provides teachers with 

support and guidance needed to be effective in the classroom; 
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3. strong leadership that provides the vision needed to sustain the educational 

mission and a tough mindedness to evaluate interventions  and reforms to insure 

quality; 

4. a recognition that discipline practices must be linked to educational goals and 

must always aim at reconnecting troubled students to learning, and employing 

consequences that help children to learn from their mistakes; and  

5. a commitment to finding ways to meet the nonacademic needs of poor students (p. 

142-143). 

This is a compelling list, one that I agree with wholeheartedly. The systemic and forceful 

commitment of ideas, resources, and enforcement of such goals would likely go a long 

way toward addressing many of the academic (and personal) issues facing urban youth. 

Drawing from this painstaking research on scholarship boys and as the result of many 

years of critical reflection (and experience teaching in urban, low SES high schools), I 

offer a somewhat different policy agenda. There needs to be a philosophical shift in the 

way we imagine schooling, ideologies germane to “intelligence,” and “success.” A 

paradigm shift of this sort will tone down the rhetoric of winners and losers. This 

philosophical dilemma has been loosely addressed by a civil rights discourse that often 

mandates an acceptance by the system as it is, versus re-imaging (and reassessing) how 

the dominant society’s nomenclature is embellished within a set of positive mechanisms 

and violent myths.  Deconstructing this dichotomy is crucial to the holistic and “healthy” 

education of working-class Latina/o students in urban U.S. settings. As Mario, a 

scholarship boy in this research states, the disease and pathology belongs to the system 

that is sick, not the parents, not me, not my culture, not my family, not my goals.  
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Drawing from the analysis of the data in this research study on Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, I offer the following policy recommendations: (1) reconceptualize 

gifted education, (2) schools as sanctuaries, the development of (3) sacred spaces in 

higher education that address the “hidden injuries of class” (Sennett & Cobb, 1972) and 

their intersections with race, ethnicity, and gender, and (4) scholarship boy literacies. 

 The “one system fits all” factory model premised on a high stakes system of 

achievement and punishment remains a problematic attempt at addressing the academic 

achievement gap or any other schooling discrepancy. Moreover, we need to re-imagine 

what it means to foster a “good school.” In accordance with Cuban (2003), a business 

driven conceptualization of a “good school” is not necessarily good for education. It 

removes flexibility from curriculum, pedagogy, and incorrectly assumes that there is such 

a thing as a one best schooling model.  

Recommendation 1: Reconceptualizing Gifted Education. 

Recently, I had a conversation with a director of assessment for gifted education 

in a fairly diverse, urban city located in the southwestern United States. Demographic 

shifts have resulted in Latina/o students becoming the majority in the city’s public 

schools. In no uncertain terms, she told me that her superiors ordered her to not go in 

search of gifted children in low performing schools. Most of the students in these 

campuses are low SES minority pupils. The implicit reason given for this action was 

because these schools needed to focus on raising test scores and likely had few if any 

students who could be measured as gifted. We both were stunned and angry at such open 

doses of discrimination. Moreover, I was soon made aware of how little many teachers 

know about the gifted dimensions of students of color. As a former high school teacher in 



 

219 
 

a low SES urban community, I am not surprised by this scenario. I lived it every day for 

many years as a teacher. The question remains, why do we continue to believe that 

giftedness and human development works in a linear, homogenous, and (solely) a test 

based way? Surely, the No Child Left Behind Act 2001, even with some its good 

intentions does not help the predicament of many students of color. Instead, the discourse 

of “at risk” and missionary notion of “fixing” the mental models, ambitions, behaviors, 

and learning “gaps” of youth color taints some of the more genuine attempts at bringing a 

sense of equity to all classrooms.  

Drawing much inspiration from Gardner’s (1983) attempt at expanding ideas on 

intelligence, I introduce a Latina/o Theory of Intelligence (LTI) in the section that 

follows. This is a work in progress. Intelligence work is a complex and controversial 

undertaking. Yet, as a barrio boy who was somehow able to arrive at the privilege of 

writing a dissertation, I gladly enter the debate with all of the ontological, 

epistemological, and spiritual guidance that is at my disposal. 

Towards a Latina/o Theory of Intelligence (LTI) 

For it is a very different matter, and results in a very different intelligence, 
to grow up under the necessity of questioning of everything-everything  
from the question of one’s identity, to the literal, brutal question of how to  
save one’s life in order to begin to live it (Baldwin, 1985, p. 516). 

 
This constant shifting of consciousness produces sometimes madness, sometimes  
genius, and sometimes both. You can hear it in the music of Billie Holiday. You 
can read it in the writing of Professor Pat Williams-that shifting in and out, that  
tapping from a consciousness from beyond and bringing it back to where most 
people stand (Matsuda, 1996, p. 5).  
 

 Drawing from one of the aforementioned quotes, James Baldwin was referring to 

his own experiences as an African American in a racist society and also alluding to the 

brilliance he witnessed amongst the disenfranchised students of color in Watts, California 
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during his visit to a correctional school.  According to Baldwin (1985), these students had 

a depth and critical embodiment of giftedness which was superior to the supposed 

“higher” intelligence levels of the university students he met throughout the country. 

Matsuda (1996) also makes mention to how intelligence works with consciousness 

amongst oppressed people to often produce “genius.” Yet, psychometric measures, 

teachers’ notions of “smart,” and the gifted literature have often failed miserably at 

understanding how Latina/o students from working-class backgrounds display giftedness.  

As a former high school teacher of low SES minority youth, I draw immense 

inspiration and clarity from Baldwin’s assessment. This is not a unilateral call to arms or 

indictment—polemically pitting one faction or group against another. Instead, this is in 

part, my attempt to unpack dominant culture’s secret weapon: the clever use of 

euphemisms linked to “common sense” that turn myths on intelligence into universals.  

As such, my intentions are to humanize, problematize, and extend the present literature 

on giftedness. I ask for patience. This will take some time, not all of which I have for this 

particular writing project. Moreover, this work and painstaking reflexivity and research is 

dedicated to my former high school students, whose cultural experiences and ontology, 

were rarely if ever acknowledged, nourished, or rewarded. The psychological, emotional, 

cultural, and spiritual costs of this blind spot have created hundreds, if not thousands of 

modern day Latina/o reservations tainted with disillusionment and lonely introspective 

moments of heartache. 

What follows is an introductory assessment of the prospects for what I 

conceptualize as a Latina/o Theory of Intelligence (LTI). Due to the nature of my 

research, my emphasis is on working-class Mexican-origin males that are primarily raised 
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in urban communities in the United States. I hope that research on women, Latina/os 

from rural communities, and other racial and ethnic groups that experience significant 

marginalization also explore some of the potentiality of LTI. Gardner (2006) himself 

argues for the use of social context in new definitions of intelligence. The cultural capital 

of dominant culture elicits the identification of who appears to be gifted. The hierarchical 

emphasis on tastes and values associated with standardized tests such as the I.Q exam 

marginalize the ontologies and epistomologies of many students of color.  

In my LTI theory, I prioritize sociocultural dimensions related to intelligence. 

Nonetheless, I do agree with Gardner that cognition and culture interact to produce 

displays that are deemed as academically successful or failures. The “gift” that is deemed 

as exceptional is culture specific. To this end, I will elaborate on the gifted nature of 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys and those with similar characteristics.  

It is important to identify the dangers and limitations in making such an argument. 

Not all Latina/os project the same intelligences. To even engage this discussion, I 

encourage citing chart 1.1. as it allows for researchers and teachers to envision ways to 

examine inter and intra group differences, regional influences, and other relevant areas of 

demarcation. Moreover, some of these ideas are not limited to Latina/os. It would be of 

great benefit to incorporate culture specific work and analysis of gifted students from 

working-class white communities in places like Apalachia and other regions.  

Gardner’s work surveys much of the work on psychometrics. He draws from 

Piaget’s work and Charles Darwin’s Descent of man. Additionally, he draws on Binet and 

other popular testing “forefathers.” In my analysis, I do not dismiss this work as 

unnecessary. But, I draw on the work of Anzaldúa, Dubois, Rodriguez, and Hoggart (and 
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others) to analyze how intelligence means something different to Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, and by its relational aspect, many Latino students (and various other 

minority students).  I also work with research that analyzes the cultural production of the 

educated (and “intelligent”) person which draws from vast amounts of work in various 

fields from anthropology to education to make sociocultural claims related to a LTI.  

Theorizing with a strong emphasis on scholars of color brings us into very different 

interpretations of knowledge, epistemology, ontology, and consciousness. Tapping into 

my cultural intuition as a Mexican-origin scholarship boy also provides a valuable 

resource for formulating a LTI. I hope that by doing this we will move from identifying 

many Latina/o students as having cultural and cognitive handicaps, to a discourse that 

centers how human development is culturally situated.  Furthermore, curriculum and 

identification procedures for gifted students will hopefully be expanded to include some 

of these ideas.  

Unlike Jensen (1969), I am not using I.Q. differences between races as suggestive 

entities of intellectual superiority of Anglo students. Jensen’s sense of white intellectual 

superiority means little in my analysis because I do not believe that traditional measures 

of intelligence accurately measure the gifted nature of students of color (or Anglo 

students for that matter). Gardner (2006) suggests that we really do not know what these 

tests are measuring. I agree with this assertion. The violence of “neutrality” claims of 

many developers of tests and psychologists continues to affirm devastating definitions of 

“winners” and “losers” in the “smartness” competition that never seems to end.  
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LTI: Claims and Possibilities 

How do we know? How do we perceive? How do we make meaning? Who  
produces knowledge and who is kept from producing it? Who distributes and 
passes it on? Who has access to it and who doesn’t? Is there such a thing as a 
counterknowledge, and if so who constructs it and how? …I use the idea of 
outlawed knowledges to encourage Chicanas and other women and people of 
color to produce our own forms, to originate our own theories for how the world 
works. I think those that produce new conocimentos have to shift the frame of 
reference, reframe the issue or situation being looked at, connect the disparate 
parts of information in new ways or from a perspective that’s new (Anzaldúa, 
2000, p.178). 

 
Drawing from Anzaldúa (2000), knowledge is up for grabs. There is nothing 

objective about terms such as “gifted” or “intelligence.” Intelligence, the idea and 

philosophy behind it, is a cultural production. The naturalization of the standard, 

dominant ideas behind intelligence have produced violent results for many Latina/o 

students and other marginalized populations.   

To address this social problem, I introduce what I term a Latina/o Theory of 

Intelligence (LTI).  The goal is to design pedagogical, curricular, and revisionist 

assessments and perspectives on intelligence by centering the experiences of working-

class Latina/os that live in the United States.  For the purpose of this introduction to LTI, 

I make my first attempt at unpacking this possibility by situating, in part, the data from 

Mexican-origin scholarship boys which are part of this study. I encourage researchers, 

activists, teachers, and the like, to look at how LTI may apply to different subpopulations 

based on gender, sexuality, social class, region, and ethnicity.  I am also deeply and 

ethically conscious of how any research and claims on intelligence are tainted with the 

potential of remaking oppression, in part, by switching the discourse relationship of 

“smart” and “dumb” from one group to another. I am embellished with an intense 
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reflexivity as I write every word, aiming for critical perspectives on equity and justice as 

it relates to this topic.   

 After spending multiple years thinking about the prospects of pursuing this 

controversial area of inquiry, I decided to move forward after coming across a chart that 

claimed to list the “great minds” that contributed to what we know about intelligence. I 

was deeply disturbed by the homogenous nature of the group. Most were of European 

descent, psychologists, male, and from middle to upper middle backgrounds. The list 

included many familiar names: Darwin, Galton, Piaget, Terman, and Spearman. 

Certainly, this body of work is important to any discussion on intelligence. But to be fair, 

it also important to point out that there are significant ontological and epistemological 

blinds spots situated within the way mainstream psychometrics often fails to critically 

understand and/or examine the historical, cultural, racial, political, regional, and gendered 

elements of “knowing.” Drawing from Antonio Gramsci (1971/2000), their 

metannaratives on intelligence have become “comon sense.” This naturalization process 

has had a violent, yet under-examined impact on the way K-12 schools imagine its smart 

and underperforming students of color (and for that matter, any group that fits outside of 

the dominant culture’s production of the educated person). Through LTI, I am 

intervening in history.  This intervention carries an obligation to de-center the role of 

mainstream cultural-ideological claims as it relates to giftedness, intelligence, and 

success. Connecting with Gramsci once again, this is in fact, largely a philosophical 

project, one that is guided by a specific philosophical praxis: 

First of all, therefore, it must be a criticism of ‘common sense,’ basing itself 
initially, however, on common sense, in order to demonstrate that ‘everyone’ is a 
philosopher and that it is not a question of introducing from scratch a scientific 
form of thought into everyone’s individual life, but of renovating and making 
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‘critical’ an already existing activity …an introduction to the study of philosophy 
must expound in synthetic form the problems that have grown up in the process of 
the development of culture as a whole and which are only partially reflected in the 
history of philosophy…the purpose of  the synthesis must be to criticize the 
problems, to demonstrate their real value, if any, and the significance they have 
had as superseded links of an intellectual chain, and to determine what the new 
contemporary problems are and the how the old problems should be analyzed (p. 
332). 

 
From this philosophical backdrop, LTI positions my intellectual encroachment as an act 

of demystification of the “natural order of things.” This aim parallels the way scholarship 

boys in this research come to see themselves as historical beings and protagonists in the 

cultural staging of their existence. 

Joe Kincheloe’s (1999) post-formal perspectives on cognition and education have 

also been instrumental to my analysis. Drawing from Kincheloe (1999), LTI works off 

the premise that modernist psychology is “riddled with ethnocentric and class-biased 

conceptions of where children should be along the developmental spectrum at any 

particular age…” (p. 45). LTI also makes the following claims: 

1. I.Q. tests are cultural productions; not universal explanations of all forms of 

“intelligence” 

2. The academic achievement gap says little about what education, knowledge, and 

intelligence really is for some marginalized populations in the United States 

3. Western notions of intelligence are limited by the scientism and sociohistorical 

legacies that systemically create bell curves that position individuals from the 

dominant culture at the “top” and minority populations at the bottom. Test scores 

from I.Q. tests and other commonly used exams reflect a legacy of slavery and 
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colonialism which end up incorrectly naturalizing  their respective outcomes as 

unquestionable verdicts on intelligence 

4. Intelligence needs to be analyzed by centering the implications of history, politics, 

region, race and ethnicity, culture, social class, gender, sexuality, and various 

other aspects of acculturation 

5. Intelligence tests in K-12 schools privilege the cultural capital of the dominant 

culture. “Neutral-objective” tests do not exist (in part, because we are always 

implicated by the value judgments associated with “choosing and rejecting” what 

should be on the test) 

6. Traditional notions of intelligence do not account for the critical ontologies of 

many subaltern populations  

7. Drawing from Kincheloe (1999), LTI contends that psychology has “… 

demarcated ‘normal, productive, desirable’ and ‘abnormal, nonproductive, and 

undesirable’” (p. xi) based on certain value laden criteria  

8. Historically, intelligence has been misinterpreted. The end result has been what 

Fanon (1968) refers to as the neurotic unreason of orthodox Western thinking 

which has limited the complex and exhaustive potential of all human beings  

According to Gramsci (1971/2000), “all men are intellectuals…but all men do not 

have the function of intellectuals in society” (p. 121). Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

are gifted intellectuals whose racialized, classed, and gendered positionalities are 

generally, not part of the “common sense” discourse of gifted education. Counter-
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discourses on gifted education are essential to any discussion on the complex possibilities 

of human development. There is no intellectual discipline above ideology and elements 

of historical power relations.  

LTI contends that a double consciousness (Dubois, 1903) and a mestiza 

consciousness (Anzaldúa, 1999) are in fact, intelligences that in some cases should be 

deemed as part of a gifted student identity. According to Delpit (1995), almost any 

disenfranchised individual who has become “successful” in dominant society has had to 

acquire (at a minimum) a secondary discourse in addition to the one he/she was born into. 

This is exactly the case of Mexican-origin scholarship boys that are part of this research. 

 I approximate that measuring these dynamics can be difficult. Nonetheless, 

identifying these intelligences may in large part be outside the use IQ tests. Drawing from 

Freire (1970) and Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez (1992), educators must work on 

tapping into the students funds of knowledge (beyond “home-centric” funds of 

knowledge) through dialogue and on-going personal cultivation as critical instructors. 

This critical development of the pedagogic act will serve to provide classroom specific 

practices that can work for each individual teacher. This way, teachers can see how a 

double and mestiza consciousness plays out in the way students unpack subject matter 

and everyday life. Students from working class, Latina/o backgrounds often display 

eclectic, border crossing ontological and epistemological “crossings” of consciousness. 

These skills are often used for a variety of reasons, such as: (1) to work within various 

levels of cultural capital encountered within school and the larger society , (2) to reaffirm 

ethnic and class identity, (3) to examine subject matter from different points of view, (4) 

contest dominant notions of truth and knowledge. Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this 
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research embodied gifted identities as exemplified by the way they possessed a mestiza 

and double consciousness.  

Looking at giftedness this way draws from previous research that addresses how 

one’s social location serves to produce culturally situated displays of intelligence that are 

in most cases are not addressed in I.Q. tests or other measures. These exceptional talents 

encompass in between spaces of cognition development and significant border crossings 

at the levels of epistemology, consciousness, cultural capital, language, ontology, and 

much more.  Some examples include how immigrant (bilingual) children often serve as 

language brokers (Valdés, 2003) between parents and the larger society and how U.S. 

born Latinos serve as cultural brokers (Urrieta, 2009), negotiating street smarts and book 

smarts (Hoggart, 1957; Carrillo, 2007, 2009 ), embodiment of a Latina/o centric funds of 

knowledge (Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992) while still attending to the needs of 

mainstream cultural capital found in K-12 schools (Carrillo, 2007, 2009; Carter, 2005), 

the academic and cultural strategy of accommodation without assimilation of Punjabi 

Sikh immigrants (Gibson, 1988), Chicana/o activist educators who play the academic 

game (versus selling out) through transas (strategies to work the system)  in the name of 

working to support issues involving the oppressed (Urrieta, 2009), reading the world and 

the word (Freire & Macedo, 1987),  nepantla (in between) consciousness of the 

oppressed (Anzaldúa, 1999), differential consciousness of the oppressed (Sandoval, 

1991), connecting literacies inside and outside of school (Duncan Andrade & Morrell, 

2008), negotiations of three identities (identity germane to their place in a castelike 

group, identity as members of mainstream society, opposition to whiteness) in order for 

African American students to perform well in mainstream schools (Perry, 2003). These 
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identities often do not work in dichotomous or linear ways; instead, they often flow in 

hybrid displays of genius. Unfortunately, schools often figure smartnesss in certain ways 

that all too often result in the low academic achievement of minority students (Hatt, 

2007).  Generally, because giftedness of this type is not nurtured or centered in any 

systemic way, it is no accident the Latina/os are underrepresented in gifted education and 

are labeled as the “losers” in the larger discourse around the problematic “racial academic 

achievement gap.”  Relevant professional development and ideological self reflection is 

crucial for U.S. schools to open up a much needed paradigm shift as it relates to gifted 

education. 

Drawing from this long list of relevant research and my own experience with 

teaching low SES, urban minority youth, there are some things teachers can do to identify 

Latina/o students who are “at least twice as gifted” (connecting with concept from 

chapter four). Teachers need to be conscious of the following traits (this is not an 

exclusive, all encompassing list), drawing from their observations, dialogue with 

students, analysis of students’ comments and written work: (1) navigation (and 

understanding of the existence) of multiple sociocultural worlds, (2) exceptional 

performance in two or more of these worlds (3) embodiment of critical literacies inside 

and outside of the classroom, (4) high levels of agency in spite of some of the oppressive 

forces in their community and/or school, (5) exceptional, high levels of interest and 

passion for the pursuit of ideas, (6) highly independent thinkers, (7) elaborate and 

nuanced articulations of questions related to social justice and ethics, (8) academic and 

social knowledge usually associated with students that are much older. It is highly 
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unlikely than I.Q. test (or end of year standardized exams) would come remotely close at 

addressing most of these gifts.  

Along this same line of thought, understanding the gifted dimensions of working 

class, urban Latina/o  students requires that teachers disrupt the following metanarratives: 

(1) domestication of the savage mind (Gee, 1996), (2)  reductionist views on human 

development, (3) “neutral” status of school curriculum and gifted assessments.  

 The ideological basis of domesticating minds and “civilizing” working-class 

youth from low SES, urban settings is part of a problematic missionary teacher 

syndrome. Teachers need to situate their positionality on dialectical terms with the 

cultural context from which students come from. Assuming that students are empty 

vessels (drawing from Freire, 1970) that require top down indoctrination of “civilizing” 

knowledge and values is a subtractive (Valenzuela, 1999) schooling process. The 

sociohistorical and cultural literacies, cognition abilities, and overall social location of 

Latina/o students are laced with valuable sources of knowledge. Teachers need to move 

away from implicitly or explicitly believing that all Latina/o students are immersed in 

black holes of savagery, primitiveness, and backwardness.  

 Human development cannot be seen as a predetermined, rubric type process. The 

dynamic nature of the experiences of students that come from oppressed groups consists 

of eclectic shifts in cognitive and consciousness development. These displays or “gifts” 

are often very different from our traditional understanding of the gifted student. Code 

switching between street smarts and school smarts, going from Spanish to English (or 

engaging some other type of mix of the two), and working within race, class, and gender 

ideological tropes often produce varying dimensions of giftedness and often, genius. So, 
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giftedeness opens up a debate that is not simply about absolute, unquestionable notions of 

“smart,” but it also elicits varying conflicts related to ideology. To this end, I offer this 

excellent definition of ideology: “Ideology is an upside down version of reality. Things 

are not really the way the elite and powerful believe them to be; rather, their beliefs invert 

reality to make it appear the way they would like it to be, the way it needs to be if their 

power is to be sustained and enhanced” (Gee, 1996, p. 4). 

Teachers must work towards unpacking the cultural and ideological basis of 

giftedness. Not doing so reproduces the status quo. School curriculum is embellished 

within a hidden curriculum (Anyon, 1980) and official curriculum that promotes certain 

values, social norms, and perspectives of schooling. To this end, there is nothing neutral 

about the schooling process. Gifted assessments are also laced with certain views and 

cultural capital biases that for the most part, do not adequately address the double and 

mestiza consciousness of many urban, working-class Latina/o students.  

Future research will look into further developing measurements. In the end, 

“gifted” is a political term. Still though, I conclude that Mexican-origin scholarship boys 

in this research, like many other working-class Latina/os have an exceptional 

embodiment of a “sociological imagination” (Mills, 1959). Through their interactions 

with a double and mestiza consciousness, they possess a critical understanding of their 

individual selves in relationship to the larger social structures. Mills (1959) also describes 

a sociological imagination as a positionality that  “…in part consists of the capacity to 

shift from one perspective to another, and in the process to build up an adequate view of 

the total society and of its components” (p. 211). This sociological imagination is rarely if 
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ever deemed as a “gift.” The ongoing nature of this research will look to inquire into the 

way this notion of giftedness develops and how best to assess it. 

 In the end, the debate and controversy around intelligence will likely never end. 

Nonetheless, research should continue to underscore the multiple perspectives that are 

available in this area of inquiry. The Latina/o Theory of Intelligence (LTI) is one such 

attempt at trying to disrupt the orthodoxy and provide an additional way of imagining the 

gifted student.   

Recommendation 2: Schools as Sanctuaries 

Mario and Antonio often alluded to a sense of paradise lost. Socially sanctioned 

notions of sacrifice and a “calling” became questionable aims toward the latter part of the 

journeys for Antonio and David. The tragocomedic and somewhat “mythic” rise (this is 

not to avoid acknowledging accumulated class privilege) provides a theoretical lens by 

which to see how life, schooling, and ambition require a certain incoherent rupture from 

the past.  

 The No Child Left Behind Act is now in the business of indoctrinating students 

into a very shallow notion of achievement. Students in many urban, low SES public 

schools are sacrificing complex notions of being alive for the sake of bubbling in “right” 

answers to end of year assessments. I left the high school classroom after being told that 

my “low performing school” would have in the incoming year a series of consultants and 

hyper-accountability systems to watch me and my students’ every move. I got a series of 

phone calls during the first of week of school with former students begging me to 

comeback. I did not know how to tell them that school no longer was in session, 
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education had left the building. I believe in the exceptional education of all students, not 

the assembly production of human potential.  

 We must examine how ideas become ideological iron cages that guide our notions 

of human development. To this end, Weber’s (1992) Protestant ethic, even with its 

empirical limitations, provides a solid base by which draw some conclusions. Drawing 

from Weber (1992), market relations create the cosmos that align roles and expectations 

for students from the barrio.  Mexican-origin scholarship boys point to the need for an 

education that has memory, cultural elasticity, chance, independence, spirituality, 

multiple consciousness, and love. The Protestant Ethic and its competitive and 

individualistic ethos proves to be morally and spiritually draining for the Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys in this research.   

 The role of the ideological basis of the Protestant ethic in school pertains to the 

development of individualism, accumulation and consumption of rote facts, relentless 

competition, and deterministic inputs and outputs deemed as official knowledge. Physical 

education and the arts have continuously been compromised to pursue gains in subjects 

like math and science. Barrio students are often even forced to attend summer school, 

limiting the relationships they have with family, community, and other prospects for self 

development. The linear ways of reasoning are part of the orthodoxy that should suffice 

when using Excel spreadsheets, not educating human beings.  

 Pre-ordained subjects and rituals of schooling need to work on dialectical terms 

with the prospects of the recreation or invention of knowledge as students tap into their 

funds of knowledge. Achievement should consist of relationships. Suburban kids should 

learn from low SES urban kids, and vice versa. Neither group should be ordained as the 
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“winners” in the educational achievement sweepstakes. Both sides have legitimate 

knowledge. Of course, there are gaps in basic reading, writing, and such, but the forces of 

achievement do not have to consume the idea that everyone has to do well on a specific 

test, at particular junctures, to be considered smart, a “winner,” or successful. To continue 

with this winner vs. loser dichotomy that places Latina/o students on the losing side will 

add to the larger structure of negativity, that as Wacquant (1998) points out, consists of 

hospitals, schools, and police that often treat urban, low SES youth with polemic disdain.   

 The schools as sanctuary model can help in such a mission.    Disassociation from 

self is required to “make it” under the expectations of present day accountability systems. 

Drawing, in part, from Antrop-Gonzalez (2006) and this research on Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys, a sanctuary structure in urban schooling must address: (1) trauma 

(healing), (2) Noguera’s (2003) concept of the “urban condition” (3) safety (4) 

empowerment and (5) revisionist perspectives on achievement.  

 Trauma is central to understanding the Noguera’s (2003) notion of the urban 

condition, which pertains to addressing the social context of students. School violence, 

excessive demands due to poverty, racial profiling, and inadequate health services are 

only a few of the many issues that have to be addressed amongst urban school students. 

Moreover, trauma related to the achievement gap discourse needs more complex 

understanding. When I took my students from a low SES urban high school to meet 

former Senator Barack Obama and to participate in public policy seminars in Washington 

D.C. they refused to wear (unlike the other high school students) shirts with the name of 

their school on it. After a quick question about this, they told me about the shame they 

felt associated with the school that everyone thinks is full of failure.  
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 As this research demonstrates, even the “winners” of the academic achievement 

game are immersed within varying degrees of trauma. Urban schools need to address the 

social location of students by tapping into their funds of knowledge  and by politicizing 

the students in to the politics of “making it.” If this does not happen, many students of 

promise will go to college only to feel excessive, nihilistic perspectives on their 

“uprooting.” I am firm believer in give students both the tools of middle class cultural 

capital and yet still working towards helping students maintain a working-class notion of 

self (as they may see it, assuming it’s not self destructive). This dialectical approach to 

teaching is crucial.  

 During my last year of teaching high school social studies in low SES urban high 

school, we worked towards making the school a safe space. We made huge gains in this 

arena. Teachers, administrators, and students need to work in collaboration, avoiding the 

us versus them (Sipe, 2004) prison-like dichotomy which is all too common in urban high 

schools. A genuine sense of community has to be built, starting with the role of the 

student as the co-shaper of the context in collaboration with the adults in the schools.  

 As Bloom (1997) suggests, a sanctuary is a place that treats traumatized 

individuals. Urban school children and adolescents of color experience disorienting doses 

of trauma (inside and outside of school). We cannot use the schooling models of 

suburban schools, in their entirety, to examine the very different lives that minority 

students tend to have in the hyper-segregated barrio schools. Apathy towards schooling 

as is or resistance to certain school norms are embellished within non-neutral 

sociohistorical and cultural forces that subtract (Valenzuela, 1999) from the students’ 

identities. To this end, we must underscore the fact that trauma theory is premised on the 
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notion that what may seem abnormal is actually a “culmination of normal reactions to 

abnormal situations” (Bloom, 1997). So, the therapy/healing aspects of schooling must be 

explicitly linked to teaching traumatized students.  

 To address trauma, pedagogical principles aligned with some of Freire’s (1970) 

ideas on critical consciousness are crucial. When I took my working-class Latina/o 

students to Washington D.C. to meet with U.S. Senators and engage public policy right in 

our nation’s capital, conscientization was in motion. That is, my students began to unpack 

relations of power and started to become empowered agents of change. All of the 

students that went on the trip ended up attending a university. More importantly, all of 

them began to see the hyper isolation and second class citizen status of “people like 

them” as part of unfair structural forces. In themselves, they saw the prospects of change. 

Empowering students with compassion, knowledge, critical thought, caring, and love, 

will help to counter the deficit discourses of No Child Left Behind, mass media, and 

other social forces. Moreover, in accordance with Antrop-Gonzalez’s (2006) notion of a 

school as a sanctuary, schools must affirm the racial and ethnic identities of its students. 

I will also add, that the gendered identities require attention to fuel empowered, social 

justice oriented masculinities. Drawing from this research, we see that doing gender can 

mean not fighting problems out with fists and outright rejection of academics. Instead, 

the Mexican-origin scholarship boys pursued the cultivation of “brains” (within school, 

but even more so “outside of classroom” with intense reading at home and library) so that 

they can address hegemonic aspects of schooling with clever and informed perspectives 

on various issues. This process made them feel empowered.  
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 Refining achievement at the macro-structural level may feel like a futile exercise 

in fantasy. What I suggest, is that in developing schools as sanctuaries, school culture (s) 

need to offer competing notions of “making it.” This does not mean dumbing down 

curriculum. Instead, students’ should be taught about the politicized nature of 

achievement and the role of following the academic, linear notion of achievement may or 

may not have towards their arriving at some monolithic notion of “success.” There should 

be an on-going dialogue about this.  Federal policy needs to allow for multiple points of 

academic success. Some charter schools have many exit-entry points where students of 

poverty may have to leave school go make money and then come back at some later point 

(I taught at one high school that had this system in place). The compartmentalized, 

Piagetian-like sequencing of linear academic goals is unfair, unhealthy and unrealistic in 

a country composed of a diverse set of humans, not robots. Achievement in a successful, 

pluralistic Democracy of creative, critical, and social justice oriented citizens requires a 

debunking of metanarratives germane to education setup for massive consumption and 

psychological harassment. We need to examine how far we have really come and whether 

or not “achievement” requires a moral, spiritual, intellectual, cultural, and psychological 

audit. What are we achieving, when we have high incarceration rates, a growing gap 

between the haves and have nots, some of the highest levels of racial and class 

segregation in since the pre-Brown years, and excessive amounts of students being 

“pushed out” of schools? The sanctuary model is a humble attempt at humanizing the 

entire life experience project of being and becoming within our urban, public schools.   
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Recommendation 3: Sacred Spaces in Higher Education 

 This research, in part, outlines the tensions associated with linear discourses 

related to “making it” amongst Mexican-origin scholarship boys. Mario says: 

Going to college is where I began to see the journey as a myth. You end up 

leaving your barrio to go here? It did not take long for me to realize, I was lost in 

someone else’s dream of supposed education.  

 

Higher education has long tried to imagine itself as the place that changes the individual 

so that he/she can be something deemed as “important.”  Linked with this identity is the 

production of citizens ready to contribute to market forces. Similarly, Illich (1973) 

suggests that earning degrees and other certifications merely provides a working-class 

individual with an upgrade in consumer power.  

 For many scholarship boys, entering the middle class (and upper class/elite) 

spaces of higher education can elicit new and often despair-oriented questions and 

alienation. Much of the education research fails to consider how moving up in social 

class via higher education is not the primary goal of many students of color. In fact, 

Carrillo (2007), Mario, and Antonio are not as interested in class mobility as they are in 

removing themselves from certain demands of the social bond. Carrillo (2007) was 

inspired to write his scholarship boy essay after reading Henry David Thoreau’s (2009) 

Walden. In one of the interviews Mario said, where is my Walden pond? Will I ever get to 

see it and live in it? Thoreau (1906/2009) and Emerson (1838/1993) often wrote about 

the hegemonic aspects of the social contract and the potential for escape from it. The 

feeling of wanting to escape encompasses complex feelings related to the pursuit of 

holistic meaning and a transformative, equity-centric life. Nostalgia, freedom, love, and 
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the re-imagining of the role of dignity also posit new questions that feel unanswered 

amongst the hyper-rationalism of a major, research one university.   

 From Sennet & Cobb (1972), we gather that the “hidden injuries of class” are 

premised in the hierarchical demands of the social contract. Schooling provides a surreal 

notion of “certifiable human value.” Dignity becomes a guiding force, one easily 

manipulated by the forces of achievement and social class mobility. There really is an 

educational and spiritual malnutrition in the psychology of achievement. Mexican-origin 

scholarship boys have to grapple with a non-stop barrage of messages related to “making 

it.” “Education” becomes a commodity and modernity requests that scholarship boys 

assimilate into the Protestant Ethic’s imagination of tomorrow, leaving the past in 

convoluted nostalgia. 

 Even after the Civil Rights movement and the development of minority-centric 

courses, epistemology and ontology in higher education continues to consist of middle 

class, Western oriented norms. An emotional and cultural audit is needed to engage with 

the following rituals/ideologies: survival of the fittest, hyper-excessive individualism,  

conservative dogmas or classical liberalism (which is often not that critical), Cartesian 

mind/body splits of knowledge, competition for a some universal set of goals related to 

“moving up,” rational control of time, the body, behavior, space, and information. This 

research points out, that the most potent force among these is at the level of epistemology 

and ontology. There is an overriding sense that higher education has an extensive amount 

of sociocultural knowledge gaps and that it unilaterally (and unethically) requests 

assimilation into a mythic, hegemonic notion of education.  
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 To this end, “soul wounds” (Pizarro, 2005) come to the fore after experiencing 

many of these tensions. It is fair to say that you cannot fool many scholarship boys. 

Many, like those in this research hold on to dialectical identities of “smart kids” and 

“street kids” in the most expansive sense of both terms. Nilda Flores-Gonzales (2002) 

wrote about the cultural production of these two separate identities in a Chicago school. 

In her study, the smart kids had better prospects at “succeeding” in school. Mexican-

origin scholarship boys refuse to let go of some of that “street ontology” even as they 

become professors or students at premier institutions of higher education. So, the battle 

becomes: how do scholarship boys educate others and themselves (and survive) in a 

context that largely requires erasure of the “street past?” Mario once contemplated during 

an interview: how do we build our own university, with our own histories and 

knowledge? I responded, how about Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSI’s) like the 

University of Texas at El Paso? His response was, bro, you know, even those schools 

were not founded with us in mind. 

 A project at the University of Texas at Austin provides some promising policy 

inroads. The Xicana Sacred Space (Diaz-Soto, Cervantes-Soon, Villarreal & Campos, 

2010), developed organically by a group of graduate students and a professor emerged 

from the need to center Chicana epistemologies, experiences, and identities in the pursuit 

for scholarly work. This space became a useful tool for reflexivity and consciousness 

raising in the participants’ research process, but it also opened up opportunities to 

legitimize typically marginalized ways of knowing by strengthening, nurturing, and 

challenging one another.   
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 Drawing from this research on Mexican-origin scholarship boys, feeling 

“uprooted” and in some cases “classless” requires dialogue with people in similar 

situations. The Xicana sacred space can serve as a model for scholarship boys who need 

to interrogate their feelings and share their own ways of knowing premised largely on 

their embodiment of their working-class “home.” I participated in the Xicana Sacred 

Space at various junctures and found it to be a space which empowered me to continue 

with my studies and it solidified my sense of knowing that I was not alone. Universities 

cannot assume that getting barrio youth to college is the end of the story. Universities are 

gendered, classed, and racialized with the dominant society’s social mores. Mexican-

origin scholarship boys need a group of people “like them” to make sense of this 

disorienting consortium of values, structures, demands, and middle/upper middle/elite 

cultural production of the “reasonable” man of letters. In this sacred space, Mexican-

origin scholarship boys also get to “talk back” at the system, contributing to the creation 

of a more open, critically conscious, and democratic institution of higher learning. 

Recommendation 4: Scholarship Boy Literacies 

Drawing from Freire and Macleoud (1987), reading the word and the world 

should count as “literacy.” Mexican-origin scholarship boys demonstrate how having this 

type of critical literacy provides nuanced ideological and material practices related to 

masculinities, intelligence, and perceptions about the past. Moreover, this ideological 

positioning provides a solution-oriented toolkit for dealing with sociocultural tensions in 

school. While the racial achievement gap discussion merits credit for looking at academic 

“gaps,” an added emphasis on developing a multiple consciousness and scholarship boy-
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type literacies are crucial for providing low SES minority youth in urban schools the 

strategies that empower, heal, and challenge the negative discourses they face.  

Scholarship boy literacies encompass conscious history making and the 

embodiment of a critical, multiple consciousnesses. Under this context, every act, word, 

and cultural process encompasses sites of struggle, where the student is aware of the 

prospects for cultural erasure, empowerment, or a messy mix of many possibilities and 

contradictions. The critical consciousness of administrators, teachers, and other 

stakeholders are crucial for developing scholarship boy literacies. More often than not, 

well meaning educators work under a naive consciousness (Freire & Macedo, 1987) 

which assumes an ahistorical and apolitical pedagogical stance.  This research points to 

how this ideological positionality injures even the most “successful” Mexican-origin 

students. 

Teacher education programs and on-site professional development in schools 

serving high needs students need to address the prospects of teaching to and learning 

from scholarship boy literacies. Examining the local context of how this all plays out will 

provide valuable insight into culturally mediated pedagogical and relational decisions. To 

ignore the complexity and merits of these scholarship boy literacies will continue to 

promote the inequality that that is pervasive in our U.S. urban public schools.  

Final Thoughts 

 Mexican-origin scholarship boys provide complex narratives related to “making 

it.” For Mario and Antonio, the scholarship boy path charters through what are 

sometimes framed as myths that guide what are perceived as unnecessary acts of sacrifice 

and abandonment of the “past.” Moreover, the limits of reason due to hegemonic 
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arrangements, past and present, taint the prospects of humane “arrival” or intellectual 

fulfillment by means of earning college degrees. Instead, there is an increased longing 

and desire to remember, reclaim, and shatter the academic and schooling narratives of the 

dominant society. The ambiguous outcome is assessed by an enlightenment process that 

is culturally situated, eliciting an ideology that shatters the clean “victory narrative.” 

Their journeys provide perplexing conclusions for those who promote linear assimilation 

and academic achievement in the most narrow and traditional ways. Mario and Antonio 

embody a counter-narrative which harshly critiques the academic literature that links or 

infers an uncritical link between academic excellence and personal fulfillment (or some 

utopian notion of “success”). In spite of the sometimes crushing spiritual and cultural 

injuries, the irony is that hope lies in the way that they navigate a multiple consciousness 

to re-affirm the life they imagine as “success.” They are not static, agency-less victims of 

their fates. 

 For Carlos and David, the struggle and ambiguity of the scholarship boy journey 

appears to have less of a sense of despair (compared to Mario and Antonio). Some of this 

may be due to the fact that they are both professors, which provides privileges not 

afforded to the graduate students in this research. Both still exemplify a sense of being 

uprooted and somewhat anxious, but they use this uneasy energy to engage in acts of 

social justice within their universities and in the larger Latina/o community. Also, they 

appear to have come to terms, in some large extent, with the contradictions and ambiguity 

of their journeys.  

Sanctuary type structures are essential to developing opportunities for ongoing 

healing for Mexican-origin scholarship boys. The complex dimensions of psycho-
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spiritual and cultural trauma requires serious attention. Addressing the academic 

achievement gap in neutral, detached terms does little to fulfill the great promise of 

quality urban, public education. The future appears to suggest that immigration from 

Latin America will continue at high rates. Moreover, Latin@s continue to be 

concentrated in inner city communities which have scarce economic resources (Zhou, 

2003) and urban low SES schools are struggling in their efforts to hire quality teachers 

(and keep them). Push-out rates continue to increase for Latin@ students even as we 

continue to promote the accountability measures under the No Child Left Behind Act. 

 Valenzuela’s (1999) concept of “authentic caring” and “additive schooling” can 

contribute towards the sanctuary concept of educating Latin@ students. This philosophy 

historicizes the struggle of Mexican-origin scholarship boys with direct links to their 

sense-making of self, dreams, culture (s), giftedness, and community orientations. 

Additive schooling promotes biculturalism. In this context, caring and love are 

interlinked in an ongoing process of creating empowered, nurtured, and holistically sound 

ontological and epistemological border crossers. The pain associated with a Rodriguez-

like hunger of memory speaks to the role of schooling in removing Latina/o students from 

their culturally situated identities. 

In many respects, this is the story of the “ghetto nerd,” (drawing from Diaz, 2007) 

searching for love, success, intimacy, and fulfillment in a 21st century hybrid-body. There 

is an ongoing wrestling with the demands of the insular and bounded demands of 

modernity-a figured world that trips miserably in its attempt to understand the pluralistic 

nature of the Mexican-origin scholarship boy identity. A loss of intimacy and nostalgic 

quest for dismembering and remembering may just be the fragmented conscientization 
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process that comes from understanding the limits of deterministic epistemology and 

Eurocentric notions of reason and academic excellence. In sharp contrast to Rodriguez’s 

(1982) support of the dichotomy of public and private cultural selves, this research points 

to how contradiction, irresolution, and border-crossing are characteristics of some of the 

most gifted among us.  

 In the end, the “one best system” (Tyack, 1974) that is public, urban education 

may be in need of paradigm shift. Accountability rhetoric may be blinding us to the larger 

questions about what should count as education. The crisis, in part, lies in our lack of 

imagination. Scholarship boys introduce significant tensions and possibilities, leading all 

of us to consider the need for a sea change in urban education. Home should never be far 

away. The funds of knowledge (Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gonzalez, 1992) of all students 

need to be reflected in our national discourses, curriculum, and pedagogy. Additionally, 

in the age of globalization and unprecedented racial diversity, achieving academic 

excellence should no longer require the loss of a hybrid soul.  
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APPE0DICES 

Appendix A: Interview Protocols 

 

This is a list of the questions which were asked in each interview.  However, interviewees 

would often provide more nuanced narratives that expanded or diverted from the general 

focus. Similar to Gándara’s (1995) study, these interview questions guide the interview 

structure, but “…information about respondents’ experiences exceeds the specific 

questions that are posed here as stimulus prompts” (p. 127).  Interview questions are 

followed by acronyms which signify which of the primary research questions they 

address: 

Primary Research Question 1 (PRQ1), Primary Research Question 2 (PRQ2), and 

Primary Research Question 1 & 2 (PRQ1&2).  

PRQ 1: How do Mexican-origin scholarship boys experience the tensions in academic 

settings between their emerging, academic identities and their racial, ethnic, class, and 

gender origins? 

PRQ2: What strategies enable Mexican-origin scholarship boys to cope with the 

microagressions of higher education and distance from home across time? 

Interview 1 

1. Tell me about yourself. (PRQ1) 

2. Tell me about your upbringing.  (PRQ 1 & 2) 

3.  Tell me about your schooling journey. (PRQ1 & 2) 

4. What was the demographic makeup of the schools that you attended? How did that 

affect your perception of self?  

5. What kind of student were you?  How were you perceived by your teachers? 
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6. What is the level of education and occupation of your parents? Tell me about how your 

parents impacted your schooling outcomes. 

7. How do you think your working-class neighborhood affected the way you experienced 

college and/or your profession today? 

Interview 2 

1. How is/was the college experience similar and/or different from your experiences in 

your community of origin?  

2. Do you feel that your race affected your schooling experience? In what ways?  

3. Do you feel your social class affected your schooling experience? In what ways? 

4. What are the expected roles of males in your family or community? How did that 

affect your educational experience? 

5. What role did your peer group play throughout all periods of your life and schooling 

experience?  

6.  How do you define success? 

7. What helped you to achieve educational success? 

8.  Tell me about of one of your worst crises.  How did you manage through this?  What 

helped the most?  The least? 

Interview 3 

1. What motivated you to excel in your school journey? 

2. Who or what had the biggest influence on your decision to go to college? 

3. Why did you decide to go to graduate school? 

4. What did you study and why did you choose those majors? 

5. Is/was graduate school different from what you expected? Explain. 
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6. Which colleges did you attend? 

7. What were the most difficult challenges that you encounter through your schooling 

journey? How did you cope with them? 

Interview 4 

1. How did/does being a Mexican-origin male influence your schooling experiences?  

2. How did people in your place of origin perceive your academic success? How did this 

affect you? 

3. Do you feel a sense of loss and/or gain in terms of your mobility away from a working-

class background? In what ways?  How did you cope with this? 

4. What does academic success mean to you? How has this perception changed if it all 

across time? 

5. How does your community of origin influence your view of yourself and schooling 

today? 

6.  If you could start your schooling journey again, what would do differently? 

7. What advice would you give to other working-class, Mexican-origin males who would 

want to follow your lead? 
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Appendix B: Definition of Terms 

 

Smart Intelligence grounded in critical ontologies; dialectic intelligence that 
draws from working-class home and middle class, formal notions of 
intelligence. Traditional I.Q. tests and dominant content knowledge 
perceptions of “smart” framed as insufficient. 

Home A philosophical, dialogic debate with self. Draws heavily from the 
working-class past in its most dynamic sense. Encompassing  spiritual, 
intellectual, physical, emotional, and psychological connections to the 
past. Also connected with a strong working-class consciousness 
component.  

Success An ambivalent process, not defined (solely) by achieving excellence in 
formally sanctioned spaces of schooling. Feeling “uprooted and 
anxious” (Hogart, 1957) is sometimes the result of negotiations and 
over commitment with mainstream notions of success through formal 
schooling structures.  

Making It Connected with dominant notions of success. Questioned and framed as 
a process of give and take, highly subjective and often times 
internalized as a violent discourse that institutionalizes cultural 
hegemony.  

0ostalgia A process that guides part of the conscientization process for many of 
the scholarship boys in this research.  

Middle class In reference to mainstream, dominant notions of schooling, success. 
Laced with dimensions of middle and upper middle class norms and 
elements of whiteness. Mexican-origin scholarship boys in this research 
are hyper-conscious of how this space can reject and dominate some of 
their sociocultural origins. 

Knowledge  An important part of the scholarship boy identity. They want to acquire 
“it,” reshape it, and contribute to it. All of the scholarship boys in this 
study have shown a strong urge to “have knowledge” since they were 
elementary school students. 

Culture  In this study, a certain kind of U.S., urban, barrio, Mexican-origin 
cultural identity. Immersed with influences from racial, historical, 
ethnic, class, and gender norms associated with working-class 
community of origin. Culture is framed as a dynamic process, which 
results in complex and often times ambivalent and painful interactions 
as scholarship boys engage with their long schooling journeys. 

Assimilation Term used in the context of adopting middle/upper middle class 
norms/culture (especially as delegated by hidden and overt curriculum 
of U.S. schools). Racial and sociohistorical legacies connected with the 
Mexican-origin scholarship boys’ rejection of linear demands germane 
to cultural assimilation. Dialectical relationship to assimilation, 
different from Rodriguez’s (1982) commitment to negate the prospects 
of resistance and agency when negotiating assimilationist tensions.  
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Appendix C: Philosophical Perspectives on Intelligence 

 Traditional K-

12 Schools 

Gardner’s (MI) 

Theory 

Kincheloe’s 

Post-Formal 

Approach to 

Intelligence  

Carrillo’s 

Latina/o Theory 

of Intelligence 

(LTI) 

Key Sources: No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2002; 
Psychometrics 

Gardner, 1983, 1995, 
1999 

Kincheloe, 
1999, 2004 

Freire, 1970; 
Horkeimer and 
Adorno, 2002; Fanon, 
1968; Rodriguez, 
1982; Vygotsky, 1978; 
Dubois, 1903; 
Anzaldúa, 1987; 
Gardner, 1985, 2003 ; 
Carrillo, 2007; Steel, 
2003;Kincheloe, 1999; 
Hilliard, 2003 
* abbreviated  list of 
influential publications 

Intelligence 

is: 

Cultural capital 
assessments by 
teachers/ 
administrators 
and psychometric 
measurements of 
“intelligence” 
through testing 

Lists 8 intelligences-
draws primarily from 
cognitive science 

Situated culturally dialectical 
epistemology and 
ontology; mestiza 
consciousness; double  
consciousness; critical 
ontology 

Measurements Psychometrics  Have to fit into 8 
intelligences-
observations and 
extraordinary 
performances within 
these categories 
deemed as giftedness 
or high levels of 
intelligence 

Observations, 
dialogue, unique, 
multiple criteria, 
culturally situated 
assessments 

Zone of proximal 
development 
(Vygostky,1978); 
Funds of Knowledge 
(Moll, Amanti, Neff & 
Gonzalez, 1992) 

Curriculum Catered to address 
state standards 

No clear suggestions, 
push for cultivating 
these distinct 
intelligences 

Culturally situated  Culturally situated 

Pedagogy Strong emphasis on 
teaching rote 
memorization 

Address specific 
intelligences outlined 
by Gardner 

Funds of knowledge 
(Moll, Amanti, Neff 
& Gonzalez, 1992), 
culturally situated  

Funds of knowledge 
(Moll, Amanti, Neff & 
Gonzalez, 1992), 
culturally situated; 
critical pedagogy 

Challenges Equity issues in 
assessment of 
multiple intelligences 

Lacks nuanced 
analysis of how 
culture affects notions 
of intelligence; 
privileges cultural 
capital of dominant 
culture 

Figuring out 
individual 
assessments 

Figuring out individual 
assessments 
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Appendix D: Background Information 

Mario Graduate 
Student (Ph.D.) 

Ph.D. student in 
Curriculum & 
Instruction 

Ph.D.  student at highly 
ranked research one 
university located in the 
southwestern U.S. 

David Professor Department of 
Ethnic Studies  

Earned Ph.D. from 
prestigious liberal arts 
college located in the 
southwestern U.S. 

Antonio Highest level 
degree: 
Master’s degree 

Media Arts Master’s degree from 
research one university 
located in the 
southwestern U.S. 

Carlos Professor Department of 
Human 
Development 

Ph.D. in Education 
from highly ranked 
research one university 
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