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L . This thesis is a conceptual analysis of some of the central concepts in the field of mul- -
.~ ticultural education; the analysis.\focuses . on ‘the notions of "culture,” "multicultural,”
"common culmre," and "ethnicity.” The analytical approaéh addpted in'the thesis involves
clarnfymg the meanings of these terms, exammmg their mtcrrclauonshnp. illustrating
how these concepts bear upon major educational ‘and social issues, and drawmg implica-, °
tions for policy and Pprogram responses by the school and the society.
The concepxual analys:s in this thesis |llustrates the lmportam role concepts play in

S | TahirJaved - . )

volved m the field of mulncultural cducanon, at all levels could bccome much more ef-
fective and efﬁcxcnt if they could divert a part of their efforts towards conceptual L
L ‘ clarification: precision and clamy in the use of’ Ianguagc, thinking analyucally about is~

| , sues, and treating them wnth the dcgrce of care and attention that theu complcxlty
demands. . ) ‘ -

- -
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: ceptual and definitional problems ina systemauc and coherent way, and where

o ~ %,  INTRODUCTION L s
VAR R ' ‘ . v /-

‘Over the past two decades "mulucultural education” and a comp\#x network

~of related concepts and issues have been a major focus of enquiry in/the field of -

educauom But in, relanon to the vast volume of literature that thc issue hay
generatcd and the amount of intellec enfrgy it has attrdctcd the state of
educauon in thrs area--both in theory and practice--seems to have, progressed very

little. The present work derives from the belief that a major facfor in this lack of

progress has been the failure, on the part of the participants, 10 address the con- .

/

'some effons have been made in this directioh, they have largely remained ineffec-

tive for lack-of sufficient rigour, limitation of scope or scdﬁe or a combination of

‘both L : N -

A

Let us, first, examme briefly the assertionthat i’here/ has teen a lot of activity

Mb%h%tleﬁregresHMh&ﬁeld -of multicultural educa}ron An extensive review of
‘literature in the area reveals that the basic concg/ptu«al.rssues and definitional

roblems. remain unresolved: kéy concepts (rcﬁ, as “culture,” "ethnicity,”
p neepts  §

-"pluralism,” and "assimilation"--separalely as well/as in relation to education--con-

tmue to be used in ‘a confused and ambiguous rpanncr by theoreticians and practi-
uoners alike. This confusion and ambiguity is’ dgsplayed not anly by novrces. but’is

also equally evident in the works of those who are considered experts and leaders
n . / . . .

in the field. The problem is.not merely that the concer;)ts are ambiguous: it is also

‘that they are’used ‘inconsistently; there/ is confusion between descriptive state-
‘ments and prescriptive statemerits; ayd there is lack of senstha the com-

plexity of rssues being treated. Grvenf this state of affairs in the realm of theory, it
is not surpnsmgrlo find that educauona) practices and policies in this area have

generally becn marked by rncor/rérstent, mcohcrent, and often self—dcfgatmg ef- ~

¢ —

forts. , e - :

I
’

i
-2
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3 '

/Su'ppoi'ting'anw illustrating these views with proper evidence will, of course,
be a-major task of the thesis. At this stage it should suffice to present a’small
sample of views éxpryc}cd by some scholars in the field: '

[

-

Multiculturalism is a concept whose use is characterized more b
- currency than consensus ... The issue of multi-culturalism is bot
confused and contentious. (Young, 1984:412)

- 4

In reviewing the literajure om muiticultural education, we find that
program proponents have provided no systematic delineation of
their views; and that all too fre%uently pro%ram statements are'rid:
dled with vague and emotipnal rhetoric. (Gibson, 1976:16)

’

-~ Multi-ethnic ‘and multi-cultural “education a{re_charaétcrized by
much conceptual confusion and a wide, fange of competing.
# ideologies ... (Banks, 19%@5) ‘ SR

Mulﬁ'&lt}xral ‘education, as described by many of its advocates, is'd
labyrinth’ of assertipns and assumptions which need to be "ex-
amined. (Carlson, quoted by Young, 1984)

. ’ ~

... immense confusion exists about what multiculturalism and multi-
cultural education mean, definitional and conceptual models com-
pete with one anothet, multiethnic education and other
philosophies are proposed as alternatives, and in general, a“great
deal of curriculum is in a "mess," "miuddle,” "buzzing confusion."(Bul-
livant, 198 1viii) . o T e

{

Similar views have been expressed by other writers in the field (see for é;(-
ample, Mallea,1978; James, 1982; and- Fenton, 1982). ASomc' of them have also . .
made efforts towards conceptual analysis and clarification; however, as noted ear-. -
lier’, due to.a combination of factors, the efforts made so far have been ineffective
in challenging the conceptual ‘problems. A brief review of such,\cfforts js provided

- below, together with some explanation as to why these have been ineffective.

Since majority of the concepts used in multicultural education havé been bor-
rowed from social sciences, in particular anthropolgg); and sociology, a good part
of thé attempts at conceptual refinement and clarification is to be found in litera-
ture in thése two- fie’lds. But'most of the writers and yesearcbers in the a}éé of

~
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multlcukural educauon continue to work apparcmly obllvnous to the cxlstcncc{
such literature. Works by Kroeber & Ktuckhohn (1963) dealing with the concept
of "culture”; by Gordon (1964), Barth (1969), Schermerhorn (1970); Glazer &
‘ ngﬁihan' (1975), and Anderson & Frideres (1981) dealing with the concepts and
issues related to "ethnicity," “pluralism," and “assimilation," can be cited as major

contributions towards clanflcanon of concepts and dclmeauon of issues’in their -

respective fields. On a smaller scale, analyucal works on the coficept of cthcny
“by lsajlw (1980), ‘and Manyom (1978) are also useful contributions in this direc-
tion. Unfortunately, theory and practice in t,he area of multicultural education

has, in general, not drawn upon all these and other similar contributions in the so-
: Yo ,

t

cial science literature. T
Attempts at conceptual analys.is have also been made by some writers in educa«y
tion. Works by Beck (1975), Gibson (1976), Pacheco (1977), Mallea (1978), and
Young (1984) are examples of such contributions towards the task of clarifying
concepts and issues in multicultural education. But it must be pointed out that all
the works cited abovc are in the form 6f short articles ip journals, and as such $uf-
fer from the hmnanons of scale and/or scope--especially considering the mag-
.mmde and complexity of the task at hand. Banks’ book (1981) provndes one of
the few examples of conceptual analysis on a larger scalé; though useful in many

" ways, what it offers in quantity is largely vitiated by poor quality.

One can not but help observing, here, that ahhough the work surroundmg the'.

theme of multiculturgl education has attracted considerable input ‘from variots
sources and perspectives--e.g, sociologists, anthropologists, psychologists,
‘ >, 4

~ educationists, journalists, and politicians-contribution by philosophers has been

- Lo . . ! - .
conspicuous by its paucity, or virtual absence. One major reason that existing ef-

forts at elucidating the concepts have not gone far enough towards attacking the

problems of ambiguities and confusion in multiéulrural education seems to be
. that they have lacked the rigour of phnlosophxcal analysns

Essays by Pacheco (1977) Beck (1975), cited earlier, and Wright & LaBar -

(1982) are good examplcs of how a treatment of concepts ainy, issues in multicul-
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toral education from a philosophical pcrspec'tive can eqhéhcc the quality of en-

qQuiry in this area. Likewise, Entwistle’s discussion (1978) on the interrelationship -

of culture and education-although it represents-an analysis from the social-class
perspective— provides a useful model for treatment of conceptual issues in the

traditition of analytical philosophy. ' , ‘

- N L‘ R
B

» 7

OBIJECTIVE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY .

s

In view of the above discussion it is suggested that the quality, and thus effec-

- tiveness, of enquiries in multicultural education from other perspectives could be’
considerably enhanced by treating the problems philosophically--in particular .
* through analytical philosophy. In the present paper, ixsing‘this analytical approach

will involve clarification of some of the key concepts in multncultural education,
examining their mterrelauonshnp, dlustratnng how these concepts bear upon the
major educational issues, and drawmg implications from our dlscussnﬂ for pohcy
and program responses bx the school.

The discussion in this thesis is organgd under four main headings: cultgre

‘ mulnculmral, common culture, and ethnicity. All these are major concepts in en-

quiries in multiculiural education, and their analysis -and clarification should be

of benefit to. the various participants in the field: policy makers, administrators,

researchers, carriculum designers, and teachers. Let us take a bncf prev:ew of the

, forthcommg discusssion. S
To observe that the concept of culture ns central to any debate on multicul-.
tural cducanon, would be. ta state ths. the notion of culture is implicit-

in the very term muluculn}:yl(any of the controversies in mulncultura] educa-

tion arise mainly due to a kck of clarity and precision in using the concept of cul-
ture. Chapler 1 of thxs paper wﬂl begin by examining the term "culture” from dif-
" ferent thcoretncal perspectives, m parucular it will compare and contrast the
' an_thropolog_lcal and the humanistic conceptions of culture. Next it will rcy:ew the

several classes of definitions of culture from the literature in anthropology. The

AN

7
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implications for multicultura) education will be not at appropriate points in the
discussion. L v -

The discussibns in the-next two chapters of the paber are closely related 0
that.of the first.chapter: obviously, the terms "multnculmral" and 'common cul-

ture” are derivatives of the notion "culture. "In chaptcr 2, the concept of multi-

* gcuralism is examined as it relates to the mdwndual A major part of the discus-

sion, here, will centre on the followmg quesnons Is it possible to become multi-
cultural" Is it desirable? .

In chapter 3. the focus shnfts,kfrom the mdlwdual to the society and its con-
, smuent groups or subcultures “In pluralxstlc socneucs one of the major dilem-
_ mas is how 1o reconcnle the diverse goals of constituent groups and individuals
with those of the socnety as a wholey An understanding of the notions,of "common
; calt‘ﬁ'fe". and "subculture;” and theiy interrelationship, could be useful in dc?ling
with (his (dilemma in a competent mqnner. The analysis in chaptcr‘ 3 is air;led at
acvelopmg a Qlanf:ed and more precise conception of common culture.

. Chapter 4 exammes the notion "ethnic” and its derivatives, i.e. "ethnicity,” eth-
nic group,” and "’ ‘ethnic identity." If one takes the literature in multicultural educa-
)tioln as a guide, then it soon becomes obvious that these concepty are central to

. discussions of educational and other social policy issues in a pluralistic society. A
.. ‘part of our discussion in this chapter will be concerned with examining the
‘variety of social groups ‘and categories that are subsumed under the label of "eth-
nic.” Y\nother focus of the discussion would be on the_notion of ethnic ldentlty.
and the role it plays in formation and’ mamtenancc of ethnic group boundaries.
We shall also look into the quesuon whether, and to what extent, the boundary
of an ethnic group is a funcuon ofa distinctive culture o

In the concludmg chaptcr we w:ll summarize the dnscussnons Lof individual

chapters 50 s 10 pmwdc a cohcrem overview of the whole paper.
\ C

! /
-~ . - ' . !
R .
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CHAPTER 1 |
THE CONCEPT OF CULTURE

M

Looking at the terms "multicultural’ and "multicultural education" from a
purely linguistic point of view, one may readily note that the word "culture" lies at
the core of these terms. When the terms are used as conceptual tools for research

- or for expressing vdrious ideologies and policies, the meaning of the word “cul-

ture” becomes crucial. It seems obvious, then, that any attempt' at conceptual
analysis_of "multiculturalism" and the related concepts-and issues must begin with
an examination of the concept "culture.” ‘

“Culture” is an imménsely difficult concept to define. Its meaning may differ -

. substantially from one discipline to another: literaturé, philosophy, anthropology,

sociology, and biology. Even when narrowed down to one field, a divergence of in-
terpretations, definitions, and theories confrontsus. Given the considerable com-
plexity in meanings and interpretations of the concept, one finds it surprising that
in much of the literature g)n "multiculturalism,” "mulu‘cultufal education,"” and
other related topics, no attempt is made to define culture, or to indicate in which

of its several senses the term is being used. It is, perhaps, tacitly assumed by such
wrigers that the. meaning of the concept is commonly understood; that there is a
consensus on its interpretation(s) among the the users and their intended
audience. Such an assumption is unwarranted, however, and has an unsalutary ef-
fect on thc quahty and usefulness of their work: conceptual ambiguities lead to

serious diffi cultles m‘understandmg as well as in practical application. .

In this chapter we\sha]l‘ examine the notion of culture from different theoreti-

. . I ¢ . . .
ccal perspectives. The various meanings that are given to the term will be analyzed

-individually as well as comparatively; and their implications for education in

\ ©

general, and multicultural education in particular, will be discussed.
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| - " THE DIFFERENT SENSES OF "CULTURE"

a IS ’ v

-

The word "culture" like qthér similar terms--e.g., race, ethnicity, and class--
elicits a wide variety of meanings and interpretations. The variatian in meanings*

[ may be due to differences in the level of. generalization, methodological assump-

. tions, theoretical perspectives, the phenomena being described, or the types of
definition--e.g., descriptive or rormative. It may therefore be profitable, in orde\
to keep opr discussion on “culture" within gnanageable bounds, to draw some ini-
tial perimeter around the con'cept.

) ‘ . _As an initial probe, we may begin by classifying the various ways of concep-
tualizing "culture" into three broad .categories: biological, humanistic, and
anthropological. Since "culture” as used rn biology (and related fields such as-
microbiology and horticulture) refers to caltivation or manipulation of lower or-
ganisms--bacteria, plants, animals, eté.--it is rather easily and clearly distinguish-
able from tpe other two senses whase focus is on man. (Note: Thé terms
“anthropology" and "humanism" implicity refer to man.) It, thus, seems that to.at-
tempI fyrthersclarification of this distinctiop would be belabouring the obvious.
Nonetheless, taking note of the biological usage of “culture" should help us in
mapping some of the territory that we are trying to cover. . K

The distinction between the "anthropological” and "the humanistic" conccp-
tions of culture needs somewhat closer-examination’. There are two lmponam
ways in which thlS disthction can be drawn. First, culture in the anthropological
sende is a broad, all inclusive category: "the whole way of life"; the humanistic
usage of the concept is 4 narrower one, applying limitedly -to the activities and

A\

<

1 For dlscussxon on-the distinction between the' humanistic and anthrop010g|-
cal senses of culture, I have -benefited mfich from the works of Barrow &
Woods(1975 159-163), and Enthstle (1978: 109 113)
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products in the sphere of the arts (see Entwistla, 1978: 109). Second, whereas the
T anthropologicai “culture" is essentially descriptive and thus neutral, “culture". in

‘Kluckhohn, 1963" 22; Barrow & Woods, 1975: 160). In referring to culture as "the

. wholc way of life," the anthropologist -includes all the pattems ehaviour,
-.- ) ldCBS, institutions and artifacts that charactenze a society or a social | grou /There

is no implication about trvalue, desirability or otherwue of the activities and ar-
tifacts bcmg mcluded "Culwre" would, thus, include the trivial as well as the im-

_portant; acts of crime and corruption as well as those of charity and compassion.

- ) ) In contrast, in-the humanistic conccpnon culture is seen as."the conscnous ideal of
i . k human pcrfectlon (Kroeber & Kluckhohn 1963: 60). From this- perspectwe, it is
[ _. ®  through cultivation of one’s.skills and knowledge .in humamnes-le literawre,

phnlosophy, hlstory, the fine arts, etc. ~that one can approach such perfecuon that

is, become "cultured " Poetry, |hcrefore, has more value than pushpin; and read- .

-,ing. books is preferrable to playmg bingo.
But just any bopk or any poetry wouldn’t do. A further level of selectivity is in-
‘troduced. in the humanistic vncvy of culture which is based on the contention that
~ " for each of the different forms ot' the art, there-are certain works which are
| manifestly superior 1o others in the same sphere (see Barrow & Wodds 1975:

L ' ' 159). For example, reading Shakespcare is preferrable to reading something from'

s ¥ r

"the mass of letterpress” (TS, Ehot 1948:.87); and a Beethoven symphony has a
greater cultural value than sore modern pop' s‘ong This view of culture is some-
times referred to as . "h:gh,culture, although the exponents of thxs term have not
been too clear as to what really is-about such culture that makes it high” (see

Entwistle, 1978: 147)? that is, is it‘"bigh" with reference to the viéw 213: it is,
i “suposedly, the culture of the upper class, or are there some higher aesthetic and
" artistic standards that are being implied?  But this is-an issue of
\ ~ considerable complexity and to dwell on it would be divergirtg from the task at

> L E

PAGE 8.

the humanistic sense is typically used as a normatiye concept (see Kroeber & -,

-

- e ¥ \
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2

e
hand: i.e., highlighting the esséntial dnsungunshmg features of the amhropologncal

conccpt of culture vis-a-vis the humanistic one.

The descnpuve-normauve dichotomy between the two senses of cultire
operates with reference to.not only the activities and products as discussed above,
but also to the agent--the individual, group, or society--through which a culture is
manifested. Whereas in the humanistic sense of culture one may speak of a “high-
ly cultured individual," "the cultured class," or "a culturally advanced society," such
expressions would be rat‘her unacceptable ig\ a sirict anthropological usage. For )
an anthropologlst wherevcr thcre is human society there must necessarily be a %
_culture; msofar as individuals and groups are ‘constituents of the larger somcty,
they implicity possess at least some part of the socnety s culture. ‘

Now, it is true that ordinarily the partlcular sense of culture, hqmamsué or
anthropologlcal. is understood without much difficulty by the context in which the
term is applied. In speaking of "a cqltu’ral show," "4 cultured man," or “the Eskimo
cuhure. one generally doesn’t have to formall)./ or explicitly state which of the dif-
-ferem senses of culture is being used. Nevertheless, from the" perspective of
"educational theory, and given the specnal role that educauon pla);s in perpetua- -
. tnan of a society’s culture; it is important to be ‘aware of these: distmct uses of the
term "culture," and to be ctear about the distinctions.

\ln educanondl theory .the dlstmcnon betwcen the amhropologlcal and thc !
humanistic conceptions of culture may be scen in terms of the dxffcrc‘ﬁcc bctwccn
the competing ideologies such as conservansm Vs progressivism, or elitism ys‘
~ egalitarianism. Traditionally, thé conservatives and elitists in-education have been
closely ahgned with the humanistic view of culture. But to/;:stabhsh a similar link
" of progressivists and egalitarians with the émhropologxcal culturc would rcqun'c
some modification of the all-inclusive’ anthropologlcal view; for, even the most
fervent of progressivists would fmd it impossible to adopt a strict anthrgpologlcal
conception of culture For very obvxous practical- reasons the school curriculan’

. . . | |

. !
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can only be a seTecuon from the soclety s "whole Way of life." Further 1éns selec- -
tion must be able to differentiate,
# N .
‘a) the socially dysfungtional from what is acceptable, ’ P
b) the trivial from the important, and “

¢) the inferior from the superior,

- . . . PxY

, with refeérence to the more'xl intellectual, aesthetic standards prevailing'ir; the
society. The point that education must be selective because it is necessanly a nor-
" mative process, is perhaps one ofjthe very few that is likely to find a consensus'
among educationists regardless of their |deolog|cal inclipations. Peters, who has
been one of the most persistgnt exponents of this theme--i.e., education is in-
heréntfy a normative process--cogentl); Sums up the issue in-his following state-
ment (1966:25): "Education’ implies that something worthwhile is being or has
been intentionally transmitted-in a morally acceptable manner." " :

Thus, the real dispute between educational conservatives and progressivists is

not whether there should be some selection or not, but rather, as 1o what criteria

should be used in making such selection. In general terms the curricular implica-

tions of this conflict may be presented as follows: The criteria used by conserva-
tives would strongly favour curriculum selection from the humanities (and possib-’

“ly 'the sciences, as well), and their materials would be largely drawn from the

"great traditions" of the past: "the best which hzﬁ been thought and said";
moreover, the selection would be by educationists, and not by the students them-

selves. For progressivists, the selection criteria would lay no particular stress on

- humanities; the emphasis would instead be on relevance to the learner’s contepn-
« porary social context. Some progressivists wauld also contend that there shoWd

be no a prioti standards for determining what is important or trivia], superior or

. [y
o~




.- inferior: the frame of reference for curictlum selection should be the needs, in-
7 terests, and capacmcs of the child. \

With reference- to issues m mult.\cultural education, perhaps the most dnrectly

pertinent feature of two comrasugg views of culture, amhropologtcal and

= . ' humamstu:,\may be seen u; terms of the cultural relativism of the former, and ab-

solutism of*the latter. In a seénse, the very terms "multiculturalism" and“'c{lltural
' ry
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pluralism” suggest a relativistic view dfgculture. Converted into ideological and

political stances, the terms evoke arguments over, the meahings. Eesirability. or
' possublhty of 1mplemenung ldeas such as "cultural democracy," "cultural freedom,”
and "culturaf equality." In the educauonal contekt- the debate is typlcally rcﬂcctcd

. . . in demands such as-follows: "Curricula must reﬂect equahty in the emphasxs and
’ T ime accorded 1o the study ‘of various ctﬂtures“(Aokl. T. et 4l 1984 265); and -
' there should be no 1mphcn or explncn hnerarchy%cs i the curnculum ' \

»(Roblnson 1984:315). =

1 L

dealt with at greater length later on. At this stage, however, the point bf going

- All, these issues are pertinent topics for discussion in this paper, and. shall be )

-

- through the exerclse of comparison and contrast of the different senses of culture .

‘has been mamly heunstlc. that is, to help ‘draw out the essential distinctive fea- ]

‘turés of culuire in its anthropologncal usage. For it'is essentially with refer!fnce to
culture in its anthropologncal sense that the debates, discussions, and resédtch on

multiculturalism take place. (Although somg of the parucupants may use the '

. hungamsnc concepnon of culture as their ideological base.) But "culture’ as an
anthropological concept is, itself, fraught with a dwergencc of Meanlngs and inter-
_ pretatlons as we shall see in the foHowmg sectRTn.

N , .
. . 0
3 2 2

b
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DEFINITIONS OF CULTURE IN ANTHROPOLOGY

One of the most syStématic and comprehensive attempts towards analysing
"culture” from an anthropological pcrspeétive is to be found in the work by
Kroeber and Klu'ckho},m (1963). Besides tracing a general history. of the word,
they analysed more than 160 definitions of '"culture“‘and'classificd them into six -
major groups according to their principal emphasis, labelling them as follows
enumeratively descnpuve, hastoncal, normative, psychological, structural, and
gcncuc This classification scheme, wnh some modifications, provides a useful or-
gamsmg ‘model for our distussion on the concept of culture and its applxcatlon in
the field of mulncultural ‘education. The modified c13551f1cauon will be as follows:

(1) holistic-enumerative; (2) historical; (3) ‘structural; (4) psychologxcal and (5)

moral.

I. THE HOLISTIC-ENUMERATIVE VIEW:
INCLUSIVENESS OF CULTURE ' \
The dlstmctwe features of definitions in this category are: (a) the view of cul- «

ture as a comprehenswc totality, and (b) a téndency'to enumeratwely describe
vanous cultural aspects and traits. The prime example of this type ‘of . definitions
is the following one by Tylor: )

Culture ... is that complex whole whlch includes knowlcdﬁ , belief, ~
.art, law, morals, custom, and any other Capabnlmes and habits ae-
quxred by man as a member of society. (Cited in Kroeber & Kluck-
hohn, 1963 81)

Let us consider some other éxamples. According to Leiris,

F

Culture ... comprehends all that is inherited or transm:ttcd through
society . (lt) includes not only beliefs, knowledge, sentiments and
literature, but thc languagc or other systems of symbols Whlch are

+
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-7 theirvehicles, Other elements are the rules of kinship, methods of
» education, forms of goverriment and all the fashions followed in so-
cial relations.. Gestures, bodily attitudes and even facial expressions
are also included, since they.are in large measure acquired by the
communpity through education or imitation; and so, among the -
material elements, are fashions in housing and clothing and ranges
of tools, manufactures and artistic productions, all of which are to.
some extent traditional. (Cited in Kuper, 1975: 149). t

.
.

.
' >

For Wallis, ciilture is

i )

the life of ‘people as typified- in contacts, instimtiong'materiai ob-
=+ jects, typical reactions to situations which characterize (hé Eiople'
" and distinguish them from other people. (Cited in Kroeber &
Kluckhohn, 1963: 161) . ' o
And according to Wallace, a culture consists of

v

all those customs of community--including language, science and’
beliefs, arts and crafts, and rules of behaviour in domestic, religious;
polictical arid economic life--which are passef on by learning from.
one generation to the next. (Quoted by Lamerand, 1977: 63)

GENERAL COMMENTS: In attempting to convey the complexity and in-w
clusiveness  of culture, the holistic-descriptive type of definitions tend to over-

stress these points 10 the neglect of other critical features of the concept. Some of
{

the. important shortcomings common to this set of definitions are pointed out
/ . 1 . -y

Iy

l;e low:

-4

.

(1) There is a failure 1o distinguish social organization and social institution from

a ge’nerai concept of culture; in other words such definitions, if/adopted uncritical-
ly, tend to confuse "culture” with "society." The two concepis are of course closely
related, and in an ordisary discourse, often, the dis_tipction/fnay not matter. Bpt"
in usi‘ng' the terms, in a'somewhat technical éontcxt--e.’g., é’"scussiqn on multicul-
tﬁralism;-it beéomes important to maintgin’a'conceptuél dizltinc'tion between "cul-

.
-

£r
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. : ' . W | . "
tions {(as compared, for example, with "group” or "community”), “culture’ repre-

sents the underlying patterns of values, beliefs and ideas which confer meanings '

to’ these interactions, Firth has noted the distinction between the two concepts in

the following words:

..

If ... society is taken to be an organiZed set of individuals with a
given way-of life, culture is that way of life. If society .is taken to be
an aggregate of social relaions, then tulture is the content of those
relations. Society emphasizes the human component, the gggregate
of the people and the relatibns between them. Culture emphasizes |
the component of accumulated resources, immaterial as well. as -
material, which the people inherit, employ, transmute, -add to, and
transmit. (Cited in r & Kluckhohn, 1963:269) o

. . ;

(2) In enumerating various aspects and contents of culture, the above definitions -

alsp tend to ignore the distinctions between (a) acf?vities and products of ac- .
tivities, (b) material and non-material aspects of culture. §

Y

¢3) Culture is Qe”scribcd as a mere totality (e.g., “that complex- w}i(‘)le"') of varibﬁs

items ; organization and interrelationship—i.e., patterning--of these items is not

v

mentioned. ) L

’

ample of a definition of culture that is able to avoid the weaknesses, as pointed
out abave, of the type of definitions cited earlier:

e

Culturé . is the way of life of a,socfety .. [1t] consists of prescribed
ways of behaving or norms of conduct, beliefs, values, and skills, -
along with the behavioral patterns and uniformities based on these °
categories—all this'we call "non-material culture"--plus,-in an extefi-
.sion of the term, the artifacts created by these skills and values, .
which we call the "material culture," - : v

L
. *
v
Al . *

ture” and "society.” Whereas "society” denotes a unit for studying human interac,

»

. . The following statement by Gordon (1964: 32-33) provides an excellent ex- -

i
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, \ -+ / MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION: For educational purposes the holistic-

) / enumerative view of culture, with its inherent lack of selectivity, does not seem to
J - . S i
/.. be much useful. Both from the practical point of view as well as in respect of the

// . . observation that education is essentially a normative process (see discussion’ on
Y . p.10), it is obvious that education can use only a limited portion of the total cul-
a _ture of a society. This point is well underlined ip thé following comments by
/ ’ . . !
A . Lawton: ?
// 1
/
o . ‘
S Curriculum is a selection from a society’s culture. Certain ‘aspgcts of

our way of life ... are regarded so important that their transmission
to the next generation is not left to’chance ineour society, but is
entrusted to especially trained professionals. (Cited in Bullivant,

s : , 1981:4) \

N in view of the limitations discussed. ai)ove, it is surpriéing that a number‘of
writers, researchers, and policy making bodies in- the field of multicultural educa-
tion continue to use the holistic-enumerative type of definitions. For example,
Tﬁlor’s\definition has beeh used in the following works: Saunders (1982:67), The
Galbally Report, Australia (cited in'Bullivant, 1981: 209), and Gordon (1964:32);
Lamerand, in his article (1977:63) has adopied the definition by Wallace; Banks

- (1981:52) refers to the definition by Wallis, and then offers his own eﬁumerqtive
type of dgf’mition of culture; and Banks’ definition has, in turn, been used by
Young (1984:413).

Bullivant (1981:209)) is one of the very few writers who have taken a critical

" view of the utility of hqlistic-descriptive definitions for work in multiculwral
edﬁca{ionJ‘Rgferring to the classical definition of culture by Tylor, he makes the
follhowing comments: | ' o

“[The definition] is now completely dated and of little use for a tech-

: nical understanding of the phenomenon ... Tylor’s definition is an
/ overstated, enumeratively descriptive attempt to stress all those
aspects of the human conditiqg that are non biological.It was very -

sssss



~much the product of its socro-hrstoncal contcxt .'md ‘0- use it ina
contcxt that is completcly dxfferem is tantamount to nonsense,

‘ Y Y R
Burnet, too, questions the relevance of the totahst' " cOncept of eulture to

- the policy of multicultutalism in Canada. .

¢

rsm} rmplres somethmg tharélmdly pos~ “-
sible:’ that man rures can be. maintained in ‘Canada. In fact, ex-
.cept for. such isolatedVgroups as the Hutterites, no ethnic group
_'brings a total culture to Canada and none can maintain intact what
" it brings under the impact of the new environment, social as well as
. geographrcal (1979‘223 [Emphasrs added.] .
. ) Con

[y

. ll THE HISTORICAL VIEW: CULTURE AS SOCIAL HERITAGE
"The principal .emphasrs of definitions in this oup is that human beings have

‘a social, asdistinct from their biological heritage: Every generation in a soclety

PAGE 16

comes to possess this hemage--the varmus patterns of knowledge argifacts and in--

B stifutions, accumulated over hundrede ‘and perhaps th0usanrf of years—-and then

" passes it on_to the coming gcneratlor& It is through thrs process. ‘of acqursmon

-'and transmrssron “of social heritage thm‘ a society ehsures its contmurty—-m other

words, its survival. Some examples of deﬁ_muons of this type are provided below. |
. According to Grooves & Moore :

f -~
PR - \ ~ t

Culture ... is the social hentage, the fund of accmulated knowledge
and customs throu which the person "inherits" most of his be-.
. haviour and ideas. rted in Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1963: 91)

. .8, ,:
Malmowskr underlmes the hlstoncal dimension of culture in the followmg

words S

3

P
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This social hemaFe is the ke{ concept of cultural anthro logy Itis
ture Cult

usually called cu ure comprises inherited facts, goods, -
tcchmcal processes, ldeas habits, and values. (lbld 90) . ‘

[

Winston makes tﬁé following statement: . : ' ' -

< ]
1 + We may regard culture a,s.the s’um wtal of the possessnons and the
\ patterned w gs of behaviour which has been pan ff the nemage of

a group. (Ibid. : 90)

%
1

And, Gorcion (1964°: 32) defines culture z}s; .

the social heritage of man, the ways of acting and doing things
which are passcﬁ down from one generatrion to the next, not
through genetic inheritance but by formal and mformal methods of -
teaching and demonstration.

Y
-

GENERAL COMMENTS: While it is trucﬂ that a society’s culure 'is, '10 a

large de|gree, rooted in its past, there could be a danger in emphasizing this too
much. To say that a society’ s culture. is all that which has been inherited from the
past generations, would be to allow little room for creativity to those llvmg ind
present generation. Such a view tends to portray the -human being as "the passive
porter of a culu’:ral’ tradition" (Dollard, cited in Kroeber & Kluckhohn,-1963:94),

However, men are not only the carriers and products of culturé: they are also

" producers and manipulators of culture.(Cf. Krdeber & Kluckhohn: 94). A more
balanced and fuller account of culture would, thus, refer to both .its key aspects:

i.e., culture as a social heritage, and ¢ulture as an adaptive mechanism. .

MU[H.T.ICU'LTURAL EDUCATION: Although the literature in multicultural
education daes not provide examples of explicit references to the .type of defini-
tions: under, review, emphasis on the "heritage" aspect of. culture is evident in

kv



A . T L / " - . PAGE18

" many of the arguments, pbiipy statements, and prégfan\s, concerning multicultural
’ éduqation; ‘Some typical examples are provided below: e

- i

.. [Multiculwral] education ... recognizes and 'values the culwrally.
pluralistic nature of the society. It is an education that encourages -
people to accept and.respect both their own ¢ and
that of people of different cultural backgégunds. (A resolution

. adopted- at a conference of the National ucation Association,

" * ., US., 1975; cited in Bullivant, 1981: 123) [Emphasis added]

-

ln‘Canada’, the: Multiculturalism Directorate (Dept. of the Secretary of State)

. cxprésg»cd as its main objective, the following:
N B N =4
1 ~ . ~ - ¢ ' ’ . ~
to encoi:ra‘g:: and assist ... the full realization of the multicultural
natute of Canadian society through programs which promote the .
- “ preservation and sharing of mthEmngs‘ and which facilitate
mutual agprecia;ion and understanding among all Canadians.
(Cited in Bullivant, 1981: 57 ) [Emphasis added] .
“ ‘ ' ’

The Ontario Miniétry of Education stated the following as one of its central
goals with respect to multicultural education: a |

= ¢

. [To provide each child] an opportunity to develop and retain a per-
" sonal identity by becoming acquainted with the historical roots of
. the community and culture of his other origin, and by dcvclogin a,
sense. of continuity with the past. (Cited in Shapson et al,19 2:‘?4)
-[Emphasis added] . : ’
And; the following passage represents a policy statement of the Australian

government:

o

The government accepts that it is new essential to give significant

, . further. encouragement to develop a multicultural attitude in

Australian_society. It'will foster ‘the retention of the ,

itage of different ethnic groups and promote intercultural under-
standing. (Cited in Bullivant, 1981:188) |[Emphasis added) B

.
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. should be obv:ous that a»wtw of cuhure that cmphasrzes its historical and

; “4, heritage aspects would be nmphcn m~all prograins and ppllcncs which aim at main-
tenance of the cultures of minority groups. ) -

oo : “society’s cultural hentage from one generauon to ariother, ‘the relevance of this

conception of culture 1o educatiomal purposes can not be demed Educatlon, in

y general muist draw’ considerably upon a socletys cultural hentage--the accumu-

| lated body of knowledge, langu«age literatufe, h}story arts and sciences, etc.,--not
only on sentimental grounds but for prudenual and practical reasons as well.

. " Ina relatively homogenous somety there p«)bably wouldn’t be much dispute

power and status differential among -the consmucnt groups,, the issue often be-

of -their major concerns 1s 1hat the: ndthndl soc:etys cultural heritage, as

. 3y prgsemed in the exnsung school curncula, reﬂects an overwhelmmgly monocul-

© . tural perspcctwe--that of the dominant group. Closely related to the abovc is the
"".concern that if suffxcnent care is not taken their ctﬁtural heritages will be lost for

i

the younger generations.

-

N It is trué that for members of a minority goup their cultural heritage repre-
sents something of great emotional value: it reflects thelr historical roots. Educa-
tional efforts towards transmxssnon of this hemdge 10 thc young is taken as an in-
dication of the pride that the group has in its past achxevements Prese rvation of
cultural heritage is also important for preserving a sense of group identity among
. the members. However, for minority group members a concern with their histori-
cal culture is likely to conflict ‘with the demdnds of current living, which rcquures
conception of culture as an adapuve mechamsm." For, culture represents both an

accumulation of knowledge and institutions from the past, as well as those

- ‘ >

o

Consxdefmg that ‘one of .the central aims ‘of education is transmission of a

Qo as’ to what constitutes the ' cultural heritage." But i in multncultural societies, with -

. comes & major sodrce of conflict' Frdm' the poi_nt of view of minority groups, one
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evolved to meet current and future problems of existence. Bullivant’s following
comments (1981: 4) seem quite pertinent here: - v

. One of the most intractable problems in education and the cur- ~
riculum relates to these twin aspects of culture--the historical and
the current situational--name %, how to balance knowledge :
presented from the past with rapidly expanding knowledge
generated in the present. '

but also of the larger, national society. Their £etention of links with their histori-
cal cultures may indeed have certain benefits, 'but these benefits often must be
weighed against the advar;tages of acquiring the cultural heritage of the larger \ .
society. This raises two kinds of problem. ‘
The first relates to the possibility that the cultural beritage (or some elements -
of it) of some groups might be inimical to the basic- values, beliefs,ideals, or the
interests of the society at large. Sécondly. even if the culwral heritage of a group
is not seriously in‘conflict with the fundamental values a‘nd beliefs of the larger
society, its acquisition by the group members can be objected to on pragmatic
grounds. There are limits on the amount of resources needed in educating a
child: first, resources of the individual himself in terms of the time, energy, learm-
ing capacity, and s0 on; and secondly, resources that the society can afford--e.g.,
teachers, materials, and facilities. The potential problem in retention of a

"‘minority cultural heritage is cogently stated in the following comments by Birrell: '

The persistence of ethnic identity and affiliation may be satisfying,
but in continuing this affiliation members- may lack the social
knowledge required for mobility into positions controlled by the , v
dominant groups ... The time and effort required to learn and main-
tain, ethnic languageés- and customs could inhibit the acquisition of
skills and knowle(ée whigh, while in absolute terms are no better
than ethnically valued ones, are nevertheless more useful in secur-

ay
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% lj%g%) promouon, influence ‘and the hke (Cltcd in Bulhvam '

“un

- L THE STRUC’TURAL VIEW S -

¢ . PATTERNING &oncmnznlon OF CULTURE et
| The defmmons in this group provide an interesting contrast 0 the hohsnc-
enumcranve definitions (group I). The emphasis here, instead of upon totality, is
on the orgamzed interrelationship of isolable aspects ‘of culture. Thus, culture s
seen as an abstractlon it becomes a conceptual model that must be based onand

co mterpret bchavnour but which is not behavieur itself. Also, in viewing culture as'
‘ an abstrgcuon these defmmons.may_ be seen as somewhat similar to those
grouped as the “"psychological” interpretations of culture (group 1V). Some ex-
.amples 6{ the ”stg'uct‘ral" definitions are provided below.

In the_worc:is of Kroeber & Kl'uvckhoh.n,( 1963: 12_0):,

LIRS «

: Culture is, a des gn or system of dcsrgns for living, it isa plan, it is
that ‘which sele vcly channels men ’s rea';zlons n is not the reac-
tions themsclvee 5

A

. Redfield, too enfphasxzes the orgamzauonal aspect of culture in dcfmmmg

s

culture as: ) ) . o , .

[

an organization of conventlonal understandm manifest in act and
artifact, wh:ch persisting through tradition charactarizes a human
group. (Cited in Kroeber & Kluckheghn, 1963: 118) '

According to Gillin: ’
. B v
Culture consists of patterned and funcuonally Tnterrelated customs R
common 1o specifisble human beings composmg specifiable social_ - T
groups or categbnes (Ibnd 119) A ) T
! I v ) * ' ' ‘ !
- . '4 . ~ ’., i
- .
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| ‘Apd Willey pioposes that: -
. ‘

/ c . : -

A culture is a system of interrelated and mterdependent hablt pat-
* terns of re§ponse (Ibid. 119) -

‘GEN ERAL OOMMENTS The orgamzatnon and mterrclatlonshlp of cultural‘
componcnts lmphes that insofar as we are interested in understanding and inter-
prctmg a culture, we cap not look at indvidual items in-isolation, nor at the total
mass of the c"ontgnts; rather,.what’;s important- is“the organization of the various-
components of a cilture--how théy‘aljc connected to one another.. What may be

-crucial and central in one culture'may be a minor feature in another. For ex:

ample, in societies such as Saudi Arabia, or Igan,*religion s¢ems to play a fun-

‘damental role in different spheres of individual.and’ societal l'ife;. whereas in
_ Canada, the U.S.,, much of the Western Europe, and the so-called communist

countries, whcre the socnenes\ are o&gamzed on a more or less secular basis,
religion exerts comparanvely a mmor mﬂuencc if at all. The following comments
by Kroeber &\Kluckhohn (1963: 123) seem pertuqem here: ‘

w N

éach cultyre is, among other thmgs, complgx of rclatlons, a mylti-
verse of drdered and interrelated parts Parts do not cause a whole
but they compnse a whole .. ‘

MULTICULTURAL EDUCA’I‘[ON: No examples of specific réference .to
definitions of this group are ta be found in the literature. HoWever one may see
occasxonal references ‘to culrﬂre 'as paucrns deslgns, or systems, This seems.
rather surprlglng as the aspecls of culture cmphasnzed in these definitions— or-
ganization-and mlcgraukn--seem to have Jmuch relevance for cducanonal ap-

- proaches in multiculturalism. -

" Referring to some of the observations noted earlier (see above), one may
draw some useful recommendations f?r pyograms in multicultural education.
o e v -

. e £ . '\PAGEzé,




. mon to both (a) and (b).

individual and, isolated items and aSpCClS af a culture, should prescm these
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a 'Thus it may be suggested that Studles of different cultures, mstead of picking on

with

' reference to their proper ¢ context-wthat is, as elements of a whole pattern, and in

interrelationship with othéf parts of that whole. Thxs paint is well underlmed in

. the followmg comments by Wood (1978 10):

‘ lmercultural understanding is best achieved by apprecxatmg !
group’s non- material culture. Enjoyment of, and/or participation in,

a group's songs and dances provides only a limited insight into the _

day-to-day life of a culture. In addition , focussing on the non-

" material aspects of an ethnic culture_reveals them to. be dynamic
and ongoing éntities rather than static museums of folk arts im-
ported trom the home coumry . :

‘n,
'

IV.THE PSYCHOLOGICAL VIEW:

-(a) Culture as a Problem-solvmg Devncc AL o | Lo
(b) Culture as Knowledge/ bearnmg : -

The definitions labelled as "psychological’ may be divided into two
. groups: (a) those wewmg culture as a problem-solving' device; and b

those

which emphasnze acquxsxtmn of a culre through learmng --i.e., "concepts,"

"models standards " etc. As we shall see in the defipition eviewed bel’m'a;“

/com-‘

some fall under (a), some under (b), whe’reas some ‘others contain emphases

Ford has posited that CR o
4 ) o )

culture, in the form of rcFulauon' governing human behaviour,
Erowdes solutions 10 societa problems (Cned n Kroeber & Klucl(-

ahn, 1963: 106)
ltype a]

sub-

c‘/
‘s
.
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-+ According to Kluckhohn & Leighton: B C

“\

Any culture consists of the sogt’ of habitual and traditional ways of
thinking, feeling, and reacting that are characteristic of the ways a
-pdrticular socnety meets xts problems at a particular pomt in’ time,

[fypezaJ «

5 Lapie;re defines culture in the following words:. &=

A culture is the embodiment in-customs, traditions, institutions,
etc., of the learning of 4 social group over the generations. It is the
sum of what the group has learned about living together under the. .
?amcular circumstances, physical and biological, m -which it has
und itself. (Ibid.:112) | :
[iybe a & b]

]

Accdrdiné to Opler: o ' .

‘ 0
! B : , ’

A culture can be thought of as the sum total of lcarhed techniques,
ideas, and activities which a group uses in the busmcss of

hvmg (Ibid.:112) . ‘ . [ & b
' ' ' type a

t

! . ' - ‘ , ’ . .
. ) . .
. ' , e . —

; - . N - s
B - . ‘ [
“n

I

Kluckhohn offers a concxse statement: "Culture consnsts in all
transmmed socnal learning "(Ibid.),

- . T l[t)‘péb]

v .

1

Goodenough in his following statemems, nnderlmes the - poxm that culturc
learmngis essenually a cogmnveprocess : B

3
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Culture consists of “concepts” and "models” whlch geople have in

Kthelr mipds for orgamzm and " inte retin telr experien-
ces('lESS.,SBS) & IS g P

{type b}
And:

A society’s culture consists of whalever u is one has to know or

o believe in, in order to operate in‘a. mygnner acceptdble to its mem-+

' bers ... Culture, being what people have to. learn as distinct from
thelr bnologlcai hemdge must consist'of the end-product of learn- . -
%knowledge, in the most general, relatwe sence of. term. (Cued
ullwam, 1981?3) ‘

[type bl |

GENERAL COMMENTS: Defmmons in thls category ('lV a&b) prov1dc a .

useful contrast to those in group 11; in each group- thére is emphasis on only-one’
aspect of culture to the exclusion of other. Whereas definitions in group 11 stress
the mﬂnm:al dimension of culture, those in group IV emphasize thie zmportancclf

" of culture in terms of the present and’ posslbly the future of a society. In general,
" the "psychologlcal" ‘definitions tend to be- abstract, formal, and conceptualistic :

Behaviour, observed social relations, and matcnal arufdcts may provide the raw"
data for a constmct of cuhure but are not themselvcs consndered the constituents/
of culture. Rathey “the patterns norms, rules, and standards implicit in the be-
haviour, are considered as constituting a culture In these respects, thcy are quite
similar to the "structural” definitions (group I1I; see pp. 21-23)).

Insofar as these. definitions pomt to the fact that culturc is, among other
thmgs, a set of techniques for ad_|usnng both to the extcrndl environment and 1o
other men, (type a), they are helpful. However, ‘one should not averlook the point
that culmre also provides the background agamsl which problcms are percelvcd

as, problems In other words, culture creates needs as well as providing means of

,
P

fulfilling them. This point tends to be disregarded by definitions which stress only .
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thc problem-solvmg aspect of culture Jt would be apt hcrc, to relate the follow-

2

ing cqmmcms by Doratlty Lee :

'

/

N

w

4

. k)
) Culture is not .

. "a response to the total needs of a soctety" but

rather'a system which stems from and expresses something-had, the -
- basic values of the society ... Only in part is culture an adapttve and
adjustive instrument. (Cttcd in Kroeber & Kluckhohn 1963: 111)

#

Referrmg to the definitions that view acquisition ‘of culture solely i cogmttve

" terms, (type b) it may be noted that Goodenough's semantic and conceptual ‘
theory of culture. bears a rcsemblancc to Kroeber's pattern theory.. Taken as a ...~

working hypothems, the cognitive conceptton of culture offers a promtsmg

", - pragram of resedrch the results of which should improve cross-cultural under-

standthg Taken as a* dcftﬂton of the nature of man or, as a general thcory of
human culturc howeéver, it seems somcwhat onewsided and.narrow: it fails to {ake .
into consideration the affective dtruenston of man (Cf, Singer,in LES.S .54_0).

MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION: The"psy‘chologi'cal conceptions of cul
ture hdve been quite populdr with proponents of biculwral and bilingual
programs (see Lambert, 1984; and Banks 1981 for example). Among other
writers in the field of multtcultural cducatton BuHivant (1981); Gibson (1975),
and Hamalian (1979), all use the deftmttons by Goodenough as their model.

In the context of educattonal theory in general, the.conception of culture as v

an adaptive mechanism would suit the progressivist approach that puts emphasts
on the /educattonal relevance of contemporaqgsocnetal probjms With refcreq‘ce

10 education of minority cultural groups in a multicultural $@iety, this dimension -

of culture may be better appreciated in contrast with ‘the "historical’ conception
~ _(see pp. 16-20). An education Yhat emphasizes con’tempoiary-social problems-

would require that’ much of the educauonal progrums should, mstead of focusing
on a nontyéroup s cultural hcmage be concerned with developmg competen-

. A . ' -
' . ' - ' ‘_/> . 1y
- - 3 v
’ ot . - - N
o . B B . N
.
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+,

cies needed for success irf the larger soc:exy--that. 1s the language(s). soctal sknlls,
and knowledgc related 10 the cqmmon culmrc. K Lo

K
1

A

The conception of Ynulncultural learmng as an abxhty to operdte competemly
in multiple cultures is quue useful insofar as'the cognitive aspeét of cplturé | is o
cerned; but the mair drawback i rs thdt it does not take mto account-the emmmndl »

and moral force of culturé. For, ane mdy learn to Operate competently ir more
than one culture, but one 4dlso needs 1o identify with some social entity that bears

T a culture. Moreover, one's sense of belongmg 0 2 cultural group mvglves alsu 10

a greaxer or lesser degree; some acceptdnce of its values, beliefs and behdvioral

. norms (See the dnscussu)n m the ncxt sccuon. “also note that this lssue is dis-

-

cussed a( length inchapter 2).. -~

P
~

V. THE MORAL VIEW THE PRESCRIP’I’IVE FORCE OF CUL’TURE

The- common fcature of definitions ‘in this calegory is an- emphasis on the

) prescnpnve dxmens:on of culture. Thus, culturé of a soéfety, or a social group, is -

not merely something that may be acqunred through lcarmng. but also one that
carries a moral force (prescnpnve and proscrnpnve) for its members Lct us con-

e

'snder some examples:

- According to Titiev:

4 .,

The term [cultu*:c} mcludes those objects or to0ls, atitudes and
- forms whose use is sanctioned under given conditions by the mem- .
" bers of a particular society. -(Cited in roeber & Kiluék ohn. 1963:

. Gordon'(1964: 32) defines culture as:

2

prescnbed ways of behavmg or norms of conduet, behcfs values - . - 7.
and skills, along with the behav:oml p.merns based on these ' :
categones

I L Wl

;
5



Ll

. N

-t

> 1

: L PAGE28 ° ¢

- Schermcrhorn (1970: 80) underlmes the normative dlmcnsmn of culture m
‘the following words: . - g R ' ' '

d
q

" Culture sngmﬁcs the ‘ways of action learned through socialization,

T .. based on norms and values that serve as gundes or standards for that -
behavior. i ' . ~
- . ) - - " o
' And'acccordirigw(Schwam&Jordan (1980: 52) culture is L e
' Y N . R . : - . .
¥ ¢ - I

' -

thc sum of the morally forcefyl understandmgs acqunred by learning v 3".”" "
grel;i shared with the membe};s of the group to whlch the learner ) '
ongs

. - , ra
N o GENERAL COMMENTS: This group of de(mmons is usefuhl:l pointing out
| _.an important aspéct of culture«l.e., prescnpuve«thal tends to be overlooked by
definitions of group HI (structural) and IV (psychological). Thus, culture includes
not only the behavioral patterns (obéewablé fr;im actual behavior) but also the
"i.deql patterns. Ideal patferns'défine what the people of a society would do or say °
jn particul.:af situations if they conform completely to the standards set up by their
culture. Behaviora! pancrhs on the other hand. are derived from observations of
how .people actually behave in particular situations '(Kluckhohn,.,.1‘954:66). -
MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION: These definitions help point out the
drawbacks of thOse arguments and research models used in the- fxeld of multicul-
-‘ tural cducanon which assume that one can be mulucultural in the sense that one
"is equally comfortable in o or more cultures.” It i is true of course,»that a person
| may, with some effort, develop competence-- n e. acquire knowledge;, skills and un-
derstandings--in more than one culture. But the important question is this: Do
.the different cultures, which one becomes "competent” in, ca'r;y equal moral force
for the individual? lndcegne may develop "competence” in another culture

without feeling any m9r,al igation to follow the prescriptions of that culture--

N ‘ o .
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~~t‘0r example, an amh"ropologist studying-another cult'ui'e. ‘Here one ”inay"also ques-- <.
, - tion’ another presumpnon underlying many of the pohclcs and  programs m multi- .~
cultural education that learning about different cultures prommes rcspe’ct and I
o tolerance of cultural dlfferences. There is much evidence suggestmg that "com e }
petencc in another culture may coex151 with, or’ even comnbme to, feelmg of hos« Y
T , nhty or dislike- mwards that- culture. One may cite a few casés as examples: Hin- - o
L] A
: ~dus and Sikhs in lndla, Calhohcs and Protestams in Nothern lr¢lanMws and C e,
Palesumans in }srdel and the Occupled Temmnes by havmg lived together for"\ L e
. centunes, these groups may knm&,a Iot,about each mher without havmg too mgn e "
. an opinion\of each other’s culture R PR - RS
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CHAPTER 2
THE MEANING OF "MULTICULTURAL"

t '
. . . . N

Qh; of the major points of arguiment in the field of multiculturalism, par- :

- ‘ticularly\ in the educational context, is the meaning, given to. the term "multicul-
- tural;" that is, what i invalved in being, or becoming, multicultuial'? Proponents

.of mulucultural cducatlon typically express " acquisition of competencnes in other
‘ cultures as a major goal a number of desirable ougcomes, for the individual as

- well as for the society, are presumed to follow from this. In contrast, critics dis-

- .. miss rhe vcry notion "multicultural” as eonceptually absurd, comendmg that "one

_can fully belong to only one culture” (Mazurek 1979:29). - i ,
" A closer examination of the conflicting viewpoints suggests that both the posi-

\ '

. - _tions are based on différent mterpret&tnons of the concept “"culture”; much of the
dlsputc on lht desnrablllty or practicality of promoting mulnculmrahsm through'

education may, thus, be explamed in terms of differences in conceptuahzmg cul-

s _“ture. ' ' .

A The view that one.may acquire competencies in different cultures, has its most
. obvious, and logical, link to what was identified earlier as the "psyc‘hological" con-

of culturc accordmg to hlm

‘ ’ N . [
. A )
LI -

Culture consxsts of the various standards for peroewmg evaluating
and doing that (a peeson) attnbutcs to other persoris as a result o

- his experiences of their actions and admonmons (Cited in be-
;on, 1976: 15)
' g And, . ’ \ : T i )_ n
v . )
) A society’s culture consists “of whatevér it is one has to know, or. '
- believe in, in order to operate in a manner acceptable to- lts mem-
mbers. (Cned in Bulhvant 1981:'3)
,\ | g - -
. : . ) /
WMon “’f) o 3
‘ . o =
(o ‘ Yg :-—4 “ :
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‘cept of culure. Goodcnough is one of the chief exponents of th;s mterprctauon
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- From this’ conceptual perspective being multicultural-that is, acquisition of
» competence in. different cultures--becomes a matter of ordinary human ex-
perience; s
- ! ! . -~ O

A person may not only .atiribute different systems of standards to
different sets of ‘others, he may also be competent in more than one
of them--be competent, that is, in more than one culture. (Cited in
Gibson 1976:15)

. 1
4

The considéerable influence of Goodenough’s interpretation of culture is
reflected in a number of works on multicultural education. For example, in her
analytical \\;ork Glibson‘ (1976:15) describes multicultural. education as the
"process whereby a person develops competencies in multiple systems of stand-
ards for perceiving, evalmting, bel'ieving'and doing." Gibson’s view is adopted al-

most verbatim in the following statement by NCATE :

Multicultural education is J" J)aration for the social, political, and

- economic realities that individuals c¥ericncc in culturally diverse

and complex human encolimers. This preparation provides a

" process by which an individual develops com'pete:_\cies or perceiv-

nrl‘?, believing, evaluating, and behaving in different cultural settings

ational Association for Accredition of Teacher Education,
‘Washington, D.C; quoted by Bullivant, 1981:126). )

*

. : )

Bullivant(1981) and,Hamalian (1979) ako have adopted the psychol.ogiéal con-

. ,ce;‘)t;of culture, as noted earlier (see chapter 1, p.23)'.'. But even apart from’these’

- specific examples, the view that acquisition.of competence in more than one cul-

ture is"both possible and desirable, is indeed a.central assumption of much of the

" programs and initiatives that corne under the rubric of "multiculturalism"; as such,
these t00 may be seen as subscribing 10 the 8sychological concept of culture. . ’

‘ However, a fundamental difficulty that seerns 10 have received little attention

- by proponents of multiculturalism is the considerable arﬁbiguity sur;Oundihg the

. notion of "competency in culture.” For, taken as it is, this exp;cssion begs a num-

_ ber of questions: What does "competency” imply? How is it 10 be assessed? What

levels of competency are desirable? Which practical?
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E

_Starting with the first quesxion'”competenc} in a eulmre" may imply any of

_the followmg knowing, knowmg and practising; knowing and belfevmg, knowmg,

togefﬁer wnh belief and practice. Let us elaborate on this observation.

First, one who is able to communicate in the laguage of a cultural group, and
* has acqulred a-considerable level of knowledge and understanding of ns history,
tradmons customs, values, etc., can justifiably be considered as bemg comperent
in that culture. However, one may only know, but neither practice nor believe

- what he knows\ For example, an anthropologist may have a great’ deal of

knowledge in, and about, different cultures; but such knowledge does not reqmre
that he must also adopt the beliefs and pracuces of these cultures.

Another case may be that of a person who not only is knowledgeable m a par-
ticular’ society's culture but also acts and behavetaccordmg to its norms and

rules However, this does not necessarily mean that he has adopted-~that is, inter-

nahzed--the beliefs and values of thit culture. Overt actions are not always true
.indicators of one’s internal beliefs. A person may be acting out of fear of persecu-

" tion, ‘or social pressures g conform: he -may be a spy or a secret agént, or an

anthropologrcal researcher trying to gain some msrght into a socrety s culture by
posing s one of i its members.

. Third, the observauon that external behavnour does not necessa,nly reflect
‘one’s values and beliefs, alsoy implies the reverse: that one may not practice what
he believes.‘. Similar motiv;zons ard cirpumstengesras noted above--e.g., fear of
persecution, social pressures, etc.,--may contribute to such a situation. .}

Finally, a person’s competency in a culture may encompass all three elements
knowledge, belief, and practice. For someone who is born and brought up thhlh
a.,pamcular cultural commumty, indeed . this would be the form of competency
normally expected of him. In the case of an outsider, an exdmple might be that of
a religious convert, who may not only acquire knowledge about another culture

but also adopt its beliefs and values with a view to practice a .

Having outlmed the different levels of competency wnh respect 0 a culture

.we now come to the other quesuons How do we assess thé\level of cultura) com-
*® ’

-
-
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- assimilation, integration, pluralism, or segregation.
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o

petency‘7 thch Ievel is desnrable" Whnch practical? Here, it must be pointed

out that the context of the preSent dnscussrqn is that of a multicultural society; the

chcultures, that are being rchrred to are not mere- abstractions, far removed in

time and distance, but are those represented by some real, living' communities
and social groups existing within the larger society. In assessing one’s competency
in the culture of'a‘partic.ular group, a number of considerations would become im-
portant. It would 'bg‘imp’ortam\to know, for instance, whether the individual is a

‘member of--born and brought up in--that group, or an outsider trying to become

co'm'petem in a second culture; the relative status of cultures--whether it's the cul-
ture of a subordinate group or that of a dommant group--WOuId be a relevant con-

srderatxon 100. As to. whether' and how much, competency in other cultures is

: dcsrrable, that-would obv1ogsly deperid on the particular goal orientation of the .

society--or a subocietal group--with respect to intergroup relationis: for example,
If competency in cultuge is interpreted in the first sense--i.e., knowlcdge-»
then the proposmon that one may become competent in more lban one culture
seems to-be a valid one. One may 'learn to speak different languages, become
knowledgeable in the history, traditions, customs, and values of different culnjra}
groups--the only limits being the ipdividual;g capacity to learn, and the resources
avajlable. \ ' ] | | l |
. But, if the'—'meaning of competency is to be extended to include practising and
bélievin'g--bcsidés knowing--then this would require a corresponding shift in the.

«_—"cénception of culturex from the psychological concept 10 the moral (or norma-
tive) one. In the latter interpretation, a grbup’s culture is not merely a program
for problern-solving, ora Ipatterri of knowledge, but also a system of beliefs and -
' 'lvall\xesr,-tha't carry moral force for members of ‘the group. As a member of some
" “particular cultural group, one does not mére'ly learn its.culture: one must -also live
as a. represemative or bearer of that culture; and, one must participate in, at least .

some’ of the various acnvmes of the group, assume roles and statuses, nghts and

) oblrgauons futher, in general, any level or form of organized social life necessari-
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ly involves tﬁg members’ sense of identification with, as well as some degree of '
loyalty and commitment to, the group they belong to. \

" With this broader and more inclusive interpretation of the terms "culture” and \
"competency,” it becomes necessary to re-exmaine the uieanings and implications
of the notion "multiculturalism” as it applies 10 the in:iividual. that is: Is it pos:
sible to become multicultural? Is it desirable? As can be expected, the views on
the issue are conflicting and appare /

contradictory. ‘

Let us begin with the views of thosWvho contend that the idea of "a multicul-
tural individual® is not a viable one. A go (
following statement by Young ( 1984:425): .

1 different cultures possess, and are distinguished by, different sets
of fundamental values and beliefs and values then the aequisition of
a second cylture implies an inherent value conflict ang makes little
practical sense. ‘ v

‘Mazurek (1979:29) takes a similar position: 1

e

The whole notion of multiculturalism is conceptually absurd be- . '
cause if the concept "culture” has any meaning at all, an individual °
can fully belong to only one culture. - .

Whether or not one agre;s with the views presented above, one should find
them heuristically useful. Many writers and researchers on multiculturalism often
present a rather simplistic view of acquiring cross-cul‘tur_al g;omp;tencies. They
seem 'to ignore the very real possibility that in the course of becoming "com- .

“petent” in other cultures, an individual may- have to deal with values and beliefs
P - |

which are éo’mrary to the ones he originally held; and that going through such ex-
periences lixay present certain psychological problems and dilemmas to the in- ‘
dividual. Let us illustrate this point with some examples from th literature.
Acéording to Lambert (1984), becoming bicultural is simply a matter of "know-
ing thoroughly the languages involved, feeling personally aligned with both the _

- A

xample of this position comes in the \

LE
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-

groups, and knoﬁng how to behave in the two atmospheres” (p.250). And follow-
. ing is his descriptior of b‘i_cultpralism’: , - -

-

o~ .~. . '..’

.The children acquire .a second -social over-coat that seems to in-

~

crease their interest in dresSmg up and reduces the wear and tear -
' placgdon either coat alone. (P 49? e ' .

LY
-
R

Banks (198\1:‘28) describes the bi'chlmral individual.as ofie who-is bilingual and
is adept at cultural-switching behaviour: B
[He] is as ¢comfortable within the adopted culture as he is within his

primordial culture. Each of the two cultures is equally meaningful
" to the*bicultural individual. T .
n‘~ N . 0

-
“ »

The views by £é~Mbert and Banks on bicultural competence can be justified to  ~
the extent that ;he}c may be situations where the two cultures have lot more in
common than their differcnc;es; and where the differences are in minor aspects,

‘or in matters other than fundamental beliefs and values: e.g., languages, tastes
and styles in food, dress, music, etc, In such cases it is conceivable that a personé
may become equally adept ir;, and 'feel feélly comfortable within, the two culturélf
milieux. S ‘ . ‘

However, in a society such as Canada, where a number of groups representing *

diverse cultures-coexist, it would be rather naive to extend that assumption to all 6
grouips. There may be f_at least some groups whose core values and beliefs are in
conflict with those of some o"thers.‘ Fundamental elements of religious faith and
praciice; moral precepts felating to f;céQoms. rights and duties; values and bclief?’

affecting attitudes towards. basic social, political, and economic institutions and

-
~

1  When referred to as a social ideology or an educatichal roach, the term
"biculturalism” -is distinguishable from the term “multiculturalism®,
However, for the purpose of discussion i this chapter, the two terms could
be used interchangeably, the difference being simply that of the' number of
cultures tifat the terms imply (i.e., bi- and multi-). T ’

¢~ ¥
s

-

e
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processese. g, forms of government; law, science and tcchnology, the free
\emerpnsc economy, and education; 1deals%oncernmg one's private as well as so-
. c1al life, e.g., family, -marriage, and occupatmnal career, all represént-areas of

" potential conflict between different cyitures. ¢ )

Therefore, in discussing cross-cultural competence it is important to note

p ~ whether, and hoW’much, are the cultutes alike or different.in terms of fhdamen-
. tal- values and beliefs: For example, one can not be a competent monothcxst,

polythelst, and atheist at the same time, as one may be competent in dnfferent lan-

. guages Likewise, it is one thing 1o be knowledgeable about societies that prac-

. tise cannibalism, or offer ritual sacrifi ice of human lives to gods, and gmte /
another to also participate in, and morally approve, such practiéesl

It may be uscful as well as relevant, here to note that Lambert’s commems,

. quoted above, were made with reference to his rescarch oo the socno-psychblogl-
cal effccts of the Enghsh -French bllmguallsm on children from’ Engllsh famlhes
in Canada Viewed within this specific context, hts statément about biculturglism-
would appear to be quite valid. But, an 1mportam point to note here would be

*  that the English and French cultures in Canada do not really differ that much,
qua cultures; -that, mirch of their differences can be explained in sbcio«p:)litical

and geo-political terms; and that, they share much in terms of fundamental values -

- | o8 and beliefs: looking from a broad perspective, they both belong to the Western

JEE— *European civilization through whnch they share the profound influences of Chris- -
-7 ' uamty and the Greco-Roman tradmons in arts, philosophy, and other my.lilectual
' ¥ © - fields. The fact that both the’ Enghsh and the ‘French -enjoy specxal status in

1

Canada as the "charter groups and that, of the two, the Enghsh have numerical
as well as socio-political dominance, should also be lmportam ‘considerations ‘in

A%

b ~assessing the implications of Lambert's findings.

< L]

" 2. The significance bf this gomt may be better apprec:ated by rcferrmg to the
. following comment by Goodenogh on the notion of cultural competence:
- *Just as individuals can be multl lmgual they can also be multl-cultural"

¢ °(Quoted in Gibson, 1976:16) - %



-

' . A . PAGEQ?
" In Hght of the observations made above , one may not_have much to dispute
with Lambert’s depiction of bicylturalism as "acquiring a second sdcial over-coat.”

However, these observations also serve to put considerable limits on the instruc- .

tive and illustrative value of Lambert’s study for bicultural and multicyltural
educatiofiin general®. The bilingualism and bjculmrz_\ﬁsiﬂ_;(iq Canada) of a child

6f the En'gii§h cultural o,ﬁgin-securc_ in the knowledge of the smtu.{. and

privileges that his group affiliation endows him withacan hardly serve as a model
for a child from a subor’diliate minority group. Similarity or diésimflarity of

groups in terms of their cultures, physical appearance, and their relative socio-

economic and political status, are all important factors in achievement of multi- "

cultural competency , and the related notions of cultural assimilation, pluralism,

* integration, etc.. : ) B -

However, in pointing out some Jimitations in the views expressed by some of -
’ p) .

the proponents of multicultural concept, it should be that similar problems--i.e.,

. ambguities, simplistic assumptions, one-sided treatment of the issues, and faulty ,

. logic--are to be found in the works of those who take the opposite view. One com-
mon logical mistake lies in turning a conditional statement into an unqualified
. / :
one, without providing any justification. That is, a proposition migh{_be intro-
‘ ¢

duced asserting something as "true’ under some specific conditions; but'in the ar- .

guments following the proposition, the limiting conditions are ignored. As an ex-
. ample considet, once more, the following statement by Young:

"If different cultures possess, and are distinguished by different sets:
of fundamental values and beliefs, then acquisition of second cyl-
ture implies inherent value conflict and makes little practical sense®
(1984:425) ' ’ "

L 4

! v

The criticigm here is directed to Lambest’s specific comments, as quoted,
.~ and not to his 'views in general. His notions of "additive bilingualism” and

"subtractive bilingualism” are based gn the acknowledgement that different
cultures (and languages) enjoy different statuses in the larger society (se¢
Lambert, 1984:24(8» ‘ S

W
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The use of the conjunctive “if," u{the above statement does seem 10 make it a

condmopal proposmon, loglcally, its corollary .can be stated as follows* If dnf-;

ferent cultures do not possess ... different sets of fundamemal values and beliefs
then acquisition of a second culture ... dogs make practncal sense. - lme\-preted in
this way, the proposition would be consrstcm with the observauon we mage ear-
lier that existence of different culmral groups does, not nccessarnly imply that
they are all different m funddmemal values and beliefs. ln some cases they may
be, in others they may not. -
However, judging from his other - comments precedmg the ones bemg

" scrutinized, this is not what Young intends to say; there he expresses his position

as follbws: . . o
. z’ N » « . A -

\

»;l.:éfo maintain that a person can be~chalIy comfortable and cbm-
mitted to two different cultures is-incompatible with the deﬁmnon
of cuhure used in this paper. (1984: 42/5) :

‘ -

R v

_ “The definition of culture that Youpg is refcrring 1o is the following one by
. Schermerhorn, according to whjch culture is | . ' / :

~

-

A pattern of furidamental beliefs and va!ues differentiating right
from wrong, defining rules for interactions, semng pnormes, expec-
tations an goa& (Cited in Young, 1984:413)

Thus the loglcal flow of Youngs argumem ‘seems to he constructed as fol-

’ Iows (1) To say that two culturcs are different, implies that they possess dlfferent
* sets of fundamental beliefs and values. (2) Since biculturalism invalves acquisi-
--tion of two different cultures, it lmphes acquisition of ‘two different sets of fun-

damemal beliefs and values (3) This creates a situation of value-cwnflict ct “for the
bicuttural individual. Conclusmn*’bxculturahsm makes little practical sense.

. . o ’ A - .
M . . . ] ¥
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Now that we havé\gof the logic of Young’s argument clarified; the question’
still remains: is it a good loglc" To put the problém more explicitly, suppgsing
we agree with all the basic premises of his. argument, should we also accept his

conclusion that, because of the. mherem value confhct it implies, "acqulsmon ofa
" secofd culture ..."makes little practical sense." '
One problem, here, is the ambiguity of the expression, "makes little préctiéal
“sense." It seems to imply lmpracucahty or |mp0551bll|ty, but may also suggest un-
desnrabnhty Let us examine both possnble mterpretatmns

-

-

lS MULTlCURALlSM POSSIBLE" We have already posited, earger in thc
presem discussion (see p. 36), that one can not ho}'d two contrad:ctory bellefs--
e.g., be an atheist and a thelsi--at the same time. At the sociological level, i.e.-
takmg religion as a socnal institution, one can not be, for example,.a bellcvmg and -
practising Hindu, and a behcvmg and pracusmg Muslim simultaneousty: It is ‘hard
. enough tobea competent fgilower of one: 1o follow two would indeed be imprac-
b ucal Thus far Young's thesis remams ‘teriable. . ' s
" But what, it may be argued if one is able o merge two cultures so that he.
_adopts some'valuest and beliefs from one, and some from thc other? For ex-
a-mple one may adopt the values and beliefs pertalqmg to political and economic
spheres from one culture, and adopt those pertaining to religious faith from
anmher We can not rule out such-a cultural merger on grounds of impracticality. -
.In a culrurally diverse society, or in snuauons of mixed--i.e., inter-cultural--mar-
nage-- this is what many individuals do experience. What might be quesuoned.
howcvcr is. whether the term mulncultural" should apply to such an individual:
_Rather than acquiring two cultures, the pcrson has created, for himself, a new cul-
" ture by combining the two, the argument would go°And it seems to be a tenable
argument: The way the term "multicuralism" is usually conceptualized by its
' pn‘op'ohents and exponents, it ﬁnplies continued existence pf distinct cultures;
. from such a pcrspectwe. conceptually as well as ndco}ogncally, muluculturallsm is-
opposcd to fusnon or merger of cultures. '

*
Te
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Therefore, Young's assertion remains yalid: muhicuituralism (at the in--

* dividual, lcvel) is lmpracucal insofar it is interpreted as bemg a fully participating

‘ ‘and behevmg member of two groups. with different sets of fundamental beliefs
‘ ‘and va)ues ‘

v

- However, one must noie that Young’s critique is addressed to only one
specific mterpretauon of multiculturalism;- it should not be taken as a general
rcjection of the notion, and the attendant pblicies and programs. From reviewing

the lnerature on multiculturalism and multicultural education it becomes obvious

that majonty of the proponents of mulyculmrahsm do not mterpret the term
*multicultural" in the way indicated above--i.e., “fully belongm‘, to two cultures.”
Thc most common educational initiatives in this area are of the "bicultural educa-
tion" type, designed ta, produce learners who have - competencies in, and can
operate successfully in two different cuhures (Glbson 1976 13). Insofar as the
programs in bicultural education are dlrected al studems from’ minority groups,

. the objective is generally to énable the students 1o preserve, or develop, their

iI:olmpetency in their native cultures while they are acquiring the "common cul-
ture." As the program proponents see it, the objective of becoming competent in
a 'minority culture need not be in conflict with the objective of acquisition of com-

: petency in the common culwre. The two cullures are seen as distinct spheres of

activity, with some area of overlap. Compctence in the common culture, in

.general, implies competence in the official common language, essential skills and

k‘nowledge‘requ'ired for participation in lhe'}'rea of secondary group relationships

--i.e., 6ccupational and civic life. (The notions of secondary group, and primary

group,.relationships are taken from Gordon, 1964:32, 35, 243.) Programs-aiming
- » \ M .

at retention of competence in minority cultures usually emphasize‘ the language, -
and those elements of culture which are requlred for operating in the area of.
- primary group relatnonhnp&-ne famlly life, intimate and mformal relationships,
-and the activities and institutions of one’s ethnic community. ,Bncultural education .

for students belonging to the majority group--or those whose culture is the same
as the mainstream culture—usually focuses on bilingualism, and some apprecia-

.
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tion of the minorit‘y cultures. Besides the bicuTturai programs there are also - '
educational approaches, intended for all students, which aim a1 develaping better
«undcrstandmg and appreciation of dxfferent cultures in the society. In such
)rograms, the competence in other cultures ns mtended only at the level of
knowledge .and understanding, rather than acqulsmon of bellefs and values. (For
a detailed’ discussion of the dlffercm approaches in multlcultural edchauon, see
Gibson, 1976.) )

In short; as we can see, none of the cducauonal approaches mentloned above
xs aimed at developmg individuals who ca /"fully belong" (see Mazurek,4979:29)
to two or more culmres. If the notion of ulticultural competence is interpreted !
in these limited x_efms then, ceteris paribus? it is indeed an attainable objective.

The po‘im which the above discussion clearly underlines is that in using the
concepts«"mullicnltu ral" and "bicultral” one ought to make clear, explicitly or im-

»

r

\lS MULTICULTURALISM DESIRABLE? Whether or n‘ot acquis'ition of

. cultures with" different sets of behefs ‘and values is desnrable would depend on .

answers to the following two questxons* (a) What is the lotis of desnrablhty ‘the.
individual, the minority cultural group, or the society at large? (b) What is the

desired outcome: assimilation, pluralism, integration or segregation?
Q

L Obviously. answers to these questions are likely to vary from one particular

" case to another. However, in general from the vnewpomt of educational ex-

perience.for the mdwldual exposure.to value-conflict is not necessarily harmful;
indeed, expenencmg value-conﬂlct may be seen as an essential part of the in- -
dividual’s development as an educated person.” But whether value-conflict is use-
ful .or harmful, depends more on how the conflict is fcsolved than on any par-

" ticular outcome. In other words, it matters less that an individual becomes bicul-
tural, multicultural, remains monocultural, or gets assimilated into another -cul-

ture; what matters more is ‘whether any of these takes place at the individual's

own pace, and through his own intelligent and rclatwely mdependent choice.
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It seems to be relevant, here, to have ‘a brief lo-qlk ihto the notion of "mar-
ginality." Gordon (1964:56)‘defjnes a marginal man as "the person who stands on

the borders of two cultural worlds but is fully a member of -neither.” This defini-

Ay . . . . . . ‘ ‘ O N . ,
tion of the’ marginal man seems to be supporting the view of those who consider - .:-

the notions biculturalism and multiculturalism to'bé impractical or assconceptual
absurdities. From their perspective,. one who acquires ‘more than one culture
doers not become "the multicultural person” but rather becomes "the marginal

.man." As to whether -or not cultural -marginality is desirable, ‘the responses may

diverge from one extreme tq another—the div&gcnce owing more to the viewer’s

particular ideological perspective than ta any objective criteria. For example, con-

- sider the following two descriptions of the mérginal man. In Park’s view , the mar-

i

ginal man is . « L .

the individual with the wider horizon, the kcen.cr’in'télligéncc, the
_more detached and rational viewpoint ... always relatively the more

/ civilized human being. (Quoted by Lambert, 1984:247)

'In contrast, Gordon (1964:57) does not appear to be so favorably, impressed
with the marginal man’s personality: ‘
o

. Frustrated and not fully accepted by the broader social world he
wishes to enter, ambivalent in his attitude toward the more

‘ . restricted social world to which he has ancestral rights. and beset -

~ by conflicting cultural standards, he develops, according to the clas-
' sic conception, personality traits of insecurity, moodiness, hypersen-
sitivity, excessive sclf-cg_rls)cxousncss, and nervous strain, ’

' Both the above descriptions of the marginal man are equally plausible; a

search for evidence in the real life is likely to yield instances of both sets of

characteristics. In ordér to make a general statement in favor of, or against,
either possibility, one would have to consider the particulars of the case: e.g., the
individual’s upbringing and training, his life experiences, the relative status in the
larger society of the cultural group he ‘belongs to, the socio-political atmosphere
pte’vailinjg in the society, and so on.

.
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OTHER lSSUES CONCERNING MULTICULTURAUSM‘ Another major
issue in 1he debate on the conccpt of "the mumcultural mdivndual" is concerned

B wuh its imphcanon of carrymg muluple sdcmmeS‘ the 1ssue of divided loyalties. .

. and ambwalem feelmgs is also. raxsed in this context. Since. thesc issues are ciosc-

ly tied to ‘the nonon of ethmc group, perhaps it would be more proﬁtable o treat

them later as part. of the the dxscussion on ethnicity.
' In our discussion in thls chapt,er we have looked at notion pf muluculturahsfn'
"as it applies to individuals. Since,’ many of the important lSSLIQS in, the field of mul-

P ]

tnculturahsm inyolve problems of mtergroup relanons, it seems jmportarit to ana--

-lyse the concept of ’muluculturahsm also in terms of its 1mphcanons (Jnr the
society and the constituent groups S A

" . PAGEAD .

Central to such an analys:s would be the cancept of "common culture. and its '

relamon to the notion of "subcullures” In the next chapter we shall examine the
concept .of comhwn culture, and consider the tmphcatnons. in hght of our anlysls,
for soclal and educatlonal pohc:es and programs; -- ’

o : L . . ]
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e  CHAPTER 3 S ‘
S ' 'COMMON CULTURE = * .

Sincc. descriptively, the term multtcultural socnety implies a context where a’

, number of minority cultural groups coexist within the political framework of a na-
. tional goyernment, a major ‘part of the pract ical and theoretical endeavours in the -

field must contend with the following dilemma: How 1o reconcile the ‘divergent

/- _claims of the constituent greups with the claims of the national society as a

whole? Transposed to the educational contexy; the problem becomes that of strik- ‘ '
mg an appmpnate balance between the educational goals of minority cultural '
+groups on the one hand, and those of the larger society on the othet. The follow-
ing is ari example of the terms in which the issue is typically proposed.

?

. The goal of the curnculum should be to help the child to learn how
to function effectively within the common culture, his or her ethnic
culture, and other ethnic cultures. (Banks, 1981 70)

~ One major difficulty in dealing effectively with thesc,t"mporant issues is the,
considerable confusion surrdunding the meaning and implications of the concepts/'
that are central to a proper understanding of the issues. In the discussion to fol-
- low, We shall analyze the notion of "common culture™ as a way of demonstrating
how conceptual f)roblems create serious difficulties in treatment of social and
educational issues. ' ‘

The term "common culture," as used in the above-statement, is representative
of a variety of terms that are ‘often invoked, and used interchangeably, in debates
on muluculturalnsm Among the terms that are frequemly used in the hterature
as altematwes to common culwre,” are the "mainstream culture,” “core culture
*dominant culture,” "majority culture,” and "universal culture,” Sometimes expres-
sions such as "the larger society," "the wider system,” or "the mainstream society,”
although not making any explicit reference to the notion of culture are also used
to convey meamngs smular to the terms me ntnoncd above.

]
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' Now;‘z.l varied rerm\r'}nology. per se, is not what eimse's the problem : "nomencla-
ture is relatively _'unimportam so long it is consistent," as Gordon (1975:98) has
remarked. Serious difficulties in interpretation and understanding arise when key
terms are used in a loose, unreflective manner: a word havmg more than one con-

" notation may be 'used rnconsrsremly to convey dlfferem senses as it .suits a par-

ticular line of argument; or, different terms, apparently related but carrying dif-
ferent emphases and shades of meanings, may be used mdlscnmmately as
synonyms, and thus unwittingly ~eause considerable confusion. The problem of
ambrguiry and. mconsrstency involving the term common culturc and other re-

lated terms, are to be (ound in the works of hoth the theoreticians and the prac- ’

* titioners, and are reflected further in form of conﬂrctrng educational goals, -in-

coherem cumCular programs, mcomperem research desrgns, and contradictory
fmdmgs o

Anyone engagrng in a conceptual analysrs of the term “common culture” must |
contend with the following questrons In what way is-the “common culture com-

mon? Js it common in the sense of : (i) being widéspread, general, and frequently

observed (e.g., the maple tree is a common sight dtross Canada); or (ii) being '

shared by, or belonging to, more than one ( e.g., Canada and the US havc a com-
mon bmder)"1 Furthermore, with. respect to the latter sense, is a culmrc com-
~mon" by virtue of common par&c;patron or, because it represents contrnbuuons

-———*-""““'Uf’drfferem‘c‘u]mral groups" Also, What aspects and elements of culture are cri"

cumsgribed by the society’s common cultire?
Going through the literature on multrculturahsm, one discerns three\drstmc-

. tive, but closely related ways in which the term ‘common culture" and its alterna-

Yoo . l‘ 4 T, I »

>

3 -

1 ' There is another sense of "common culture” whieh is mvoked, rcally. in
‘the literature dealmg with educational rssues relatmg to social class dif-

" fernces :"that is, "the Eo pular culture”, or "mass culture”, as contrasted with
"elife cuhure or the
seem to be of much relevance to the present context of drscussron ‘

” -~

o . i ' ’ - >

high culture. However, this lmcrprctauon does not -
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tives are used (see the summary table. on p.47). Let us examine these in some
. First, common culture is interpreted as representing the common area of in- -
volvement and partncxpatlon by different subcultutes int the society. The emphasis,

herc, is on those areas of societal acuvny that are imperatives for existence of any -

soclety organized as a nation-state. This is well lllustrated in the following
remarks by sntwgtlc (;978)

[y

v

Any conccpuon of community which transcends the small locah?'

. ires some conception of a common culture (p. 129) ... L. If

. ‘only at the level of daily life in the market place there is common

mvolv:mem in large numbers of economnc, SOcnal and political in-
stituuons (p- 128)

g Bullivam’s following comments (1981:232), 'though' not explicitly using the
- term common culture, may also be used to illustrate the e‘lnphasxs of this. par-

g L

ncular sense of the term:

s

» Certain common institutionis essential for well being and smoorh
functioning of the nation state as a whole must be maintained : com- |
mon language, common political system; common legal system, com- .
mon market system and soon. 1 -

Mt should be noted that under this interpretation of cemmon cultuse, the focus
is mamly on institutions and activities in- thc publi¢ arena. Let us denote this as
"common culture I(a)." a - '

A variation of the above mterpretauan takes place when its scope lsmdened_.

to refer both to the public and the private spheres of social life. The followmg

: passﬁge from Berry prov:dcs a uscful»:llustrauon 7 . : >

’

»
/

Any socnety. if it is to survive , must have a considerable agrecment
among its members as to basm ideals, goals, values/ mores, and
beliefs. An aggregation of individuals, or of groups, each speaking
* its own language, worshippinng its own gods, practicing its own sex .
..mores, following its own peculnar customs with. respect o food,
""dress, recreation, and gqveg}mem would not bc a society at all.
(Quoted by Wood, 1978:29) . .
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TABLE 1 .

B

“ . Il
DISTINCTIVE CHARACTERISTICS:

~

- Commonality,
Sharing

- Universality

EMPHASIS ON:

. Those aspects and
" ¢elements of culture

within'the larger
society, which thq'
subcultures have in

&

SCOPE: =~ *
I(a). »

. = Focus mainly on

1he area of public
life. .

- I(b)

\- . - Prevalence, ..

. Popularity
| - Majority

- The ¢ulture which
is l)r'evalcm-'-i‘e.,

_ followed by & majo-
rity ©f the socie-

© . - ty’s population.

‘

.- Covers both the.
" public and the

. .grivate areas of
R

' B TR
Y / N ﬁ
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THE DIFFERENT MEANINGS OF COMMON CULTURE

<1l

g

7 ! \

- Dominance,

- Lentrality

- Majorify or Univer-

sality not necessary
S,

"« Culture of the dom-

inant/core group that
servés as the standard,
for other groups.

"O '

- Coversboth the -

" public and the -
X Fn’vae areds of
i )

fe.
a

-

- \lncludeslcuhural phenomcna,\rélati'ng both to the area 6( publie

Y weyll‘fs private Jife.

“TERMS TYPICALLY USED:

b

- Commdn culture,
shared cplture,
universal culture

R

”

- Majority cultﬁré; L

mainstream culture,
general culture,
common culture’

>

s
* .
.
r
.
[
.8
N -

. - Dominant culture, -

mainstream culture,
core culture

. .
oy e e
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_ Efen where 2 society’s constituent ‘g‘tpupg represent a Mﬂc divergence of cul- |
/tuqu, unless it is organized 'on‘ a strictly \_cnforcgd’ policy'
“process is likely to affect culture not only in the area of public and civic life, but™ * ]
glso in the the area of private life. It, thcreforc. scem reasonable to offer a con- 3

of segregation, the

ccpuon of common culture, l(b), which is sxmxlar to mmom culture 1(a), in
that they.both stresss commenality and sharing bctwcen beultures, but covers .‘a‘
broader spectrum of life: . .. L S
'Iibe second _major, distinctive interpreation of common cultre refers to
a . those aspects of and elements “of culnire that are wndespread pervasive; and fol- .
| lowed by a majority of the the society’s population; let us identify this as "com-
.mon culture IL." This sense of comrpoh culture is exemplified by Bank’s following

description (1981:78) of the American universal culture : ¢« N

»

[lt is the culture] that every American rcgardless of hlS ethnic
eg shares 10 a great extent.. This culture includes, American

\ creed values as ideals, American Enghsh a highly technological and
. " .\~ industrial civilization, a capitalistic economy, and d veneration of
\ : \ - materialism arid consumpuon. , .

L4 4

There is an 1mportam shift of emphasis here. Whereas m common culture l,

(bmb a & b) the focus was on that area of the nanonal socnety s culture which rep-.

résems the overlapping of subcultures, common culture 11 emphasizes pervasive-

- . ness\and popularity with respect to the populanon in general. In other words,
) l ‘critcnon in the former is that of commonahty between groups, in the latter it is

% . prevalence with respect to the majonty of mdwiduals in the society, regardless of

" their group attachmcms. Thus, from among the different aspects and elements of -
_'~’subculmres in the. larger society, we look for ‘the ones which are most widely
adopted across th socxety-that is, those cultural phenomcna which form the
sodctal norms. The sum total of these modal elements of culture would form the
common culture, in its current mtcrpfctauon This common culture may include’
traits’ that are held-in common by the various subcultures, but would not be
rgstncted to‘o;:ly these items: it wauld include-also items that are not common to

! -

[N

L
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all cultural grei}ps, but nonetfleless dre followed by, or adopted by, a majority of
the society‘s'pOpulation For—%xample, in broad terms, Christianity; a western

European heritage, and "whlw racxal features, may be consndercd as prevalentin——————

’Canada, but can not said to be commoh to all the culmrdl groups. In the litera-
ture on muluculturallsm the terms that are frequently used to represent the sense
IT of common culture, are:. the ' 'majority culture," "mainstream culture," ”genefal'
qulty;

/ s} [ "
e,"” and "dominant culture.” ) .

/ -

1owever, in a.subtle but important shift of emphasis; the abovc mentioned

terms can.be, and ihdeed are, sometimes used in the sense-of bemg the “culture -
. of the dominant group," where dommancc mpl,ncﬁ%efers to socm-polrucal

: power, rather than numencal»majorny We shall denote this as "common culmrc
1" Of colirse, where the dominant group-is also the majogity, it would be rather
Adifficult 10 dlstlngUlSh between common culture II and common culture If1; yet, it

« is 1mportam to recognize the difference in emphasisbetween the two. In one the

focus is on a widespread, popular adoption and observation of- cultural elements,

whereas in the other the stress is on the relative status of subcultures in the -

society. The point--abput the relative status of subcultures--is well underlined in
the following comments by Gordon (1964:72), where he refers to the context of a
nanonal socxety in"which a.number of subsocxeues cocxxst,gbut

one of the subsocieties-and its way of” hfe is dominant by virtue of
original settlement, the ‘preemption of power or overwhelmmg
preponderance in numbers.

A -

Havmg outlined the different lnxerpretatlons a?d apphcauons of common cul-
ture, "we are now m a posmon to examine some further amblgumes selated to
the notion..One major source of ambiguity concerns description of common cul-
ture in terms of it being the area of shared culture, or the area of common par-
ticipation for all the groups and individuals in a society. Consider.the followmg

-~

examples: - . -

7 -
<

)
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’ Without shazed meanin s,about large areas of expenence social
/ ltfe would be tmpossible Fnthstle 1978 129) . . .
D L A
< While ethnic groups have some unique cultural characteristics, all

groups in America share many culwral traits”. (Banks‘ 1981‘71) -

Ambtgutty arises here because-—besndes the fact that by definition "sharl’ng im-
plies "having in common "..with reference to common culture there are at least
three possible senses of sharmg" which one may fail to distinguish. To share a cul-

» ture may imply either, or a combination, of the followmg (a) common partrcrpa-

’ tton (b) common acceptance and (c) common contrtbuuon In the literature on
multtculturaltsm one finds that generally no attempt is made to distinguish the
three dimensions of "sharing a common’ culture," or to examine . their inter-
relationships, '

' Thus, in light of the above, we may propose the followmg as the moot points

, ¢
4

in our discussion of common culture: )
(i) Whether participation in some common institutions necessarily rmpltes ac-
- ceptancc of the underlying values, ideals and beliefs?.
(ii) Different groups, and individuals, may. dlsplay different levels of partxcxpa»'
tion in the cormrlon culture. ~ '
(iii) To the extem common culture tmphes common participation and/or com-

< mon acceptance does it also tmply common mfluence?

- ‘ ~
PARTICIPATION AND ACCEPT ANCE .
Let us draw upon some examiples from the liferature. ‘From Entwnstle 8 dlscus-

sion of tlie notion of commen culture, the followmg two' remarks may be per- '
tinent to the i issue under consrderauon'

If only at the level of datl{)ctfe in the market place there is common
involvement in large numbers of econemrcﬁ cial and political in- -
"stitutions.(1978: 1 8) . :

*
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»

«.. Daily life in the market place depcnds upon commorn acceptance of -

' conventions and -institutions of many kinds .... The law is commonly

understood and largely accepted across social clags, as are moral
norms which give the law its acceptance. (1978 129)

’

One may find it difficult to 'digputc the view that common participatioh, across

soc:al groupmgs, in certain basic societal institutiohs 15 a necessary basis for any
socmty s functioning as'a nation state, Also, in general pamcnpauon and mvolve-
‘'ment in @ common activity would indjcate some accéptance, together with under-
standing, of the underlymg rules and pnncnples on part- of the pamcxpams
However, one may overstress the pomt of sharing and commonality to a neglcct

of differences between subcultures, both in terms of participation and acccptance.

*In ;Sarticul;r, one has to be careful in drawing too tight a link between partiéipa-

_tion and acceptance: It is indeed debatable whether one’s obedience to a law, or. .-
‘ confdrmity to a behavioral’ norm, cnccessarily indicates one’s acceptance of their
moral underpinnings. Also, acceptance in-the sense of agreeing to obey thc law in
general should be distinguished from acceptarice in the sense of approving the

particular 1aws; ‘At the risk of belaboring the opwous, in any society, at any given
time, there are bound{Jo be some laws that are controversial: approved by some,

opposed by others eL in general both the supporters as well as opponents

‘ would subscribe to the authomy of law.

o

The main source of ambiguity, here, seems 10 be the notion of ' 'acceptance”.
Generally, "acceptance,” connotes agreement or approval, but may also be used in

. situations where one disagrees with certain terms and conditions, yet "accepts’
“them for prudential” redsons (e.g., accepting “under protest,” or accepting an offer
~ that "onc can not refuse”). The point seems to be of particutar Televance to multi-
'cultural societies, where subordinate groups must learn to live thh the power of

the dominant group whe!her they like it or not. 1t, therefore, seems to be a valid

observauon that the. merc fact of participation yl common institutions, or an ap- '
parent oonformxty to the soclctal norms, does not necessarily imply their approval

t

o"))

i

PN
LR N



" . . i ~ e . .
. . ' -
. . .
. ¢ . + .
-~ BN \ '
— A
« . \

) N . . . Cor

‘t . .-g , , . - 'l . 5 PAGESZ
Havmg noted some reservations with regards 10 a conccptlon of common cul-

ture which 1mplic1tly carrelates common paruclpauon in basic institutions of the

L society’ with the participant’s acceptance of the values and beliefs that ‘such in-
.+ stitutions represent, it must be acknowledged that fot any socxety to continue

‘ . functioning as & socncty, there must be " a considerable agreemént among the
G RS memlzcrs as to basic |deals, goals, values, mores, folkways, and beliéfs" (Bbrry, ‘
' cited in Wood, 1978:29)..The important -point is to, ealize that a “considerable

agreement" s uld. not be equated with unanimity: unlcss one wishes to advocate, .
a static and n:&:ohthlc view of common culture, some allownce must be made for,

dlsagreemcm and dxfferences among the parucnpanng mernbers
| ‘ S . .
L ' DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PARTlClPATlON

Somewhat closely related to the points discussed in the preceding section, con-
cerning pamc:panon in common culture, is the observation that there may be; -
quantndve)y as well as quahtatwely, dlfferem levels of participation. Pgmclpauon
may be active or passive; competent or mc0mpctcm Thus with reference to any
common acuvxty, it'may be asked does partncxpauon in the'activity constitute a
. =+ common expcnence even if dlffercm participants may have bccn involved at dif-
ferent levels of participation? One may think of almost any example of a common
) " activity or event, say a major- lcaguc baseball game and observe \how it encompas-
. ses different levels and forms._of participation. Thus, in "a baseball game, the
- players, the’ umplrc coaches, spcctators, broadeasters and reparters, are all re- :
_ Jated to the same- ‘event, albeit at: dnfferent jevels of pamenpatlon Furthermore,
L within each lcvel of participation, the participants would: possess, and dlSplay,
o . varying degr:ces of skill, understanding and mtercst From this analysis, it can be
argued- that pamcxpauon in the same cvent does not consutute a common ex-

perience for parucxpants at dlffercnt levels of involvement.
The argument does, indeed, look plausxble. Howcvt:r. it should be noted that,
" in a sense, it is related to the subjecm/c concepuon of culture, whereby every in-
dmdual develops a "personal culturc —~i.c., that part of the totahty of a society’s. ‘

L
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culture which a smgle person internalizes (cf Enwistle, 1978:132 ), From thls

. pcrspcctlve«, since no ‘two indiiduals have 1d¢ntnca-l pcrsonal hlstory, or the same

accumulated body of expenen;es, every person has a unique culture.

As a Justxﬁcauon of the stJccuve conception of culture, one may agree wuh .
the dictum, that "the wise .and the fool see not the same trec however, to stress

s \thls point too much wouTd b€ 10 Teject dny possibility of a of a shared. experignce even-.

"for the most commonplace activities and affairs--e.g., dining tagether, goingto a’

picnic, reading a bodk, Iis'teni'rig toa song--wheré' one prdinarily speaks of "shar-

mg an expenence. Taken to its logical conclusnon, this would make any concep-
tion of commumty and socnal life lmposs:ble for social life is made possible only .
when people living in thc same area sharc understandings over-a wide range ¢ of ex-

-perience (cf. Entwistle 1978 129).

The way. 10 avoid such an absurd conclusion would be to avoid confusing com-
an experience with identical experience. Let us go back to the analogy of a
baseball game; it was used to suggest that with differences in levels of participa-

+

.tion, and 'in talents and interest of the participants, the notion of common ex-’

perience would be udtenable. However, one may also point out that there are '
many thmgs ‘that all the partncnpams mast hold in common in order to make pos-
sible the baseball game. For example some minimunt understanding of the basic
rules of the game, the notion of wmnmg and losing, the meanings of various sym-
bols—-the dxfferent dresses dnsnngglshmg the players from the nonplayers, and the - h
home tea;n from the visitors, the umpire’s gestures--are shared by all, All the par+
ticipants must understand their reSpectlve roles, the interrelationship with those
of the others, and the stamses and expectations that are attatched to each of the
roles in terms of, what constitutes an acceptablc bchavnour and what are the..
limits within which each must stay. Of course, much of this is taken for granted;
and one docs not appreciate: how much understanding is shared by the different
parucnpants until one meets someone who is a complc’ic stranger-to the game of .
baseball--as well as to the socno-cultural context in ‘which a gamc is-taking place--
,and invites hlm along to the stadium.
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Pumng the issue in the context of a multicultural society, we may conclude
. from the ‘above discussion- that it is important to rccogmze the dxffercnces in
levels of pamqpanon between the different cultural groups; but the fact of dif-
fcrent‘tvcls of parucnpauon does not, in rtsclf. obviate the notion of a common
cultute. What may be worthy, howevcr of investigation in the multiculmral
society would be whether there exists a strong and persistent correlation of cet-
tain levels of participation with some specific grou_ps; and whether, and how much °
of._ihhe differénces can be explained in cultural terms. Some intimatjon of this
point can be found in the Canadian literature on multiculturalism, and social _

" sciences in gcnc'ra_l. which points to a/strong and persistent correspondence be-

tween®thnic group attachment dnd the society’s class structure (see Porter 1975,
for. ex'ample)' Howevér the important point from the perspective of multicul-

furalism,’as we have already noted, is whether, and to what extent, the correspon- »
dence can be attributed to culwral differences rather than structural, or some

other, inequalities=for example, the period of settlement, the socio-economic

‘background of immigrants at the time of arrival, and so on. Of course, the distinc- -
. tion between what’s attributable to culture, and what to social structure is not al-

ways clear. However, it is important to maintain the distinetion, so as to keep the
issues in proper perspective.

;

4

DlAGRAMMATlC ILLUSTRATIONS: The dlSCUSSlOD relatmg to the dif-
ferem levels of paruc:pauon in the common culture by different groups, may be
illustrated by refemng to the diagrams by Entwistle and Banks (reproduced as
diagrams 1.1 and 1.2 iespeétivcly; see p. 55). The diagrams by both the writers
arc remarkably similar, showmg subcultures as dsstmct spheres of cultral

phenomena that overlap with each other in the area of common culture. In -

neither of the diagrams is there any attempt to depict the differences in the level
of participation by different groups all s‘bcultutes are shown as equal par-
ticipants in the common culture,
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DIAGRAM 1.1 !
(Source: Entwistle, 1978; 128)
oy » COMMON
. CULTURE
‘*a
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' 'DIAGRAM 1.2
(Source: Banks, 1981; B1)
SUBCULTURE A* o ' -
(ETHNIC SUBSOCIETY A) COMMON CULTURE . -
UNIVERSAL AMERIGN
SOCIETY )
SUBCULTURE D
. « SUBCULTURE .B ‘
(ETHNIC SgB§°CIET -(ETHNIC SUBSOCITY. B)
lv "
) . SUBCULTURE € :* - =
(ETHNIC SUBSOCIETY C) B
2 L ' g

.t ' ' . ' LA .
* Note: The terms. actually used in the origiial .
_diagram by Banks are shown in the parenthesis.’
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'Pacticipation of Subcultures in the Common Culture
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X (The shaded elliptical area): represents the common culwre: " ..
‘ " . | N .
Y (The area citcumscribed by circle Y): represents the national culture, or, the "whole cul-

wre of the society. The white areas in the circle show participation in the area exclusive to a
subculture; the shaded area indicates participation in the common culture. '

ABCD: The area enclosed within this boundary represents the Dominant subculture. Mem- ~
oup participate mostly in the area of common cultre; very little of their ac-

- tivities take place in the subcultural area. o -

.o -]
AEF, BGH, CKL, and DU: These depict minority subcultyres whose members participate
less in, thie area of common culture, and more in the area exclusive to their particular subcul-
ture. ' ' T .
R ; .‘ . : / ‘ , %'
“EFJI and- GHLK: Minority subcultures whose members have comparatively a balanced °
level of participation in the common culture and their respective subcultures.

=l

= These bidirectional arrows indicate thai the boundary berween the common culture and

the subcultures is permeable on both sides;in ternis of mutual influence.
, ' )

—>

. Ty e e 1 .« as ’ N oL
&2 These bidirectional arrows indicate the m?m’al influence between subcultures.
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However, in a society constituted of a: variety of cultural gr6ups, there are

bound to be some. vanauons in the level of parucnpa&mn from one group to

' ‘another. In general, a group whose culture is relauvely more congruent with the

mainstream culture, is likely to have a hlghcr level of participation in the com-
mon culture, than ‘a group whose culture deviates considerably from the
mainstream. Furthermore, in comparison to those fram the latter group, in-

‘ dividuals belonging to the former group are likely to have a higher level of par-

ticipation in the area of common culture than in the area exclusive to the subcul-
wref . - o , ‘
Diagram 1.3 (p. 56) attempis to illustrate the relationship of subcultures to
the common culture, taking the above mentioned observations into account.
COMMON CULTURE AND SUBCULTURES:
PARTICIPATION, OR INFLUENCE? *

In our discussion, earlier (see pp.44-49), concerning the different mean'ings o.f<
. r : . . - , -
* - common culture, it was noted that the term "common culture" is often used alter-

natively with the "mainstream culture”; and in turn, the mainstream culture is
referred to interchangeably with the terms such as the "dominant culture" and

_core culture.” It was further pointed out that ‘gle latter three terms are some-

times interpreted as the "dominant group’s culture” (cf. Gordon, 1964:72). This

.identification of mainstream culture wnh the society’s dommam cultural group
raises some important quemons If it is the dommant group 's culture which is -

reﬂected m the cultural mainstream then in what scnse can one talk of the notlon

. of common culture as a "shared” culture? What is it about the common culture
. thay is being shared by the 5ubcultur¢s-parumpanon or comnbuuon, or both?

In the literature on muluculturahsm one finds a divergence of views with rcspcct
. to'these points. Let us look into some examples. .

Entwistle (1978: 127-128) sees the relanonshxp of mamstream cultures to the
tnbutary culturés as a reciprocal one, whereby thc tnbutaxy cultures both feed
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the mainstream and exist as currents n;ingled within it. This regiprocity of in-
fluence berween the mainstrearri culture and subcultures i%hown in diagram 2.1
( see P 59). From this dxagram—lookmg at the number of arrows going in each
dlrecnon, from the subculture to the mamstream, and vice versa--it may be in-
ferred that the subculture’s influence on the mamstréam culture is equal to thei in-
ﬂucnce that xt receives from the latter. This seems to be rather untenable posx-

, tion . A more reasonable view would be that a subculture is subject to far greater

ihﬂu:ncc from the cultural mainstream than the influence it exerts inreturn.
Another relevant observation can be made by referring to Entwistle’s other
diagram (see diag. 1.1 on p. §5) where he depicts mutual influence of sub‘cultpres
on cach other, as well as their relative influence on the common culture. Here
too, judgmg from the diagrams and his related comments, Entwistle. sdmchow
seems to overlook that different subcultures with differential socxo-econo_xmc and”
political status in the society, are likely to wield different degrees of influence on
the .mainstream culture: a similar observatiori would apply to their reciproi:.gl'in-
fluence on each other. s ' : '
Banks (1981:78) in dcscnbmg the process through which the common culture
develops in the U.S., uses the notion of "multiple acculturation.” Taken as a
theory, the notion suggests that‘in-_the development of a society’s common cul-

- ture, the dominant group has the greatedt influence; but, minority groups also

contribute considerably to the common culture; each of the subordinate subcul-
tures influences the dominant group’s culture, as well as cultures of the other
minority groups. It is through these comblex series of acculturations that the
society’s common culture evolves; the process is an ongomg one (cf. Banks,
1981:79). This position is dcplctcd here in diagram 2.2 (see p. 59)

’ “

2 It should be noted that Entwistle’s analysxs refers to subcultures as a

. cate ory based on social-class divisions, rather than ethnicity. However, even

e case of social- class subcultures our J)omt remains valid that the.

mmnstream s mﬂuence on subcultures would be much greater. than vice
versa, .

.
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| ? (Source: Entwistie, 1978: 128)
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*Noté' the term used in .
“the or1gma1 diagram is
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Bank's viewpoint may be acceptable 1o the extent that in a multicultural

« society, development of its overall culture would, at least in some measure, be in-
fluenced by.ghe mere presence of each cultural group. If one could visualize the:
society’s total culture as some sort of a chemical compound, then it is‘tru'e.ihat ad-
dition or removal of even the smallest element. may start a chain of reactions, .
thus altering the chemical properties of the solution. However, in context of the
issue at hand, the important questions are: (a) which areas or aspects of the
socieiy’s total culture are influenced by a particul%r subculture? and (b) -how sig-

+_ nificant is the influence? )
’ 'Othcr than repeatedly asserting that minority ethnic groups have made ihipor-‘
" tant contributions to the American universal culture, Banks offers little in terms
4 of sbme concrete examples to shpport his assertion; where he does provide some
evidence, it does-not go too far. For example, in cqntégdiqg that the American , E
. N u'niyc.rsal culture should not be identified with the Anglo-Saxon Protestant cul- .
ture, h€é makes the following remarks (1981:217):

3

While Anglo-Saxon protestants have profoundly influenced our .
t lture, other ethnic groups such as féwish Americans;
: Black and Mexican Americans have déeply affected American litera-
v ture, musiegarts, and values. . —
X , \

i |

‘ Somewhere else Banks makes the following observation (p. 80):

. AN '
- The 'earliest British immigrants borrowed . heavily from the.
Ametican Indians on the East coast and probably would not have

. : survived if thc{ had not assimilated Indian cultural componentsand -
. ) used some of their farming methods and*tools. ' )
. N L] .

~ .
- .

- , Apparently, Banks does not fii)d. it necessary to distinguish between cultural

| “-contribution in the area of society’s fundamental political, legal, economic, and

K‘ social institutions—and the underlying beliefs and values-- and contribution in the

* area of arts, lilera‘turé. and music. Also with reference to the latter forms of,;:on‘-
tribution, one must draw a distinction between contribution to the’ IafgerlsOcicJ;’s. \

4
-
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culture. by some members of an ethmc group, and mﬂuence of the ethnic group S .

culture on the society. Just because an individual can be xdennflcd with a certain
ethno-cultural category, .whether or not he himself accepts that identity, does not
imply that his contributien to thc larger society’s culture is necessarily a contribu-
tion owing 1o his minority cultural background. For example, consider an in-
dividual with a Chinese¢ ancestry wha may have become famous as a writer in
America. . But supposing that ' this individual is .,Lhree' or four gcne,ra'tions'

. removed from his ancestors who first migratedio the new land; he has been been
: brought up and, educated in America, has never beén to China, and his, books are

all written in Enghsh using the hlstorlcal and socio-cultural background of the
Amencan society: To what extent may one be justified tn vnewmg this as a con-

- tribution of the Chinese subculture to the Amencan universal culture?
_The point of the argument is not to deny the fact or value of conmbuuon of

minority cultural groups to the society’s common culture but, rather, to identify
the limitations of Banks‘.views concerning the nature and significance of this con-
tribution. - | o o | A R
Gordon’s position on the issue is clearly .indidaiéd in his comments qu_ou:d‘car-
lier in the chapter (see p. 49). It can be briefly rpcapitulaied as follows: In a multi-
cultural society, one of the cultural groups holds the dominant status. It is this
group’s eulture that provides the cultural standard by which other groups measure

their degree of assimilation or adjustment. While the dominant group’s culture
s nm free from the influence of minority cultures, such influence is, mdeed insig-

2=
mfcam (cf. 1964: 72-73). o o ’ ,

In companson wnh Entwistle and Banks, Gordon seems to underplay the role
of mmorny subcultures in influencing the larger soclety’s culture. However, his
posmon must be apprecnatcd keeping in view the distinction that he draws be-
tween "influencing the cultyral patterns themselves and contnbutmg to the
development and progress of the society” (1964:73). th rcfcrence 1o thc con-

text of the U.S., Gordon suggests that it is in the latter area that thg influence of

,
‘ ’

.

By . o
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the mtpomy cuhural .groups has been most nouccable In elaborating this vaew-
_point he makes the followmg observatlon‘ , S e

}Mth some exceptions, as the xmmng:ams and.their children have be-
come’ Amencans, their contribution, as laborers, farmers, doctors,.
lawyers, scientists, artists, etc., have been madc by way of culturaf
patierns that have taken their their major impress ffom the mould

.. of the overwhelniing English character of the dominant Anglo-
- Saxon culture or subculture .. (p 73)

L)

. .
[ . » )

v, Overall, Gorddn’s; position s scéms to be well-founded. There is one qualifica-
‘non, however that may be expressed concerning his vxew of the dominant group’s
. -tole in shapmg the larger society’s culture. In-defi nlng 'his notion of the “core cul-

-'ture" as "the culture of the'dominant subsociety (1964:72)," Gordon identifies x;
too closely with a/singlé cultural group—i.e., the White Anglo-Saxori Protestarits.
This view seems to prcscm a rather exaggerated role for only one cultural group

in lnﬂuencmg thc soc1ety s common culture; it ignores the process of assimilation ’

.. which, over the long run, brings at least some members of the mmonty groups,
too, into the society’s mainstream or the core group.

- One may, thus, proposc to make 3 distinction between the termg "dommant ‘

group” and core group. " *Dominant groug ﬁuld_ﬁe_used 10 tcfeMo the group
| whlch has hxstoncally controlled the power structure of the society, and sull does.
In contrasz, the term "core group" should bé used to denote that segment of
. society’s population which is. most representative of the society’s cultural norms.

The -distinction is subtle, but 1mpbrtant It may be true that the core group would

largely consist of members of the dominant group: but only largely, not exclusive-
ly. Members of the minority’ cultural groups also may enter the core group
through the processes of cultural and structural asslmllatlon C )
Thus, with rel‘ercnce to the contemporary Canadlangmd American context, it
is the. core group , in its broadcr ooncepuon, that most mﬂuences the cultural

"g'mamstream Other groups, as Em\mstlc and Banks suggest do make contribu- .

« .tions to, the. mamstream culturc, but in terms of the model bemg proposed here,
any comnbuuon from a group outside the cultural core would have, to be first ap-

proved and adaptede-wnh some modlfxcauon, perbaps--beforc bemg passed on -

2 v -
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‘into the mainstream culture. Diagrani 2.3 (see P -’63) illistrates the relatjonship

mainstream with the core group, as well as with the dommaru
cultural groups ' - >

f
.
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> " IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL AND SOCIAL P(oucv

Our analysis of the term ' “comon culture” was intended to show the comp]exlty.
of the concept, the various shades of mcamng it carries, ; and the different ways it
is interpreted by wntcrs in social scierice ‘and educauon Now we shall attempt (o

demonstrate how a clearer conception of common culture can help in resglvmg '

some of the major social and educanonal 155ues common  to multlcultural

societies. a

One major area of dlspute q\nulucuhu@l societies involves the issue of "cul-
tural nghts Tﬁe nouon of cultural rights is related to the argument used by
some proponerts of cultural pluralnsm that democrauc values grant groups and

individuals the freedom to adhere to and maintain their respecuve cuItures. Thts
"freedom with respect to culture, the propdnems claim, follows from the other

v,
rights and freedoms honoured in socieues fOunded on democrauc prmcnpteS' for

' cxample freedom of conscience and rcl:glon freedom of opinion afd expression,

’

and freedom of association (cf. Jdenen 1981 10) Thxs line of thmkmg is wcll il-- -

lustrated by the followmg comments
3

[MulucUllurallsm] ... establishes the nght~ of each ethnocultural
group to preserve those facets of its unique 1d¢nmy that it regards
" as important ... (Wells, 1981 4-5) . N .

[

Y ~ . \
- And, T -
In pluralistic soclety, groups have the n%hx to develop theu' own
identities, life ftyles and lan uages, as well as to preserve their own -
- cultural * heri ges, on & hasns of equallty wnh the Brmsh Frcnch ,
tradmon. (Aokl et al, 1984769) R , v
: ] ‘A‘ N !

)
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. - But these views .are challenged by crities as advocating "culwral’ relativism":

- 4 ’ ' . » . £ .
\ . the proposition that all cultures are equally valid. They point out to the serious

y - plu rahsuc societies in the following worf ' .

If there is no. one way of life that can wnhout question clanm supe-.
riority over any other, how does one go about resolving competmg
and conflicting values ? What are the criteria for such judgements
If we are to live by the social philosophy of cultural piurahsm. it is
necessa’?' 10 ‘create some effective principles and means for resolv-
ing conflicts m values and goals.

And, Craft (1984: 9) offefs these cpfr\ments

Ve i 5, 1
* 1

An absence of a.core of common beliefs and scntlments-- ‘a collec-.

tive conscience"--may lead to serious dlsmtegrauon o -

-

The Serious quesnons and issues raised above are indeed valnd concerns,

o o However it seems that much of the dnfflculues arise from lack of conceptual
\clarny Whether and to what extent cultural pluralism becomes seriously

’ prleems cultural relativism . associated with the phllosophy of cultural
plurali‘sm _de\pend:' very much on how one interprets the ' potion “cultral
relativism"; that "all cultures are equally valid", or, that " all cultures can only be
understood from within théir own framework of rationalfty" (Cf. chfcoalé, 1982:
81).

, e : P,

'One d:fflculty in bemg 100 critical of cultural plurdhsm IS that its basic

.ldeologlcal assumptxons come very close to those of democratic plurahsm That a.

policy of cultral pluralism can be justified by reference to democratic valucs, is
underlmed by Gordon (1964: 240) in his fol]owmg remarks:

N,

Structural ‘and cu]tuml luralism ate not incompatible with the
.democratic ideals. . . .". Subsocietal affiliation and participation, so
far as the state is concerncd are voluntary matters, . . , and the

N
+

fundamental problems such a position would entail for society compdsed of
- . . diverse cultutes. Torney. & Tesconi' (1977: 107-108) underline the dilemma of

problematic dépends on what elements are mcluded in the term "culture." The -
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volumary selection of structural and subsocietal affiliations, within
' functional limits, is well within the area of personal choxce provided
" for by dernocratic values. -

"It should be .noted, however, that Gordon while acknowledging the com-

.patibility of cultural pluralism with democratic values adds an important qualifica-

tion—the notion of "functional limits." This notion seems to provide the key to’

* resolving, the dilemma of cultural relativism; thle demacratic principles. do
grant individuals many rights and freedoms, these are not unllmucd some limits

are necessary not only for functioning of the socnety, but also for prowdmg a sys-

tem under which all citizens are able 1o “exercise their nghts and freedoms. But,

the qu'cslion may still arise: if all cultures are¢ equally valid, how do we go about

»

. setting the limits ?

It seems that the difficulty can be adequately resolved by referring to the no-
tions of "common culture" and subculture, and their interrelationship. For as

‘was discussed earlier in the ‘chapter, in its essential sense the concept "common
> culture” refers to those.common institutions--the government, law, the market sys- °
. tem, for example--that are necessary for the funcuomng of a society,” and to the

core of overarching values, ideals, and beliefs on which such mstmglons are or-
gamzcd (sec pp. 45-46) In rclauon to the common culture .of a society, the cul-

. tures of its various constituent groups are 10 be considered as subcultures: The

claims of subcultures may be justly subordmatcd to those of the common culture;
and value-conflicts between different subcultures can be resolved with referenoc
"to the common culture which provides the transcendental criteria for judgement.--
Thus, for example, if the brinciple of "the sanctity of life" is part of the common
culture of a society, then the principle of "freedom, of religion”.can not be used to
justify a religious practice that involves ritual sacr(fxce of human life, Some other
moral principles which may be considered in eval ating the demands of subcul-
tures for "culsural rights" could be, for example, th cqual consjderation for inter-
ests of ‘all people, the freedom of assocrauon for i dmduals, and the promouon
ofcommongood. . . L e
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THE EDUCATIONAL DEBA’!‘E In cducatidnal context, the cultural
relativist argument tends to take, this form: "All cultures ought to be represent(?d
equally in the curriculum®; or, "curricula must reflect equality in the emphasgs and
time accorded to the study. of various cultures and groups .. . " (Aoki et al,
1984:280). Now, thcse demands for cqualnty (m curriculum) are obvxously deriv-
ing their jusufncauon with reference 10 the popular moral dictum that "every one
ought to be treated equally.” This statement does seem to takéAits.irispiration '
from the fundamental ethical notion of equélity; however it is susceptible to
,Being 'misunderstood and misused. In ethics, the principle of equality fal}s under -
" the broader principle of justice. The principle of justice would dictate not only
that "equals ought to be treated equally,” but also that “unequals ought to be '
. treated unequally " (Cf. Peters, _}966.118). The problem now, of course, would be
10 decide what are the relevant grounds for differential treatment. \

In a multicultural society, the concept of common c;ultuye may provide a set of
relevant criteria for dﬂifferentiatipn.between groups. For historical and' socio-
political reasons different groups in a society are likely to be situated diffcréntly
in terms of their influence and contribution to the society’s development and its °
., common culture. For instapce, certain groups would have been responsible for
layxlngw down the foundations of the society, for creating its basic¢ institutions,

for provndnng a set of values and beliefs on whnch the msmuuons would operat

In contrast, some other groups would have arnvcd only rccemly, and may yet be
in the process of settling down. Qbviously, given this context, a demand that all
the groups and their cultures be trqa;ted equally would not be morally justifiable.
"The ¢laim for an equal treatment of all cultures in the school curriculum is, thus,
untenable on ethical grounds-(besides béiﬁg obviously impractical).

" What may be justifiably claimed, hchvcr, is fairness or equity. The demand "
fof fair treatment may be expresscd as follows "Our public schools should give
dm: weaght 1o the role of all ethnic origins in our country’s devclopmcnt. and to
the cultures and Ianguagcs of all Canadxans ( Wood, 1979 :59). The demand. for

\a-
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L o dm:‘. w&ight is obviously quite differénf from one for equal treatment, and can be
| justified pn ethical g’rands, although practically it would be quite difficult to allo-
© cate th.e'.d'ue weights to different groups and their cultures. But one may approéch
- ) - the problem from the other side: If achieving "fairness" that is satisfactory to all
.groups'ﬂseems impossible, then one may at least begin by seeking to reduce "un-

. fairne$s"Thi§ would require a reviéwing of the curriculum and other school prac-

. tices so that these are not overwhelmingly and blatantly biased in favour of the
/ dominant group. Bias against minority grpupé may mean not only that their cul- -

i . tures and contributions to the society are neglected, but also that they are always,

L - & " and only, depicted in negative light. In Canada, “evidence of such bias in text
L N books, énd other curricular and extra-curricular activities of the public schools
has been reported. by severz;l writers (See for example, Aoki et al,1984; Pratt,
1984). . o
The need for examination of the school curriculum can also be expressed as
‘, the need to critically review the culture that is being ,tran/smitted throﬁgh the-
school: How much of it i‘s indeed the common-culture , and how much of it is th s
culture of she dominant group. Banks £]‘381: 68), writing with reference to the
American context, raisf:s this congern in the fd!lowir{g comments:

Id

: The curriculum builder should seriously examine theS’commoh cul-
. ‘ ture" concept, and make sure that the view of the common
American culture that is promoted in the school is not racist, eth-
nocentric, or exclusive, but is multiethnic and reflects the ethnic
and cultural diversity within American society. We need to redefine
what the common cultare actually is and make siure that our new
: : conceptualization reflects the social realities within this nation, and
' : that it is not a mythical-and idealized view of American life and cul-
- ture, ' - o ‘

-~

— ' The following remarks by Entwistle (1978:114) also seem pertinent here:

Sub-cultures need to be examined by educationists not so much as
exclusive alternatives but, rather, for the relationship they: have to
the oultural mainstream. This relationship might be sought through
examination of the way in which different sub-cultures exempli%i/,
concretely, universal values and principles of social organization. It
may also be discovered in the way in which institutions, developed -
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within a pamcular sub—culture have become of relevance to other
social groups

I . N
i i . /

In light of our discussion , it seems valid to suggest that the notion of common

culture is central to effective treatment of many of the major problems that are

~ faced by the schools in a multicultural spciéty. However, the efficacy of the con-

- cept of "common culture” is is contingent upon the clarity and precision with which

it is used, apphed and mterpreted In order to avoid confusion, the concept of
common culture should be clearly distinguished from that of the "dominant cul-

ft

ture" or " culture of the dominant group." Furthermore, within the notion of

g¢ommon culture -itself, elements and aspécts that .are essential to societal
cohesion--e.g. common language,and the common political, legal, and economic

institutions--should be distinguished from_those that are non-essential--e.g. those

L3
to do with matters of tastes and styles (The distinction between "common culture

1¢(h)" and "common culture 1(b)" may be useful here--see pp. 45-46). Wh\ie there
can be little compromise in education with respea to the essential area of com-
mon culture, the demands for cultural diversity may be accopetated in the latter

area. Finally, it should be realized that the culture of a society is in constant inter-

action with various subculwres within the society, as' well as with cultures of

other societies. Thus the conception of common culture that the educationists
: . . - *®
hold be that of an evolving, growing culture, rather than a rigid and.static culture.

y

 »
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ETHNICITY AND ETHNIC GROUPS L
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“The nonon "ethnic" -along g-with its derivatives such as ethmmcnty, ethnic
group, mulucthmc. etc.—-appears as one of the major concepts in the social
science literature. As a conceptual tool for study and discussion of subsocietal
groupS'; ~and their interrelationship in modern complex societies, ethnicity is
often used as an altérnative 1o the concepts of race, culture, and class. But more ‘
often than not, the term "ethnic group” is applied rather loosely, both in everyday
1speech and in social science, as a synonym for a wide range of concepts such as
nationality, minority group, immigrant group, visible minority, subculture, and
cafegories or groups l;ased on racial, religions, or linguistic characteristics. With ¢
reference to work in the field \of multiculturalism and multicultural education
, there are, broadly speaking, three ways in which the usage of the notion "'cthnic"
and its derivatives seems'to be problemauc. ‘

. First, there is a lack consensus among soc:al scientists as to the nature, func-

- tmns,.and distinctive characteristics- of an- ethnic group. A number, of different

criteria are used by different writers in dcfmmons of cthmc group and ethnicity,
causmg serious difficulties in clear and consistent understandmg and applncanon

Second, there is a tendency to confuse the notion of ethnic identity with that
of ethnic ethnic group; a closely related conceptual confusion is that between eth-

nic category and ethnic group.
‘Lastly, there is a failure to mark a conceptual distinction between ethnicity .

of the concept. o ' . ’

and culture; thé terms ethnic group and cultural group, or multiethnic and multi-
cufal, are often used interchéngeal;ly as if they were synonymous. With reference
to the ,d‘eb‘ate on multiculturalism, the last one-i.e., the relationship of ethnicity
to culture--would appear to have the most direct relevance. However, all three
' problems are closely interconnected and, indeed, ‘the latter two problems could
justiﬁaibly be subsumed under the' first one. Nonetheless, identification of the

4 : * ’ ' .’ s F 3 .- ~
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problem areas, as above, ‘would" be helpful in keefaing,the discussion properly:
focused. '

DEFINITIONS OF ETHNICITY

There is a considerable disagreement among social scientists on the best way

to conceive of ethnicit);. In general, the definitions of ethnicity, and ethnic group,

\ can be classified into two main approaches: objective (of ascriptive) and ;ubjec-

tive (or situational). A third approach is also used, by some writers, by combining

the first two approaches. According (t0) the objective approach, ethnicity is

. regarded as a fixed characteristic, associated with real or putative common de-

, , scent, and/dr a.distinctive culture. The subjective approach views ethnicity as a\

~ socio-psychological phenomenon whereby individuals identify themselves and/or

are identified by others as being different from others or belonging to-a different

group (cf. Isajiw, 1980:17). From this perspective ethnicity is, thus, seen as being

flexible, adaptable and capable of taking different forms and meaﬁings dcpénding‘
on the situation. -

To illustrate these different approaches towards definition of éthnicity, let us

-

consider some examples from-the social science literature.

OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS; TR

PRI — . e e =

- The folIowmg definition of ethmcny by Vallee (1975:165) provides a good éx-
ample of the dbjective approach:

- In our usage, ethnicity refers to descem from ancestors who shared
a common culture or sab-culture manifested ‘in distinct ways of
speaking and/or acting,

Blishen, too, takes a similar approach in defmmg ethmcny

& o PR

Ethnicity of a group refers to descent from ancestors who shared a
' coyimon culture based on national origin, language, rehglon er a
~eémbination of these. (Cited in Manyoni, 1978:30) 2
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’

And, in one of 1he earher attempts at a definition, Ware (1931) described cth-
nic communitxcs as ’

groups bound mﬁ ther by common ties of race, nanonahty, or cul-
“ture, living together in an alien civilization but remaining culturally
distinct. (Cited in Anderson & Frideres, 1981:36) ‘ .

From these definitions one may discern the two -main traifs' of ethmcnty,

erﬁphasnsed by theorists following the objectivist tradmon cnmmnn_dr.scﬁm and |
\ culmt: The notion of common descent is somewhat.vague, and needs clarifica-

tion, As Isajiw (1980:21) points out:

[}

It is not the common ancestral origin as such that is 1mp0rtam here,
Jfor all human beings ultimately have common ancestry; it is the an-

" cestors or their descendants whd' can said to havé posseSsed the
same gultural traits, as dlstnnguxshed from persons and thelr ances-
- tors with different cuhural traits.

Perhaps the most pcrtment lmphcatxon of "common descent” for ethnicity is
* that an ethmc group, ‘in ‘distinction to most other socnal groups, is by and large

bxologlcally self-perpetuating. ln other words, membership of an ethnic group is,
for majority of its members, an mvolumary matter: people are usually born into

‘an ‘ethnic group ratheér than acqumng their ethhic status through a special act.
‘ But the point of "involuntariness” should not be overstressed to the exclusion of

" one doesn't have much choice. in ‘being born to a particular ethnic. category: nor :
does one have 'mucb say in the early socialization process that uspally takes placé -

‘through the family. However, staying withif an ethnic éroup, or at least continu-

‘ ._iflg to"idemify with.it, is not so strictly an involuntary act. In a liberal democratic *

‘ cial. or religlous) lmcs, one may choosc to disown one’s ongmal ldenmy, and per-

s
.c‘zi

L any possibility of voluntariness'on part of the "sthnic” individual. It is true that

E society. and one that is not officially or unotf‘ cially segregated along ethmc (ra- T
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haps even adopt another one. The following cdmgems by Horowitz (1975:14)
seem pertinent here: ' ) ‘ , .

- |
Ethnic identity is generally gcquired at birth. But this is a matter of S
degree. In the first place, in greater or lesser measure, there are Sy
. " possibilities for changing individual identity. Linguistic or religious
CoL T conversion will suffice in some cases, but in others the changes may
— ' require a generation or more .to accomplish by means of intermar- .
riage or procreation. In the second place,. ¢ollective actions, in the
sense of conscious modification of gtoup behaviour and identifica-
tion, may effect shifts of boundaries .... 1t is, thetefore, a putative
C ascription rather than an absolute one, that we are dealing with.
. o . There are fictions' about, and exceptions 1o, the birth principle for
‘ . most ethnic groups. Ethnicity thus differs from voluntary affilia-
e tions, not because the two are dichotomous, but because. they oc-
cupy different positions on a continuum.

® .

I - But refciencg’tb the psychological 'notion of self-identity is what a—definixipn
L mu's"t avoid, if it is to follow the objective approach; indeed, identity is the critigal
poinf which distinguishes subjective definitions from the ol;jective‘ ones. There-

" fore, idaqfar as one admits the notion of self-identity into fhe_ concept of eth-

© nici plicitly acknowledges the element of valuntariness in the matter of
oup membership. But one need not dwell too much on the issue at this
‘poir'n,'as more detailed discussion will take? place under. the section on ethnic
‘identity. Likdwise, the relationship of ethnicity with the notion of culture will be
~ closely examined at a later point in the chapter. ’ I
N I .
SUBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS: . _ o
~ Subjective definitions of 'ethniéity may vary from one to another in terms of
thcir inclusion or 'cxcl'usi;)n of some traits, but one common feature of all subjec- )
tive definitions is the emphasis on the psychological dimension of ethnicity; that
is, the sense of common identjty that individuals must have in order. to be con- N
. sidered as.belonging to an ethnic group. This sense of common identity, or sense
| ', | AR ] of ;icopléhood, or '\ve-féeling," may derive from one or a cgmbination of sg'veral

F N
v t ‘
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~ ethnic a;tributcs such as a cbmmqn culture, race, language',‘ religion, and '

et

nationality origin, or descent from those who shared these characteristics.

group is to be found in the following statement by 'Weber:

T

We sh‘all, call, "ethnic g:roups".those human groups that entertain a

subjective belief in their common descent because of similarities of

- ph?lsical type or of customs or bogh, or because of memories of
colonization and emigration; this belief must be important for the .

' 1980:18)

-

propagation of group formation; conversely it does not matter
whether or not an objective ‘blood relationship - exists. (Isajiw,

»

A prime example of the subjective approach towards definition - of ethhip--- |

//

Gordon (1964:24), too, in defining éthnicity as " a sense Lof‘pc(‘)ple’hood;“ and

, ethnic group as " a group with a shared fecling of pcopléhood,’" underlines the sub- .
jective dimension of ethnicity. Similarly, Shibutani and Kwan propose that,

.

an ethnic irioup consists of p'eo;)ie who’ conceive of themselves as

being of'a kind. They are united by emotional bonds and concerned.

with the preservation of their type. (Cited in Isajiw, 1980:17)

The siibjective approach seems to have certain advantages over the objective

'apﬁ;oach. Objective definitions may be useful in antﬁropologica]'study of-diséﬁ:'l‘é
societies or social groups--a "tribal" society, for exémple~,—bui would have limited

value for enquiries into intergroup relations in modern complex societies, or for

study of ethnic groups in relation to the processes of assimilation and imtegration;

. N .
in these se’_ttir;gs the subjective approach provides a better conceptual tool. The
following passage by Hunt & Walker (1974:3) presents a rather effective and

There are a number of factors which lead people to congider them-

+ - selves (and to be considered by others) as an ethnic grop .... [The]

- test of difference in physical appearance ... , national origin, or
religion is nat the difference per se, but whether this difference is |
considered socially- significant.” Some societies -will disregard a °

rather ‘'wide range of physical differences in %hysical appearance,
while others will relate social -privilegés to rat

Y

. cogent case for treating ethni'city‘ as a subjective and situatioffal phenomenon: .

er minute types of
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“variations. Likewise, some societies will be greatly concerned about
the natipnal (or tribal) origins of the people in a given territo
while, to other societies, this. will be a matier of inditference. Fi_n3
ly, religious diversity may simply indicate -a variatioh in the inter-,
'prctation of ultimatq reality by various Eroups within the nation, or .- '
1t may constitute a rigid dividing line which affects practically eve
hase of life ... In any case what matters is not the nature of dif- -
erence, but the intensity of feclin%]about the importance of the .dif- :
- ference, and the ‘way in which the difference is associated with .

economic stratifications, political power, and other elements of sor
. : _cial sfructure. ‘

'

" THE COMBINED APPROACH: | B

3 A

o Some theorists favour a third manner of defining the concept of ethnicity, or
ethnic group: that is, to integrate the objective and subjective approachcs( For-ex-
ample, Theoderson & Theoderson define ethnic groaps as’ \

-

A group with a common cultural tradition and a sense of identity

which exists as a subgroup of a larger society. The members of an

ethnic group differ with regard to' certain cultural characteristics
. from the other members of their society. (Cited in Isajiw, 1980:15)

' o lséjiw (1980:24) 100, uses a com;;osité apprbaéh in defining ethnic group as

t

A}'\ involuntary Eroup of people who share the same culture or des-
cendants of such people who identify themselves anid/ar are iden-
tified by others asbelonging to the same involuntary group

T Aﬁotl‘lcf example of this approach js seen in the following definition of ethnjc
" group by Gordon (1964:27): ' |

— — - s e An pere—
[ PR -z - ¢

Any group which is defined or set off by rice, religion, or national
- origin, or some combination of these categories ... All of these

categories have a common social- psychological referent, in that all _ -
of them serve to create, through historical circumstances, a sense of
peoplehood ...~ ‘ o 3

-

* i

One significant advantage of linking together the objective and subjectivé ap-,
proaches is that the subjective ethnic identification--the "we feeling, or sense of .

-
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.

peoplehood-ls not seen .as SOmethmg purcly arburag but as-a psychologlcal

| phenomcnon based on one or more from a sclected set of objective socxologncal
‘ phznomcna for c‘&amplc race, religion, language, a.nd nauonal origin. Just any

ldcnuficauon based on any sociological category-‘e g, class occupational, age,
sex, etc.-—would not be considered as cthmc only- when the sense of common

'1demity is derived from any of the above listed set of social classifications, may

we consider it as ethnic identity.

.

. One further question that seems relevant to the discussion on deﬁnmons of

. ethnicity, is whether the concept of ethnicity applies only to mmonty (subor-
dmate) groups or categorllcs, or also to a majority (dominant) group. Traditional-

ly, the tendency, both in ordinary 'co%xt and social.science, has been to apply the
mmormcs thus the terms ethnic group,

minority group, and ethmc minority are often seen to be used interchangeably. It . -

is, . indeed, rare to see the epithet "ethnic" being applied to "majority’ or
"dominant” segnients of-society; the dominant group is often identified with the
sb‘ciety’s "mainstream"” and thus excluded from the designation "ethnic group”.
(C£. Manyoni 1978:39) |

. However, such practlce seem to be more a matter of convcpuon, or .con-

- venience, than conccptual certitude. boglcally, any social group or category that
 satisfies the criteria should be considered as ethnic--being a minority is rarely, if

at all, mentioned as a criterion in definitions of ethinicity. The following remarks
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by Schemerhom (1970 13) offcr a possible explanauon for the common tendency
of-linking ethnicity with a minerity status: : . ‘ '

’

LY >
Ethnic groug may be exther dominant or subordmdtc . But each.
socie ave oply one dominant group; it follows thdl most ‘of

the e} nic groups are in subordmate rather than dominant posi-
tionts.” ‘ : .

However, one obvious qualificétion, thaf is juStifiablé on both logjgal and prac-
tical grounds, would be that the term: "ethnic’ may be used with reference to only
Subgécietal _groups or categories;  and not to the larger society itself (e.g.,
"Canadians” il'l Canada). - ' ‘ Q ‘ | - ;

-~

ETHNlC [DEN!:W - =T
As we noted earlier the subjective definitions of ethnicity ldy a ‘particular
,stress on the psychiological identification of an individual, or some colléctivity, as
being different from others i.e, the "we feeling" or "consciousness of &ind".

However, one finds that theie is a common tendency in the lncraturc o confusc

. the concept of ethnic identity with that ‘of ethnic group. It is true that Subjecuve
identification by a number of individuals is an important condition for formation

and existence of an’ethnic group (based on that identification). But this does not

imply that the two are necessarily connected* ethnic identity is'a psychological at-

. tribute; ethnic group is a socio- stmctural phcnomenon As Manyom (1978 35)

P

points out:

»

,|

1 1t must be noted that for Schemerhorn the term "dominant” refers 10 a
majority status, and the term subordmate refers to minority status; al-
though techmcally, as he acknowlwdgcs, "a minority may be either in a
dominant group status, in which case it may be called an or in a subor-
(dinate group status, in which case it may be called a mlmndma.t:, minority."
(Schcrmc:rhorn 1970:13) . , ‘
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ethmc gmnplsa resultam transtrmatron of ethmc memmzthrou h &.'-f/ ‘

consciously organized action of the pamclpams, and is a function ot’ e
their structura relations. , e | . S

3

- il

cautron is in order. One should avo/d«commmmg the common logrcal o
= 7. mista f first, dnsprovmg e)ustence of a necessary link between o objects or’
‘ phenomena, and from this, to shde into'a pOSmoh whrch 1mphc|tly demes any o

: . connec%on whatsoever betiween the two. Thus, to say rhat there is no necessary -. .
connection between ethnic rdennty and ethnic group (see Manyom 1978: 35) is
Y. notthe same as’ saying that there is no link at all between the, two phenomena.
For eﬁample, in assemng that X (e - effort) does not necessarily or always lead
<0 .”. to Y (e.g.. reward), oneé does logrcally, allow for the possrbrlrty that X may mostly,
. . or most frequently comnbute to an. attammem of Y. The point may also be il-,
R lustrated by re‘ferrmg to'an ele;nemary drstmcuon in logic between condmons
' . " that are necessary and those that are sufﬁuem Thus, with reference t6 the issue
- ' under drscusslon, it seems reasonable to propose. that although ethnic identity
may not be a suffi crent eondmon in itself for formanon of an ethnic group, itisa

- necessary condition.” *© - | -l C .

' The above proposmon would be.consistent wnh the subjecnve deﬁnmons of /

. ethmclty, whlch are founded on the assumptxon that a subjectrve ethnic identifica-

N R tro¥1 is a necesgary “basis for formation’ of ani ethnic group (see pp. 73- 75) Indeed,

: , . 1t~1s thrs psycbo]ogrcal property of conscroushess Qf kind" that is ponsrdered to be

L the distiriguishing feature ofa socral group, in comrast to a socxal categor)u As

Vallee (1975 167). pomts\au\t‘ S o :
o Ce { . . e - ' < o -

In order for a soeral category to become a socla} gmup the peo le

o in nmustdevelopasenseo we_&ehngorcﬁmrgpnqmm,whch AN
©« " -,+  _ should be a necessary basns for some meamng l mteracnon and I
+* " solidarity. -~ r

. . N
" s . R e,

i~ e Oné major sour?:e of confusxon in dlscussron on ethmc rdenuty, or rdentrty in,

general. the tendenc'y to treat ldentlty as one-dlmenslonal. and an absolute B

© _ """ phenomenon, with no distinctions of d,egreqﬁgr*kmd : one either has an~e;hmc LT
. . ! < ! ' . "g, ' . X - ’ ' o '.‘ [
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_tdentity, or one does not. But this seems 1o be an invalid assumption, supported

nenher by "the psychologlcal theory nor by comgpon observatlon Indeed, one’s’
ldenufcatlon wnh a group, a category, or any relevant object, may be’ present at
' varymg levels, of strength it may.be a vague, diffused identity at a low level of
consciousness, or a’ relanvely strong |dennty at a highly conscious level Ethnic
1denuty may be a significant influence “on the affairs and activities of an in-"

dividual ora collecuvnty, or. it may be a minor, negllglble.factor Furthcrmore, dif-

ferences in degrees of :denuf cation would be’ reflected in terms of different

levels of participation and-involvement in activities of the group. Thus, Stymeist’s
classification (1980: 39) “core Kthmcs," "penpheral ethnics," and "name ethnics"

derives -from a recognmon that different individuals are attached ~both in térms

o of identification and. pamcxpation-—m varying degrees o thelr pamcular ethnic

group. . S . “

With respect to the notion of ethnic identity a couple of pertment observa-

. tions may be noted, at this point. First, together with the point that there are dif-
fex"emgv}evels", of -identification, it must be pointed out that the level is not static, -

but may vary with time 'in either direction--i.e.,- it may increase or decrease.

Second, it must be a;ipﬁeciated that.the concept of identity, in relation 10 a social
group, carries at least three distinct; ‘but interrelated, elements: the_cngnmye the

afiesnm and the bc.haymnxal Ethnic ldentlty at the cognitive level refers'to a
“knowledge, or awa*‘reness of one’s ethnic ongm The affective component of iden-

. tity points to the quahty of one’s emotional relationship to his.ethnic ties. It may

be positive or negative; orie may be proud of one’s ethnic root; one may wish to
forget it, or h‘idc it; or, one may be rather indifferent. The degree and quality of
the - cogninve and affective identification with one’s ethnic background would

most hkely be reflected in one’s involvement in the respecuve/ ethnic group’s in-
'stitutions and actjvities.

_ It miay beé useful here to relate Gordon’s distinction (1964:53) between his-
torical identification and participational identification: Historical identjﬁcatio'n

.Tefers to the feeling of ”igter‘dependence of fate," or the sense of peoplehood,
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that orie may sl(;e with a pamcular socxal segmem partxcxti;:nal identification
involves pamc:patlon at the primary group level and s g of bebavioural
similarities with members'of a particular social category. With reference to the
observations made above, it may be noted that Gordon's notion of historical iden-
ufication involves the cognmve and affective levels of 1dennty, whereas the no-
non of participational 1dennfxcauon correspends to 1denuty at the behavioural

level : . oo -

E.’I’HNIC HZ)ENTITY \E NATIONA.L IDENTITY:
At this point it seems appropriate to briefly touch upon an issue that that is

often brought upein discussicns on the merits, or otherwise, of ethnic and/or cul-

tural pluralism in relation to the notion of nauonal identity. Looking from
‘the perspective of those who are crmcal of the ideologiés of pluralism~ethnic

" and cultural—there are mainly two grounds for objecno@ One, encouraging and

strengthemng ethmc or subcultural identities would be detrimental to the cause
of developmg a national 1dentuy .This point of view is well 1llustrated by the fol-
lowing statement: "Muluculturahsm encourages double loyalnes and is ‘destruc-

‘tive of the fledgling Canadian identity" (Zolf, quoted by lEdwards, 1975:191).

Two, putting an individual in a ,situafion of adopting multiple identities would be

" detnmental to his psychic health: self-alienation, margma.llty, xdenuty ,conflict,
etc are some of the possfole consequences of fostering plural identities (see for
’ example, Mazurek, 1979:29). . o Do

Obvxously the issue of conflicting xdenntxes, or diyided. loyalnes, isa complex

’ _one, and has been:a subject of consxderable debate in the lxteramre on mulncul,- ,

turalism. However, for one who finds the subjective deﬁmuons ot’ ethmclty ac-'
cegtable, taking a position on. the issue should be soxnewhat less cothplicated. As.

- discussed earlier, the .underlying assumpnon of the subjective approach is that a -

person 's ldentity is not an absolute attribute, but oné that varies according to the

!smlation. the individual, in any organized socxety, belongs to many different so-
' cial categonee antl groups, ahd consequently develops dlfferent levels ané forms

o~y
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. tegrated harmoniously into an individual’s personal identity. What( one must be
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of ident_iﬁcation—-based on, for example, age, .s"ex,‘.socia‘l‘ class, and area of

“residence--as part of his personal sense of identity. On this point, the following

i . ! ,' o, ' + .4 "
comments by Wood (1978:8) seem instiuctive: ‘

I{‘“ must be remembered that an individual’s ethnic identity-is fluid,
rather than being static over time and unrelated to the person’s life
situation. In a particular context, one might define oneself as a
French Canadian in relation to English Canadians; or as a Franco- .

Ontarian in relation to Quebecois or WASP Ontarians; or as‘a -

.. 'Cdnadian in relation to the Americans. The specificity of an in-
-, dividual’s self-definition can vary in relation to the commitments
operating in a situation. ‘ ‘
' In light of the above, the concern of ‘those who see a conflict between ethnic
' identity and national identity, as well as those who see such a conflict as being
detrimental to the psychological health of the indiduals involved, seems to be un-
warranted. A more reasonable position would be that ethnic identity may

~ very well be accomodated with national identity, just as one accomodates various

identities—regional, religious, occupational, etc.,~within the fold of his self- iden-
. tity. (See fig. 3 on page 82) . ' L o

Thus, it seems that the real issug--whether from the socio-political and™
+ psychological perspective, or the educational one-—is not whether developing or

g:arr}'ing multiple identities is-possible but, rather, how the various identities can
’ N s ) - . , .
be joined together in a network of complementary relationships, and thus be in-

-concerned about is to avoid fostering of unexamined and unreflective identities
and loyalities to any social entity, whatever its form or its structural level. One
.may agree that "ethnocentrism® is undesirable because it puts too much emphasis

educational and moral point of view, it would|be equally undesirable to foster ex-

on one particular ethnic gro 'p-identificatio:n with its culture, institutions, and in- . -
* terests--to the neglect of oﬂzr society-wide j»i of identifications; but, from'the
d

- agtreme forms of nationalism that are founded on an attitude of contempt or

’
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.hatred mwards othcr nations. This point is cogently stated in the followmg com- ’

. ments by Beck (1975 12):

‘

. whether the conccm is national security or general support for
thc nation in times of. crisis, it is questionahle whether an educator
is justified in atiempting to mducc a strong nationalism in order to
meet the concern , ur major concern, cafors, should be

* the general developmem toward greater maturity of all those stu-
+ dents with whom we are engaged in the interactive relationship of

‘education, If strongly nationalistic indoctrination is incompatible
with the achievement of that goal, we must not have any par! in it.

DIAGRAM 3
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERSONAL IDENTITY, AND

ETHNIC, NATléNAL AND GLOBQL IDENTIFICATIONS

> Personal Identity

H

Global ldentification

‘.' ’\ b e *
National ldentification

Ethnic identification

(Source: Banks, 1981:219) » S . '

" ETHNIC GROUP VS ETHNIC CATEGORY:
. ) ’ wo N g
Another area of conccptual problems in the “ﬁleramre on ethmcny is thc ‘con-
fusxon betweeii socnal mﬁganns and soclal gmups oftcn the | tfrm cthmc group"

is gpplned in' reference to what in the propcri,socnal scnenc'eiummology wo‘uld
*n ’ .
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. are not organized into a system of social interaction. As Vallee (1975:167) points \
‘out . ‘

In order for a social to become a social group, the people-

in it must develap a sense o MMT or common id which
should be the basxs for more meaningful interaction and solidarity.

- ?

Therefore, the two main diS’tinguishing characteristics of a social group,  in

relation to a social category are: (a) a sense of common identity, and (b) exisfence
of institutions that serve as effective vehicles for interaction between the mem-
bers. The distinction between the two terms may have some important implica-

tions, both for social policy and research. ’I'hus, for socxologlcal research the d:s-
tinction may be useful in allowing one to work with the conceptual tool-that is ap- A

propriate for the level of precision one wishes to achieve. For example, in con-

“ducting an enquiry that focuses on a certain large number of individuals who
_share some common ethnic traits, one would want to know whether these in-
_ dividuals constituted a social category or a real group, in order to offer explana-

tionsor make predictions-that are competent (cf. Anderson & Frideres, 1981:47).
leewxse, in much of the pohcxes and programs concerning multiculturalism and

- multicultural education, there has been a tendency to use "ethnic group”

blanket term to cover a variety of social categories deemed to be based on some

shared ethnic attributes; the "ethnics' are, thus, all treated as cast,in 2 monolithic

mould, with little dlstmetmn as to differences in their size, residential concentra-
tion, hxstoncal cnrcumstances of arrival and settlément, rates of endogamy and ex-
ogamy, cultural and physical sxmxlanty 1o the doxmnant subsocxety, and so on, As
noted above, dne of the important indices for distinguishing between an ethmc
group and ethnic category is the level of organizational development Here u may

be useful to refer to Breton’s notion of "institutional development" B

~

m? also refer to Neumeth’s nonon of the "degree of closure” (see Val-
lele, 1975:174) Mnch 1s quite similar. to the concept of Jnstitutional com-
. pt eteness." .

o



13

28
¢
S

N

"~ ' PAGEss

-

‘I‘he primary relationshlp of individuals are mﬂuenced by the institu-

'~ tional completeness of their group. An institutionally complete eth-,
‘nic group can provide. all the services its members need: education- .
al facllmes, churches and religious organizations; stores and res- .
taurants; professional services by doctors and. lawyets; and voluntary
associations. This concept 'is best understoood in terms of a con- .
tinuum, ranging from groups which provide few services to themsel-
ves to groups which are aimost completely self-sufficient. (Quoted
by Wood, 1978:11) .

) ’ o

lt thus, seems more profntable to conceive of ethnic category and ethnic

group as posmons ona contmuum-n e., of institutional completeness--rather than
in terms of an either-or distinction, In the Candian context, the Jews, Ukranians,
'ltaliané and Hutterites may be cited as examples of groups with a relatively high

level of institutional completeness, whereas the Scandmavrans and the Dutch are
- examples of the other extreme. ‘

ETHNIClTY AND CULTURE

As noted at the beginning of the chapter the terms ethmc and' cu!tural” are' , ’

:often used interchangeably both iri popular l}sage and in social smjnce  Part of

the explananon may be xraced to the social sclerlce theory which defines ethnicity - -
‘m pnmanly cultural terms, ‘aid part may Ile in ‘the empmwl observation that
—emergence of the "ethnic phenomenon” in the post—world-war 11 era has been lar. N
_.gely associated with a concern for "cultural rights” of mmonty and ethmc groups ;

Not only have most of the ethnic groups, by themselves, chosen to put a par-
ticular stress ‘on preservanon of thelr culture in voicing thelr demands for

freedom and equahty, but “culture” has dlso been generally the main focus of offi- .
cial responses 10 to ethnic demands. For example, in Canada as well gs'in- o
Australia, the state. polmes towards minority -groups have been expressed in

terms of a "multicultural” model. Furthermore, althpug some social scientists

have, in recent years, stressed 'the coneeptual dxstmctnon between ethmcxty and ;
culture. -the strong assoclauon of. the two concepts is evident in contmued. '

i
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reference to ethnic ethnic groups in cultural terms, not only in popular usage but'-

also in much of the works in social science.
Let us consider, first, some examples from the Canadian context. It is interest-
ing to note that in in its report that led to the formulatipn of the multiculturalism -

~ policy, the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1970) titled -
. one of its chapters "The Cultural Contribution of Other Ethni¢c Groups'--an in-

dlcatxon of the strong link of btehmcny to culture in view of the Commission.
Whats perhaps more revealing, is that within the the text of the chaptcr, the
rcport frequently uses the terms "ethnic" and "cultural” as if these were interchan-

gcable concepts: it sometimbs refers to "non-British, non-French cultural group's,

and at other times to "Canadians of ethnic origin other than British or French”;
likewise, occasionally, one also finds expressfdns such as “ethnic-origin or cultural
background." Similar examples are to be found in the statement by the then
Prime Minister, Trudeau, in the House of C;)n;rhon's, 1971, when he announced
Multiculturalism as the official Canadin policy (Reprod. in Mallea & Young,
1984:518-520). There he alternately refers to the vqfious "cultures," "cultural

. groups," "cultural communities,” "ethnic groups,” and "immigrants"; a typical ex-
‘ample of the conceptual vacillation is provided by the following phrase: " ... mat-

ters affecting the social integration of immigrants and the cultural activities of all
ethnic groups." But, the conceptual incertitude is not restricted only to the

_politicians and bureaucrats: many writers and researchers in the general area of
. multiculturalism appear to be just as confused. For example, Porter (1980) refers
" 10 "‘immigram cultures,” "ethnic cultures," "ethnic groups,” and ethnic com-
munities” almost a$ if these were substitute terms. Painchaud (1984) seems to ,

waver between the terms "ethnic communities,” "cultural communities,” "ethnocul-
tural communities,” and "minorities." Berry's following statement (1977:27).is a
typical example of the general confusion between ethnicity and culture: "If an in-

dividual is to be open in his ethnic attitude and have respect for other groups. he -

must have confldenoe in hlS own cultural foundation.”

13 ~



oL o . _PAGE 86

[

All these examples illustrate how the two congepts "culture” and "ethnicit)f' '

are entwined in the minds of the various contributors to the debate on multicil-
‘turalism. Now, it is true that there may be contexts where an‘imérchangeable use
Of the terms "cultural" and "ethnic" in a particular discourse would have little
beéring on understanding the essential arguments of the discourser. If both these
terms were being used merely as descriptive labels for the same type of sociologi-
cal phenomena, and no further inferences were drawn from the terms,. then using
them intercﬁangcably'should,not be too problematic, except as a minor irritant
,;')éi'hhps.'However,kxjegvirig that.the terms “culture" and "ethnicity," despite their
i:o'ns'idcrable, overlap, belong to distinct conceptuél fields in social science, and
are central to the debate on muluculturahsm, one should exercise pamcular care
in their application and interpretation.

It may be useful to examine also the different views in social science theory
regarding the rclauonshlp between ethnicity and culture. Predictably, the views
of social scientists vary accotding to their particular theoretical perépect{ves. Two
. are relevant here. : K ) |

One holds that ethnic groups are pnmanly culture-bearmg units: it’s the shar-
ing of a dlstmct culture that brings and keeps the members together as a social
group. Let us considér some examples of this position. According to Chinoy "Eth-
nic groups are made up of persons who share a common cultural tradition which
unites themh in a single social entity" (qﬁotcd in Mafxyoni, 1978:35). Martin &
Franklin (1978:58) propose that "ethnic groups are identified by their cultural dis-

. 'tinctivbncg." Fenton (1982:58) states that "If a recognisable segment of a popula- -

tion shares a language, tradition, folk memory or shared sense of origin, it is an

ethnic 'gfoup." And, aecording' to Rose "groups whose members share a unique so-

‘cial':and cultural heritage passed on from one generation to the next are known as
ethnic groups” (quoted in Manyoni, 1978:37). |

' In contrast to the above views the other theoretical position, with reference to

ethnic groups, denies culture as a necusary component of ethnicity. For example,

-according to White "a sense of ethnicity can exist wnhout shared culture or a
) - :
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 geographically located community® (cited in Bullivant, 1981: 211). Isajiw
(1980:23) ‘maintains that "persisténce of ethnic identity }s not nccess;arily related

. to the perpetuation of traditional ethnic culture.” Whereas these two writers have ‘ |
— approached the issue with respect to the notion-c;f ethnic identity, Barth (1969)
focuses his analysis on the maintenance of ethnic group boundary. In his view, cul-
ture is not a primary and definitional characteristic of ethnic group organization,
‘but is rather an implicatfdn' or result (p.11); thus, the critic@l focus of investiga-

tion should be the ethnic boundary that defines the group, not the cultural stuff
' that it encloses: | ‘

. : The cultural features that signal the boundary may change, and the
St cultural characteristigs of the membérs may likewise be trans-
formed, indeed even the organizational form of the group may
change--yet the fact of continuing dichotomization between mem-
bers and outsiders allow us to specify the nature of continuity, and
investigate the changing cultural form and content. (p.14)

L The two contending viewpoints reflect, essentially, t;le dichotomy ’bc'twcen the

?, . objective and su‘bject,ive definitions of ethnicity (discusséd earlier in the chapter).

", Itshould be obvious that those who link ethnicity with culwre are using the objec-

tive approach; whereas those stressing the fluidity of ethnic boundaries and eth-

“nic identities, represent the subjectivist tradition, Rather than engaging in a

lengthy theoretical analysis to det'grminc which version is the “"correct” one, it

" would perhaps bé more ptofitable to view both as complementary interpretations
of ethnicity. . '

It seems that those who link ethnicity tightly with culture are impressed by -
the way in which the concern for preservation and perpetuation of culture often |
appears to be the pyime formative factor in erﬁergqnce of an ethnic group. Em-
pirical ‘observation does i.\ndicate that, at least for the earlier generation of im-

' migrants whose culture is different from that of the host society, it is usually the -
cultural factor that becomes the mainspring for creation of various ethnic institu- '
“tions. To this extent, the linkage of ethnicity to culture seems justified.

—

’ [}
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_The main drawback of this view, however, lies in maintaining a fixed ‘and
monolithic association of culture with ethnicity. For, empirical evidence indicates
also that with passage of time, and the forces of assimilation at work, "preserva-

tion of culture” becomes less and less of a concern for the later generations of an

ethnic community; "culture” may be replaced to a large degree with other collec-

tive interests ~interests in the socio-political and economic spheres, for example.

"The ethnic group, thus, niéy be better described, as the subjectivists contend asa

form of social organization that could be given varying amounts and forhs of
content depending upon the circumstances prevailing at a ngen time (cf. Batih, ~

1969:13), The individuals who are attached to their ethnic commumty, according. ’

-.. to this view, may no longer be preoccupied with preservation of their ethnic cul-
ure, but with securing of their political rights and economic interests ‘in the

larger society. This view is well illustrated by Bank’s classification of ethnic .

groups mto four types-—-cultural, political, economic, and holistic--depending on a
group’s main focus of interests and activities. Thus, the’ subjective approach has
~ .~ 8n advantage over the objective approach in allowing for the possibility of. dif-
ferent types of ethnic groups: Not only may different ethnic groups vary from

_ each pther at any given point in time in terms of their functional objectives, but a

particular ethnic group,‘ too, may change over a period of time from one type to
anothcr. ‘

. It may be useful, at thls point, to examine a couple of highly pertment concep-
tual problems involving the notion of culture as it is used in relation to ethniclty.
First, in discussions of ethmclty, whether from a subjective vnewpomt or the objec-
twe one, it is rarely made clear which conception of culture is being implied: that

is, culture in its historical sense, or the psychological and/or the normative inter-

pretatxons? (See the discussion in chapter 1.) To. recapltulate our earl;er discus-
,sion, in its historical conception culture is seen as bemg the social beritage of a

. group: "tlge ways of acting and doing things which are passed down from one

_generation to the ‘next ... by formal and informal methods of teaching and
demonstration” (Gordon, 1964:32). The psychological conceptions present culture

Cd . - .. 3
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as a problem-solving, adapfive mechanism through which a socxcty survweS‘ “the
sum total of learned techniques, ideas, and activities which a group uses in the. °
' bugmess of living" (Opler, in Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1964:112). And, from the

normative perspective, culture is viewed as representing the "prescribed ways of
behaving or norms of conduct, beliefs, values and skills, along with the behavioral

-patterns based on these categories” (Gordon 1964:32). Given these different pos-

sible interpretations of culture, the nced for clearly indicating one’s conccptua!
pcrspecnve in discussing the relationship of ethnicity to culture, could be well ap-
preciated. | l '

The other part of the conceptual problem hes in the expression, "a distinct cul-
ture,” as it is used in discussions of ethnicity: what is often left unclear is the

- meaning and implications of the term "distinct.” For.when one is advocating or

challenging the proposition that ethnic groups are xdennfied by thelr cultural dns-
tinctiveness," one ought to make clear the degrec and the form of distinctiveness
that is being implied. A culture may be distinctive in the sense that every human
being is a unique individual. In this ‘sense, every social organization devélopg its
own set of rules for conduct, norms of behaviour, symbols, traditions, and its

.peculiar atmospherclor "chemistry”; indeed, it is in this sense that one¢ may speak
_of the "Oxford culture,” in contrast to the "C'ambridge culture," or the culture of
‘an accounting’ departmcnt versus that of the marketing department. Thus, to the
-extent that ethnic group is a form of socxal orgamzation (Barth, 1969:13), then

differences in even the demographic and other incidental characteristics--¢.g., the
relative size, residential concentration, history of arrival and settlement, etc.,-
would make one group’s culture different from that of others’. Another impor-
tant point with respect to the notion of "a distinct culture” is the degree of dis-
similarity that is being implied. An ethnic group’s culture may be different from
that of the mainstream sociéty in some fundamental and important aspects of cul-
ture—e.g., beliefs, values, and ideals that ‘have implications for behaviour in the
political, economic,: and social spheres; another group may have a culture that is

- distinctive in only some relatively minor and inconsequential aspects-—e.g., mat-

v
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' -~ ters af tastes and styles in food dress, rccroauona! activities, or muals associated
" with ceremonial occasions.

All these conceptual dlstiné,tiohs, as noted above, have important implications
for the various panicipams in the field of multiculturalism, and ethnic group rela-

tions. Unfortunately, however, the tendency has been to engage in voluminous '

academic research and debate on multiculturalism, or policy formulation and

' program dcvelopment in mulucultural ‘education, while ignoring;-out of con-
“venience perhaps, many. of the conceptual problems that such works entail.

- IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL AND SOCIAL POLICY

.~ One important issue in research and policy debates'in multicultural ecucation
" has been whether, and to what extent, ethnic identity and ethnic culture of 4

minority group child influences his academic achievement. ‘

On one side we have thosc who mantain that ethnic identity and cthmc cul-
tures play an important role in the educanonal performance of students from
minority €thnic groups—-m particular those whose home culture is consnderably

different from the mainstream culture. The argument is based on the assumption’

that disparity between the home cultures of mmorlty group children and the cul-
ture being transmitted a3 school creates emotional as well as cognitive pfob]erns
for such children; these problems retard their academic progress. Rclaiing cur-
riculum and teachihg'melhods to the ethnic child’s ethnic and cultural’back-
ground is expected to heip improve his educational performance in two ways:
Pragmatically, this facilitates the: child’s learning process in school by ;naking use
of the skills and kndwledge he has acquired through socialization at home. Emeo-

tionally, recognition of Pis home culture by the school would build the minority

child’s self-esteem, which in turn would contribute to his academic success. The
following comments illustrate this line of argument:
-

It is good pedas to recognize and use all students’ cultural back-
grounds. ( Quoted in Bullivant, 1981:237) :

LN

-
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) The concept of mulnculturahﬁm recogmzes thag each of our- tyonng
g poople nieeds to develop a confidence through a sense of self-idén- - - ; :
R and g feeling of self-worth, Good pedagogy tells us that as an
S m ividual and as a member-of a patticular ethnic or cultural group
the student functions st if full "ise is made of the traditions and
* experiences which are % ral to. homc culturc and therefore to stu-
dem well-being. (Wclls, 19 73) - .

o In contrast to the views noted above, we have the argu ments of those who dls-
B pute the validity of assuming a causal relauonshl betwon the 1mprovement of an
" ethnic «child’s identity, knowledge of his cultural bax:kground and an mcrease in

. his academxc achievement. As supporting evndcncc, some of fhesc wrners pow to

the success’of students from certain ethnic backgrounds in educational’ semngs

where no provision was made for preservation of their xdcntlty or recognition of

thier cultures (Glazer, 1’ 7:20-21; Bull;vam, 1981:237). Others may draw atten-

tion to the failure of. 1

y of the multxcultufol and multnethmc educational
{ programs in imprav

e educational achievement of ‘minority group students
.. ' (Musgroves1982:130). : :

. Angther line of argument, opposmg promonon of cthmc ldentmcs and cul-. -
tures through school education, is that such programs may help presereve _tho .

. "life styles" of ethnic groups but would be ‘of'littlo use in improving the "life chan-
" ces” of their individual members. A number of rcasons/are given for this i _
relanonshnp between the goals of preserving "ethnic cultures and attalnmg $0Cio-

- economic equality. For example, Porter (1980 ) argues that qualities and slulls

| valued by some minority cultures may be antithetical to those rewarded in the. op-

portumty syStems of the larger society. For instance, success in the larger soclety

_1is tied to umversahsuc criteria that rccogmzc individual skills-and talents; but
- | many minority cultures "do not emphasize individual achievement, nor do they
provide the appropnate skills for it (332-333)." And Birrel contends that while
“maintenance of ethnic identity and-culture may be emotionally satisfying for
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minority group members, the time and effort invested towards this end could in-
hibit the acquisition of skills and knowledge reuired for_socio-economic mobnhty
(Cned in Bullivant, 1981:238).

" Instead of concerning ourselves with the relative me rits of the two contending
lines of argument, let :15 pay attention to problems common to both. First, there-
is the way in which reference is made to "ethnic groups” as if they all belong to a

homogeneous category; there is little. intimation of the wide variation between

‘ethnic groups in terms of their socio-economic and cultural characteristics,

achievements, interests and-orientations. Secondly, there is the teadency 1o make

“simplistic assumptions concerning self-identity, ethnic-identity, and their relation-

ship to academic achievement: while one side O r-emphasizes the rgfé" of ethnic
identity in scholastic performance, the other side denies any causal relationship
betwgen the two. : ! , ' '

The various respects in which distinctions can and need io be drawn between

etfinic groups have been suggested at several points earlier in the chapter; we

~ shouldn’t need to reproduce those here. What may be more pertinent to the cur-
rent diseussion would be to take note of the variation that exists between ethnie*

groups in terms of their achievement in school. Both as a matter of ‘,Eorﬁmon ob-
servation and through empirical studies it is evident that minority ethnic éroups
are found at both ends of the achievement scale. In t\he North American context,
among the groups which have traditionally occupled thc bottom rung are the
Blacks, native Indians, and Mexicans' (Barks, 1981: 20); more specifically to the
Canadian scene,-besides native Indians -and lnuns groups such as ‘the Fran-
cophanes in Omano Portuguese and Greeks have been generally associated with

low achievement levels and high dropout rates. At the other end we find gmups ‘

such as the Jewish,. Japanese, Chinese, Armenians, and Eas; Indians which Jln
general have performed.at levels superior not merely to the national average but
to that of the dominant Anglo-Celtic groups (Herberg, 1984:452-476).

. But even as we refer to the empirical evidence of variation between the
achievement levels of different groups,a couple of reservations are in order. First

*
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. | it must be pomted out that the cmpxrrcal studies measuring levels of acadenuc

_— - achievement for different groups also reveal that within each group the results
vary significantly from one region to another, and from one ,penod o' time to

] xi another (see for cxamplc, the study by Herberg, 1984:452-476). Secondly—and ’

~ this is_essentially an elaboration of the point noted above--the "ethnic groups"
‘ " that are being referrcd' to are ségments of population that are primarily siatistical
/ " categories. They are not all ethnie groups in the same sense or to the same "de-

grée: there are dlffercnccs in terms of msutuuo'na‘l developmem degree of *

) ~ enclosure, resldennal concentration, and so on. For example "the Blacks" is a

-

- . highly genéralized category consnsung of a number of sub-categories such as, the
b
Indians; Haitians, and other recent lmmlgrants from the black African coumrles,
snmllarly the label "East Indian" is usually applied to natives ‘of India, Pakistan,
Bangladcsh as well as those from Guyana, Tnmdad and some East African
*  countries. Thus within each of these catégories one may find a vast array of dif-
K ‘ fecent natfdnalities, religions, languages, and physical characteristics. The point
- here is not to imply that all generalizotions and categorizations are useless or mis-
lcoding, but rather_to suggest that one should exercise a degree of care in dealing

) wnh categories at such broad levels of generalization. B
con . ' Followmg our analysis of ethnicity, some general recommendauons may bz of-

¢

American Blacks (descendarits of Africans brought as slaves-centuries® ago) West :

t

Prs

fercd for those involved ipthe fleld of multicultuiral education. ' @

. *  Maintenance of eth ic cultures and enhancement of ethfic' identities may be’

useful for ethnic groups as well as thie" socigty at large, social and educational

- policies aiming toward these goals can be justified on several grounds. However,

| mth‘rcfcrcnce to the aim of improving-educational achievement of students from

minority groups, ethnicity i m itself is neither a problem nor the solunon Educa-

uonal attainment is a fun‘ctlon of a corﬁplex array of sociological and psychologx-

ml vanables ethnicity is one of the 1mportant ones but not the only one. Whlch

B factors bcoome/ more influentid], and where, in the learmng process, of a child is
“not casy to detcrmme (

~
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I

+ In formulating éducational policies, or designing curriculum, we can not use
fixed generalizations about ethnic groups, their educational problgms and needs.

Not anly have we to be alert to the variations across ethnic groups but aiso 4o the

variations within each group. In particular we have tonbe sensitive to the differen-
ces--of mdeeds, interests, and orientations=between individuals who qgmtimt§ an

( _ ethiic group. Now this should hold true for dealing with all individuals, whether

they belong to a minority ethnic group or to the dominant gréup;’ but obvidusly a

minority group child is more likely to suffer from steréotyping than one from the =~ *
latter group. The point that individuals categorized as belonging to particular eth-

\__ Dicgroup are not aliké is well stated by Banks (1981: 253): )

-

. Individuals va greatly in the degree of their ethnic attachment. |,

- The beliefs and behavior of some individuals are heavily influenced

. . are sim

then, et

by their ethnic culture; others- maintain only some, ethnic beliefs ‘
{ and behavioral characteristics; still others . try to reject or lose, or .
ply unaware of, their ethnic origins .... For many persons, 4
hnic critéria may be irrelevant for purposes of setf-ldentifica- -

. tion. Their identities stem primarily from sources such as family, so-

*  Many of these obs

l

+ cial class, occupafional groups, and/or social associtions.

)
1

r : g ’
ervations and recommniendations may seem like stating the
obvious. By this feeling is often rather quickly dispelled by reading 3 random
. selection from the literature in_multicultural education. . ..

by
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The purpose of this thasis has Bcen to analyze some of the aoncepts and re-
lated issucs, that are central 0 theory and pracncc m\the field of multicultural
education. The rationale behmd such an excercise was,. as stated in the mtrodup-
tion, that some senous conceptual problems have retardcd progress in the field:
much ambxgunty and confusion surrounds the key concepts which has obsructed

Y

the task of both application and interpretation.

SUMMARY AND COMMENTS: ' '

A realization that "culwre” is a vast and complex notion with sele levels
and catcgorles o(dcﬁmuons (Ch. 1), should help us in being more careful, selec-
tive, and precnse in using this word. The issue is not that of decndmg which inter-
pretations are ngh_t and which wrong, but , rather, Wthh are more useful in rela/
tion to the particular inquiry at hand. Some of the suggestions that followed from

"our analysis are as follows: The Holistic-Enumerative definition of culture may.
be useful for studying societies and social groups ‘as discrete uhits or as inde-

pendent, functioning "wholes"; but it would be of little use in dealing with the
type of social and educational issues that arise in multicultural settings. Defini-

tions that emphasize the historical dimension  of culture are indeed- relevant for

educational purposes. As an imperative for survival every society pays special at-
tention to transmission of its cultural heritage to succeeding generations; the
school is conmdercd one of the prime social institutions for accomphshmg this
task Howcver this becomes problematic in multicultural societies because the

. constituent groups also are concerned with preservation of their own cultural,

hcmages. But whether we look from the perspective of the larger society, or that

.of the subsocietal group, the demands of survival make it necessary that the em-
phasis on cultural heritage be complememed by an equal emphasns on the "cur-.

rent llving .aspect of culture. A comprehenswn of the szmnzmmnaLBanﬂnmg

ooncept of culture should help i in nmprow ng the effectiveness of programs in mul-

*
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) tlcultural educauon that aim at promotmg intercultural understandmg If cultures

N are to be understood then they should be looked upon as "patterns of, and for,
living," and not as mere collections of discrete customs and: amfacts The -

. Psychological and the Mmal definitions prescm again, two complemientary facets

‘ o of culture. The psychological conception emphasizes the point that mdlvnduals ac-

quire culture through'learning, rather than as a biological inheritance. This seems

..~ like stating the obvious, but it a¢ an important poil{t for educational initiatives in
multicultural settmgs with its implication-that it is possxble to-learn more than, ——\
- one culture. Howcver “it is one thing to acquire a cognitive'understanding of a cul-
ture, and quite another to ."belong" to a culture--that’ is, to adopt and internalize
ihe system of beliefs and values of a culture. It is this latter aspect of a cultﬁre
that is emphasized by the “moral" type of 'dcfmmons as a member of a social
group one does not just-learn its culture at the cognmve*level butvlscraccepts J
the moral force behind cultural prescriptions and proscrlptlons‘
If different cultures possess different sets of behefs and values then in what °

' ‘sense can we talk of individuals becoming multicultural or bnculthral (Ch. 2) ¢ An
understanding of the distinction between the psychologncal and ‘moral concep- -

" tions of cultures can help resolve the conflict between those who believe that it is
possible to become ‘multicultural, and those who ;:ontend that it is not. Obviously,
thé former vieWpoim is valid if the psychological interpretation of culture is
adopted; the latter. point of view is Justlfled if culture is coneeptualized as a sys-
tem of beliefs and values.

But we are still léft with the problem of conflict between the values and -
be:licfs of different grou;;s, both in relation to each other and in relation to the c .
larger soéiety. ‘Here, a proper understanding of thc notion of common culture

—-(Ch.}3) becomes i;nportant. "Common culture" lmpTIes that some degree of con-

sensus arﬁohg the ;:onstituents of a society-groups as well as individuals—is neces-

sary in order that it continues to funciion asa sm'.m_ty Thus interpreted, common
culture_provides a useful instrument for drawing some guidlines for social and
X educati(;nal policies: The right of subsocietal grohps to preserve and perpetuate

N o '
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‘their respective cultixres can be.respected, but onlyninsofar as values and practide/s
which are incompagii)le with the fundamental values and beliefs of the society’s 5

‘common culture are excluded. However, theauthority of the common culture as a o0

referee in cases of value-conflict would be vahd (from the moral point of vnew,

that 1s) only to the degree it represems the com nality of all the groups, rather

than the power of the dominant group. -
A Thls brings us to the last link in the < ain of concepts that have been dis-
cussed in the paper: ethmcxty (Ch. 4). socnety consists of different types and
P _ levels of social groups and categories: oC auon, sex, age, ‘area of resndence are
among the many indices for forming socrl categones Holwever the social umt
that is the main focus of interest with reference to a multicultural society, is the
' ethmc group But to categorize a group merely as "ethnic” jpuld not carry an in-
— :———«—wesn ga(;on—{ee~fa%there-ar&dx fferen%=1ypes—eFeihmc—gi\foups—aﬂcfl—dﬁ;fererrt*——‘—*—~~
= degrees of ethnicity. There are several possible ways-in Wthh ethnic groups could ——
"be dnfferenuated for example: thelr soct'oeconomlc and poljtical §tamses, their
pn‘Tnary oncerns-le preservation of culture, or promouon of economic and
political interests; thelr orientations with respect to the larger society--i.e., as-
- similationist, pluralist,-or segregatlomst or their level of msntuuonal develop-
ment. In formulanng policies and programs with reference to ethnicity, one must
»  keep in mind the variations between, as well as thhm different ethnic groups.
Thus, different educational approaches may be appropriate for different groups,
and different individuals within the groups ‘ , .
CONCLUDING NOTES: The notiqﬁ of multiculturalism seems well estab-
lished in. the social and political stehery of Canada. For over fifteen years multi-
culturalism has been a state policy. The Canadian Charter of Rights 4nd
Freedoms states explicitly that it "shall be interpreted in a manner consistent with
the preservation and enhancement of the multicultural- heritage of Canadians”
(Reprod. in Mallea & Young, 1984:539). The.present composition of Canada’s

population is marked by a high level of cultural and ethnic diversity, and new im-

— I
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' migrants continue to ,arnve in subsxanual numbers. What all this- xmphcs r the

schools, as it does for other social msmutnons, is th they must be prep. redfor
facingﬁthe issues relating to ethnic and cultural plurality for quite a while /-
As.this thesis has attempted to demonstrase/ a necessary part of such a
préparation should be for practitioners and theoreticians in édué;a’tio to sharpen
their conceptual tools. Concepts’are exiremely important. They ihfluence the

identification of problems, the choice of research methods, the i‘?erprctation of*
> findings, and the formulation of policies and strategies. The work of those in-

"J
volved in the field of multicultural education, at all levels, coyld become much
more effective and efficient if they could divert a part of their ¢fforts towards con-

cebfual clarification: precicision and clarity in the use of.language, thinking

analytncally about issues, and treating them with the degree of attenuon that their

complexxty demands and deserves..

[
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