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Introduction

Developed by Center for the Study of Religious Life (CSRL), the Cultural Audit is a tool to sensitize religious congregations to the influence of the culture of the U.S. majority population on the life and mission of their own community, and to examine the relationships between cultural influences and their gospel/faith tradition.

Participants in interdisciplinary dialogues on the mission confronting U.S. religious today saw the need for an audit to help religious communities consider the implications of their interaction with persons from other cultures and new members in their communities. The Center, through its sponsors, the Conference of Major Superiors of Men (CMSM), the Leadership Conference of Women Religious (LCWR), and Catholic Theological Union (CTU), decided to undertake the project. Robert J. Schreiter, CPpS, Professor of Vatican II Theology at Catholic Theological Union, served as the project consultant.

A group of people with experience in cultural questions defined the parameters of the instrument and gave feedback as the work progressed. The team working with Robert Schreiter, CPpS, included: Barbara Kraemer, OSF, Frances Cunningham, OSF, Eleanor Doidge, LoB, Teresita Nuval, James Schuerman, Rudy Vela, SM, Charles S. Walter, MCCJ, and Jose Rodriguez, OFM.

The Cultural Audit provides a language to speak about the features of the dominant culture, resulting attitudinal issues, and elements that foster intercultural communication.  The audit includes a set of materials–readings, questions, processes, and resources–for communities to use in group settings.

Each community is encouraged to select the materials in keeping with its particular needs and circumstances. There is a recommended order, but the objectives a community sets will determine which sections and materials will be useful for their purposes.

It is important to keep in mind that this audit has been prepared for the cultural context of the United States. This is necessary, not out of some misplaced spirit of nationalism, but because all things cultural are closely linked to the context in which they grow and flourish. The overall audit process may be applied to other cultural situations but only if major revisions are made by persons from the other cultures.

Your Objectives

What outcomes would you like to achieve by conducting a cultural audit in your community? Deciding on your outcomes should be the beginning point. If you write your own objectives, you will then be able to select appropriate materials to reproduce for your community.

The audit was developed with the following goals in mind. You may want to use this list in determining your objectives for undertaking a cultural audit.

1.
To assist communities to


raise and increase awareness of their own internal culture and the conscious and unconscious influence cultural differences have on community living; 


increase awareness of the need for attitudinal shifts when a person from another culture joins a community or when one is working with someone from another culture;


acknowledge and appreciate the particular experience of each individual (both newcomers and community members), especially the feelings of uncertainty, threat and fear;


discover and begin to heal the wounds left by failed actions in the past.

2.
To lead communities to action to


deal with attitudes and behaviors that prevent effective intercultural communication (stereotyping, prejudice, racism);


assess the community’s will to change the culture of the community. 

3.
To provide communities with processes and resources to build multicultural communities where people from different cultures can live and flourish together; and therefore to


find an acceptable common language to converse about cultural diversity; 


build relationships that will foster an ongoing conversation; 


reduce anxiety and manage uncertainty about intercultural sensitivity issues; 


enable members suffering from forms of cultural discrimination and alienation to recognize their situation, to validate and acknowledge the hurt they have suffered, and to move to a process of reconciliation;


assist members of merged/merging congregations or provinces in dealing with their different histories and in building a shared future together;


assist members and newcomers to move from ethnocentric to ethnorelative attitudes toward the “other”; (See Definition of Terms in Reflection on Attitudinal Change for an explanation.) 


revise mission statements, formation programs, governance structures, leadership styles, and other aspects of community living in light of the challenges that may emerge from the audit;


find the inner resources and spirituality needed to overcome past wounds and to become communities of healing and reconciliation.

4.
To enable communities to carry out the audit at different levels: leadership, formation communities, local community meetings, provincial or regional gatherings.

Planning Your Audit

The coordinators of the cultural audit for your community will need to become familiar with the full scope and purpose of each section. First, the method is explained in some detail.  It is important that each participant helps create a climate of mutual trust and be willing to listen attentively and deeply to the others. This will require special discipline and a concerted effort to create and foster circles of listening. The reading, “Creating Circles of Listening,” may be handed out before beginning the audit itself.

The participants are called to reflect on their experience in the light of both tradition and culture. They are encouraged to engage in a deep conversation in an environment of mutual listening and respect. Each participant speaks his/her truth and permits the others to do the same. Controversial issues may be noted for further processing later. 

The audit process should not be rushed or completed at one sitting, but spread out and sampled as the participants grow more comfortable with the process. The audit does propose a certain order, but the coordinators are encouraged be creative in adapting some or all of the components to their particular situation. For example, the dominant community culture may not be that of the U.S. majority. Still it would be possible to adapt the congregational survey to fit this particular situation.

As you review the materials, note what you might distribute to your group prior to each session.

Materials Included

In each section of the audit, the framework for that stage of the process outlines the overall goals, while the resources indicate useful definitions, historical information, food for thought, and some tools that may be of help for reflection.

Theological Reflection Process

“Creating Circles of Listening” describes a theological reflection process to guide the audit. This process uses tradition, experience, and culture.  There are several ways to approach theological reflection; the Whitehead’s method is described in the resource section of this introduction. 

The coordinators are free to choose the method of processing that they find most useful. Depending on the number taking part and the topics chosen for reflection, the process may last from a half-day to a full-day to several days of reflection. To permit everyone to take part, small group work is suggested with reporting back to the larger assembly at convenient intervals. The group chooses a facilitator and someone to keep a written record. Each small group may address the same theme, or different topics may be assigned. Each person in the group should be allowed to address each issue or question and it is preferable that all who desire, speak before a second round begins. (See Mutual Invitation Process in this section.) Newsprint is useful to report the small groups’ conclusions to the assembly. 

Congregational Culture

The audit proper begins with a reflection on the present situation of the community as expressed through its congregational culture. This section offers a rather lengthy inventory about the different dimensions of the culture. The inventory leads each participant to discover those elements of the congregational culture–material components, practices and ideas–which best characterize the daily concrete life of the community, together with the attitudes and world view that support and motivate the majority of members.

Dominant U.S. Culture

The next section presents the main elements of the dominant U.S. culture. The participants are asked to examine how the principal components of this culture influence the way in which the community lives and works. This will lead to a comparison of the dominant cultural elements with those of the current congregational culture to identify similarities and differences. Special attention should be given to counter-cultural issues. 

Reflection on Attitudinal Change

Another inventory is presented in the next section. Each participant is asked to examine attitudes and behaviors that may reveal some degree of prejudice or racism, whether conscious or not. As this is a delicate issue, the group will be encouraged to proceed in an atmosphere of prayer and trust.

Cultural Interaction in U.S. Religious Congregations

The next step briefly presents comparative information about the cultural patterns of various ethnic groups.  There is no attempt to be exhaustive, but simply to foster a growing awareness that our U.S. way of seeing, judging, and acting, “the American Way,” is but one of many possibilities present in the human family and in the ever-increasingly multicultural reality of U.S. life.

Implications for the Community

Finally the audit suggests some points for personal and community reflection on what the information and insights mean for the group and what the next steps in the process may be.  Only the group can assess both its strengths and weaknesses and come to a determination of what course of action should be taken.

Creating Circles of Listening
by Robert J. Schreiter, CPpS

What follows here is a way of establishing “circles of listening.” These circles can be formed in religious communities and other settings as a place where people can learn to understand one another better and seek ways of dealing with legitimate difference. It is presented here in four parts. The first part talks about what the circles are: places of safety for the participants to speak their minds without being disparaged or dismissed. The second part shows how that is done concretely: the ground rules for communication. The third part extends this into the discipline of listening. The fourth and final part takes up the spirituality or vision that makes this possible. 

Circles Of Safety And Hospitality

Circles of listening begin as places of safety, where people can trust one another and be trusted.  A breakdown of communication can be caused by many things, but it is certainly fueled by various forms of disconnection: we doubt the other person’s intelligence, or integrity, or good will. We may psychologize their point of view (i.e., think that if they were only more healthful mentally, they wouldn’t hold to that position). We may even feel that they have betrayed something important. All of these instances cause us to disconnect with the other person. 

A circle of safety means that, in virtue of our common baptism into Christ, we are committed to the well being of all of those in the circle. We acknowledge that we do not understand why or how some people hold the positions they do, but we are committed to hearing their stories so as to understand better their views. At the deepest level, we extend them trust–we suspend our doubts about their motives, and see in them people trying to travel the path of truth. Without this level of trust, communication is not possible. 

Second, the circle of safety must also become a circle of hospitality. That is, we do not accept one another only grudgingly, but as brothers and sisters in Christ. We acknowledge that we are all sinners and imperfect, but also are seeking to be faithful disciples of the Lord. The root of the word “disciple” is “to learn.” We are committed to learning from one another. 

An important thing to know about hospitality is that a gesture of welcome is only effective if the one to whom it is extended experiences it as a welcome. In other words, the welcome must be on the terms of the one whom we are welcoming, not solely on the terms of the “welcomer.” To experience genuine welcome is very similar to an experience of God’s welcome–what we ordinarily call “grace.” As believers, we try to create that atmosphere where God’s grace can be experienced. 

Circles of safety and hospitality, then, are the foundations for circles of listening. To understand how circles of listening work, we turn now to the ground rules for communication. 

Ground Rules for Communication 

Circles of listening have two major characteristics: they should be small, and they should be ongoing. Ordinarily, they should not exceed six or seven persons. A group of this size allows opportunity for all to speak. Care should be taken in constituting the groups so that one way of thinking does not dominate; otherwise, those in the minority position will feel they have no chance to participate.

Second, those who come together should make a commitment to be a continuing circle. Initially, that means that they agree to come to at least two sessions. This means that they must give the circle at least two chances to get on the right track. 

In creating circles of listening, it can be very helpful to develop a written covenant among the participants. This is a very simple statement to which all participants agree. It involves a level of confidentiality (and confidence) that is necessary for trust. This means not talking about the contents of a session to anyone outside the circle, nor with individual members of the circle outside of a session. It also involves a commitment to follow the ground rules about not interrupting or criticizing others in our responses. Members of the circle sign the covenant as part of their commitment to the process and to one another. 

How the circle is led can be decided upon by the participants. Leading involves keeping the ground rules before the participants so as to insure the quality of the dialogue. The leader also insures that everyone has an opportunity to speak. One person can serve as ongoing convener, or it can be rotated. There should be an agreement also about when the sessions begin and how long each session is to run. 

How the discussions are framed is essential to the success of a circle of listening. In discussing a controversial issue, the point is not to create a rush to judgment (although all will come to a judgment in the end). Rather the issue should be phrased in such a way that it does not foreclose the matter, but rather opens up a space where the issue can be explored in all its concreteness. 

That means hearing the stories of how people have come to hold the positions they do on the issue, what is important to them in their maintaining that position, and how they see that as faithful discipleship. It also means seeing an issue as something in itself, not merely as emblematic of some bigger battles. (For example, disagreements about the conduct of the liturgy are often emblematic of much larger battles going on.) 

The most important ground rule for a circle of listening is already in the name: listening.  That entails, first of all, not interrupting anyone who is speaking. The only interruption that may happen is a gentle reminder from the convener that the speaker has departed from the ground rules (such as going into a tirade or attacking other members of the group by impugning their motives or morals). The reminder should be made in such a way as not to break the trust. More about the discipline of listening comes in the next part. 

Other important aspects of listening, besides not interrupting, include how to respond to what has been said. The first response is to ask questions that may help clarify what was said.  Responses that move quickly to judgment or evaluation of the position always are to be avoided, since they erode the trust.  This is especially the case when judgments are based upon inadequate information and misunderstandings.  They always come last in a conversation, and then are framed by statements such as: “I need more help in understanding what you are saying, and in seeing why you think that way.  To me, it looks as though it should be (fill in the blank here).  Help me to see better your point of view.”

Basic to communication in circles of listening is trying to see someone’s position from his or her point of view, rather that translating it into one’s own.  That must be done in a hospitable way that shows the questioner accepts the honesty and integrity of the other person, and wants to understand it.

A good way to establish that level of trust is to devote part of the first session to each participant telling a little of their journey of becoming a member of the religious community.  This should include what have been great challenges or crises for them, and how they have endeavored to be faithful to God’s call.  Stories provide depth and texture to our positions, and help us see the human struggle in more detail.  Getting to know the context of positions people take is important to understanding them.

Only when we have tried as best we can to understand others’ positions from their perspectives should we turn to a third perspective (i.e., one beyond the others’ and our own).  That third perspective is that of norms in any of their forms: Scripture, Church teaching, and tradition.  Here the purpose is not to engage in conviction and acquittal, but to see how all in the circle are called into a deeper faithfulness.  Having tried to understand one another’s perspectives and experience helps us see the richness of the texture of discipleship–how we all need to learn, how we all need to respond.

If circles of listening begin with concerns about trust, they end by creating deeper connections: connections or bonds of trust among the participants, closer bonds to Christ in discipleship, renewed bonds with the whole Body of Christ. 

The Discipline of Listening

Listening is much more difficult than it first appears to be.  In seeking understanding, it becomes clear that listening is a discipline, that is, it is a patterned response that must be attended to and worked at.

Listening is, first of all, a patterned response, in that attitudes and behaviors are part of it.  It begins with an attitude of respect for the speaker.  That means taking the speaker as a person of honesty and integrity, who is a genuine seeker after truth and who strives to be a faithful disciple of Jesus Christ.  Again, being a disciple means that we are always learning.  To prejudge the speaker means that we will filter out everything a speaker says which does not conform to our pre-formed view of the speaker.

Patterned responses also entail ways of acting. The first thing we do in listening is to still our own inner monologue. We endeavor to hear the speaker, not engage in an internal dialogue with the speaker or provide a running commentary. This is much harder to do than is often realized. But it is essential for genuine listening. The second thing we do in listening is forestall our own “hot buttons”– those things the speaker might say that send us into our own orbit. We have a responsibility to know what these are, and try to deactivate them while listening. 

A good way to still the inner monologue and to deactivate those buttons is to begin the session with some time of contemplative silence. In that silence we try to be as much as possible in the presence of God, waiting for God to speak. Our own inner voice falls silent. We attend to our own wounds (for these are often the origins of our “hot buttons”– events which have wounded us along the way). The posture we assume in contemplative prayer, waiting for God to speak, is the posture we need to assume with one another in a circle of listening.  Listening takes a special kind of mindfulness and attention.

This is the “attending to” needed in a circle of listening. It also takes practice, “working at.” Without this mindfulness and attention, what we hear is not another person speaking, but rather a springboard for our response.  A recommended approach to help give one’s full attention to each person in the group is the mutual invitation process.  To ensure that everyone in your small group has the opportunity to speak, the participants sit in a circle and are invited to share.  Either the group leader or anyone in the group speaks first, and then invites another person to share.  If you are invited to speak and are not ready at that point, you can say “pass,” and invite someone else.  This continues until everyone has shared.  It is important that everyone speak. 

Attending to the ground rules of how an issue is phrased, of allowing everyone to speak, of not interrupting someone speaking, and asking questions of clarification instead of making indirect acts of judgment are important.  These keep open the space that makes the quest for understanding possible. 

A Spirituality of Circles of Listening

Circles of listening must be more than a rhetorical exercise or a therapeutic activity if they are to succeed.  A spirituality must ground the practices of listening.  In the healing circles of reconciliation, the stories of Jesus’ appearances after the resurrection have helped fulfill that need for a spiritual basis for our action. An aspect of those stories can help build circles of listening within a religious community context. 

The stories of Jesus’ appearing to his disciples after his resurrection can be seen as Jesus’ creating a space for them to unfold their thoughts, emotions, fears, and hopes. In the story of the disciples on the road to Emmaus, Jesus’ identity is hidden from the two troubled disciples as he allows them to tell their story of a disappointed hope. After they have had the space to tell their story, he reveals himself to them.

In the story of Thomas, Jesus shows Thomas that he too has wounds. In the story of Simon Peter and the disciples on the shore of the Sea of Galilee, Jesus first cares for the needs of the disciples (he cooks them breakfast!) and then gently leads Simon Peter through a process of healing his three denials of Jesus after Jesus’ arrest. Indeed, one can go back to the healing stories earlier in the Gospels and see something of the same dynamic at work. In those stories Jesus engages in a dialogue with those who approach him.  He creates a special space for them in which the healing then can take place. 

What happens in the circles of listening is like that. These circles are the creating of a space where people can speak of things that are deeply important to them without fear of derision or dismissal. They can come to understand why others take a different view of the matter, also out of a commitment to integrity, honesty, and discipleship. This may not lead them to change their minds, but it does allow for an appreciation of why some people can see things so differently.

In creating these circles of listening, we mirror an approach Jesus took in his own ministry of creating new spaces where healing could happen, new perspectives could be gained, and new bonds could be forged. We model a way of acting which hopes to be similar to how God’s grace comes into our lives–as gift, as opportunity, as promise of new life. If we keep this larger view in mind as we gather to seek understanding, our circles of listening can indeed be circles of safety (where trust is honored) and hospitality (where graciousness is experienced). Our mode of listening will create the space for ideas to be unfolded and new connections to be made. And beneath and between our differences we will be able to perceive that understanding which we seek, in our common faith and religious commitment. 

Reprinted with permission of the author, from Common Ground Initiative, Initiative Report.

Respectful Communications Guidelines

R = take RESPONSIBILITY for what you say and feel without blaming others 

E = use EMPATHETIC listening

S = be SENSITIVE to differences in communicating styles

P = PONDER on what you hear and feel before you speak 

E = EXAMINE your own assumptions and perceptions

C = keep CONFIDENTIALITY

T = TRUST ambiguity because we are NOT here to debate who is right or wrong

Eric H.F. Law  © 1995 (one-page handout). Used with permission. 

Mutual Invitation Process

PURPOSE: 

To ensure that each person in the group is invited by name to share in an atmosphere of mutual respect.

METHOD:  

1.
The leader clarifies what the group members are being invited to share.

2.
The leader gives guidelines about the use of time.

3.
The leader may share first or may invite another person by name to share.

4.
Whom you invite does not need to be the person next to you.

5.
After the person has spoken, that person is given the privilege to invite another to share.

6.
If the person invited chooses not to share, the person may simply say “pass” and proceed to invite another to share.


No explanation is needed or given for passing.

7.
The process will continue until everyone has been invited to speak.

8.
At that time any person who passed will be invited again to share.  Persons are still free to pass.

9.
The main activity of the group is to listen.

RATIONALE:

The Invitation Method is a way to include all people in the conversation in a very respectful atmosphere.  While each person is speaking, the others listen.  No one may interrupt the speaker nor jump in to speak without being invited by name.  In this method, no one has more authority than anyone else – each person is invited to share, and after sharing that person has the privilege to invite who will share next.

Eric H.F. Law, 1993, 113-114, as adapted by the Mexican American Cultural Center, 1999.  Used with permission.

Sample of a Meeting Agenda

1. Opening Prayer
5 Minutes

2. Welcome and Review of Ground Rules
10 Minutes

    (See “Creating Circles of Listening”)
(Initial meeting— 30 Minutes)

3. Section of Audit
60-90 Minutes

4. Feedback & Evaluation
10 Minutes

OPENING PRAYER—ALL ARE WELCOME

Greeting:
My brothers and sisters, we gather here in the presence of God with open minds and hearts to begin this day, celebrating our diversity in a spirit of unity.  And so we sing together.

Song: All are welcome, all are welcome, all are welcome in this place.

Reader 1: 
Each of us is made in the image and likeness of God. Each of us is a gift from God to the world, and each of us is unique.

Reader 2:
 I am the color, the race, and the ethnicity that I am, and yet, I am more. I am American: African American, Asian American, Hispanic American, European American, Native American, Arabic American, and I am a blend of some, and yet, I am more.

Reader 3: 
My roots can be found in Africa, Asia, South and Central America, the Caribbean, Europe, North America, the Middle East, and yet, I am more.

Reader 4: 
I live in the inner city, and I live in a small town; I live in the suburbs, and I live in a gated community; and yet, I am more.

Song: All are welcome, all are welcome, all are welcome in this place.

Reader 1: 
I am mother and father, sister and daughter, son and brother, friend and colleague, and yet, I am more.

Reader 2: 
I am a construction worker and a nurse; I am a doctor and a factory worker; I work at home and I travel great distances; and yet, I am more.

Reader 3: 
I am constantly moving from city to city, and I have lived in this place for generations. I am a parent whose children are my life and joy, and I am a single mother struggling to raise three children, and yet, I am more.

Reader 4: 
I am a newly ordained priest struggling to serve a multicultural parish, and I am a religious, enriched by the experience of working with others; and yet, I am more.

Song: All are welcome, all are welcome, all are welcome in this place.

Reader 1: 
I am fifteen years old and give thanks for the Church I have always known, and I am sixty years old, now lost and desperately looking for a place in the Church I used to know, and yet I am more.

Reader 2: 
I am a divorced father who sees my children every other weekend, and I am a mother who has chosen to be a stay-at-home mom, and yet, I am more.

Reader 3: 
I am blessed with good health, and I struggle with ill health, and yet, I am more.

Reader 4
I am a single adult, and I am a newlywed. I am surrounded by wonderful friends, and I am lonely, seeking a good friend, and yet, I am more.

Song: All are welcome, all are welcome, all are welcome in this place.

Reading: Isaiah 56:5,7-8

Petitions: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our ears, to hear what you are saying to us in the things that happen to us, in the people we meet... 

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our eyes that we may see the needs of the people around us ... 

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our hands, to do our work well, to help when help is needed ... 

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our lips that we may share your Good News with others and offer them compassion and an encouraging word... 

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our minds to discover new truth about the world... 

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

—Open our hearts that we may love you and love our brothers and sisters as you have loved us in Jesus...

All: Holy Spirit, come to us.

Let us pray:

Loving Creator, to whom all hearts are open, all hearts known, and from whom no secrets are hidden, cleanse the thoughts of our hearts by the inpouring of your Holy Spirit. Give us the wisdom to see the gifts each one brings as we begin this time together, so that we may be open to one another and work together to build your kingdom here on earth. We ask this through Jesus, your Son and our Brother. Amen.

Prayer used with permission of the Mexican American Cultural Center.  Readers’ excerpts from Many Faces in God’s House: A Catholic Vision for the Third Millennium © 1999, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops Inc., Washington, DC, 3-4. Used with permission.

RESOURCES

The Whitehead’s Method of Theological Reflection

One model and method of theological reflection is proposed by the Whiteheads (1995). They point out that such a method needs to be portable i.e., a process one can carry to daily life, performable, i.e., a style of discernment that is simple and clear enough to lead reflection toward practical action, and finally communal, a shared strategy by which groups can respond to the challenges in their culture and reach agreement about how to witness their faith.

This model brings into a tri-polar conversation:

a)
Experience, both individual and collective;

b)
Christian Tradition, embracing Scripture and the history of the Christian church;

c)
Culture, the convictions, attitudes, values, biases, structures, and institutions that form the setting in which the theological reflection takes place.

The method describes how the tri-polar conversation proceeds:

a)
Attending (See): Seeking out the information on a particular concern that is available in personal experience, Christian tradition, and cultural resources;

b)
Assertion (Judge): Bringing the perspectives gathered from the three sources into a lively dialogue of mutual clarification to expand and enrich a pastoral insight theologically;

c)
Pastoral Response (Act): Moving from discussion and insight to decision making and action. 

“Theological Reflection in Ministry is the process of bringing to bear in the practical decisions of ministry the resources of Christian faith. In this book we propose both a model and a method for doing theological reflection in ministry.” 

James D. Whitehead and Evelyn Eaton Whitehead, 1995, x-xii. Used with permission.
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RESOURCES

Iceberg Analogy of Culture

“External culture is the conscious part of culture. It is the part we can see, taste, and hear. It consists of acknowledged beliefs and values. It is explicitly learned and easily changed. However, this constitutes only a small part of culture. The major part is the internal part, which consists of the unconscious beliefs, thought patterns, and myths that affect everything we do and see. It is implicitly learned and is very hard to change.”

[image: image3.png]External Cultures:

+ Explicitly learned

+ Conscious

+ Easily changed

+ Objective knowledge
(visible: “above water” )

(invisible: “below water”)

Internal Cultures:
+ Implicitly learned
+ Unconscious
+ Difficult to change

+ Subjective knowledge

Beliefs

Values
Patterns
Myths





Modified from: Gary R. 

Weaver, Understanding

and Coping with Cross-

Cultural Adjustment

Stress.

Eric H.F. Law © 1995 (one-page handout). Used with permission. For a full description of the Iceberg Analogy, see The Wolf Shall Dwell with the Lamb, 4-10 and Sacred Acts, Holy Change, 36-45. 

CONGREGATIONAL


CULTURE
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Review of Congregational Culture

It is no secret that the ethnic composition of the United States is changing. Although English is the dominant language, the flow of immigrants from Latin America has now made the U.S. the fifth largest Spanish-speaking country in the world. Since the Asian Immigration Act of 1965 opened up immigration possibilities for people from that region, the Asian population has grown as well. The 2000 census showed some 10.4 million Asians and Pacific Islanders in the country. That number will likely more than triple by the middle of the next century.

These changes are reflected in the Catholic Church as well. Hispanic people now constitute about a third of the U.S. 60 million Catholics. A recent survey of seminarians has indicated that 25 percent were born outside the U.S. 

But American Catholic religious congregations are overwhelmingly white. In addition to being from the majority/dominant culture of the United States, they often retain remnants of their ethnic origins in Europe, even though they may have been present in this country for several generations. Many have tended to draw their candidates from certain European ethnic groups (such as Polish or Italian, for example), which serves to strengthen and perpetuate these ethnic cultural features in them. While they may want to welcome candidates whose roots are in Latin America or Asia, it is fair to ask how this will work for the candidates as well as for the community.  

The current awareness of and sensitivity to culture in the Church dates back at least to Vatican II’s document, The Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et Spes). With the Council the emphasis begins to shift from issues of translation and adaptation to those of “inculturation.” It now becomes more and more important to focus on culture and its impact on all aspects of Christian living, particularly religious life.

Culture has been defined in many ways. One useful definition states that culture is “the deposit of knowledge, experience, beliefs, values, attitudes, meanings, social hierarchies, religion, notions of time, roles, spatial relationships, concepts of the universe, and material objects and possessions acquired by a group of people in the course of generations through individual and group striving” (Samovar and Porter 2000, 7).

Thus culture has three dimensions: values and ideas (world view and ethical principles), practices (rituals), and material aspects (symbols and artifacts). Since culture has been compared to an iceberg, the material aspects and practices are the part that can be seen, while values and ideas remain under water. So the audit process begins with what everyone can see and then moves on to the hidden or internal elements of culture.

We will review some aspects of congregational culture to identify any influence of its ethnic origin and/or its development within different provinces.  Participants are encouraged to raise other issues, aspects, and questions, in addition to those that follow. It will be important to remember that the area of culture we may reflect upon least is that of the material aspects. This section of the inventory may appear somewhat long and tedious, but it may well offer some interesting insights. On the other hand, there may be elements that are not applicable to your group.

The audit process is intended to assess only the cultural elements related to race and ethnicity. There are many other forms of difference and discrimination, e.g., gender, generation, religion, sexual orientation and the like. However, for the purposes of this process they should be left aside for now, not because they are not relevant, but because they would distract from and ultimately distort the goals of the cultural audit. 

Inventory on Congregational Culture

Material Aspects 

1.
To what extent if any, does the U.S. motherhouse (or any other significant site) reflect the origin of the congregation? Do an imaginary walking tour of this house and write your observations.

-
Architecture

-
Interior décor, artwork, furniture

-
Chapel, gathering places

-
How is the house arranged?

-
Where is the chapel?

-
Where do people visit each other?

-
Where do people find their own space?

-
What does the space say about community life?

-
How does the space instill the value of community?

2.
Are there any traditional "comfort" items in the U.S. congregation?

-
Particular foods

-
Recreation or sports

-
Other community traditional items

3.
Has the type and/or use of a distinctive religious habit or community emblem been characteristic of the community?

-
What does it say about the community?

4.
Recall your period of formation:

-
Where were you during your novitiate?

-
Where did you receive your post-novitiate training?

-
Tell stories about significant experiences.

5.
What values, beliefs, attitudes, and assumptions do these material aspects instill in you?

Practices

1.
What principal feast days and other significant dates are observed in the community?

2.
Are there particular customs surrounding the death and burial of community members?

3.
Are there particular customs regarding vow and/or ordination days?

4.
Do the daily community routines/schedules reflect the origins of the community?

5.
How are non-members welcomed to the community?

-
Family members

-
Other visitors

6.
Does an insider language/jargon/code exist?

7.
Is there an unspoken code of behavior?

-
Does reality conform to the written rule?

-
What does this instill in community members?

8.
Do the structures of governance reflect cultural influences?

-
Role of superior/coordinator/facilitator/convener

-
Chapters and assemblies

-
Community councils and meetings

-
Decision-making processes

-
How do things actually get done?

9.
Do the structures and programs of the formation process reflect cultural influences

-
Entrance requirements

-
Community-building procedures

-
Candidate—formation director relationship

-
Confidentiality requirements

-
Procedures to deal with attitudes and behaviors that may be harmful to the individual and/or community

10. 
What did/do these practices and rituals cost?  Do they have a positive influence?

Ideas and Values

1.
Influence of the Founder/Foundress

-
Was the founder/foundress involved in the community coming to the U.S.?

- 
What is the influence of the founder/foundress today?

- 
Are the founder’s/foundress’ writings translated and available?

-
Is there an ongoing process of inculturation of the charism? 

2.
Has the U.S. community separated from the original community?

3.
What is the history line of the community in the U.S.?

- 
Written history

-
Stories of significant members of the community in the U.S.

-
Stories about the opening/closings of communities and ministries

-
Who are the influential people in our history?

-
What did they instill as values for us?

4.
What has been the impact of culture on community documentation?

-
Constitutions and books of rules

-
Formation documents

-
Other documentation

5.
What has been the influence of culture on policies, formation methods, and the decision-making process?

6.
Does our reality conform to the stated policies and decision-making processes?

RESOURCES

Population by Race and Hispanic or 
Latino Origin for the United States: 2000


1990
2000


Total
249.0M
281.4M


Caucasian
188.6M
194.5M


African-American
29.4M
33.9M


Hispanic
22.6M
35.3M


Asian/Pacific
7.0M
10.4M


Native American
1.8M
2.0M


Other race or more than one race
– 
5.0M

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Note: Those of Hispanic origin may be of any race.  Other categories eliminate those of Hispanic origin.

RESOURCES

Population by Race and Hispanic or 
Latino Origin for the United States: 2000 (By Percentages)


1990
2000


Total
100.0%
100.0%


Caucasian
75.6%
69.1%


African-American
11.8%
12.1%


Hispanic
9.1%
12.5%


Asian/Pacific
2.8%
3.7%


Native American
0.7%
0.7%


Other race or more than one race
– 
1.8%


Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Note: Those of Hispanic origin may be of any race.  Other categories eliminate those of Hispanic origin.

RESOURCES

From White Europeans to People of Color

"Before 1924, Catholic immigrants to this country came mainly from Europe. For example, in 1900 more immigrants were from Italy than any other single nation. The Immigration Act of 1924 curtailed immigration of all kinds, especially from predominantly Catholic countries in eastern and southern Europe. Though immigration was reduced from a flood to a trickle between 1924 and 1965, the vast majority of Catholics entering this country in the 1940s and 1950s were white Europeans (Dolan 1985; Christiano 1991). Well into the 1980s and early 1990s, more than 80 percent of all U.S. Catholics were white Europeans (D'Antonio et al 1989; Davidson et al 1997).

"In 1965, the immigration laws were changed. According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1999, 11), between 1981 and 1996 immigrants came mainly from Mexico (3.3 million), the Philippines (844,000), Vietnam (719,000), China (657,000), India (498,000), Korea (453,000), El Salvador (362,000), Jamaica (323,000), and Haiti (255,000). A majority of those immigrants were Catholic (Christiano 1999, 173). As a consequence, the percentage of white Europeans in American Catholicism is declining and the percentage of non-Europeans and people of color is growing. Davidson's 1995 national survey showed that 89 percent of U.S. Catholics born in or before 1940 are white, and 72 percent of those born since 1961 are white. Only 7 percent of older Catholics are Latinos, compared with 20 percent of younger Catholics. Froehle and Gautier (2000) show that the racial composition of American Catholics continues to change." 

D'Antonio et al, 2001, 6-7.


Racial and Ethnic Diversity

"The percentage of Catholics who belong to specific racial and ethnic minority groups roughly approaches that of the U.S. Census. The United States as a whole is approximately 83 percent white, 13 percent African American, 11 percent Hispanic, four percent Asian, and one percent Native American. Catholics today are about 78 percent white, with three percent African American, 16 percent Hispanic/Latino, two percent Asian, and one percent Native American. Some studies suggest that the proportion of Catholics in the United States who are of Hispanic/Latino descent may be near 18 percent, or perhaps even higher." 

"The overwhelming majority of religious in the United States today are white. About one percent of vowed religious are African American, another one percent are Asian, and about two percent are Hispanic/Latino. However, a much greater proportion of new members of religious communities are non-white. According to a 1993 study of initial formation in communities of women and men religious having central houses and/or houses of formation in the U.S., 71 percent of women in temporary vows were white, two percent were black, 16 percent were Hispanic/Latina, and 11 percent were Asian. The proportion of minorities was even greater in the earlier levels of religious training.

"The same held true for men in temporary vows in clerical religious institutes (men's communities that include priests) where 74 percent were white, four percent were black, 11 percent were Hispanic/Latino, and 11 percent were Asian. A somewhat higher proportion of men in temporary vows in institutes of religious brothers were white—83 percent. Eight percent were black, four percent Hispanic/Latino, 11 percent Asian, and one percent Native American." 


Froehle and Gautier, 2000, 16-17, 135.

RESOURCES

Shared History

"Theorists claim that modern community is marked by a shared history, identity, mutuality, plurality, autonomy, participation and integration. Religious recognize these values in their own desires for community today.

"A shared history assumes that customs, language, geography, shared events, and crises bond a community more than abstract ideals. A community shares a Story through which each member's story is interpreted. Since the moral principles of a community are latent in a community's shared culture, a community's history has to be multi-cultural. Yet, shared history alone is not sufficient to bond a community.

"Aspects of a shared history can be pathological. A group has to face these weaknesses and move toward healing in order to have a future together. Shared history and a sense of belonging are important for community, but the content of that belonging has to be open to moral criticism and ongoing reflection by all the members. For instance, most religious communities in the United States are marked by a long history of racism. The community of the future has to be built differently." 

Merkle, 1998, 146-147.

Evolution of American Women's Congregations

"The evolution of American women's congregations mirrored immigrant Catholicism in the United States numerically and culturally. From the first New Orleans foundation of nine French Ursulines in 1727, the number of women religious grew exponentially throughout the nineteenth century. In the first two decades, there were fewer than 40 sisters in twelve foundations; by 1900, there were more than 40,000. One historian estimates that 106 women's congregations were established in the United States between 1830 and 1900. Their origins reflect the larger picture of American Catholicism as an immigrant community: 75 were European foundations, eight originated in Canada, and 23 were indigenous to the United States. Clearly, then, the majority of nineteenth-century women religious were themselves immigrants, faced with the hardships of supporting themselves, learning English and coping with necessary adaptations to life and apostolic work in the new world."

Farnham, 2001, 50-51.

EXERCISES

The Table Exercise

Picture yourself when you were young (maybe 10 or 12). Recall a scene during mealtime on an ordinary day.

OBSERVATION

What was the shape of the table at which you ate? Draw it.

Who was involved in this scene? What were they doing or saying?

How did you feel? What did you do?

EXPLORATION

In what ways had the experience of eating at a table of this shape affected your perception of:

1. Power and authority?

2. Male/female roles?

3. Hospitality?

CLARIFICATION

1. What did you learn from investigating this experience?

2. Explicitly?

3. Implicitly?

4. What values, beliefs, attitudes, and assumptions about others did this experience instill in you?

Eric H.F. Law, 2002, 143-144.  Used with permission.

EXERCISES

Time Line Activity

In groups of 5-8 (if possible, gather by age cohort), prepare a time line of significant congregational events within the memory of the group. Put each time line, identifying three strengths and three weaknesses for each decade, on a larger sheet, and post it for members of the other groups to see.  In a plenary session, add detail by describing the events. Reflect on their significance in your congregational history. If desired, a volunteer could collate the timelines and send a copy to all participants or publish it in a newsletter.


1920
1930
1940
1950

EXERCISES


Developing a “Tavola” of the Community

A tavola is a postcard or poster that has a saint’s likeness in the center with boxes around it. Each box has an incident important in the life of the saint. For the use of a community it would include the important incidents in the history of the community.
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Used with permission of the artists, Br. Joseph Wood, OFM Conv. and Rev. Robert Melnick, OFM Conv.
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Moving to the Next Step

At the end of the reflection on the congregational culture, the participants are encouraged to reflect on the impact of the elements that emerged on the membership at the present moment, as well as on candidates who come from today’s even more multicultural situation. This reflection may lead to a need for attitudinal changes later. Next, the participants are asked to consider the main elements of the dominant U.S. culture in relation to their congregational culture inventory. 

THE DOMINANT


U.S. CULTURE
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Review of Elements of the Dominant U.S. Culture

Culture has been compared to the air we breathe—we only really notice it when it is missing. As we have seen, what is referred to by the term “culture” is just the way things are—or for some, the ways things should be. Often persons who have not had the experience of living in another culture assume that they have no culture, that it is something other people have. And in our case, as a nation made up of people from many ethnic and racial groups, we may think that there is no such thing as a U.S. culture. But there is. 

Now that the community has reflected and identified some elements that could be described as “congregational culture,” it is time to introduce some aspects of the dominant culture in the United States for comparison sake. 

Fred Jandt (2001, 254) identifies five elements that are problematic in all cultures:

-
the relationship between humans and nature (human being-nature orientation)

-
how we engage in our daily activities (activity orientation)

-
how we use and perceive time (temporal orientation)

-
questions about our own nature (human nature orientation)

-
the relationship between an individual and other people (relational orientation)

Participants in the audit process are asked to reflect on some of the main characteristics of the dominant U.S. culture that have been identified by various studies and compare them with their experience of life in community and ministry. It is not the purpose of the exercise to determine the validity of the studies nor to evaluate the characteristics critically, but to share together what each member has experienced in the past.

World View (Human Being—Nature Orientation)

The term world view deals with a culture’s most fundamental beliefs about its place in the cosmos, beliefs about God, and beliefs about the nature of humanity and nature.

Among the world’s industrialized nations, the U.S. is the most religious: 95% belief in God, 55% religious affiliation, and 60% regular church/synagogue/mosque attendance.

People typically make a clear and separate distinction between human life and nature, valuing nature but clearly placing a higher value on human life. In general, this belief that humans have “dominion over nature” is not contradictory to the environmental and animal rights movements.

People in the U.S. have a strong faith in the scientific method of solving problems. It is a common belief that events have causes, that those causes can be discovered, and that humans can and should make changes.

If there is one value that most of the rest of the world attributes to the U.S. it is materialism, or the belief that possessions are important in life. The economic system depends on the constant circulation of money and goods and fosters consumerism.

Activity Orientation (Attitude to Change)

The term activity orientation refers to the use of time for self-expression and play, self-improvement and development, and work.

People in the U.S. have a special feeling about their work, defining self and others by occupation.  Work becomes a part of one’s identity. Twice the number see a “feeling of accomplishment” as the most important aspect of work as those who see it as a means to get money.

People place value on efficiency: getting things done in the shortest possible time and on practicality:  a preference for short-term goals over long-term goals.

Related to practicality and materialism is an unwavering fundamental faith in the future. Change is basically good, the new is better than the old. This belief is associated both with technological developments as well as social values and beliefs.

Time Orientation

The term time orientation refers to the conception of time and how it is valued.

People in the U.S. view time as a commodity, a resource to be managed and used responsibly.

Time is viewed in a linear fashion, having a past, a present, and a future. 

The future is seen as a motivation for the present to the point that people are less aware of the present, having less time and appreciation for what is happening in the moment. A certain disinterest in the past may also be fairly commonplace.

Human Nature Orientation (Naturally Good or Evil)

The term human nature orientation refers to the concept of human nature that underpins how human beings act.

While some argue that the Puritan heritage tends to judge people as evil, most people think of others as naturally good.

Consistent with the belief in the scientific method, people in the U.S. hold that human beings are rational and act on the basis of reason. Truth can be discovered through human reason.

People hold the principle of mutability, that is, education is a positive force for improving human nature.  

Relational Orientation (Relationship to Self and Others)

The term relational orientation refers to the concept of self and how human beings create their identity and relate to others.

The most distinctive and perhaps permanent characteristics of the U.S. culture are independence and individuality. 

The U.S. value of individualism is reflected in the belief that individuals should set their own goals and then pursue them independently. Self-motivation is fostered by a high need for achievement.

Closely related to individualism and self-motivation is the presence of competition.

Social Organization

The term social organization refers to how human beings organize themselves into a society.

Equality is an important cultural myth in the U.S., although beliefs may appear to be contrary to action.  Freedom, however, is more highly valued than equality.

People in the U.S. emphasize conformity to the modern rather than to traditional or past-oriented norms.

Finally U.S. citizens are very patriotic.

Inventory of Elements of the Dominant U.S. Culture

This is an inventory to help you examine how much you and your community identify with the values of the dominant U.S. culture. This is done in a non-judgmental process that does not focus on possible positive or negative characteristics. In the two columns at the right of each element, rate yourself and your community.  Refer to the above text for an explanation of each element.

Use this scale of 1 to 5 to indicate to what extent each element describes you and your community:

1  Not at all        2  A little      3  Somewhat      4  Much       5  Completely

     Cultural Element




   Self

      Community


   1. World view






Religious
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Dominion over nature
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Faith in the scientific method
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Materialism
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5


2. Activity Orientation












Work a part of one’s identity
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Efficiency
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Practicality
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Faith in the future
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5


3. Time Orientation












Time as a commodity
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Time as linear
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



The future as a motivation in the present
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5

4. Human Nature Orientation













People as naturally good
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Human beings are rational
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Mutability, ability to improve human nature
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5


5. Relational Orientation













Independence
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Individuality
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Self-motivation
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



High need for achievement
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Competition
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5


6. Social Organization












Equality
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Freedom
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Conformity to modern norms
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5



Patriotism
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5

Moving to the Next Step

Participants completed an inventory to indicate the degree to which the community is influenced by U.S. society’s dominant cultural traits. This inventory, together with the congregational inventory, now serve as the basis for the next phase of the process—a look at attitudes and values.

REFLECTION ON


ATTITUDINAL CHANGE

[image: image9.png]



Review of Attitudinal Change

Since the group has had the opportunity to reflect on both the congregational culture and the characteristics of the dominant culture, the audit moves from the theoretical (culture) to the practical (change of attitude). We have looked at who we are and how we are influenced (or not) by the dominant U.S. culture. It is where our community is.  Now the question is: If we remain this way, will we be exclusive? Is this why most religious communities do not reflect the makeup of the church?

It is now necessary to ask: do we want to continue to function this way? Are we willing to work for a change? If we are, we have a special opportunity (a "Kairos" moment) to move forward. This can be strong motivation to change attitudes that are the hidden basis for our behavior. Now it becomes important to unpack and analyze these attitudes further.

It is not the purpose of the audit to judge the values of these cultural patterns themselves, but to see what impact they may have on the community when it opens itself to persons of diverse cultural backgrounds and experiences.

Culture is a set of learned beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. It is also possible, though at times difficult, to effect change. Since identity is formed by "who we are" and "who we are not," what happens when someone in the latter group wants to join the community? Some elements of the congregational and the dominant cultures that may have served the community in the past could become obstacles to accepting and building community with those who are different. 

The group now reviews its congregational cultural inventory and then its dominant cultural inventory to identify any elements of ethnicity. If the community finds its has a strong Euro-cultural identity, what might be the obstacles to diversity? If the community realizes it is strongly identified with the dominant culture, what might the consequences be? When the individual or community grows in self-awareness, it becomes possible to learn new ideas and behaviors.

Once the group has identified the obstacles through personal reflection and the group process, they are called to highlight any instances, whether explicit or latent, of ethnic prejudice, stereotyping, and racism and to deal with them. The process consists in working together to move from varying degrees of ethnocentricity to an ever-developing ethnorelativism (see Definition of Terms following the Inventory in this section).

Inventory on Changing Attitudes and Behavior 

The participants are now invited to respond to the following questions.

1. What is the cultural location of the community and its members?

-
Ethnic origin

-
Socio-economic class

-
Geographic area

-
How does this fact in our history support our existing values and attitudes?

2. 
Are there common ethnic jokes and put-downs?

-
Concerning which ethnicity/race?

-
With what frequency?

-
In which circumstances?

-
What leads you (or others) to make these jokes?

-
What could be the underlying reasons?

3. 
Are there any stereotypes operative in community life or ministry?

-
Co-ministers

-
People served in ministry

-
Volunteers

-
Employees

4. 
Are there images/metaphors of difference that may be applicable?

-
Melting pot

-
Mashed potatoes

-
Potato salad

-
Fruit compote

-
Tossed salad

-
Mosaic

-
Other images

-
How are these images/metaphors of difference helpful or not?

-
What image could help us move towards positive change?

5.
Recount to one another the stories:

-
"How I was treated"

-
"Founder/Foundress" stories

-
"Novitiate" stories

-
First members' stories

-
Current candidates' stories

-
What do these stories tell us about our internal culture?

-
What do they reveal about our ability to deal with diversity and to be more open and welcoming?

6.
How do we help one another:

-
to distinguish between fact and interpretation in dealing with cultural diversity?

-
to call attention to the use of stereotypes?

-
to critique and accept criticism about discriminatory attitudes and behaviors?

-
to recognize the need for better information and better skills in dealing with others?

7.
To help one another recognize whether the community has become an ethnic/racial "island," consider:

-
Language used

-
"Community" customs: food, feasts, fun

-
Contact and relationships with "outsiders"

-
Level of hospitality

8.
To begin discernment about any positive and/or negative impact that elements of congregational and/or dominant culture have on the community's expectations, structures and documents, consider:

-
Community customs and lifestyle

-
Formation and recruitment programs

-
Community governance

-
Models of leadership and decision making

9.
How can we develop guidelines, community projects, workshops?

10.
How can we assess the need for further professional assistance in this area, either from the outside or by training someone from the community?

RESOURCES


Definition of Terms

These definitions are presented simply to give some examples that may help clarify the group’s discussion. Please feel free to seek other definitions that may be more appropriate.  

Ethnic Group: A segment of a larger society whose members are thought, by themselves and/or others, to have a common origin and to share important segments of a common culture and who, in addition, participate in shared activities in which the common origin and culture are significant ingredients. 

Ethnocentrism is the tendency to judge other groups, societies, or cultures by the standards of one's own culture.

Ethnorelativism is the tendency to accept other groups, societies, or cultures without judgment.

Prejudice is an antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible generalization. It may be felt or expressed. It may be directed toward a group as a whole, or toward an individual as a member of that group. The net effect of prejudice, thus defined, is to place the object of prejudice at some disadvantage not merited by his or her own misconduct. 

Racism results from the transformation of racial prejudice and/or ethnocentrism through the exercise of power against a racial group defined as inferior, by individuals and institutions with the intentional or unintentional support of the entire culture. Stated simply, preferences for (or belief in the superiority of) one's own racial group might be called racism; while preferences for (or belief in the superiority of) one's own ethnic group might be called ethnocentrism.

"We define racism as an institutionalized system of economic, political, social, and cultural relations that ensures that one racial group has and maintains power and privilege over all others in all aspects of life. Individual participation in racism occurs when the objective outcome of behavior reinforces these relations, regardless of the subjective intent. Consequently, an individual may act in a racist manner unintentionally."

Derman-Sparks and Phillips, 1997, 2.

Racism is "the belief in, and practice of, the domination of one social group, identified as a 'race', over another social group, identified as of another 'race.'"

Hodge 1989 in Orbe and Harris, 2001, 29. 

RESOURCES


Defining "Race"

“‘Race’ does indeed exist and should be viewed not as something biologically tangible and existing in the outside world that has to be discovered, described, and defined, but as a cultural creation, a product of human invention...

"Historical sources show that 'race' has never been an objective scientific classification of human group variation.  From the beginning of its use in the English language, the term reflected a particular way of looking at and interpreting human differences, both physical and cultural. It was intricately linked with certain presuppositions and beliefs developed by English colonists from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries.  During that period the word was transformed in the English language from a mere classificatory term to a folk idea that expressed certain attitudes toward human differences and prejudgments about the nature and social value of these differences.

"It is essential that we comprehend race as a sociocultural phenomenon conceptually separated from biophysical variations… It is not enough to argue that race is a myth because it fails to accord with any measurable discontinuity of biophysical realities. We have known for a long time that being a member of a certain 'racial' category does not amount to having all or any of the physical attributes associated with that category.”

"Race was and is just one of several ways of perceiving, interpreting, and dealing with human differences. It is a particular world view perpetuated as much by the continued use of the term in our daily lives and in the media as it is by the stereotypes to which so many of us have been, often unconsciously, conditioned." 

Smedley, 1999, 6-7.
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RESOURCES


Food For Thought

The following quotations are given to provide a wider historical context for the reflection process. Religious communities have played a vital role in helping to form a broader acceptance of difference and to combat racism through their parishes, schools and other ministries. But it is also important to pause and reflect on the less positive characteristics if we are to continue to grow in understanding and acceptance of diversity today. This may help our communities to welcome new candidates who will better mirror the new face of the Church in the United States.

"The first archbishop of Chicago, Patrick Feehan (1880-1902), established 94 national parishes during his episcopacy; his five predecessors had only established 38… The number and ethnic diversity of the national parishes established under Feehan was typical for many of the larger urban dioceses in America."

Hennessey and Zielinski, 2001, 19.

"Pope Gregory XVI issued an encyclical condemning the slave trade in 1839. The encyclical fueled anti-Catholic sentiment and activity throughout the South…Even though there were Catholic slaveholders, including the Jesuit order, Catholics came to be seen as a threat to the slave system by their fellow Southerners. While only a couple of churches were burned and there are only a few documented examples of organized anti-Catholic activities, the sentiment was strong enough that Southern bishops had to respond. The bishops preached that slavery was not opposed to either natural or divine law. Catholic doctrine, according to such bishops as Augustin Verot of Savannah, was one of toleration of slavery." 

Anderson, 2001, 40.

"Racism is a sin: a sin that divides the human family, blots out the image of God among specific members of that family, and violates the fundamental human dignity of those called to be children of the same Father. Racism is the sin that says some human beings are inherently superior and others essentially inferior because of race. It is the sin that makes racial characteristics the determining factor for the exercise of human rights. It mocks the words of Jesus: 'Treat others the way you would have them treat you.' Indeed, racism is more than a disregard for the words of Jesus; it is a denial of the truth of the dignity of each human being revealed by the mystery of the Incarnation."

Brothers and Sisters to Us, 1979, 3.

"Large numbers of young Black Americans say or imply that the questions [human beings ask about meaning dealing with the purpose and destiny of the human person] are irrelevant to the struggles of their everyday existence. Or, if they are relevant, the Catholic Church, looked upon with suspicion as a largely White, racist middle-class reality, has not been able to raise the questions and illuminate the responses of its tradition in a way that touches the minds and passions of Black people… 

"There are many important, related implications of this [Black-White] cultural divide. Three of them have a negative impact upon evangelization. These are our segregated neighborhoods, our segregated Catholic schools, and, perhaps surprisingly, our segregated Catholic art. "

Bishop Braxton, in Love Thy Neighbor as Thyself, 2001, 139-140.

"After the Revolution, slavery was outlawed in the northern tier of states, but continued to flourish in Delaware, Maryland, the Kentucky territory and the states to the south. When Catholics settled in these slave states, they raised no serious moral challenge to the 'peculiar institution.' Catholics were and continued to be slaveholders themselves. Bishop Carroll himself presented the newly arrived Carmelite sisters with two slaves, a mother and daughter, to help with farm work. This gift was gratefully accepted. The bishop also had a valet, who only received his freedom when the bishop died in 1815." 

Hennessey and Zielinski, 2001, 13.

"In the fight against any disease it is necessary to recognize the threat. Too often we are in denial about racism. The reality has been driven underground. Because cruder historic forms of racist sentiments and behavior are considered 'politically incorrect' and because more laws have been passed, more 'concessions' made, there is a false sense of security that the problem has been dealt with. But too often the spiritual problem has not been dealt with: Repentance, change of heart, forgiveness, respect are still needed." 

Bishop O'Malley, OFM Cap., in Love Thy Neighbor, 2001, 151.

"Despite the ethnic and racial variety of Catholicism, Catholics in this country are settled in Euro-American patterns of thought and culture and, like so many institutions in this country, have had to take a second look at Blacks. The social Gospel has not perceptively changed the choices of middle class and upper class American Catholics. The social message simply fell upon infertile soil the closer it was delivered to the threshold of domestic power and survival. Folks in the pews found the theoretics easy enough to stomach. It's the implied attitudinal and lifestyle changes that many have found non-negotiable. The separation of the races does not strike many Americans as an anomaly, but rather is justified as a legitimate option we have in a land of freedom." 

Bishop Perry, in Love Thy Neighbor, 2001, 91.

"Improvement strategies for enhancing interracial communication:

1.
Engage in interracial communication with an open mind; do not dismiss others' points of view without sufficient consideration.

2.
Identify a common threshold of language that is accessible to both parties (e.g., avoid cultural slang that might be unfamiliar to the other person).

3.
Be genuine in how you present yourself and views of others.

4.
Practice other orientation. In other words, attempt to involve the other person as you locate common ground. This will enhance understanding.

5.
Do not be afraid to assert your point of view; discussing disagreements and confronting problematic issues can be beneficial to building long-term relationships.

6.
Take advantage of teachable moments where learning about other cultures can occur naturally." 

Hecht et al 1989 in Orbe and Harris, 2001, 132.

"In the Church, many Hispanic Catholics struggle to be accepted and welcomed by some pastors and by parishioners. It was not too long ago that in some churches Latinos were relegated to the church's basement for Mass, sacramental preparation, and other services. Or, Mass was scheduled during hours of the day that were inconvenient to families…

"My father was among those who had to attend Mass in the basement of his parish church because he was 'Mexican' and 'Mexicans' were not allowed to worship in the church. My father was a third-generation U.S. citizen…

"The point is what is the source of this struggle for the Latino population, and why? I believe it to be the effect of racism in society." 

Bishop Barnes, in Love Thy Neighbor, 2001, 13.

Membership in Religious Orders

"When asked to respond to the statement, 'Members of minority groups may feel uneasy in my congregation,' the sentiment among members of religious orders in general was fairly evenly split: 36% agreed, 22% were uncertain, and 42% disagreed….

"Analysis by cohort reveals the greatest differences. Fifty-two percent of the youngest and 44% of the next age group (46-60) indicated their belief that members of minority groups would feel uneasy in their orders. In contrast, half of the 61-73 age group and 53% of the oldest group did not believe that minority-group members would feel uneasy. At present, less than 10% of the members of religious orders in the United States are members of ethnic minorities. In the near future, 50% of the U.S. Catholic population will be Hispanic. Clearly, the reality of multiculturalism must be addressed by religious orders."   

"Vatican II called members of religious orders to a return to the 'spirit of the founder.' Most congregations have engaged in much study and devoted great efforts to move in this direction, but the absence of corporate commitment to embody the groups' responses to current unmet needs in light of Gospel imperatives stands in contrast to the collective vision and action, rooted in God, that marked the birth of most apostolic, monastic and cloistered congregations….

"A future marked by significant revitalization will emerge for those congregations that are rooted in their relationship with God and that, in a spirit of fidelity to their founding purpose and responsiveness to absolute human need, confront the current gap between the Gospel and the culture."

"The project delineates a profile of American members of religious orders that is 96% white. Despite the radical increases of African-Americans, Hispanics, Asians and other ethnic groups in the U.S. population, religious orders do not reflect proportional increases. The research indicates that a complex dynamic of unconscious racism makes it very difficult for minority populations to penetrate rather homogeneous orders. Most younger members of religious orders acknowledge that members of ethnically distinct populations find incorporation into their religious order to be quite difficult. Older members, while believing they are open to minority participation, cannot easily adapt to the cultural demands that heterogeneity in a religious order requires. 

"Ethnically distinct groups feel their culture to be, not unwelcome, but generally unrecognized. To the extent that this remains the dynamic of religious orders, minority populations will likely develop religious orders in the tradition of the classical disciplines of monasticism and apostolic life, but they may well do so independently of the existing congregations. In other words, they will establish ethnically distinct contexts in which their culture can be lived more fully. Among minority groups themselves, the research suggests that the prevalent discontent observed in mainstream orders relative to pious practices, authority and discipline are not their concerns. Their structure of faith, ecclesiology, female and male relationships, understanding of the vows and relationship to the church each present a very different dynamic, as a function of their unique cultures." 

"The research also indicates that at the present time, members of religious orders are often unaware of the degree of their assimilation into the mainstream culture and how invisible they have become to those who most would call out to them. The costs of belonging to a religious congregation have diminished as the former rigor of the vowed life has diminished. Most members of religious orders, however, would agree that to remain distinctive in the world, this trend toward assimilation must be reversed. In a related dynamic, clearly defining the boundaries and expectations of membership will be part of that revitalization." 

Nygren and Ukeritis, 1993, 157-158, 244, 249, 250.

Moving to the Next Step

The audit now moves on to consider the basic characteristics of cultures different from the dominant U.S. culture.  They may reflect cultures of persons in U.S. religious communities, new candidates, or persons religious meet in their ministries. This section of the audit is not to be merely an exercise in gaining some useful knowledge or improving "people-handling" skills. It should help participants reflect on the concrete types of changes that may become necessary for people from various cultures to live and work together. If needed structural change does not result, then the community may be more welcoming, but it will still be clear who are the "owners," and who are the "guests." The community members will be more knowledgeable about diversity, but still remain in charge: "You are welcome to our family, but don't touch the furniture."

The next steps call on the participants to move:

-
from greater cultural sensitivity to a sense of mutual ownership;

-
from rituals of welcoming to building a sense of co-ownership;

-
from issues of hospitality to those of homecoming; (As Maria Elena Gonzalez, RSM, of the Mexican American Cultural Center, remarked: "We all need a place to belong, a place bigger than we are, but a place that invites us in because we already belong.")

-
from positions of power and control to attitudes of mutuality and empowerment.

To achieve these goals, the community will need to make a commitment to a concerted effort, to regular self-examination, with a willingness to take risks and with the courage to admit and correct mistakes, to offer mutual support and forgiveness, and to begin again and again.

CULTURAL INTERACTION IN 

U.S. RELIGIOUS CONGREGATIONS
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Frameworks for Cultural Comparisons

We have considered the cultural reality of the community and compared it with the dominant U.S. culture. It may now be helpful for the participants to consider some of the people of other cultures in U.S. society who religious encounter in their communities and in their ministries. 

The following framework will give the participants objective ways of comparing cultural characteristics. This may help avoid generalizations based either on limited personal contact or stereotyping through a North/South or First World/Two-Thirds World dichotomy. Reality is much more diverse. It is important to keep in mind that:

-
the research is based on statistical surveys and is therefore limited;

-
the differences can be as great within a specific ethnic group as between ethnic groups;

-
the rankings by country are generalizations (not to be confused with stereotypes) that cannot reflect forms of diversity within a country, such as urban-rural, gender, generational, etc.

To facilitate community reflection on cultural differences, it may be helpful to consider the following definitions, rankings, and characteristics based on Geert Hofstede (2000) who has done pioneering work in the field. 

While there are several other dimensions in the literature (e.g., masculinity/femininity, uncertainty avoidance, high/low context…) the audit focuses on three of the most relevant to religious life: individualism/collectivism, high/low power distance orientation, and short term/long term orientation.

Individualism (Egocentric)/Collectivism (Sociocentric Orientation)

Individualism or Egocentric Characteristics (dimension of culture that refers to the rights and independent action of the individual)

Collectivism or Sociocentric Characteristics (dimension of culture that refers to interdependence, “groupness,” and social cohesion)  

When the religious community considers these characteristics, it will be important to keep in mind that these terms are not meant to be judgmental. Although religious life makes constant positive reference to “community” values, these do not necessarily coincide with the “sociocentric” side of the continuum. Authentic religious community life can and should be lived in both individualist and collectivist cultural contexts. But when the membership of the community reflects both contexts, it becomes important to understand what lies below the iceberg of the “other’s” cultural behaviors.

Key differences between collectivist and individualist societies

Individualist

-
Everyone grows up to look after him/herself and his/her immediate (nuclear) family only.

-
Identity is based in the individual.

-
Children learn to think in terms of “I.”

-
Speaking one’s mind is a characteristic of an honest person. 

-
Low-context communication.

-
Trespassing leads to guilt and loss of self-respect.

-
Purpose of education is learning how to learn. 

-
Diplomas increase economic worth and/or self-respect.

-
Relationship employer-employee is a contract supposed to be based on mutual advantage.

-
Hiring and promotion decisions are supposed to be based on skills and rules only.

-
Management is management of individuals.

-
Task prevails over relationship.

-
Innovation seen as creativity.




Collectivist

-
People are born into extended or other in-groups, which continue to protect them in exchange for loyalty.

-
Identity is based on the social network to which one belongs.

-
Children learn to think in terms of “we.”

-
Harmony should always be maintained and direct confrontations should be avoided.

-
High-context communication.


-
Trespassing leads to shame and loss of face for self and group.

-
Purpose of education is learning how to do.

-
Diplomas provide entry to higher status groups.

-
Relationship employer-employee is perceived in moral terms, like a family link.

-
Hiring and promotion decisions take employees’ in-group into account.

-
Management is management of groups. 

-
Relationship prevails over task.

-
Innovation seen as deviation.

Individualism Index Values for 50 Countries and Three Regions

Rank 
Country
Rank 
Country

1 
United States 
28 
Turkey 

2 
Australia 
29 
Uruguay

3 
Great Britain 
30 
Greece

4/5 
Canada 
31 
Philippines

4/5 
Netherlands 
32 
Mexico

6 
New Zealand 
33/35 
Yugoslavia

7 
Italy 
33/35 
Portugal 

8 
Belgium 
33/35 
East Africa

9 
Denmark 
36 
Malaysia

10/11 
Sweden 
37 
Hong Kong 

10/11 
France 
38 
Chile

12 
Ireland 
39/41 
Singapore

13 
Norway 
39/41 
Thailand

14 
Switzerland 
39/41 
West Africa

15 
Germany (F.R.) 
42 
Salvador

16 
South Africa 
43 
South Korea

17 
Finland 
44 
Taiwan

18 
Austria 
45 
Peru

19 
Israel 
46 
Costa Rica

20 
Spain 
47/48 
Pakistan

21 
India 
47/48 
Indonesia

22/23 
Japan 
49 
Colombia 

22/23 
Argentina 
50 
Venezuela

24 
Iraq 
51 
Panama

25 
Jamaica 
52 
Ecuador

26/27 
Brazil 
53 
Guatemala

26/27 
Arab Countries

Adapted with author’s permission from Hofstede, 2001, Exhibit 5.1.

High/Low Power Distance Orientation 

High/Low Power Distance (dimension of culture that refers to the extent to which the less powerful members expect that power, prestige, and wealth are distributed unequally) 

The religious community professes evangelical forms of authority and its use. But the cultural contexts that have nurtured the different members give very different weight to the terms employed. For example, the word “service” is frequently used to refer to the function of the religious superior/leader, but the word will inevitably be overlaid with the individual’s own experience of authority and power in the broader cultural context. In using this framework the community will have to deal with the unspoken connotations that diversity of culture patterns imply.

Key differences between cultures

High power distance

-
Inequalities among people are expected and desired.

-
Less powerful people should be dependent on the more powerful: in practice, less powerful people are polarized between dependence and counter-dependence.

-
Parents teach children obedience.

-
Children treat parents with respect.

-
Teachers are gurus who transfer personal wisdom.

-
Both more and less educated persons show almost equally authoritarian values.

-
Hierarchy in organizations reflects the existential inequality between higher-ups and lower-downs.

-
Centralization is popular.

-
Wide salary range between top and bottom of organization.

-
The ideal boss is a benevolent autocrat or good father.

-
Privileges and status symbols are both expected and popular.

Low power distance


-
Inequalities among people should be minimized.

-
There should be, and there is to some extent, interdependence between less and more powerful people. 

-
Parents treat children as equals.

-
Children treat parents as equals.

-
Teachers expect initiatives from students.

-
More educated persons hold fewer authoritarian values than less educated persons.

-
Hierarchy in organizations means an inequality of roles, established for convenience.


-
Decentralization is popular.

-
Narrow salary range between top and bottom of organization. 

-
The ideal boss is a resourceful democrat. 

-
Privileges and status symbols are frowned upon. 

Power Distance Index Values for 50 Countries and Three Regions

Rank 
Country 
Rank 
Country

1 
Malaysia 
27/28 
South Korea

2/3 
Guatemala 
29/30 
Iran

2/3 
Panama 
29/30 
Taiwan

4 
Philippines 
 31 
Spain

5/6 
Mexico 
32 
Pakistan

5/6 
Venezuela 
33 
Japan

7 
Arab Countries 
34 
Italy

8/9 
Ecuador 
35/36 
Argentina

8/9 
Indonesia 
35/36 
South Africa

10/11 
India 
37 
Jamaica

10/11 
West Africa 
38 
United States

12 
Yugoslavia 
39 
Canada

13 
Singapore 
40 
Netherlands

14 
Brazil 
41 
Australia

15/16 
France 
42/44 
Costa Rica

15/16 
Hong Kong 
42/44 
Germany (F.R.) 

17 
Colombia 
42/44 
Great Britain

18/19 
Salvador 
45 
Switzerland

18/19 
Turkey 
46 
Finland

20 
Belgium 
47/48 
Norway

21/23 
East Africa 
47/48 
Sweden

21/23 
Peru 
49 
Ireland

21/23 
Thailand 
50 
New Zealand

24/25 
Chile 
51 
Denmark 

24/25 
Portugal 
52 
Israel

26 
Uruguay 
53 
Austria

27/28 
Greece 

Adapted with author’s permission from Hofstede, 2001, Exhibit 3.1.

Long Term/Short Term Orientation

Long term (fostering virtues, particularly perseverance and thrift, oriented towards future rewards)

Short term (fostering of virtues related to the past and present, in particular, respect for tradition, preservation of face, and fulfilling of social obligations)  

As religious communities open themselves more consciously to membership of persons influenced by the Confucian tradition, this dimension of cultural orientation becomes more important. The dominant U.S. culture finds itself challenged, and to the extent that religious communities are more identified with the dominant culture, there will be need for greater understanding and self-awareness on both sides.

Key differences between cultures with short term and long term orientations

Long Term

-
Adaptation of traditions to a modern context.

-
Respect for social and status obligations within limits.

-
Thrift, being sparing with resources.

-
Large savings quota, funds available for investment.

-
Perseverance toward slow results.

-
Willingness to subordinate oneself for a purpose.

-
Concern with respecting the demands of Virtue.


Short Term

-
Respect for traditions.
 

-
Respect for social and status obligations regardless of cost.

-
Social pressure is on ‘keeping up with the Joneses’ even if it means overspending.

-
Small saving quota, few funds for investment.

-
Quick results expected.

-
Concern with ‘face.’

-
Concern with possessing the Truth.

Long Term Orientation Index Values for 23 Countries


Score Rank 
Country or Region

 
 1 
China


2 
Hong Kong


3 
Taiwan


4 
Japan


5 
South Korea


6 
Brazil 


7 
India


8 
Thailand


9 
Singapore


10 
Netherlands


11 
Bangladesh


12 
Sweden


13 
Poland


14 
Germany (F.R.)


15 
Australia


16 
New Zealand


17 
United States


18 
Great Britain


19 
Zimbabwe


20 
Canada 


21 
Philippines 


22 
Nigeria 


23 
Pakistan

Adapted with author’s permission from Hofstede, 2001, Exhibit 7.1.

EXERCISES

Continuum Worksheet

Reviewing the characteristics listed for each set of cultural dimensions, 


Where would you put yourself on each continuum? Draw a stick person.


Where would you put your community? Draw a circle. 

In small groups, use the mutual invitation process to reflect on each person’s placement of himself or herself and the community on the continuum.

Egocentric/
Sociocentric/

Individualism 
Collectivism

Emphasis on rights 
Emphasis on interdependence,

and independent action 
membership in a group,

of the individual
and social cohesion

High power distance
Low power distance

Less powerful members
Less powerful members 

accept unequal distribution 
expect equal distribution

of power, prestige, and wealth
of power, prestige, and wealth

Long term orientation
Short term orientation

Fostering virtues oriented towards
Fostering virtues related to 

future rewards, e.g., perseverance
the past and present, e.g.,


respect for tradition

EXCERCISES


Audit of Intercultural Relationships [AIR]

The Audit of Intercultural Relationships begins with a concise narrative of a specific cross-cultural incident or event that is used as a case study.  It is beneficial if the experience is recent.  There need not be closure or completion to the experience in order for it to be useful for the AIR.  

The narrative should describe a specific and concrete cross-cultural incident, that is easily described.  It should be one single-spaced page in length.  Please number the paragraphs or lines for easy reference during the discussion. Bring 4 copies for your group.

Following is a guide for writing the AIR narrative. Please follow the directions carefully.

1.
The context of the cross-cultural incident. This should include the setting itself and your own history with this setting.  


How did you come to be in this situation?  How long had you been there?  What have you understood your work or role to be?  What was your pre-understanding of the situation or moment or process being reported?

2.
The description of the cross-cultural incident.  Provide as comprehensive and explicit a report as possible about what happened.  A narrative or story form usually works best.


Who are the characters in this incident?  What did they do or say?  What did you do or say? How did the incident unfold? 

3.
An analysis of the cross-cultural incident.  Your analysis of the situation should focus on your perception of the basic cultural issues.


What were some of the factors which shaped the incident, people’s reactions, and your own feelings about the incident?  What key issues did this situation raise for you that have or have not been resolved?

4.
Implications and/or strategies for the future.  The development of a new strategy may have been a part of the experience, or recalling this incident may reveal that it changed some aspect or direction in your work or role.  


Did this incident bring about any change in your work or role? 

The written and oral presentation of each participant’s AIR will be the basis of group reflection.

EXCERCISES


Guide For Group Reflection on AIR

Reflection takes place in groups of four.  One half-hour is needed for each person’s AIR.  In the group: 

1.
a facilitator oversees the process

2.
one author shares a written copy of the report with everyone in the group and gives them time to read it (3-4 minutes) before presenting the situation

3.
the author offers an initial presentation of the incident (5 minutes); all members of the group can refer to their copies of the report

4.
the group will address any questions of clarification to the author

5.
each member of the group will respond to the report using the mutual invitation process (5 minutes each)

6.
the author will listen and take notes in order to make a response in writing afterwards

N.B.
The primary focus of this reflection is the written report of the cross-cultural incident, not the incident itself.  We want to examine the working assumptions that are either explicit or implicit in the AIR.  The reflection should address the way the author reported and analyzed the incident in the AIR, not what she or he did or did not do in the setting.


The AIR should be discussed in the following way:

1.
Questions for clarification


Are there terms, locations, relationships, etc. that need to be clarified before the group can adequately understand the AIR? 


Does the report include sufficient information about the context and its impact on how the author responded to the situation?  If not, what is lacking?

2.
Intercultural Analysis


Did the author correctly identify the key cultural issues at stake?  


If a strategy was described, was it an appropriate response to the situation?


What cultural assumptions are operative in how the writer handled the issue?

Guide For Response to the AIR

The author prepares a written report of one page or less to answer the question:


Based on the reflection about your AIR, what would you do differently if faced with a similar incident in the future?

Adapted from “Ministry Incident Report of Incoming D.Min. Students,” Catholic Theological Union at Chicago.  © Center for the Study of Religious Life, 2002.

RESOURCES


Intercultural Communication 

Efforts to learn and worship together may come to nothing at all—or even reinforce prejudices—unless they are carried out with a spirit of openness and charity. Not everything in one culture will meet with the approval of another. There may be disagreements about child-rearing practices, the place of women in the liturgy, styles of preaching, or suitable expressions of piety. Such differences are inevitable even within one culture. But in cross-cultural encounters, disagreements must be informed by understanding the roots of people’s attitudes and practices and with respect for their right to find their own way within the one Gospel. Understanding will come with a growing knowledge of the history, values, and experiences of others. Respect must be born of charity and faith in the ultimate unity in Christ of all humanity. 

Intercultural communication—sustained efforts, carried out by people of diverse cultures, to appreciate their differences, work out conflicts, and build on commonalities—will thus be an important component of coming to know and respect the diverse cultures that make up today’s church. The dominant culture in the United States stresses the individual and his or her feelings and decisions. In less individualistic cultures, individuals may feel hesitant to express their own opinions openly, even in a friendly setting, without reinforcement from the group. Among immigrants of the same group, too, divisions along lines of social class or educational background can erect barriers to understanding, with some members adapting to the procedures and practices of parish life more readily than others. Often, culturally sensitive intermediaries are needed to facilitate exchanges, mediate conflicts, and promote genuine participation by all. 

Integration will be facilitated when all parties maintain an open spirit. Integration cannot be forced, and those who host newcomers must be especially aware of the vulnerabilities of immigrants and the impulse many immigrants feel to withdraw from interaction. Pastors and lay leaders who are aware of these dynamics of adaptation and communication among cultures will lead the way in facilitating the full, equal incorporation of all members of the community into the life of the Church. 

Excerpt from Welcoming the Stranger © 2000, United States Catholic Conference, Inc.  Washington, DC, 34-36.  All rights reserved.  No part of this document may be reproduced in any way without permission in writing from the copyright holder.

RESOURCES


A Well for Lent

Alexis Luzi, OFM Cap.

Third Sunday of Lent, March 18, 2001

Scripture: John 4:5-42

Introduction

At the Jacob’s well

The story of Jesus and the Samaritan woman at the ancestral well of Jacob is quite picturesque. Jesus and the disciples are journeying through Samaria at high noon, and the day is hot. All are sweaty, dusty, tired and thirsty. Near the town of Shechem they come across the ancestral well of Jacob, where a Samaritan woman has come to draw water.  Jesus is thirsty, and he asks the woman for water. “Sir,” she says, “you don’t have a bucket, and the well is deep” (Jn 4:5-42).

Good and bad in the ancestral well

Ancestral wells run deep. From them we draw the questions we ask in life and the answers we give. Out of their depths we drink in the values we believe in, the interests we protect, the politics we vote for, the priorities with which we arrange our lives. There at the well we take on our ethnic quaintness and diversity: our Italian-ness, our German-ness, our Polish-ness. Yes, there at the ancestral well most of us find the religion we practice. Some of the best stuff in us is drawn from that well.

But from that well is drawn also some of the worst stuff that’s in us. Down deep there stand stale and murky waters, and from the very first moment we start drinking from the well we start losing our innocence. From that well to which we are led by birth and origin, we “swallow” many ready-made, hand-me-down, un-reflected judgments. From that well we all drink in our world view. By that well we all live our unthinking lives.

Mischief in the ancestral well

The mischief of religion

The ancestral well is in full play in the story of Jesus and the woman at Jacob’s well. She, a Samaritan, and Jesus, a Jew, are arguing religion. She claims that Mt. Gerizim is the “right” place to worship God and not Jerusalem as the Jews claim. “My ancestors worshiped here,” she says. The woman’s drinking from her ancestral well, and it’s causing a problem between her and Jesus.  He refuses to drink from his ancestral well. Instead he declares that the day is coming when people will worship the Father “neither on this mountain nor even in Jerusalem nor in any temple built by human hands, but they will worship God in spirit and truth.”

The mischief of sexism

There’s even more mischief in the ancestral well. Jesus is doing something which no respectable rabbi should be doing: he’s chatting friendly with a woman, and in public.  This raises the eyebrow of even the woman herself, who asks,  “How can you be asking me, a ‘yukkie’ woman, for a drink of water?” When the apostles return to the well, they too are “surprised to see him speaking with a woman.”

Where in the world did the woman get this prejudice about herself? Where in the world did that first Christian “boys’ club” (the college of apostles) get its prejudice about women? 

Where does all human history get its prejudice about women? Why, of course, we swallow it in at the ancestral well. Jesus refuses to drink from the well. Instead he stands there out in the open and continues to chat with the woman.

The mischief of race

But there’s still more mischief in the well.  The woman asks, “How can you, a Jewish rabbi, ask me, a ‘yukkie’ Samaritan, for a drink of water?” With a seemingly innocent parenthesis, the gospel asks us to recall “how Jews have nothing to do with Samaritans.” That’s a euphemism for “how Jews hate Samaritans.” Jews considered themselves as “pure-breeds” and Samaritans as “racially impure mongrels.” Centuries later that racism would catch up to the Jews with unspeakable vengeance, when the Nazis in Germany would declare themselves to be the pure-breeds and the Jews now to be the mongrels. That declaration eventually put six million of them to death.

Where in the world did the Jews get their ethnic hatred of Samaritans? Why, of course, it was handed down to them. It was inherited. Where in the world did the Nazis get their diabolic hatred of Jews?  Why, of course, they swallowed it in at Hitler’s well.  Jesus refuses to drink from his ancestral well. In fact, he goes out of his way to tell Jews good stories about bad Samaritans: “Once upon a time there was a man going from Jerusalem to Jericho, and he was waylaid by robbers and left half-dead. Along came a Jewish priest and Levite (pure-breeds). They didn’t stop but passed the poor man by. But then along came a Samaritan (an impure mongrel). And this man stopped to pour the oil of compassion (Lk 10:25-39).”

Inevitable ancestral hate

The human race has always and will always drink from the ancestral well. That’s simply the way life is. It can be no other way. Every infant born into a staunch Christian, Jewish, or Islamic household drinks deeply of the ancestral well. Every infant born to a Catholic or Protestant household in Northern Ireland drinks deeply of the ancestral well. Every infant born to an Israeli or Palestinian household drinks deeply of the ancestral well. And yes, every infant born into a White or Black or Brown or Red household drinks deeply of the ancestral well. We watch the evening news and we find it difficult to understand how human beings can treat each other the way they do.  It’s really not incomprehensible at all. In fact, it’s easy to understand. 

For example, there are all those little republics that used to make up the former Yugoslavia (Slovenia, Montenegro, Macedonia, Bosnia, Serbia, Croatia).1 They all have terrible stories to tell about each other: stories about genocidal massacres, holocausts, tortures, cleansings. The Orthodox Serbs, for example, will remind all their newborn innocent babes (and will never let them forget) how, during World War II, Catholic Croatians joined up with the Nazis and slaughtered thousands of anti-Nazi Serbs. On the other hand, Catholic Croatians will remind all their newborn innocent babes (and will never let them forget) how, in retaliation, the Serbs slaughtered them left and right. Each republic buries its stories into the dark and deep ancestral well, from which every child born to the household shall drink.

Hand-me-downs

Much of what we think about this or that has not been thought out at all! That’s the point. Much of what we think about female and male, about woman and man, about Jews, Blacks, Whites, Browns, Reds, about sex, gays, marriage, celibacy, ordination, and yes, even about God himself or herself—much of all that has been handed down, inherited, ready-made, swallowed at ancestral wells, where we, innocent newborn babes, drink and lose our innocence.

Turning the table

The conversation at the well of Jacob is rambling. When it opens, it’s the woman who has water and it is Jesus who is thirsty and is asking her for some. In the course of the rambling, we find ourselves saying, “For God’s sake, give the poor man his glass of water!”  But nowhere in the whole story does it say that he finally received it. Nowhere is it related that cool fresh water ever passed from the ritually impure hands of the Samaritan woman to the ritually clean lips of Jesus. There is no material transaction. But there is indeed spiritual commerce. In the course of the conversation, the “tables are turned.” As the story ends, it is now Jesus who has the water: “If you only knew who’s asking you for water, you would be asking him for water” (Jn 4:10). And it is now the woman who is thirsty, and she is asking Jesus for water: “Sir, give me this water of yours so that I might never thirst again, and never have to come here again.” (Jn 4:15).

Conclusion

At the well of Jesus

Our forty-day journey of Lent to Easter is a journey of repentance, a journey to change our hearts and minds. This week it’s about changing our hearts and minds about the well we choose to drink from, or rather about the well we do not choose to drink from, but simply keep thoughtlessly (unchoosing-lessly) drinking from, despite its stale and murky waters. Shall we choose to drink from the well of Jesus? There, at that well, we do not swallow and gulp things down.  There we do not feed upon hand-me-down and ready-made world views. There we do not live unthinking lives. At the well of Jesus we choose to thoughtfully think our own thoughts, and there we become not our ancestors nor Jacob nor his sons, and much less his herd of cattle. There we become our own person and our own true selves. There at the well of Jesus, flowing with the cool clear waters of baptism, we regain our lost innocence and we find ourselves worshiping the Father no longer in temples made by human hands but in Spirit and truth.

Preface for the Fourth Sunday of Lent:

At the well of Jacob,

Jesus who is thirsty and has no water

offers water,

and she who has water is thirsty

and asks for some to drink.

At the well of Jacob,

Jesus, thirsting for its cool clear waters,

sets the Samaritan woman athirst

for the waters that gush up

unto life eternal (Jn 4:14).

At the well of Jacob,

Jesus offers water

to the woman and all of us,

and if we drink of it,

we shall never thirst again.

[1]  When dictator Tito was living, he kept the lid down heavily upon all those little republics with their intense ethnic hatred of each other. When he died all were given a wonderful new freedom: the freedom to kill one another! It was a terrible freedom, and before long many were wishing that Tito would rise from the dead and free them from their “freedom to kill each other.”

Courtesy of the Capuchin Franciscans.  Text can be found at www.execpc.com/~alexis/WELL2001.htm

Moving to the Next Step

This brief sketch of some of the dimensions of the cultures that are becoming more numerous and influential in the United States in general and in the Church in particular is intended simply to point out the richness involved in the growing diversity. If what may first present itself as a threat and a challenge, and a source of misunderstanding and pain, can be transformed by a conscious effort to learn more, to see more deeply, to appreciate and respect difference more sincerely, then all the members of the religious community can be transformed and blessed in both their personal and community lives, as well as in their ministry. 

Fortunately there are many resources, programs, and people available to fill in the many gaps in this particular audit. Some of these are indicated in Additional Resources. They can help in dealing with the next phase of community reflection. The time has come to give serious consideration to what we have learned together about ourselves, our congregational culture, the dominant U.S. culture, and some of the dimensions of various cultural patterns.

What are the implications of this new self-awareness for our community? What changes in patterns of behavior, structures and policies might be needed to make us more completely respectful and appreciative of the rich diversity we have discovered together? How are we to translate theory into practice? Have we the resources and are we willing to invest them in what will be a long process of transformation?

These and other questions will be considered in the next section of our audit.

IMPLICATIONS FOR 

THE COMMUNITY

[image: image12.png]



Assessing the community's will to change the cultures of the religious community is one of the primary goals of the audit. Some decision making, both on the personal and community levels, has been a part of the process; choosing to take part is a clear example of this.   The final step of the process will engage the participants, community, and possibly leadership, at a much deeper level.

Now that the congregational culture has been analyzed together with the main characteristics of the dominant U.S. culture, the task turns to determining not only what changes might be necessary, but also whether or not the community has the will and resources to achieve them. Awareness of the impact of culture on the religious community may have raised issues of cultural dominance and the need to make some difficult decisions if positive change is to take place.

Of course, the new degree of self-awareness will vary from one individual to another, and from one community to another. Some may have become convinced of the need for serious change in attitudes and behavior if the community is to display greater cultural sensitivity, while others remain in a posture of denial of the problem, either by closing their eyes to it or minimizing its importance, while still others may be at various points along the continuum between these two poles.  Ethnic background and life experience may account for people arriving at divergent conclusions.

Age can also be an important factor. As Nygren and Ukeritis (1993) point out, the younger members of a community, who may also be more ethnically diverse, usually are more cognizant of the problems faced by the members of a minority group within the community than the older cohorts. In fact, this disagreement can too often be seen as a further sign of "what's wrong with younger people/older people today" (depending on where one stands on the issue), rather than be evaluated more objectively.

It is clear that the religious community's future may well depend on the response to the questions: What are the implications of the audit for us? Where do we go from here? What has to change in my personal attitudes and behavior, but more importantly in the community's attitudes, behaviors, and policies, if the community is to become more culturally sensitive and inclusive?

Much energy and good will can be expended to little effect if the answers that best meet the needs of the current situation are not found. Since this reality by itself can increase the anxiety level of the participants, it may be helpful to take some time to review the principles of "Creating Circles of Listening" found earlier in this audit. It cannot be stressed enough that a wise decision can result only from serious discernment. This implies an atmosphere of openness to God's will, a spirit of respect, searching, listening, and dialogue, and an environment of personal and communal prayer.

Both individual participants and the religious community will be called to discover the implications for the future from the insights acquired during the audit process. The following are a few of the questions that may be asked in this phase. 

-
Do I recognize the need for change in my own behavior and attitudes with regard to others who are ethnically or culturally different?

-
What might be some of my reasons or motivations for changing?

-
Am I motivated to change?

-
What would be obstacles for me in such a change?

-
Can I identify issues or characteristics of my community's internal culture that may need to change if we as a community are to become more culturally sensitive?

-
Are there good reasons for attempting to work for such a change: spiritual, pastoral, practical...?

-
Do the other members of the community share this view?

-
What would be some of the obstacles to changing the way the community deals with ethnic or cultural difference?

-
Does the community have the resources to achieve this goal? 

-
In the end, do I believe that the benefits of the change outweigh the difficulties it inevitably will entail?

This consideration of the possible implications of the insights the community has gained thus far may well be contextualized in a reflection on the experience of Jesus' own community. It is always good to be reminded that while we use concepts and techniques borrowed from the discipline of intercultural communication, these are not the goal. The goal of the audit is the personal and community conversion to foster the mission of Jesus through religious life.

Stephen Glodek, SM, in his 2001 presidential address to the combined leadership of CMSM and LCWR, (“On the Road to Joppa: Strangers at the Door of U.S. Religious Life” in this section) presents a profound reflection on the encounter of Peter with Cornelius and his family as found in the book of Acts (Chapter 10). Ultimately, in his desire to spread the Good News, Peter is himself evangelized by the encounter. His limited concept of salvation is expanded to embrace what he had considered unclean. Life in the Spirit for him takes on new meaning as he is led to accept Cornelius and his family into the community of the followers of Jesus. It is interesting to note that Peter's new understanding revolves around something as seemingly simple as food. Yet how often in community life does food become the "visible" source of tension that far surpasses its importance?

In fact we have come full circle in our process beginning with the material aspects of our congregational culture. What we see and touch may be revelatory of unseen, and even unacknowledged, realities. On the other hand, attitudes can be taught and confirmed by the practices and policies of the community. Organization follows culture while, at the same time, it confirms culture.

Any true reform on the cultural level will require serious review and analysis of the guidelines and norms that codify the policies of the community if it is to endure. Norms and methods of formation programs will be among the most important to be studied at this stage. A good deal of time and effort will be needed to question and strip away the apparent "logic" of many of the customs, practices, values, and policies that are expressed in the rule, directories, and handbooks which determine the way we are organized and live. It is beyond the scope of the cultural audit to present the principles and methods of policy analysis. But policy analysis is the final step. Some useful resources may be found in the Additional Resources list.

The Center for the Study of Religious Life (CSRL) offers this tool to help sensitize religious communities in the United States to the influence of culture, especially the dominant one, on their life and mission. The issue addressed is a pressing one with great implications for the Church as a whole. We are developing adaptations of the tool for parishes, dioceses and seminaries. Please assist us in strengthening this instrument through your comments and suggestions.  A response form is enclosed at the back.  We would appreciate hearing from you.

Goals for Multicultural Living

One purpose of the audit is to help communities be more aware of their own and others' cultural characteristics so as to be able to be more sensitive in ministry and in welcoming candidates coming from cultures other than their own.  To this end, it has provided a variety of ways of examining culture, and for increasing intercultural sensitivity.

A question which often arises is this: How do we know if we are making any progress in becoming more welcoming from a cultural point of view?  This brief section is intended to provide some signposts on the journey, so that a community can mark where it finds itself as it tries to embrace a variety of cultures within its circle.

Setting up signposts to situate where we are on a journey is more helpful for most people than a discussion of abstract goals.  Goals are important, but most people need help making them concrete, and in recognizing just where they now are.  What follows tries to provide some of that concreteness.

This reflection is presented in three parts, which reflect the three goals which most often are cited for successful multicultural living.  The three goals are: reduction of conflict, recognizing difference, and engaging difference.

Reducing Conflict

Perhaps the most common goal people have for intercultural communication is reducing conflict.  Especially in religious communities, conflict is experienced as unpleasant, and a falling short of the harmony which community life is supposed to reflect.  To that end, people are willing to learn intercultural communication skills so as to not misunderstand the communication of others.

Although conflict can be unpleasant, it can also be an opportunity to learn something about the dynamics of difference.  In other words, points of conflict are places where healthy relationships still need to be formed in a community.  Viewed this way, conflicts are an important window on the multicultural community of the future.

Let's look at some of the dynamics around some common conflicts which take place.

Fitting in.  The majority culture in the community hopes that new candidates will be able to "fit in." That is to say, the new candidates are allowed to have differences, but not on what are deemed "essential elements" in being a member of this community.  The assumption is that any differences which arise are about peripheral matters.  On the "essentials," there must be agreement.

The charism, of course, is seen among the essentials.  But as we already know, charism and culture often are mingled together in communities.  "Essentials" are about identity, and this can extend to things like communication patterns, food choices, structuring of public and private space, and emotional expression.

For new candidates, the differences which the majority community deem peripheral may be essential, i.e., central to their identity.  The majority may believe in an easy egalitarianism in interpersonal relations in the community, but new candidates may be more accustomed to a society where relationships are more clearly structured.  Majority members may be willing to eat rice at meals a couple of times a week, but balk at having it twice a day.

One rule of thumb that is useful is this: Behaviors we insist upon in our communities may have grown out of reforms after the Second Vatican Council, in reaction to previous rules about behavior.  Some of those shifts had to do with moving from collectivist to individualist cultural styles. New candidates have not been part of those earlier debates, and may be coming from more collective cultures.

"Not fitting in" provides an opportunity to ask: What makes fitting in difficult? What are the relationships, the customs, the material objects which are problematic?

Defining Causes.  When we get to the reasons why people do the things they do, we attribute motives or causes for their behavior.  When a majority group has to define a motive or cause for their own behavior, they are likely to say it is simply part of the culture or the general environment (e.g., "we are just that way," "that's the way it's done").  When a majority group detects behavior which doesn't fit in, they are likely to assign personal motivation or causes to the behavior of the minority person (e.g., "she doesn't interact because she has low self-esteem," "he doesn't take initiative because he's lazy").  People need to check themselves when they assign motivation or causes to others' behavior.

Confusion about inclusion. Candidates joining a community want to belong.  In so doing, they are likely initially to work hard to conform.  But in situations of cultural difference, they get confused.  Things they are being asked to conform to don't seem important or appear peripheral to them.  When their confusion arises, it may appear to be resistance to the majority culture members.  The majority culture members feel they are making it quite clear about what it means to belong.  They may attribute resistance to stubbornness, arrogance, or psychological deficit of some kind.

Conflict as opportunity. In working toward intercultural understanding, conflicts are privileged moments.  They are the points where cultural ways of doing things come into question.  They are opportunities to review why we do what we do, and how (both sides) may have to change in order to form a relationship.  When a conflict arises, it should be seen as an opportunity to examine whether customs are charism or culture, and what might need to change.

Recognition of Difference

Recognizing difference has two goals.  First of all, it affirms the dignity of the other person. Secondly, it is the first step toward making difference a vital part of a community.

Affirming dignity of the person. Affirming the dignity of the human person is at the center of Catholic Social Teaching and a Christian appreciation of the human.  What does it mean to "affirm dignity"?  On the surface, it can seem abstract.  Concretely, "dignity" is made up of those things which give a person a sense of self-worth, self-respect, and belonging.  Dignity is first of all about treating others as we would want to be treated. Second, it is also about our honoring how they see themselves. 

When we affirm dignity, then, we give recognition to the others.  How do we do that? 

First of all, we do not render them invisible. We welcome newcomers in their difference.  Majority culture people are afraid sometimes to call attention to difference out of fear of offending.  Recognizing difference is not offensive.  Those who are different know they are different.  The issue is how difference is welcomed into the community.  If difference is presented as a problem, then difference is not welcome.  If people are welcomed only in their difference, and not as human beings with differences, then they feel unwelcome.

Majority culture people imposing their own ideas of what that difference means upon others can be offensive.  This usually happens by making stereotypical generalizations about others (e.g., "we welcome you Latinos, and we look forward to having much nicer parties in the community," "we are especially glad to have Asians in our community, because they work so hard").  Key to welcoming is recognizing that newcomers come from cultures as complex and different as the majority culture's perception of their own.

Recognition involves welcome.  The welcome should be, as much as possible, a welcome on the terms of the newcomers—a welcome that makes sense in their own culture.  Welcoming in majority culture America is often instrumental—it intends to make the newcomer feel comfortable.  For many cultures in the world, a welcome is the beginning of a relationship.  Religious communities should examine how their attempts at welcoming come across.

Making difference part of identity. This leads to the second part of recognition: making difference part of the community's identity.  That means: those elements in the new candidates deemed "different" by the majority community become part of the shared identity of the whole community.  How does this happen?

If one takes culture to be a combination of (1) beliefs and values, (2) ways of interacting, and (3) material objects, one can begin this process by focusing on each of these three dimensions.  The first, and easiest, to begin with is material objects.  Are artifacts, clothing, food, and music of the new candidates incorporated into the environment of the community?

The second step is more demanding but also more important.  Do we share time and relationships in ways similar to the new candidates?  Do we intermingle senses of public and private as they do?  This is in many ways the most challenging area for incorporating difference.  Do we celebrate the days and feasts important to them?

The third step is in beliefs and values.  These are often more elusive and abstract.  But they are embedded in ways of interacting and in material objects.  To the extent that we are successful in the first two steps, to that extent what we achieve in terms of appropriating beliefs and values will be credible.

Engaging Difference

A third stage of multicultural living in a community is the ability to engage difference. This builds upon the previous two stages: learning to deal with conflict, and learning to recognize difference.

This third stage presumes that the majority community does not shy from difference.  It does not trivialize difference ("difference doesn't make any difference; we are all brothers and sisters in Christ").  It does not try to ignore or hide difference.  It does not make difference exotic (an event for "multicultural night").

What does engaging difference mean here?  It means discovering that what was once perceived as "different" by the majority community becomes part and parcel of their identity.  It means not wanting to go back to live as one did before.  From the side of the new candidates, it means that things which are different about them are treasured as a contribution and enrichment to the life of the community as a whole.

Thus, engaging difference means that that difference has made a difference in the community.  It opens the way too for the newer members to reflect on their own difference within the dynamic of cultural interaction—i.e., not just as something which is, on the one hand, not valued; or on the other hand, something that has to be preserved at all costs.

Engaging difference is not a once-for-all affair, as though it is a problem to be solved.  It becomes institutionalized within the community (in the best sense), but also a dynamic edge for its future.  Conflicts which arise out of this are not seen as crises, but (as was noted above) opportunities to examine relationships, ways of doing things, and outlooks on life.

Conclusion

Efforts to create better intercultural communication in religious communities can have a direction, in which it is possible to get a sense that movement is forward, and not just hopeless wandering.  At the same time, the movement is not entirely linear.  We often need to double back, and we seldom arrive at a fixed point.

Put another way, the goal of intercultural communication is to come to a deeper sense of belonging on all sides.  For new members, that this religious community really is and can be their home.  For majority members, that what the community is becoming is not a betrayal of the past, but an opening of new opportunity.

Suggested Reading

Robert J. Schreiter, "Just What Do We Want? Ministry in a Multicultural World.” New Theology Review 13 (February 2000): 4-13.  
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On the Road to Joppa: Strangers at the Door of U.S. Religious Life 
Stephen Glodek, SM

CMSM Presidential Address 2001

Introduction 

In the hubris of our age, perhaps endemic to every age in history, we pose cultural diversity and its challenges to the proclamation of the Gospel of Jesus Christ as our invention, our particular historical crisis. This challenge is as old as the Gospel, and as new as the last stranger who rang the doorbell of our community. 

With his characteristic poetic simplicity, Timothy Radcliffe, O.P. former Master General of the Dominicans, says: “Every culture builds a home, in which the Gospel may be planted. But every home excludes a stranger, who must be welcomed and whose presence is perceived as threatening.”1
We, religious in the United States, are called to look out of the windows of our often too comfortable homes to notice the stranger, to deal with the threat that the other poses, and to foster the skills needed for inclusive community Pope John Paul II, in responding to our tragic inability in the twentieth century to live with difference, reminds us that: “To cut oneself off from the reality of difference -or even worse, to attempt to stamp out that difference¯is to cut oneself off from the possibility of sounding the depths of the mystery of life.”2
In my remarks I hope to share some observations and initiate some conversation about (1) the cultural experience of American Catholicism and how it has uniquely positioned our religious communities to perceive difference, to include it, and to accept the gift of that difference, (2) one of the oldest Christian archetypes of cultural encounter and social transformation in Acts 10 and 11 in the story of Peter and Cornelius, and (3) some of the virtues that I feel are needed by the leadership of our religious communities in the face of the growing cultural diversity of our American Catholic Church. 

I begin with an apology. I will use the word American, as in the phrase American spirituality, to refer to the Catholic Church community in the United States, and not to the other rich Church traditions, both north and south, with whom we share the American continent. The continual use of the words United States as an adjective seemed extremely awkward.

American and Catholic

Those of you of a certain maturity will remember, as younger persons, looking toward the altar in the sanctuary of Catholic churches and seeing on one side, the red, white and blue of the United States flag and on the other side, the yellow and white of the flag of the Papal States. There is no stronger visual symbol of the struggle of the American Catholic community to understand itself as American and Catholic than that table flanked by those two flags. Ours has been the tension between living our faith as “lamps lighted on a lamp stand” (Mt 13:33) or as “yeast buried in the dough” (Matt 5:14). 

To capture that tension in a phrase which was coined by the historian of United States Catholic Spirituality, Joseph Chinnici, O.F .M.,3 the struggle has been whether “America was to be Catholicized or whether Catholicism was to be Americanized.” And that struggle has been watched carefully, sometimes suspiciously, and often hopefully, by a universal Church who has seen in our struggle what U.S. Catholic historian, Joseph Tetlow, S.J. calls “the end of the European captivity of the Church.”4
From the early nineteenth century when there was only a small Catholic minority in the population of the United States, the church in its great leaders, thinkers, and prayers has wrestled with the question of identity.  Profoundly incarnational in his approach, John Carroll, our first Bishop, would synthesize the social reality of religious pluralism and the need to create cultural harmony by always speaking of Catholic Christians. Carroll was definitely of the “Americanizing Catholicism School,” and understood the identity of the colonial Church as deeply imbedded in the fabric of the colonial American social reality. 

With the influx of large numbers of Irish, German, Italian, and Eastern European immigrants in the early and mid-nineteenth century, the American Catholic church became steeped in ethnic devotionalism, ethnic parishes, and deep loyalty to European Catholic structures, especially of Roman origin. This euro-centrism of the Catholic community came into sharp conflict later in the century with the growing reality of expanding industrialization and uncontrolled expansion of the cities. The American Catholic community became an increasingly large, albeit economically poor, social force. The clarion call for social reform and justice issued in the encyclicals of Pope Leo XIII had no more willing ears than in the Church of the United States. The pendulum now swung toward catholicizing America. A new integration between being Catholic and being American began to be forged. The labor movement and similar calls for social reform effected a new Catholic social reality. A new multi-ethnic church exerted the force of its growing numbers and its social teachings on the fabric of American social life. 

The early and mid-twentieth century in the Church in the United States witnessed an increased emphasis on the development of the laity, especially in such movements as Catholic Action, the widespread popularity of the various forms of the retreat movement, and early efforts at liturgical renewal and reform by such leaders as Virgil Michel. The inspiration and committed social action of such great Catholic persons as Dorothy Day, Thomas Merton, John Courtney Murray, John Tracy Ellis, among many others, made the United States Catholic Church community fertile soil for the seeds planted by the Second Vatican Council. The pendulum now swung hard toward a deeper Americanization of Catholicism. We were ready, as few other national churches, to assume our identity as the “People of God” in the United States. The enthusiasm and the enthusiastic mistakes of the past forty years in that regard have been, I believe, the basis of much of the tension between the Vatican and ourselves. 

Historians of American Catholic spirituality tell us that we had learned to walk Catholicism with an American gait. We did the Catholic Christian faith in a distinctive manner: pluralistically, democratically, experientially, a historically, loyally, and not much given to the via negativa.5 These characteristics shaped the style and language of our public liturgy, how we understood our relationship to the universal Church community, how and why we dissented, our deep sense of the discipleship of equals in our Church, how we prayed personally, and our sense of commitment to the whole “project” of Catholic Christian faith and life. 

In the last twenty years or so the adolescent swagger with which we walked after Vatican II has faltered. We have noticed from the windows of the comfortable homes we’ve built that the stranger has again come to the doors of our churches and our religious communities. Many of the strangers speak Spanish, many others, Vietnamese, and other languages that we don’t know. What have we learned, brothers and sisters, on the American Catholic journey that will help us to open these doors to a new experience of being gifted by strangers? How do we learn and relearn the virtues that we need to do this? Perhaps before we can answer that question, we have to dig a bit deeper into our collective Catholic unconscious and return to an older story than ours: that of Peter and Cornelius in the Acts of the Apostles. 
Peter and Cornelius 

In the tenth and eleventh chapters of Acts unfolds the familiar story of Peter’s visit to Cornelius in Joppa. In the editorial glosses placed by Bible publishers, this story is called The Conversion of Cornelius. The first few verses of the story tell us that Cornelius was devout, feared God, gave alms generously to the poor, and prayed constantly-hardly, it seems in need of too much conversion! More accurately perhaps, this story is really about the conversion of Peter. It is Peter whose heart is changed and whose radical actions follow from that changed heart. It is Peter whose mid-day hunger stimulated a vision of unclean food and to whom God says three times: Do not call unclean what God has made clean! It will be this same Peter who journeys to Joppa to meet Cornelius, the uncircumcised Roman centurion and accepts his hospitality. And it will be the same Peter who in the eleventh chapter of Acts will argue with the members of the Church in Jerusalem that God has indeed called the uncircumcised to salvation in Jesus. How did this personal and social transformation happen? Let’s listen a little more carefully to the story. 

It is the middle of the day and Peter is hungry. In Peter’s social reality when you are hungry, there are foods that you have been taught not to eat: they are unclean. He has a vision. In that vision things about what foods you can and cannot eat are different. The Word of God says so. God says: Do not call unclean what God has made clean. And Peter trusts the word of God and eats. 

Once Peter’s social reality in relation to food is touched by the word of God, suddenly he has the experience that larger social realities can also be different, if one listens carefully to the word of God. People with whom you have been taught not to associate can welcome you. In fact, once Peter allows himself to be welcomed by Cornelius, one of the strongest tenets of Peter’s religious faith is touched and changed. Peter sees that the Gentile community can experience the salvation of Jesus. The whole fabric of Peter’s religious reality becomes different because step by halting step he allows the word of God to transform how he understands the social context. It is difficult for us to imagine the religious and psychic “earthquake proportions” of Peter’s realization that God’s chosen people, the people of a new covenant, are to be larger than the Jewish nation. 

The story could have ended here. The writer of Acts could have been content to give us a dramatic example of the transformation of personal social consciousness by fidelity to the word of God. But Peter is a member of a community. In fact, Peter exercises leadership in that community. And so, the story goes on for eighteen even more dramatic verses in the eleventh chapter. 

Peter returns to Jerusalem from the house of Cornelius in Joppa. And as with most community networks, the news of the scandal of Peter’s inclusiveness has preceded him to Jerusalem. It is interesting to note that the scandal for the community in Jerusalem still revolves around the question of food and with whom Peter ate that food, and not around the larger theological question. There, too, with food is where Peter’s transformation started. 

Peter then tells his story to the community. And in one of the most important phrases in the Acts of the Apostles he says: and I remembered the word of the Lord (11:16). And Peter, for the sake of the community’s transformation engages in what we call theological reflection. He tells them about the new and astounding social reality that he has allowed himself to be involved in and the words of Jesus that he remembers. Again, it is difficult for us to imagine what it took for a first century Jew to boldly state to a Jewish community that the chosen people of God are larger than themselves. He states courageously that the Gentile people are included in the new covenant formed by the blood of Jesus. And that inclusion does not require acceptance of Jewish customs and beliefs. 

And then an amazing thing happens. The community engages in its own theological reflection. Acts says simply that when they heard this, they were silenced (11:18). And because one man allowed himself to be transformed, the community opens itself to the same transformation. And they praised God saying, “then God has given even to the Gentiles the repentance that leads to life” II (11:18). The Christian community is transformed because one hungry man at midday allows the word of God to transform his notion of what food he can and cannot eat. 

The leaders of religious communities are called today to do no less than Peter did. We, too, are called to listen to our social context after listening to the word of God. We are called to notice what each says to the other. And if we are leaders, we are called to speak to the community about what we have noticed and to call for response. 

This rhythm of listening to the word of God with one ear and listening to our world with the other requires new virtues for the transformation of communities. 

New Virtues for Inclusive Communities 
I risk outlining for you five new virtues that occur to me in my reflection. I sketch them in bold strokes, hoping you will fill in the fine lines. 

1.
Religious communities need to move from nurturing community members to developing the virtue of supportive confrontation. In order to be inclusive, we must come to understand why we are not inclusive, as both individuals and communities. We must come to understand our patterns of thinking, our responses, our prejudices, and the conditioning elements of our culture and religious experience. In short, we must come to understand our conditioned preconceptions and ourselves before we attempt to welcome to community. Thomas Merton says it quite well: 


Those who attempt to act and do things for others or for the world without deepening their own self-understanding, freedom and capacity to love, will have nothing to give others. They will communicate to others nothing but the contagion of their own obsessions, their aggressiveness, their ego-centered ambition, their delusions about ends and means, their doctrinaire prejudices and ideas.6 


We must be able to speak to each other about the way things are said and done in the community that belies unconscious attitudes. How many times in our life have we experienced a change like Peter did? How did it happen? 

2.
Religious communities need to move from preoccupation with forming community to developing the virtue of forming community members for mission. We have for too long sat and hoped, in the words of the movie, Field of Dreams: if you build it, they will come. We have spent a great deal of time building community among ourselves and they (persons who are poor, African-Americans, new peoples in our country, for example) have not come. We must go out. We must bring the message of Jesus and the goodness of our communities to where the people are. There are, I believe, too many layers of social complexities that shatter our feeble attempts to make all white, largely suburban communities in any way attractive to the inclusion of poor persons, persons of color, or persons who only haltingly speak the dominant language of the community. Developing this missionary virtue will stretch two of our most cherished community values: welcoming and hospitality. 

3.
Religious communities must move from welcoming to developing the virtue of being welcomed. If we dare to go out and meet people where they are, we must let go of the control implicit in being the welcomer and allow ourselves to be welcomed. We must allow ourselves to be welcomed into other patterns of thinking and response, into other experiences of God and religious piety .We will have to let go of defensiveness and listen attentively to the other. Doing this is fraught with the anxieties of being rejected and being misunderstood. But allowing ourselves to be welcomed is also filled with the hope of blessing: that we will be larger and more whole. Gabriel welcomed Mary to a new and unique relationship with God. Mary allowed herself to be welcomed by Elizabeth. In allowing herself to be welcomed, Mary’s new relationship with God was already visible: who am I that the mother of my Lord should come to me? Asked Elizabeth. The virtue of being welcomed presupposes personal and communal change and is full of anxiety. 

4.
Religious communities must move from hospitality to developing the virtue of being uncomfortable guests. In being welcomed into another’s reality we must let go of a great deal of our own ethnocentrism. Our hospitality will be within new contexts of art and ritual, new styles of gathering, new ways of counting time, and perhaps even new language. Hospitality is dangerous business. It should make us uncomfortable. Benedict reminds us: “All guests who present themselves are to be welcomed as Christ…. By a bow of the head or by a complete prostration of the body, Christ is to be adored because he is indeed welcomed in them.”7

What an interesting exercise it would be for the next person who answers the door to a guest in the community to prostrate himself or herself at the front door! In a sense, what religious communities are being challenged to do is to go out and prostrate ourselves before new people whose reality, though extremely unfamiliar to is, speaks the presence of Jesus and will be transforming. We are called to allow ourselves to be welcomed by people and situations that will make us uncomfortable merely because they are different, not as we often suppose, that they speak less of God than our own reality. 

5.
And finally, religious communities must move from faith sharing to developing the virtue of theological reflection. Our communities must be willing to enter the painstaking process of both reading the social realities of our times and of bringing that reality to our reading of the Scriptures. Over the past thirty years our brothers and sisters of the Latin American Church have taught us a great deal about this process “of sharing both the newspaper and the gospels.” Leadership in our religious communities must be increasingly skilled in eliciting and facilitating this conversation between social reality and the Scriptures. And then, even more difficult, we must encourage the community toward the actions that will necessarily flow from that conversation. How different would our community be if instead of our weekly faith sharing, we did theological reflection on a current item in the news? Bernard Lee and Michael Cowan remind us such practices in Christian communities “mediate the dangerous memories and transformative hopes of the Christian tradition in and for the social structures and cultural patterns of their time and place.”8 I believe our religious communities should be the workshops of tranformative hope. 

Conclusion 
And so, this monumental mission of proclaiming the Gospel to our religiously pluralistic society and our increasingly culturally diverse Church is simpler and more dangerous than we usually make it out to be. The questions are simple. Why are the people suffering? What does our experience of God and God’s word tell us that the community should be doing? And are we willing to do it? The answers are dangerous. The answers are dangerous because they will cost us. They will cost us our preconceived notions; they will cost us our ways of doing things; they will cost us our carefully constructed comfort; they will cost us everything. 

It is in paying that price that our religious communities in the United States will be refounded. May we, by the grace of God, open our eyes and “remember the word of the Lord.”
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“It Is Only With The Heart That One Can See Rightly…” 

Mary Mollison, CSA 
LCWR Presidential Address 2001

I know of no other way to meander around the topic of multiculturalism than within the context of song and stories. Culture becomes alive in storytelling. Artists, poets, and mystics help us concretize and in a sense ritualize and give meaning to ways we integrate complex cultural realities into our lives.

Many of us in leadership are daily growing in our awareness and understanding of the influences of multiculturalism within ourselves, in our neighborhoods, our Church, and the global community. Encuentro 2000 was a gathering of the Church in America truly celebrating the many faces in the house of God in the United States.

As our eyes see changes all around us, our hearts are drawn into the mystery of how to sensitize ourselves to our learned and frequently unconscious biases and prejudices. We are often blind to racism and to the stereotypes we hold in our psyches. Wisdom from the children’s book, The Little Prince by Antoine de Saint‑Exupery, puts our struggle into words: “It is only with the heart that one can see rightly; what is essential is invisible to the eye.”

As a leader today, I speak from a position of white privilege, moving from monocultural to multicultural experiences within my congregation, neighborhood, local church, and myself and with a growing awareness of the interconnectedness of all peoples.

We all come from strong cultural influences whether they are based in ethnic background, racial diversity, gender bias, or church tradition. As American citizens we have been socialized into a predominantly white‑privileged, male, middle‑class power structure, and into a culture of individualism and frequent violence. The theme of this Conference acknowledges the point of reference from which we begin: Changing Faces, Changing Hearts. This assumes that the predominantly European‑American face is the reality that is changing all around us. Changing hearts, of course, begins within each of us. We cannot assume that our hearts will change apace with the increasing diversity we acknowledge.

We are blind to many facets of building multicultural community. I begin exploring our theme through the following lenses: rejecting white privilege, eliminating racism, embracing multiculturalism, nurturing multicultural community, engaging ecclesial power, celebrating diversity, and changing hearts.

Pondering Scripture
Scriptures, in the Acts of the Apostles, is clear that the struggle to recognize that we are all God’s people is a long‑standing tension in the church and in society. The Gospel of Luke ends with “the eleven” witnessing Jesus being “taken up to heaven” and they return to Jerusalem, the center of Jewish life, where “they were found in the temple constantly, speaking the praises of God.” [Luke 24] 

The Acts of the Apostles, often referred to as Luke’s second book, describes how the Gospel message moved beyond Judaism and the city of Jerusalem and in one generation expanded to all the limits of the then‑known world. St. Luke begins Acts with more details of Jesus’ final instructions and His Ascension. 

While they were with Him they asked, “Lord, are You going to restore the rule to Israel now?” His answer was: “The exact time it is not yours to know...You will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes down on you; then you are to be my witnesses in Jerusalem, throughout Judea and Samaria, yes, even to the ends of the earth.” [6‑8]

The book of Acts records the ways the Holy Spirit continued the mission of Jesus beyond Jerusalem and among the Gentiles. We learn through the vision of Ananias that Paul is to be the instrument that God has chosen to bring God’s message to the Gentiles. [9:15] Through the visions of Cornelius and Peter we recognize God has no favorites [10:34] and “the circumcised believers who had accompanied Peter were surprised that the gift of the Holy Spirit should have been poured out on the Gentiles also.” [10:46] 

Why is it, that human beings cherish diversity in nature, in trees, flowers and sunsets, and yet struggle to accept diversity in culture, in ethnic preferences, and in racial characteristics? Why can we watch a video and see the beauty in each person even as we know that irrational fears erupt within us as we encounter such diversity in our daily lives? In our hearts are we still asking the same question as the scribe in the Gospel: “Who is my neighbor?”  [Luke 10:29] 

As we ponder our challenge to be transformational leaders in this time of transition from a monocultural mindset to becoming multicultural community builders, the parable of the blind beggar Bartimaeus is a source of strength. 

On hearing that Jesus was near, Bartimaeus cried out “Jesus, Son of David, have pity on me!” Many people were annoyed at his outburst and scolded him to keep quiet, but he shouted all the louder, “Son of David, have pity on me!” Jesus responded, “Call him over.” Bartimaeus threw aside his cloak, jumped up and came to Jesus. Jesus asks: “What do you want me to do for you?” “Rabboni, I want to see.” Jesus said in reply, “Be on your way, your faith has healed you.” Immediately Bartimaeus received his sight and started to follow Him up the road.  [Mark 10:46‑52]

As we become increasingly passionate about our commitment to reject white privilege, eliminate racism, nurture multicultural community, and challenge power structures in our Church and society, we will annoy others. Efforts will be made to keep us quiet. We will be disruptive to those who prefer and benefit from the status quo. 

However, we remember that when Jesus called, Bartimaeus threw aside his cloak and with reckless abandon came to Jesus. Bartimaeus was completely vulnerable before Jesus. And with much courage he proclaimed, “I want to see.”

Rejecting White Privilege 
What is it about white privilege that I must see? As a white person, white privilege puts me at an advantage. I have been taught that my values and beliefs are normative and many times I unconsciously operate from a stance of making “the other” more like “me.”  I measure other cultures from my frame of reference and often from external manifestations only. 

What advantages do I enjoy? I will not be excluded from neighborhoods because of my skin color. I will not be followed or harassed while I am shopping. My skin color is not a detriment when I hand someone a credit card. I will not be named “a credit to my race” when I accomplish a feat. I am not asked to speak on behalf of all the people of my race. My color will not work against me in a court of law. [Peggy McIntosh]

So what must I ask about white privilege? Do I get “truly distressed, even outraged” [Peggy McIntosh] about my unearned race advantage and conferred dominance? What am I doing to eliminate white privilege? Am I growing more conscious of subtle and overt privileges I benefit from and even perpetuate? “Lord, I want to see.” 

Eliminating Racism
To build multicultural communities, we as women and men religious must strive consciously to eliminate racism.  “Racism is rooted in the belief that one race is superior to another. It involves not only prejudice, but also the use of religious, social, political, economic or historical power to keep one race privileged.” [Illinois Bishops, 2000] In the United States, the black/white dynamic is the predominant form of racism and is deeply embedded in our culture and our social structures.

Racism is both personal and institutional and may be expressed overtly, covertly, or unconsciously. Racism is expressed overtly by “white supremacists” shouting hate slogans or by community members who openly state that a community would be damaged by admitting “those other people.” Covert racism is operative when store managers selectively harass consumers or when religious communities create “profiles of potential candidates” who could live comfortably within a religious community, the comfort level often having to do with the current members’ discomfort with diversity. 

Unconscious racism occurs when our judgments or biases determine someone to be “dangerous” simply because of skin color. 

Empirical documentation shows “endemic racism and patterns of cultural ethnocentrism have historically infected the very moral structures and processes of American communities of religious life.” [Jamie T. Phelps, O.P.] This historical pattern of racial exclusion within religious communities is being challenged from within, however. Many of us present at this Assembly are actively seeking ways to undo the racism within our communities. Irrational fears and biases must be named and addressed. Moving beyond a Eurocentric perspective is a prophetic call to each of us. Many resources are available among us as we “throw off our cloak” and open our hearts to the transforming work of eliminating personal and institutional racism. “Lord, I want to see.”

Embracing Multiculturalism
We are part of the whole we call the universe. In our limited vision, our blindness, we think we are separate. This separateness can be isolating for us. Our purpose in life is to love God, our neighbor, and ourselves, bringing compassion and hope into the lives of those we serve. Jesus used stories to inspire unity and create an identity, a culture, for His followers. Since the days of the apostles, [Acts 10:15] the Christian community has struggled to distinguish the essence of Christianity from its cultural expression. In Acts Chapter 10, Peter reveals: “The truth that I have come now to realize is that God does not have favorites, but that anybody of any nationality who fears God and does what is right is acceptable to God.” [10:34‑35] Culture is social and psychological. It is not inherited, it is learned. 

At this time in history, the Church needs to break out of the “confining limits of Western Christian theology to open the Church to inculturation in ways of life in which Western perceptions are not meaningful,” particularly in cultures where religion is a way of life, not a collection of doctrine. [Joseph P. Fitzpatrick, S.J., 203] We are one Church with many cultures. The Gospel message is enriched and transformed as it encounters a particular culture. This process of inculturation often happens in sharing stories and remembering who we are and how God is revealed in the midst of people. Hearing the Gospel message in the lives of those different from us calls for personal vulnerability. [Anthony J. Gittins] We are called to respond as Bartimaeus did, throwing off our cloak of certainty, and walking in faith toward Jesus. “Lord, I want to see.” 

Nurturing Multicultural Community
Nurturing multicultural community demands risk taking. For three generations European immigrants to the United States have deliberately shed their native language and customs and taken on the dominant language and cultural characteristics of this nation. Assimilation was the ticket for “belonging.” Adapting as quickly as possible to “being an American” was important to second and third generation immigrants. Bilingualism was perceived as a threat, not an asset, to the dominant American culture. The following vignette is frequently told: 

What do you call someone who can speak many languages?
Multilingual

Someone who can speak three languages?
Trilingual

Two languages?
Bilingual

One language?
American

[Two stories from the Mollison family history reinforce this emphasis on assimilation into a monocultural United States.

I grew up in a second‑generation immigrant family when “shedding” the signs of our cultural heritage was paramount. My mother was born in Canada and moved to the United States as a freshman in high school. She was immediately enrolled into an “American history” class. Of course, American history was, in fact, United States history. Mom had originally learned the “American revolution” from the British point of view so she was told she was “wrong” when she explained her version of why the revolution occurred among the British colonies in territory that later became the United States. I learned early in my education that even the telling of history is biased and interpreted from the perspective of the person relaying the facts. Or, indeed, what are “facts”?

My father came to the United States from Scotland. Obvious from his arrival was his heavy Scottish brogue. He worked diligently to eliminate his brogue so he could become truly American. His dream was to become an attorney and he knew “being an all‑American” boy would improve his chances of acceptance into law school.

There are many stories in our family of other cultural aspects of mom’s and dad’s early lives that were subsumed into the monoculture of the United States in order to truly belong and to be faithful citizens of this country. Significant to note, however, is that both of my parents were Caucasian so physical assimilation into the dominant culture was not a problem.]

The language scene in the United States is changing as we enter into this new millennium. A Census Bureau Survey released this month, August 2001, reveals that 18 percent of school‑age immigrants who entered the United States in the last decade speak a language other than English at home. These youngsters receive their formal education in English and speak a second language with their families. Lawmakers and advocacy groups are once again debating the current policy on bilingual education. Think back on the history of your own religious congregation and remember the stories of the predominant language to be used for communication. As a leader, what is your stance about the importance of a diversity of languages within your province or congregation? 

We as women and men religious verbalize our commitment to diversity and multiculturalism within our Church, our communities, and in our nation. In our efforts to recognize cultural pluralism we challenge prevailing practices and become aware of our predominantly Eurocentric way of being American, of being Catholic. Our religious communities are often cautious about accepting “too much” diversity within our membership. 

What are our areas of blindness as we see “changing faces” all around us in our neighborhood? Is diversity a value as we invite new members to our communities? Do we fear the transformation that must occur as we invite young people of many cultures into our predominantly Eurocentric provinces and congregations? Do we have the flexibility within our local communities to receive culturally diverse members with genuine hospitality? Are we willing to accept differences in beliefs and behaviors? Will we become intimidated by the unfamiliar? 

We will make mistakes as we embrace the ambiguity of experiencing new ways of doing things. Are we willing to be vulnerable enough to learn from misreading or misjudging behaviors or gestures? Will we allow newcomers to speak and not be silenced? How often does stereotyping prevent us from listening to a different perspective, from participating in a new ritual? Can we truly say: “I want to see?”  

Engaging Ecclesial Power
Diversity creates tension in many realms of church leadership. As ecclesial women and men we frequently encounter theological diversity. Prophetic voices and magisterial power clash. Cultural nuances are misinterpreted. The story of the disciples in the boat being tossed about in the waves is a meaningful image to retain as we engage in dialogue on the use of power in the Church today. Impetuous Peter says: “If it is really You, tell me to come to you across the water;” Jesus, of course, says, “Come.” When Peter jumps out of the security of the boat and walks toward Jesus the wind gets stronger, he becomes frightened and begins to sink. He cries out: “Lord, save me!” Jesus stretches out His hand, bringing Peter to safety and says: “How little faith you have!” [Matthew 14:22‑33]

The tensions in the Church today are many. We, like Peter, must take the risk, at times, to jump out of the official boat and walk, in faith, toward Jesus. When mounting waves and strong winds paralyze us, we recall what Jesus asked both Bartimaeus and Peter: “What do you want from me?” Remember, neither man remained silent but instead shouted his need to Jesus. Will we allow ourselves to be silenced when the crowd is “annoyed at us and scolds us to be quiet?” [Mark 10:48] Will we persist in our efforts to be heard? What is prophetic? What is absurd? We are not infallible. Contemplative silence is a loud statement at times. In the silence of our hearts we discover our blind spots. As we engage in dialogue within our Church culture we each are called to pray: “Lord, that I may see.”

Celebrating Diversity
As leaders of religious communities, we often participate in Liturgy in a variety of settings. Differences in the forms of worship are a complex theological event. In exploring “multicultural” worship, Greddes W. Hanson believes “multicultural worship” is an oxymoron. 

Worship is specific to a particular religious collective’s determination to act out its experience with the Transcendent in ways that reflect its essential cultural commitment.  Mixing elements of worship from different cultures in the same experience compromises it. The mix might result in something aesthetically pleasing but it raises questions about its authenticity as worship. Worship services might be multiracial, multiethnic, or multinational, but they are not multicultural—which does not deny their being signs of the oneness of the church. [157]

We have much to learn in building multicultural community through prayer and worship. Issues abound related to style of prayer and preaching, choice of music, translation of texts, and body movement and dance. What are our fears as diverse cultures gather to celebrate Eucharist? How do popular devotions from diverse Catholic cultures enrich the American Catholic tradition? How do we dialogue on theological issues that polarize and alienate members? Are we members of the crowd who try to silence those we judge as “blind” to the “orthodox” way of being church? Or do we cry out “Son of David, have pity on me” as we recognize our blindness? Can we truly celebrate one Church with many cultures saying: “Lord, I want to see.”? 

Changing Hearts
From many ancient cultures we can learn how to bring harmony among peoples and balance among all of creation. Is religious life in the United States hospitable and relevant to diverse cultures? What will we do, individually and collectively, to eliminate racism, white privilege, prejudice, and power struggles in our way of life?  “Community is what is happening when people are coming to life and bringing each other to life.” [Corita Kent] Does this describe the heart of our community?

Several times I have spoken of the importance of story telling in our growing awareness of the life stream of different cultures. Dawna Markova makes a significant observation when speaking of the power of stories as “the current of meaning, the river through which consciousness and culture move.” She speaks of “rut” stories and “river” stories. Rut stories keep us stuck, confirming, “we always are who we always have been.” We lose hope when we do not move beyond hurtful and painful experiences told about past events. River stories flow into new insights, energizing us and “carrying us forward toward new possibilities.”

Changing hearts is an inward journey. It is about recognizing rut stories and transforming them into river stories.  How will we allow river stories to awaken our hearts as leaders? How will we invite others to be transformed into Christ whom we seek with all our heart? Will we move beyond the comfort of “sitting by the roadside begging” or remain in the “rut” of our personal and communal experiences? Will we approach Jesus and announce that we want to see, we want to be co‑creators with Him of a new world in which truth, justice, peace, and love prevail? 

Our call during these days together is to find our hearts, open up both our eyes. Then we can leave this Joint Assembly imagining Jesus saying to us: “Be on your way, your faith has healed you.” 
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RESOURCES


Movement from Monocultural to Multicultural Congregations
Gary Riebe-Estrella, SVD

The title given me for this presentation contains an obvious but interesting assumption: that the movement from mono to multi—which is being experienced by some communities and is a future hope for others and which involves culture and the accommodation of two or more cultures to one another (multiculturalism)—is a move toward where the future must lie. Most of us make this assumption, but I suggest that it is based on an inaccurate perception (or assumption) of what our contemporary American situation actually is.

If I want to be critical of a faulty assumption, I need to be frank about my own assumption at work in this presentation. My premise is that what is taking place in our religious congregations is a fairly faithful reflection of what has been taking place in American society at large and in the Catholic Church in the United States with respect to ethnic minorities and that, therefore, an analysis of the macrocosm will lead us to a better understanding of the dynamics within the microcosm. 

One further introductory remark. As I have just intimated, the context for my reflections is that of religious congregations predominantly composed of members of mainstream U.S. culture, whatever their original ethnicity, who are incorporating members of U.S. ethnic minorities or are interested in doing so.  Some of what I say may be helpful to those of you in congregations whose membership is not predominantly American, but I will have to leave the translation up to you. 

Multiculturalism: A Question Mark 

The United States is often touted as the most multicultural society in the world. In its special issue of autumn 1993, “The New Face of America: How Immigrants Are Shaping the World’s First Multicultural Society,” Time magazine reported the top ancestry groups in the U.S. population: German, 58 million; Irish, 39 million; English, 33 million; African, 24 million; Italian, 15 million; Mexican, 12 million; French, 10 million; Polish, 8 million.1 In the midst of this ethnic diversity, however, there is room for substantial questioning of just how multicultural our society is in fact. As Benjamin Schwarz argues in the May 1995 issue of Atlantic Monthly: 

Long before the United States’ founding and until probably the 1960s, the “unity” of the American people derived not from their warm welcoming of and accommodation to nationalist, ethnic, and linguistic differences but from the ability and willingness of an Anglo elite to stamp its image on other peoples coming to this country. That elite’s religious and political principles, its customs and social relations, its standards of taste and morality, were for three hundred years America’s, and in basic ways they still are, despite our celebration of “diversity.” Whatever freedom from ethnic and nationalist conflict this country has enjoyed (and it has been considerably less than our national mythology would have us believe) has existed thanks to a cultural and ethnic predominance that would not tolerate conflict or confusion regarding the national identity.2
Historically, what appears to be a tolerance for cultural difference has often masked an attitude of cultural imposition. Even today, as we see in the current culture wars, particularly in reference to education, one might ask whether the assimilationist approach, though no longer politically correct, is truly dead. 

The attitude of the Catholic Church in the United States has in many ways mirrored the larger society’s ambivalent posture toward cultural difference. Born as an immigrant church, the Catholic Church in the United States has striven hard to prove its Americanness. Some hold that we Catholics did not overcome our national inferiority complex until the candidacy and election of John F. Kennedy as president in 1960.3 It is true that, in its own development, the church established national parishes and language-separate schools for European immigrants who came to these shores in the great immigration waves of the 1860s through the 1920s and thus evinced a respect for cultural difference. Yet in reality these cultural enclaves functioned primarily as holding tanks for ethnic minorities until larger movements in American society such as suburbanization and growing economic affluence assimilated these European groups into mainstream U.S. culture. One might argue that the Catholic school system was, in fact, a major influence toward assimilation, for, while it generally respected people’s languages of origin, it excelled in the propagation of English as the operative language of the children of immigrants and instilled a sense of American nationalism through its emphasis on the values of citizenship and patriotism.4 I do not suppose it is by accident that ours is one of the few countries in the world where the national flag stands in God’s sanctuary—a constant reminder that to be a good Catholic in the United States is to be a good American. 

The attitude of U.S. society at large and the Americanization strategy of the Catholic Church have generally been successful. Indeed, in our day U.S. Catholics have, in general, solidly become part of the middle class. As George Gallup and Jim Castelli have found, since the mid-1960s “Catholics have equaled Protestants in education and income levels.”5 The Notre Dame Study of Catholic Life since Vatican II indicates that of Catholics involved in their parishes “one in four—23 percent—had a family income above $40,000 a year, about one-third higher than the national figure.”6
In addition to educational and economic measurements, one could argue that U.S. Catholics fit ethically or ideologically into the center of U.S. society.  In Professor Tex Sample’s analysis of ethical shifts in U.S. culture, Catholics can best be found, not on the cultural right in an ethic of self-denial nor on the cultural left in an ethic of self-fulfillment, but rather in the cultural middle, in the company of the majority of the American population.7
A New Factor: Race 
However, there are some things that are different in our time than in our historical record. First, many of those individuals from nondominant groups whom we are welcoming or whom we wish to welcome into our communities are outspoken in their commitment to hold on to their cultural heritage as an informing part of their sense of self. In their own way they recognize culture as a primary element of personal identity because it is based on belonging, not on accomplishment. It is a more secure ground, as it were, for a sense of self.8 Second, the major groups from which these new members come are nonwhite; they are Latinos, African Americans, Asian Americans, Native Americans.

I must argue that there is a radical connection between the desire of these new members to retain their cultures and their racial conspicuousness as nonwhites. The cry for cultural integrity arose in the 1960s and 1970s from blacks, Latinos, Indians, and Asians precisely because they could not be assimilated into U.S. society. Yet none of these groups are recent immigrants. At the founding of the United States, there was a significant percentage of blacks in the nation’s population, though primarily as slaves. Latinos were present in what today is Florida before the Pilgrims landed at Plymouth Rock. Asian-American history began in 1848 when young Chinese responded to the need for labor in California’s gold mines.9 In contradistinction to the waves of European immigrants that have become part of mainstream U.S. society, none of these groups has been successfully integrated into mainstream U.S. society, despite their long-standing presence. Is the difference that their conscious retention of their cultures of origin has obstructed their integration? Rather, the opposite appears to be true.  Nonwhite cultural minorities hold on to their cultural identity precisely because they have not been allowed to enter dominant U.S. society. Our emphasis on ethnic difference is due to U.S. society’s discrimination against our racial difference. As Asian-American theologian Jung Young Lee writes: 

In the United States, race is an ideology based upon physical or biological traits, such as skin color, body structure, and facial features—the unchangeable physical characteristics that can be used to categorize people into inferior and superior groups. Because ethnic minorities such as Asian Americans, African Americans, Native Americans, and Hispanic Americans live as subordinate groups because of their biological and physical characteristics, for them ethnicity and race are inseparable. In fact, to be an Asian American means to be yellow, just as to be an African American means to be black....Race is inclusive of ethnicity, just as culture is. Both racial and cultural characteristics are included in the ethnicity of marginal people.10
Some might object that the rediscovery of ethnicity and cultural origin on the part of many American whites shows that, de facto, race is not at stake in ethnicity. Citing the study Ethnic Options: Choosing Identities in America by Mary C. Waters, David A. Hollinger writes: 

[White ethnics] affirmed what the sociologist Herbert Gans calls “symbolic ethnicity.” They take pleasure in a subjective feeling of ethnic identity, but shy away from the more substantive ethnicity that demands involvement in a concrete community with organizations, mutual commitments, and some elements of restraint.11 

Nonwhite ethnics, on the other hand, find themselves locked into concrete and limited communities because of U.S. society’s refusal to treat them as equals. 

Race as History’s Justification 
This racial prejudice so characteristic of U.S. society is not a new phenomenon. Enshrined in the Constitution with its counting of blacks as less than full persons, racism has actually been part of the national ethos of our country since its inception. U.S. racism, whatever its primordial roots, is a complex psychological phenomenon that functions as a justification for some of the more sordid aspects of American history. 

Latinos, African Americans, and Native Americans all entered the pages of American history as “the conquered.” Either taken from their lands or having their lands taken from them, these peoples were first encountered as the objects of U.S. colonial domination when the United States presumptuously imaged itself as the New Israel and developed its expansionist policy of Manifest Destiny. In order to justify its actions, U.S. society developed its own reading of its national history, a history that one Latino theologian, Justo González, calls “an innocent history.” That is, the American history that most of us learned in our elementary and high school education was an idealized history, one in which the losers were not present and the mixed motivations of the victors were not attended to. 

The “fathers” [of our country] sued for independence, mostly in the name of freedom. That this was to a great degree the freedom to make money and to take lands from the Indians is again mentioned but is not allowed to play more than a secondary role in our understanding of the “revolutionary” war. ...We seldom hear of the degree to which the leaders of the movement for independence lusted for Indian lands that the British would not allow them to possess. ...The West was “won,” we are told. But how, and who “lost” it, is not part of our national consciousness. 

And the mythologizing of our national history is not a chance accident of fate. González continues: 

All this and more we have not been told. But let us not deceive ourselves. We have not been told because we did not wish to be told. ...If the Pilgrims, the patriots, and the pioneers were pure and just, they must have created a pure and just order, and it is our great fortune to have inherited it, and our task to defend it. Anything else is ingratitude and lack of patriotism.12
More pernicious than the justification of the actions of many of our national heroes is the concomitant need of U.S. society to portray the conquered as deserving of their fate. Is it any wonder that Latinos, Native Americans, and African Americans are pictured in the American ethos as having a whole assortment of unsavory, if not un-Christian, qualities? They are considered lazy, dirty, sexually promiscuous, irresponsible.13  If people say things such as these: “Imagine what our Southwest would be like today if it had been left to Mexicans to develop! My God, they cannot take care of their own country—the massive poverty, the filth, an infrastructure that does not work! And Africa is even a sorrier sight! American blacks should be happy that we saved them from what their continent has become!” 

The cause of such history-justifying arrogance is race prejudice. Any nonwhite peoples in the United States become implicated by contagion. The difference in the history of European and non-European sectors of U.S. society is in no small part due to the question of racial conspicuousness. Race becomes the justification for categorizing nonwhites as inferior, yet, since it is an inherited characteristic, it allows the American conscience to embrace its own egalitarian mythos: they are inferior, but it is not their fault, and the situation can be remedied by their efforts to improve their situation, since all people are created equal. 

Racism plays a critical role in today’s immigration question as well. In an article dated 3 January 1995, the New York Times alleges that 52 percent of illegal immigration into the United States (some 2,070,000 people in 1994) is due to persons overstaying their tourist visas, while 48 percent (1,909,000) is due to illegal border crossing.14 And yet, according to the Chicago Tribune, “In 1994...39,620 illegal immigrants were deported but only a fraction of those, 542, were thrown out for staying beyond the date authorized by temporary visas.” How might one interpret this lapse in immigration enforcement? In the Chicago Tribune article, Frank Sharry, executive director of the National Immigration Forum, asserts, “It’s better television footage to show a Mexican family coming across the border than it is to show a Polish family getting off the plane at O’Hare with a tourist visa.” Perhaps more to the point, the article continues, “Some immigration activists argue that politicians are more intent on keeping out poor and dark-skinned immigrants that is, the border jumpers—than on barring entry to light-skinned Europeans who are not part of the Third World underclass.”15 

Social Class 

Cultural discrimination is undergirded by racial discrimination, and the field on which its consequences are played out is economics. “In 1991 28 percent [of Latinos] were poor as compared with 32 percent of blacks and 13 percent of all Americans.”16 In education, a generally accepted prerequisite for economic mobility in our country, Latinos and African Americans continue to lag behind whites. In 1989, while 82.1 percent of whites had completed high school, the completion percentage for blacks was 76.1 percent and for Latinos 55.9 percent. In addition, “by 1989, only 16.1 percent of all Latinos 18 to 24 were enrolled in college, compared with 23.5 percent of blacks and 31.8 percent of Anglos.”17  The statistics for Native Americans in both economics and education are even sorrier.  Even though Asian Americans have, by and large, done better economically and educationally than other nonwhite U.S. minorities, nevertheless, as Jung Young Lee writes, culture, race and social class are interconnected: 

For me, therefore, ethnicity is the primary determinant that created my marginal status in this country.  Because I am an ethnic minority, I experience marginality in political, economical [sic], social, educational, and other areas.  This is why, even though my marginality is based on ethnicity which includes my racial origin and a cultural difference, I am not free from other determinants of marginality.18
Beyond Multiculturalism 

In the concrete circumstances of U.S. society today, cultural diversity is not the root cause of the existence of those ethnic minorities from which we hope to draw new members for our congregations. Rather, the root cause is racial difference (which is linked with cultural difference) and is evidenced in the question of social class. The assumption of multiculturalism, namely, that cultural diversity is the core cause of tensions between ethnic-group members and members of the dominant U.S. culture and among ethnic groups with each other, suffers from an incorrect analysis of the true heart of the tension. Strategies of incorporation which the culturalist assumption develops—usually around respect for language, cultural folklore, and religious expression—cannot go far enough to bridge the divisions caused by race. In fact, most current multicultural strategies envision no real bridging of divisions at all. Rather, their goal appears to be to create space in our congregations where ethnic minorities can maintain their cultural and faith expressions. But in most cases the cultural differences are only butted up against each other, and there is no concerted attempt at interchange. The goal of respect for difference does not itself produce unity, but rather maintains division. 

I suggest that the predominantly cultural focus of current visioning of the future of our congregations is, in its attempt to create space for nonwhites, actually a reincarnation of the pastoral strategies used by the Catholic Church in its dealing with European immigrants in our earlier history. Its unconscious vision of the future is one in which, as with the immigrant population from Europe, these spaces will eventually not be needed as minorities are integrated into mainstream U.S. society. But, as we have seen, this integration has, because of racial difference, not taken place as it did for people of European stock, nor will it. Rather, the spaces created in our communities as temporary holding tanks for ethnic minorities will fill up permanently. Unwittingly, we will have baptized the racial divisions of our society within the walls of our own congregations. 

Rather, we must look toward a future that is not founded on our present situation. Multiculturalism must give way to a radically different vision of the way people might live with each other in our congregations and outside of them. And that new vision is to be found in the gospel. 

A Gospel Paradigm
In the parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk 10:25-37), a paradigm for Christian life is offered in response to the question put by the scholar of the law: “What must I do to inherit eternal life?”19 In the parable all three characters, the Levite, the priest, and the Samaritan, notice the person who has been robbed, beaten, and left lying on the side of the road. But it is only the Samaritan who “approaches” that person. It is only the Samaritan who leaves his own preoccupations and enters the world of the other. And he enters not just any other’s world, but that of one who has been marginalized, left on the side of the road. His motivation is not pity, but “compassion”—a “feeling with,” a “suffering with” the other. He does not enter the other’s world as an observer, but takes on the other’s suffering and makes adapted use of his own resources (his wine and oil, his mount, his money) according to the needs present in the new world he has entered. In the end he himself is changed. He is no longer an ordinary Samaritan traveler, but, as the scholar of the law admits when Jesus subtly rephrases the scholar’s “And who is my neighbor?” question and tosses it back to him, it is the Samaritan, not the Jewish victim, who “was neighbor.” The Samaritan has become neighbor, has made himself neighbor to the injured, the abandoned, the marginalized person.20 And the beaten person too has changed. He is no longer the abandoned victim, but has become the Samaritan’s neighbor, has become a part of the Samaritan’s world. We can imagine the two, on the Samaritan’s return to the inn, sitting and talking together, telling their stories, sharing their formerly separate worlds that are now a single world of neighborliness because of the changes their meeting has wrought in both of them.21 

Neighborhood 
 If there are divisions in our society caused by race with its attendant cultural differences, then our congregations’ strategies for incorporation of ethnic minorities must be directed at overcoming such divisions.  But racial difference itself will not disappear and, no matter what cultural accommodations a minority group might make, those accommodations will not accomplish integration. Rather, a new common space must be created where a common identity among racially and culturally different members can be forged. The Samaritan and the Jew in Jesus’ parable do not become non-Samaritan or non-Jew. In the Samaritan’s reaching out to the Jew and the Jew’s acceptance of the Samaritan’s help, they create a new neighborly common space, what might be called a new “neighborhood.” 
This new common space is not for them, as it is not for us, the result of physical proximity. It is not living next to one another, being members of the same religious community that creates “neighborhood.” It was not enough for the Samaritan to be on the same road as the violated Jew, nor was it enough for the Samaritan to approach him. It is the Samaritan’s compassion, his “feeling with,” that moves him to action, and it is his action that causes the two to link their destinies and so create neighborhood. And they link their destinies not simply around any focus whatsoever, but around the suffering, around the concrete marginality of the Jew beaten and left lying on the side of the road. 

It is not enough for racially distinct Americans to live next to one another or even with each other. Neighborhood is created when racially different people link their destinies with each other. To our religious communities I suggest that the place in which to create the space called neighborhood is not within the congregation. That familiar place—whether it be our style of formation, our way of doing business, our interpretation of our constitutions and rules—already belongs in great part to those of the dominant culture. Rather, I suggest that the place for the linking of our destinies is precisely where the racial discrimination and cultural differences in our society are played out, namely, economics. It is in our society’s economics (substandard housing, low salaries, deficient education, lack of childcare, corporate redlining, lack of police responsiveness, unemployment, unjust immigration policy) that the pernicious nature of racism can be most clearly seen and confronted. It is in the mission of societal transformation, however our charism may envision it, that we create neighborhood. Working together across racial lines on issues that are themselves the result of racism allows us to identify what is at stake and to begin the creation of a common space where our identity is not so much a matter of race and culture, for that is what divides us, but instead a matter of our being made in God’s image and together being God’s children. 

Ultimately, the offense of racism is its assertion that human value and human relations are to be defined by criteria other than the one that lies at the heart of the gospel. No wonder the parable of the Good Samaritan is Jesus’ response to the question “What must I do to inherit eternal life?” Life’s ultimate question is involved in it, and the ultimate identity and value of every human person is at stake. 

Indeed, it is not too much to say that what is at stake in the development of neighborhood is the very mission of the church in the United States and the transformative force of religious in the life of that church. Installed, as we Catholics are, firmly in the middle class in this country, what is our mission today? In great part because of our immigrant history, the Catholic Church in the United States has largely succumbed to the temptation to wrap the gospel in the national flag. Yet, as Robert Bellah convincingly argues, our country has lost a sense of the common good; we have become a country of groups divided against one another, with the competing special interests of the various groups being proffered as substitutes for a truly national agenda.22 Our national situation is analogous to the multiculturalism in parish ministry and in congregational life: racially and culturally different individuals butted up against each other, but with no experienced sense of unity. I suggest that what racially distinct groups offer to our church and to our congregations may not be primarily the richness of the various cultural and religious heritages, but opportunities for the church and our communities to engage in the construction of a model of a new way for people to live with each other, based on the gospel parable’s message that we are indeed called to make ourselves neighbors to one another because that is what we are as daughters and sons of one God. It is that newfound experience of community that we as religious and as church are called to offer to U.S. society and to the world at large, fractured as it is into north against south, east against west, Muslim against Christian, white against black. 

Congregational Consequences 

The congregational consequences of the call to build neighborhood are dramatic. Our strategies of incorporation must be directed outward, beyond the congregation, since the ethnic divisions we experience within our communities are a reflection of the society in the midst of which we create religious life. Societal transformation is the practice ground for the building of a new sense of the common identity of all peoples. Our community celebrations and formation programs are second-moment reflections (in both symbol and analytical thought) of the praxis of a new humanity. They cannot be the starting points since, as I have argued earlier, the cultural and racial differences they embrace, if left undisturbed, reflect our division, not our unity. It is praxis that is the starting point. 

Certainly, culture is linked with race. Cultural differences must be met head on in our communities, for they mirror in the intellectual realm the racial tensions that are more preconsciously experienced. We need to develop strategies for helping members of different cultural groups understand each other’s cultural worlds, including their worlds of religious imagination that lead to quite diverse religious expression. As we reflect on our common action, we are provided with the opportunity to explore together our different ways of understanding ourselves, religious life, and the societal transformation in which we are engaged together. This is to move decisively beyond simply putting culturally different peoples next to one another, whether on provincial councils, in community living, or in initial formation, without helping them understand one another—a strategy that characterizes much of current attempts at multiculturalism. 

We must be clear that, while our concrete goals in societal transformation may be seen as ends in themselves, for our larger goal of creating a new common space called neighborhood, they are instrumental. We must, therefore, with good pedagogy, engage in continual reflection together about the deeper meaning, the gospel roots, of our common action. 

For many of us this new direction will be costly. More comfortable inside our congregations than outside of them, trained with a predominantly intraecclesial perspective in our understanding of religious life, perhaps even naive about the roots of our own racism, many will find this shift outward unfamiliar, uncharted, and unattractive territory. However, if my analysis of the fundamental deficiencies of much current multiculturalism is seen to be correct in the light of the true societal nature of the divisions we experience in religious life, in the church, and in society, we would seem to have little choice but to engage the enemy on the battlefield the enemy itself has created, inequality in our society. 

I wish I knew more precisely the contours of this new common space I have called neighborhood and were able to articulate more clearly the strategies of incorporation that could realize its creation. But what is untried is difficult to describe. What I do know is that cultural assimilation, continued racial separation and marginalization, and a world of competing group agendas do not stand within the pale of the gospel message. Rather, ours must be the goal of the one who told the parable of the Good Samaritan: “Behold, I make all things new” (Rv 21:5). 
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RESOURCES


Effective Vocation Ministry in an Increasingly Multicultural Church
Robert J. Schreiter, CPpS

It is no secret that the ethnic composition of the United States is changing. Although English is the dominant language in the United States, the flow of immigrants from Latin America has now made the U.S. the fifth largest Spanish-speaking country in the world. Since the Asian Immigration Act of 1965 opened up immigration possibilities for people from that region, the Asian population in the U.S. has grown as well. The 1990 census showed some seven million Asians and Pacific Islanders in the country. That number will likely more than triple by the middle of the next century. 

These changes are reflected in the Catholic Church as well. Hispanic people now constitute about a third of America’s 60 million Catholics. The percentage of persons of Asian descent who are Catholic is generally small (except for Filipinos). Yet they are making their presence felt in the church. A look at the 1999 Catholic Directory indicates that there are some 200 priests who bear the Vietnamese surnames of Nguyen, Pham, and Tran. A recent survey of seminarians has indicated that 25 percent were born outside the United States. 

While there are no clear statistics yet for the numbers of these immigrants and descendants of immigrants in religious congregations today, we know that the numbers are growing. Vocation directors are on the front lines when it comes to shaping the ethnic and racial nature of religious orders in the future. A vocation director may be the first contact that Hispanic or Asian prospective candidates may have. What should vocation directors know about ethnic and cultural issues? How should they interact with such prospective candidates? How might they help their congregations prepare to welcome such candidates? (Because they represent the large and fast growing ethnic groups in the U.S. church, this article addresses Hispanics and Asians. However, many of the principles stated here might also be applied to working with other minority groups.) 

American Catholic religious congregations are overwhelmingly white. In addition to being imbued with the majority culture of the United States, they often retain remnants of their ethnic origins in Europe, even though they may have been present in America for several generations. Many have tended to draw their candidates from certain European ethnic groups (such as Polish or Italian, for example), which serves to strengthen and perpetuate these ethnic cultural features in them. While they may want to welcome candidates whose roots are in Latin America or Asia, it is fair to ask how good the “fit” will be—for the candidates as well as for the congregation. 

Many if not most religious congregations want, in principle, to welcome these new candidates. They want their membership to reflect the face of the church. They want to be inclusive. But congregations may not know how to welcome Hispanics and Asians and may inadvertently actually be unwelcoming. What does the vocation director communicate to potential candidates about the congregation, and what questions should be discussed with the candidate about pitfalls which the candidate may experience? 

This article tries to outline the steps for the two parties involved in answering these questions: the congregation and the prospective candidate, with the vocation director as the intermediary. It is important to begin with the congregation itself: is it indeed welcoming and will it be a hospitable place for candidates with backgrounds in Latin America and Asia? Then the vocation director will know what kind of reality—with its strengths and its limitations—candidates will be welcomed into. To begin with the congregation, four areas will have to be pursued: (1) the kind of culture which the congregation itself represents, (2) how it understands the process of welcoming, (3) how it deals with cultural differences, and (4) how it deals with issues of race. 

Auditing the community’s culture 
Congregations who wish to welcome Asian and Hispanic candidates have to become more aware of what kind of culture exists within themselves as congregations. By “culture” I mean ways of doing things (making decisions, organizing households, responding to requests for special needs), as well as how and when celebrations are held and how elders are treated. It also involves such basic things as relations to time (how important is being “on time”) and space (how much personal space is allotted). To understand their own internal culture, congregations need to reflect on how they do things and organize their lives. For example, if a Mexican-American candidate shows up at the community house right at dinner time, accompanied by his or her parents and a sibling or two, and assumes that they all can stay for dinner, how does the community react? Would the community be upset that the candidate had not telephoned ahead of time? In the candidate’s culture, that would not be expected: one is always ready to welcome guests. 

To help audit a congregation’s culture as an “American culture,” a handy point of reference is Edward Stewart and Milton Bennett’s book, American Cultural Patterns. This book was written originally for foreign student advisors who wanted to explain American culture to students who were arriving at U.S. colleges and universities from abroad. I have found it useful for Americans who want to understand how they appear to others. The book covers such things as forms of nonverbal communication, how activity is organized, how social relations are maintained, and how conflict is dealt with. 

One important area to consider, for example, is the relationship between egocentric and sociocentric cultures. Egocentric cultures focus upon the individual and see the group from that perspective. Sociocentric cultures operate the other way around. Egocentric cultures prize individuality, whereas sociocentric cultures are more focused upon group solidarity. U.S. majority culture is strongly egocentric, whereas the cultures of Latin America and Asia are typically sociocentric. Sorting out what it means for a person from a sociocentric culture to enter and be welcomed in an egocentric setting will be one of the first tasks in an audit of the congregation’s culture.1
In addition, communities with strong European ethnic heritages need to examine how these influence life in the community.  Customs, food choices, dealing with conflict, and relations with family often bear a strong ethnic imprint. These are all things which make someone feel “at home” or not.

Welcoming candidates 
If a congregation has some level of cultural awareness about itself, how does it maintain a welcoming environment for candidates with a different cultural background? The first and most important thing to know is that welcoming is also culturally related. What constitutes a welcome from the perspective of the community may not be so for the candidates. American hospitality is perceived by others as at first warm and gracious, but actually superficial and ultimately confusing as to what relationship has been established. This happens because Americans often see hospitality as a sign of their general friendliness, and as a way to achieve a certain result. When the result has been achieved, they go back to their normal routines. For many people from other countries, hospitality is not oriented to any specific goal; it is about the process of building social (and personal) relationships. 

For that reason, congregations have to have a sense of what counts for hospitality with the candidates they hope to welcome. In some cultures, the rules of hospitality are not only defined, but gradated according to the level of the relationship. The general cheerfulness of American hospitality can be confusing to someone, say, from an Asian culture with, say, a Confucian background, who expects relationships to be clear. 

Helping the congregation deal with cultural difference 
People not used to intercultural living are likely to harbor stereotypes about people different from themselves. They are likely to generalize about them (saying such things as “all Mexicans are like this”), forgetting that people have individual temperaments in every culture. Frequently, people can accept difference initially, but they often implicitly believe that the formation process will iron out the differences. By the time of vows or profession, the candidate will be just like the rest of us. In almost every instance, there will be stereotyping going on until people become able to genuinely live with difference. 

A useful model to explore the move from negative stereotyping to genuine acceptance of difference has been developed by Milton Bennett, already mentioned above. In an article entitled “Toward Ethnorelativism: A Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity,”2 Bennett charts six stages people go through on the way from denial of difference to the capacity to integrate difference. Congregations would want to work toward what Bennett calls “ethnorelativism,” that is, a place where cultural difference is accepted as part of everyone’s identity. Congregations are frequently at the denial stage, as though difference doesn’t matter. 

The vocation director is of course not in a position to change the congregation or perhaps even ask the congregation to take up these considerations. But vocation directors should prompt conversations within the leadership and with those responsible for formation. They should discuss the congregation’s self-awareness about its own culture and how it deals with difference. 

Racism 
Closely tied in with the matter of dealing with difference is the matter of racism, the discrimination against people because of skin color and other physical characteristics. Physical appearance cannot be erased or hidden, and so any congregation wishing to accept candidates of color will have to examine itself regarding racism. 

There are two issues involved here. First of all, it is not a matter of finding out whether or not there is racism in the congregation. One should start with the assumption that there is racism; then one proceeds to find out how it is manifesting itself, both institutionally and individually. Racism is so woven into American culture and society that it is not escapable. How people of color are cast as inferior manifests itself in many different ways, and there are programs and workshops that can help raise awareness of it. 

The second issue is the relationship of race and ethnicity. People sometimes think that if they are capable of being sensitive to ethnicity and culture, they are then sensitive to race. While such sensitivity may help, it does not reach far enough to deal with all the dimensions of racism. To be able to accept cultural difference does not address adequately the assumptions of inferiority which are built into racism. These have burrowed deeply into the white psyche, and are held in place there by histories of the subjugation of peoples with different skin color. 

Trying not to be racist will not be enough. Identifying ways in which a congregation—both as an institution and as individuals within the congregation—expresses its racism is the first step toward becoming a more hospitable place for nonwhite candidates to enter. 

Working with vocation prospects 
How does the vocation director work with Latin American and Asian prospective candidates who wish to enter a largely white congregation? As has already been indicated, the work begins with the congregation itself. The congregation must ask itself questions about its own self-awareness and the level of its commitment to welcoming candidates of Latin American or Asian descent. Without this preliminary work, it isn’t really fair to the prospective candidate to be brought into such an unprepared community. 

But what about the prospective candidate?  There are a number of things which the vocation director needs to consider. First, how many generations has the prospective candidate’s family been in the United States? If the person is first generation, i.e., was born in another country and came to the United States either as a child or an adolescent, there may well be issues about still coming to terms with U.S. majority culture. If the person is second generation, i.e., was born here of immigrant parents, there is a special set of issues. The person may feel conflict between the parents’ culture and the U.S. majority culture and may feel that he or she is occupying a “third space,” and is not accepted fully by either culture. When that is the case, the candidate may be looking for an acceptance in the congregation which has not been found in either the parents’ culture or the U.S. majority culture. If the prospective candidate is third generation or more, cultural issues may play a lesser role. However, there are instances where Hispanic candidates rediscover their hispanidad (being Hispanic), and this raises a whole set of other formation issues about identity. Whatever generation the prospective candidate may be, the issue of race is never overcome. That is why it is so important to deal with racism in the congregation. 

A second consideration is the prospective candidate’s own awareness of the issues involving cultural difference and race. Candidates of Latin American or Asian background who have grown up in the United States will already have a considerable awareness of cultural difference and race. These are things that they have had to negotiate in school, in the workplace, and in the social arena. What the prospective candidate may not be aware of are the implications of joining an overwhelmingly white community. Thinking through the implications of this with the prospective candidate will be necessary. It must be done in a way that does not leave the candidate feeling unwanted or unwelcome. Yet at the same time it must be done with a gentle realism. This kind of conversation involves a commitment of the vocation director, and later the formation director, to walk with the candidate as the candidate and the congregation negotiate the difficult terrain of cultural difference and race. Just as vocation and formation directors have developed sophisticated instruments of psychological testing, so now they need instruments to aid discernment regarding matters of cultural difference and race. 

The bottom line 
The ultimate consideration in accepting a candidate from a Latin American or Asian background is whether the candidate has a sense of belonging. That involves both the candidate’s sense of being welcomed and cherished, and the congregation’s commitment to live with difference in a caring and integrated way. It is a learning experience for both parties, and the vocation director stands at the crucial first point of encounter. For vocation directors to do their work, the congregations must first discern how committed they are to having to learn to dwell with difference. The vocation director must be also willing to bring up questions with the candidate about experiences of being treated differently and feelings of difference. This may at first seem daunting because most vocation directors have not been prepared to do this. But just as the details of psychological testing once had to be learned, so now will the details of cultural difference and race have to be confronted and learned. Doing this not only brings a realism to the decisions for the candidate and the congregation, but also shows the level of commitment congregations have to being genuinely inclusive in a multicultural church. 

1 Gary Riebe-Estrella, SVD, has written well on this subject as it pertains to religious life.  See for example “Movement from Monocultural to Multicultural Congregations,” Review for Religious 55 (1996)  506-520 [See Cultural Audit Resources VI 20-28.]" ; “American Cultural Shifts: Formation for Which Candidates? For Which Church?” Seminary Journal 2 (Fall, 1996) 27-33.

2 To be found in: R. Michael Paige (ed.), Education for the Intercultural Experience. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1993, 21-71. [See Cultural Audit Resources IV 7.] 
Reprinted with permission of the author from HORIZON, the quarterly journal of the National Religious Vocation Conference.

RESOURCES


A Twelve Step Program to Greater Intercultural Sensitivity and Communication

1.
Evaluate personal and/or communal stage of cultural development.

2.
Seek appropriate information and skills training.

3.
Acquire a broader perspective on communication theory and technique.

4.
Get to know your strengths and weaknesses though the lens of culture.

5.
Become more open to “thinking through others,” “feeling through others,” “living through others.”

6.
Begin the conscious journey to the “margin” as soon as possible.

7.
Build on your personal experience of marginality/marginalization.

8.
Foster both personal and communal growth toward the goal of cultural integration and positive marginality.

9.
Intensify your engagement in a process of ongoing formation from the cultural perspective (kenosis).

10.
Focus your journey of discipleship on following Jesus, “the marginal one.”

11. Work to build a community of memory, listening, and reconciliation.

12. Remember: If at first you don’t succeed, try, try again as you move from unconscious incompetence to conscious incompetence to conscious competence to unconscious competence. 

Adapted from Walter, 1999
BIBLIOGRAPHY


Ammerman, Nancy T. Doing Good in American Communities: Congregations and Service Organizations Working Together. Hartford, CT: Hartford Institute for Religion Research, 2001.

Anderson, Colt. “Catholic Identity in the South.” Chicago Studies 40 (Spring 2001):  35-46.

Andres, Tomas Quintin Donato. Negotiating by Filipino Values.  Manila: Divine Word Publications, 1988.

Arbuckle, Gerald A. “Cultures of Bullying.” Human Development 21 (Spring 2000): 25-33.

________. “Leadership, Change, and Resistance.” Human Development 21 (Summer 2000): 7-13.

Barbour, Claude Marie. “Seeking Justice and Shalom in the City.” International Review of Mission 73 (1984): 303-309. [See pp. 304-305 for an explanation of ‘mission-in-reverse’.]

Bennett, Milton J. “Towards Ethnorelativism: A Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity.” In Education for the Intercultural Experience, ed. R. Michael Paige, 21-71. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1993. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com] 

Bennett, Milton J., ed. Basic Concepts of Intercultural Communication: Selected Readings. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1998. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com] 

Brodkin, Karen. How Jews Became White Folks and What That Says about Race in America. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1999.

Catholic Bishops of Illinois. Moving Beyond Racism: Learning to See with the Eyes of Christ. April 2000. In Love Thy Neighbor as Thyself: U.S. Catholic Bishops Speak Against Racism, National Conference of Catholic Bishops, Committee on African American Catholics, 51-54. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 2001. 

Center for the Study of Religious Life. Reflection and Dialogue: What MISSION Confronts Religious Life in the U.S. Today? Chicago, IL: Center for the Study of Religious Life, 2000.

Chicago Council on Urban Affairs. “Immigration: The Browning of America.” One City (Spring 1997). [Can be ordered from www.ccua.org] 

________. “Birth of a New Nation: America in the 21st Century.” One City (Spring/Summer 1998). [Can be ordered from www.ccua.org]
Corbitt, J. Nathan. Global Awareness Profile. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1998. [Can be ordered from www.intercultural.press.com]
Couturier, David B. “The Learning Cultures of Religious Life.” InFormation 6 (Nov-Dec1998): 1-2, 8-10.

Dalton, Harlon L. Racial Healing: Confronting the Fear between Blacks and Whites. New York, NY: Anchor, 1995.

D’Antonio, William V., James D. Davidson, Dean R. Hoge, and Katherine Meyer. American Catholics: Gender, Generation, and Commitment. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press, 2001.

Davis, Cyprian. The History of Black Catholics in the United States.  New York, NY: Crossroad Press, 1990.    

Deck, Allan Figueroa. The Second Wave: Hispanic Ministry and the Evangelization of Cultures. New York, NY: Paulist Press, 1989.

Derman-Sparks, Louise and Carol Brunson Phillips. Teaching / Learning Anti-Racism: A Developmental Approach. New York, NY: Teachers College Press, 1997.

Dolan, Jay P. and Allan Figueroa Deck. Hispanic Catholic Culture in the U.S.: Issues and Concerns. Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994.

Dudley, Carl S. and David A. Roozen. Faith Communities Today: A Report on Religion in the United States Today. Hartford, CT: Hartford Institute for Religion Research, 2001. [Available online at  www.hirr.hartsem.edu]
Farnham, Janice. “History Makers? Women Religious and the Shaping of American Catholicism.” Chicago Studies 40 (Spring 2001): 47-57.

Fleming, David L. “Individualism in Community Life.” Human Development 21 (Fall 2000): 5-12.

Fowler, Sandra M. and Monica G. Mumford, eds. Intercultural Sourcebook: Cross-Cultural Training Methods, vol. 1. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1995. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com] 

Froehle, Bryan T. and Mary L. Gautier. Catholicism USA: A Portrait of the Catholic Church in the United States. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 2000.

Garcia Saiz, Maria Concepcion. The Castes: A Genre of Mexican Painting/ Las Castas Mexicanas. Milan, Italy: Olivetti Press, 1989.

George, Francis Cardinal. Dwell in My Love: A Pastoral Letter on Racism. Chicago, IL: Archdiocese of Chicago, 2001.

Giallanza, Joel. “Specialized Training for Religious Formators.” Human Development 21 (Spring 2000): 20-24.

Gittins, Anthony J. “Missionary as Stranger.” In Gifts and Strangers: Meeting the Challenge of Inculturation. New York, NY: Paulist Press, 1989.

Glodek, Stephen. “On the Road to Joppa: Strangers at the Door of U.S. Religious Life.” Baltimore, MD: Presidential Address, LCWR/CMSM Assembly, August 2001. Manuscript. [Also published as “Virtues for Inclusive Communities.” Origins 31 (Sept. 13, 2001): 243-246.]
Gonzalez, Maria Elena. “Living Cultural Diversity: Cultural Nonviolence.” LCWR Occasional Papers (Spring 1999): 17-23.

Gudykunst, William B. “Toward a Theory of Effective Interpersonal and Intergroup Communication: An Anxiety/Uncertainty Management (AUM) Perspective.” In Intercultural Communication Competence, eds. Richard L. Wiseman and Jolene Koester, 33-71. Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1993.

Healey, Joseph A. Race, Ethnicity, Gender and Class: The Sociology of Group Conflict and Change, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press, 1998.

Helms, Janet E. A Race Is a Nice Thing to Have: A Guide to Being a White Person or Understanding the White Persons in Your Life. Topeka, KS: Content Communications, 1992.

Hennessey, Lawrence and Martin Zielinski. “The Quest for Catholic Identity: The American Experience, Part I: Origins – 1860, Part II: 1860 – Present.” Chicago Studies 40 (Spring 2001): 3-34.

Hofstede, Geert. Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind, rev. ed. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 1997.

________. Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions, and Organizations Across Nations, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2001. 

Hoge, Dean et al. Young Adult Catholics: Religion in the Culture of Choice. Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2001.

Ignatiev, Noel. How the Irish Became White. New York, NY: Routledge, 1995.

Jacobson, Matthew Frye. Whiteness of a Different Color: European Immigrants and the Alchemy of Race. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999.

Jahoda, Gustav. Images of Savages: Ancient Roots of Modern Prejudice in Western Culture. New York, NY: Routledge, 1999.

Jandt, Fred E. “Dominant United States Cultural Patterns: Using Value Orientation Theory” and “Glossary.” In Intercultural Communication: An Introduction, 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 2001. 
Katz, Judy H. White Awareness: Handbook for Anti-Racism Training. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma, 1978. 

Kegan, Robert and Lisa Laskow Lahey. How the Way We Talk Can Change the Way We Work: Seven Languages for Transformation. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 2001.   
Kohls, L. Robert, ed. and Herbert L. Brussow.  Training Know-How for Cross-Cultural and Diversity Trainers. Duncanville, TX: Adult Learning Systems, 1995.

Kohls, L. Robert and John M. Knight. Developing Intercultural Awareness: A Cross-Cultural Training Handbook, 2nd ed. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1994. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com]
Larkin, Miriam Therese. “Culture Bearers in Need of Conversion.” InFormation 9 (April-May 2001): 1-2, 4-5.

Law, Eric H. F. The Wolf Shall Dwell with the Lamb: A Spirituality for Leadership in a Multicultural Community. St. Louis, MO: Chalice Press, 1993.

________. The Bush Was Blazing but Not Consumed. St. Louis, MO: Chalice Press, 1996.

________. Inclusion: Making Room for Grace. St. Louis, MO: Chalice Press, 2000.

________. Sacred Acts, Holy Change: Faithful Diversity and Practical Transformation. St. Louis, MO: Chalice Press, 2002.

Liebler, Claudia J. “Getting Comfortable with Appreciative Inquiry: Questions and Answers.” Journal of the GEM Initiative, Case Western Reserve University 1 (Summer 1997) 30-40.

Lindley, Susan Hill. “You Have Stept Out of Your Place”: A History of Women and Religion in America. Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996.

Luzi, Alexis. "A Well for Lent." Homily, March 19, 2001. Downloaded from    www.execpc.com/~alexis/WELL2001.htm. 

Malone, Janet. “Listening with the Heart.” Human Development 21 (Fall 2000):13-17.

McGlone, Mary M. Reconciled Through Christ: On Reconciliation and Greater Collaboration between Hispanic American Catholics and African American Catholics. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1997. 

McGrane, Bernard. “The Other in the Nineteenth Century.” In Beyond Anthropology: Society and the Other. New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 1989.

McGreevy, John T. Parish Boundaries: The Catholic Encounter with Race in the Twentieth-Century Urban North. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1996.

Merkle, Judith A. A Different Touch: A Study of Vows in Religious Life. Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1998.
Mollison, Mary. “It Is Only with the Heart That One Can See Rightly.” Baltimore, MD: Presidential Address, LCWR/CMSM  Assembly, August 2001. Manuscript. [Also published as “Patterns of Exclusion” in Origins 31 (Sept 13, 2001): 246-249.]

National Conference of Catholic Bishops. “1992: Time for Remembering, Reconciling and Recommitting Ourselves as a People. Pastoral Reflections on the Fifth Centenary and Native Americans.” Origins 21 (Jan 9, 1992): 493, 495-499.

________. Brothers and Sisters to Us: U.S. Bishops’ Pastoral Letter on Racism in Our Day. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1979.

National Conference of Catholic Bishops, Committee on African American Catholics. Keep Your Hand on the Plow: The African American Presence in the Catholic Church. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1996.

________. Love Thy Neighbor As Thyself: U.S. Catholic Bishops Speak Against Racism. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 2001.
National Conference of Catholic Bishops, Committee on Hispanic Affairs. Hispanic Ministry at the Turn of the New Millennium. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1999.

National Conference of Catholic Bishops, Committee on Migration. Welcoming the Stranger Among Us: Unity in Diversity. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 2000.

________. Asian and Pacific Presence: Harmony in Faith. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 2001.

Newton, Dennis and Ed Peklo. “Cross-Cultural Issues in Vocation and Formation Ministry.” Review for Religious 54 (Jan-Feb 1995): 73-81.

Nussbaum, Stan. The ABCs of American Culture: Understanding the American People Through Their Common Sayings. Colorado Springs, CO: Global Mapping International, 1998. [Can be ordered from www.gmi.org] 

Nygren, David J. and Miriam D. Ukeritis. The Future of Religious Orders in the United States: Transformation and Commitment. Westport, CT: Praeger, 1993. [Can be downloaded from www.thearda.com; search for ‘nygren’]

Orbe, Mark P. and Tina M. Harris. Interracial Communication: Theory into Practice. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2001.

Parrillo, Vincent N. Diversity in America. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Force Press, 1996. 

Pontifical Commission Iustitia et Pax. The Church and Racism: Towards a More Fraternal Society. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1988. Reissued with a new introduction by the Pontifical Council on Justice and Peace in 2001.

Religious Formation Conference Board, with Anita Whitely. “Cultural Differences and the Culture of Religious Life.” InFormation 7 (Jan-Feb 1999): 4-8.

Riebe-Estrella, Gary. “Movement from Monocultural to Multicultural Congregations.” Review for Religious 55 (1996): 506-520.

________. “American Cultural Shifts: Formation for Which Candidates? For Which Church?” Seminary Journal 2 (Fall 1996): 27-33.

________. “Understanding Cultural Dissonance:Attitudes and Frameworks.” In Word Remembered, Word Proclaimed, eds. Stephen Bevans and Roger Schroeder, 175-188. Nettetal: Steyler Verlag, 1997.

Samovar, Larry A. and Richard E. Porter. Intercultural Communication: A Reader, 9th ed. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2000.

Schreiter, Robert J. “Multicultural Ministry: Theory, Practice, Theology.” New Theology Review 5 (August 1992): 6-19.

________. “Ministry for a Multicultural Church.” Origins 29 (May 20, 1999): 1, 3-8.

________. “Effective Vocation Ministry in an Increasingly Multicultural Church.” Horizon 25 (Winter 2000): 22-26. 

________. “Just What Do We Want? Ministry in a Multicultural World.” New Theology Review 13 (Feb 2000): 4-13.

________. “Creating Circles of Listening in a Parish.” Common Ground Initiative, Initiative Report 5 (March 2001): 3-6.

________. “Epilogue: Mission in the Third Millennium.” In Mission in the Third Millennium. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 2001.

Smedley, Audrey. Race in North America: Origin and Evolution of a Worldview, 2nd ed. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1999.

Stewart, Edward C. and Milton J. Bennett. American Cultural Patterns: A Cross-Cultural Perspective, rev. ed. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 1991. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com] 

Storti, Craig. The Art of Crossing Cultures, 2nd ed. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, 2001. [Can be ordered from www.interculturalpress.com]
Takaki, Ronald T. A Different Mirror: A History of Multicultural America. Boston, MA: Little, Brown & Co., 1993.

United States Catholic Conference, Department of Education. The Hispanic Experience in the United States: Pastoral Reflections Using the Catechism of the Catholic Church. Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 1996.

Van Kavelaar, Eileen K. Conducting Training Workshops: A Crash Course for Beginners. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass/Pfeiffer, 1998.

Walter, Charles S. Intentional Marginality: Reviewing Comboni Missionary Formation through the Lens of Culture. D.Min. thesis-project, Catholic Theological Union at Chicago, 1999.

Whitehead, James D. and Evelyn Eaton Whitehead. Method in Ministry: Theological Reflection and Christian Ministry, rev. ed. Kansas City, MO: Sheed and Ward, 1995.

Whitely, Anita. “Lessons of the Desert: An Experience of Cultural Immersion in Initial Formation.” InFormation 6 (Nov-Dec 1998): 6-7. 

Williams, Clarence Earl. People of the Pyramids: The Dialogue Between the African American and the Hispanic-Latino Communities. Detroit, MI: Institute for Recovery from Racisms Books, 1997.   

________. Recovery from Everyday Racisms. Detroit, MI: Institute for Recovery from Racisms Books, 1999. [Can be ordered from www.ifrfr.org] 

Wilson, Meena S., Michael H. Hoppe, and Leonard R. Sayles. Managing Across Cultures: A Learning Framework. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership, 2001. [Can be ordered from www.ccl.org] 

Wittberg, Patricia. The Rise and Decline of Catholic Religious Orders: A Social Movement Perspective. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1994.
ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

Materials, Tools, Web Sites
Awesome Library.
www.awesomelibrary.org
An online library with links to countless resources.  Select the Social Studies option on the Classroom page, and then choose ‘Multicultural’ to find links to articles, exercises, lesson plans, tool kits, and more on topics such as cultural competence, intercultural communication, and multicultural training.
BaFa BaFa.
Simulation Training Systems. (800) 942-2900. www.stsintl.com
A cross-cultural simulation activity designed to help people "understand the powerful effects that culture plays in every person's life;" to increase awareness of cultural differences and their impact on behavior and attitudes; to examine bias; to see how stereotypes are developed and misunderstandings magnified. Simulation takes from 2-4 hours, and can be used with groups of 12-35.

Black Catholic Information Mall.
www.bcimall.org
A project of the Catholic African World Network, "to establish a constant flow of communication among the 200 million Catholics of African descent in the world today." Designed to function as a 'virtual global parish bulletin,' it provides links to many African American Catholic organizations and sites of interest.

Catholic Social Teaching on Native Americans.
www.fcsn.k12.nd.us/Shanley/broanth/natamer.htm
A website with links to a number of pastoral letters and encyclicals on Native Americans.

Circle of the Spirit: A Saga of Native Americans in the Catholic Church.
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. (800) 235-8722. Can be ordered from www.nccbuscc.org/publishing.
A video tracing the social and spiritual journeys of two northwestern Native American tribes, exploring the tension between Christianity and traditional belief. Contains a discussion guide.

CultureGrams.
333 South 520 West, Suite 360, Lindon UT  84042. (800) 528-6279.  www.culturegrams.com
Purpose: "to build bridges of understanding and friendship between different peoples." Produces regularly updated four-page cultural reports on 176 different countries and territories, with information describing the people, customs, lifestyle, and society. For both adults and children. Reports are available for purchase in either hardcopy or CD-ROM formats.

Diversifying Membership in U.S. Religious Orders.
Br. Herman Johnson, OP. Circulating copies can be rented from The Center for the Study of Religious Life, 5401 South Cornell, Chicago IL  60615. (773) 752-2720.
A videotaped presentation for the Crosier workshop on diversity describing the efforts of the Southern Province of the Dominicans to welcome and incorporate new members from various cultural backgrounds.

Ethnicities Information Pages.
www.nccbuscc.org/mrs/pcmr/ethnicities
Published online by the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, Migration and Refugee Services. Pages containing historical, cultural and religious information are available for nineteen different ethnic groups who are now present within the Catholic Church in America.

Many Faces in God's House.
Secretariat for Hispanic Affairs, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. (800) 235-8722. Can be ordered from www.nccbuscc.org/publishing
A parish guide to explore ways for the Catholic community, strengthened by diverse cultures and ethnicities, to be one Church. Developed in conjunction with Encuentro 2000. Consists of six 3-hour sessions. A video is available separately, in which parish, diocesan, and national leaders share insights on responding to the call to bring unity in our diversity.

National Coalition for Church Vocations (NCCV).
5420 S. Cornell, #105, Chicago IL  60615-5604. (800) 671-NCCV.
www.nccv-vocations.org
Purpose: "to promote church vocations by providing quality vocation resources for vocation ministry, awareness, education, and discernment." A free catalogue of publications—including videos, pamphlets, posters and prayer cards, as well as books—may be ordered on their website. Publications particularly relevant to the cultural audit include the following:

*
Somebody's Callin' My Name (video, study guide, resource bibliography; draws on African American images and symbols)

*
Walking on Water: Nine Unique Stories of God's Common Call (two videos, study guide and reproducible prayer journal; vocation stories from a variety of ethnic groups)

*
Witness to the Gospel (video and study guide; through reflection on those whose lives have witnessed to the gospel, invites young people to choose lives that do the same)

National Religious Vocation Conference (NRVC).
5420 S. Cornell, #105, Chicago IL 60615-5604. (773) 363-5454. www.nrvc.net
Purpose: "the fostering and discernment of vocations, particularly to religious life; providing support, resources, and in-service opportunities to those in vocation ministry." Publishes a quarterly journal, HORIZON; convenes regional and national meetings; offers workshops, seminars and conferences; publishes materials on religious life. Publications particularly relevant to the cultural audit include the following (they may be ordered from the NCCV catalogue):

*
A Multi-Cultural Tapestry: Latino-Hispanic Vocations Handbook (an overview of the complex and varied cultures included in the Latino-Hispanic grouping)

*
Asian Pacific Handbook for Vocation and Formation Directors (an overview of Asian culture and recommendations for screening and interviewing Asian candidates) 

*
Assessment for Global Mission (provides questions and guidelines on cross-cultural issues, as well as resources)

*
Time for Tea: A Drink of Asian Culture (a documentary/training video about the experiences of five Asian/Pacific men and women in responding to their call to the priesthood and religious life)

*
Toward Cultural Competence and the Incorporation of People of Color into Predominantly European-American Religious Communities,  Sr. Gwynette Proctor, SNDdeN (provides suggestions for inviting and sustaining vocations, as well as questions and reflection for individuals and congregations) 

RaceBridges.
www.racebridges.net
A web project of Angel Studios in Chicago (a communications ministry of the Society of the Divine Word) designed "to increase interracial understanding and cooperation with web projects and events that affirm our dignity and equality." Projects include videos, stories about race posted online, anti-racism radio spots, and sponsorship of COR, Catholic Schools Opposing Racism, a network of secondary schools collaborating in eradicating racism.

Stories of Race, Stories of Place, and Stories of Grace: Thinking, Talking, Praying, and Acting against Racism.
Office for Racial Justice, Archdiocese of Chicago, P.O. Box 1979, Chicago, IL 60690. (312) 751-8336.
Explains the major themes of Cardinal Francis George's pastoral letter on racism, Dwell in My Love. Consists of four sessions for use in parishes that focus on different dimensions of racism. Includes video, audio-CD, text of the pastoral letter, leader and participants' guides.

Theology Library.
www.shc.edu/theolibrary
An on-line theological library sponsored by Spring Hill College, with links to scores of documents and sites. Look for the pages in the Justice section on Discrimination against African Americans, Asian Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans.

Tolerance.org.
www.tolerance.org
A web project of the Southern Poverty Law Center, designed "to fight hate and promote tolerance."  Provides news stories, action steps, and a variety of on-line assessment tools to measure unconscious prejudice. Offers sections for children, parents and caregivers, adults and teachers. 

United States Bureau of the Census.
www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
The site provides user-friendly access to the 2000 census, including maps, data highlights, and links to ethnic and racial data.
Welcoming the Stranger: Unity in Diversity Kit.
Office of Migration and Refugee Services, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. (800) 235-8722. Can be ordered from www.nccbuscc.org/publishing; the full text is also available at www.usccb.org/mrs/parkit-eng.htm
A parish resource aimed at building more welcoming and inclusive parishes. Explores the implications and applications of the 2000 statement of the U.S. Catholic Bishops, Welcoming the Stranger, with bulletin quotes, and a bibliography of music, liturgy, and social justice resources.


Workshops, Courses, Speakers, Facilitators

Cross-Cultural Services.
PO Box 305, Maryknoll NY  10545. (914) 941-7590. www.maryknoll.org
A program of the Maryknoll Society that works with cross-cultural ministers, international priests and religious ministering in the U.S., and groups requesting facilitation with issues of cross-cultural living and ministry. Offers programs in preparing for cross-cultural ministry; acculturation workshops; cultural diversity workshops; re-entry and debriefing programs; and consultation and facilitation services.

Crossroads Ministry. 
425 S. Central Park Avenue, Chicago, IL 60624. (773) 638-0166, and 600 21st Street, Racine WI 53403. (262) 635-9737.
An interfaith ministry for racial justice that provides education and training to dismantle racism and build anti-racist multicultural diversity. Works primarily with religious and community-based organizations. Objectives are to analyze, understand and dismantle racism; work for institutional change; build anti-racist multicultural diversity; form and train anti-racism teams; and provide tools and resources to assist leadership teams. Offers speakers and consultants, seminars and retreats; produces videos, auditing tools and other resources.

Institute for Black Catholic Studies.
Xavier University of Louisiana, 1 Drexel Drive, PO Box 49A, New Orleans LA 70125. (504) 483-7691. www.xula.edu
A program of Xavier University, designed "to promote the advancement of African American culture in the light of the Catholic faith." Explores the teaching and tradition of the Catholic tradition through critical analysis and reflection upon the Black religious, historical, cultural, and social experience, with the goal of preparing students for more effective ministry in the Black community.  Offers a graduate degree program (Th.M.); certificate programs in catechist formation, youth ministry, and leadership in the faith community; enrichment programs.

Institute for Recovery from Racisms.
PO Box 13559, Detroit MI 48213-0559. (313) 521-7777. www.ifrfr.org
Purpose: "the healing of racial dysfunction, the recovery from collusion with white supremacy, and the journey toward racial sobriety." Offers workshops for individuals and groups on a variety of cultural and racial issues. 

Intercultural Communication Institute.
8835 SW Canyon Lane, Suite 238, Portland OR  97225. (503) 297-4622. 
www.intercultural.org
An educational foundation "designed to foster an awareness and appreciation of cultural difference in both the international and domestic arenas." Offers a summer institute for intercultural communication; internships; three levels of certificates in intercultural communications; and seminars on administering the Intercultural Developmental Inventory.  With the University of the Pacific, offers an MA degree in intercultural relations. The website has many resources, bibliographies, and links.

Mexican American Cultural Center (MACC).
3115 West Ashby Place, San Antonio TX 78228. (210) 732-2156. www.maccsa.org
A national Catholic institute for pastoral leadership and language studies. Prepares leaders to respond to the religious and social needs of Hispanic communities; provides communal integrative experiences in theology, pastoral ministry, language studies, research and Hispanic reality; works for the good of the Hispanic community and the larger society; and bridges cultures by celebrating diversity and building unity. Offers Hispanic Pastoral Ministry Program, Leadership Empowerment Course, language courses, workshops on various topics relating to Hispanic ministry; and the Mobile Team, which travels to do workshops. Also publishes and distributes resources; the following is particularly relevant to the cultural audit:

*
Ministry in a Multicultural World: Beyond Borders  (interactive CD-ROM; looks at multiculturalism today and how it is changing ministry) 

National Center for Cultural Healing.
2331 Archdale Road, Reston VA  20191. (703) 626-1619. www.culturalhealing.com
Purpose: "to build unity through diversity" by supporting organizations and community groups. Offers group processes to identify and strengthen conditions needed to produce change, including Circle Works, Dialogue groups, and a Gathering of Native Americans. Also offers a Tool Series on cultural healing, conflict transformation, culturally competent education and healthcare, and becoming a learning community. Other services include diversity awareness training, cultural audits of written materials and policies, and developing and implementing strategic plans.

National Multicultural Institute.
3000 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Suite 438, Washington, DC 20008-2556. (202) 483-0700. www.nmci.org
Purpose: "to work with individuals, organizations and communities in creating a society that is strengthened and empowered by its diversity." Provides organizational training, assessments and policy reviews; sponsors workshops and two conferences per year on in-depth diversity training; publishes diversity training manuals.

People's Institute for Survival and Beyond.
7166 Crowder Boulevard, Suite 100, New Orleans LA  70127. (504) 241-7472. 
http://thepeoplesinstitute.org
Purpose: teaching organizational skills in the context of undoing racism, sharing culture, learning from history, grassroots leadership development, networking, and community accountability. Offers workshops on undoing racism, community organizing, and training youth organizers and trainers. 

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB).
3211 Fourth Street NE, Washington DC 20017. www.nccbuscc.org
A number of different departments have resources relevant to the cultural audit that can be accessed on the USCCB web site:

*
Secretariat for African American Catholics, (202) 541-3177 (bibliography; links to a variety of African American Catholic organizations)

*
Secretariat for Hispanic Affairs, (202) 541-3150 (publications, demographic information, En Marcha newsletter)

*
Migration and Refugee Services, (202) 541-3352 (information pages on many ethnic groups within the American church community; many resources on diversity and welcoming diverse members)

Visions, Inc.
17 Spring Valley Road, Arlington MA  02476. (781) 643-5190. www.visions-inc.com
Purpose: the belief that "a multicultural environment can be created by understanding and eliminating racism, sexism, ageism, classism, heterosexism, anti-semitism, adultism, ableism, violence and other forms of oppression and internalized oppression." Works with educational, healthcare, law enforcement, government, community development, and religious organizations. Provides multicultural assessments. Offers Changing Racism workshop. 

Religious and Cultural Organizations
American Indian Cultural Research Center.
PO Box 98, Marvin SD  57251. (605) 398-9200. www.bluecloud.org/dakota
Located at Blue Cloud Abbey, the Center is designed "to assist elected Indian leaders to gain control over the agencies and influences shaping their lives, and to inform the general public of the world view, the philosophy of life, and the spiritual insight of Native Peoples." Provides a website with bibliography, links, and articles related to Native Americans.

American Jewish Committee.
Jacob Blaustein Building, 165 East 56th Street, New York NY  10022. (212) 751-4000. www.ajc.org
Promotes the concerns of the American Jewish community; dedicating to strengthening pluralism as a means to prevent discrimination; involved in interfaith efforts with Christians, Muslims, and other religions. Offers publications. Sponsors Hands Across Campuses, a program promoting tolerance in secondary schools. Sponsors Catholic / Jewish educational enrichment program.

Americans for Indian Opportunity.
681 Juniper Hill Road, Santa Ana Pueblo NM  87004. (505) 867-0278. www.aio.org
Purpose: "to draw upon traditional tribal values to promote new ways of thinking, to develop leadership, and to create contemporary institutions that can deal with the complex issues of the 21st century." Provides leadership programs, promotes inter-governmental relations, offers access to the information highway through INDIANnet. 

Association of Native Religious and Clergy.
Sr. Marilyn Ross, St. Joseph School, P.O. Box 370, San Fidel, NM 87049. (505) 552-6236.
A group of Native sisters, brothers, priests, and deacons who meet annually before the Tekakwitha Conference.

Association on American Indian Affairs.
Box 268, Sisseton SD  57262. (605) 698-3998. www.indian-affairs.org
Purpose: to help Native American people and their communities in protecting constitutional rights; improving health, economic and educational conditions; perpetuating their cultures; and disseminating information to form enlightened public awareness and constructive national policies. Offers programs in preserving sacred sites, protecting graves and repatriating remains; health issues; scholarships; summer camps and children's welfare.

Duncan Black Macdonald Center for the Study of Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations.
Macdonald Center, 77 Sherman Street, Hartford CT  06105. (860) 509-9534. 
http://macdonald.hartsem.edu
Located at Hartford Seminary, this is the nation's oldest center of its kind. Purpose: "to go beyond stereotypes and prejudices to develop an awareness and appreciation of Islamic religion, law and culture." Publishes a journal as well as many online articles, lectures and reviews. Taught 5 courses online at BeliefNet.com. Website contains basic information about Islam, as well as links to many other sites. Offers study tours to the Middle East. 

Las Hermanas—USA.
Angelica Perez, P.O. Box 577, La Habra, CA 90633.  (626) 581-1623.
Email ymangie@aol.com
Purpose: "the development of leadership among Hispanic women, with a view to the needs of all the members of the Hispanic community in the church and society." Sponsors regional and national conferences. 

National Association of Hispanic Priests of the USA (ANSH).
1950 Old Tustin Avenue, Santa Ana, CA  92705. (714) 550-9155. www.ansh.org
An association of priests dedicated to: encouraging unity and support among Hispanic priests; acting as a voice with the National Catholic Conference of Bishops; promoting and developing the Hispanic community; promoting spirituality, continuing education, and integration into the American environment; offering a national forum for Hispanic priests; and promoting vocations within the Hispanic community. 

National Black Catholic Clergy Caucus.
1733 Dr. Andrew J. Brown Avenue, Indianapolis IN  46202. (317) 632-9349. www.bcimall.org/nbccc
Purpose: to support the spiritual, theological, educational, and ministerial growth of its members; to bring the contributions of the black community to fruition within the church; to attack institutional racism in the church and the church's support of white racism overall in society. 

*
The NBCCC's statement on racism, entitled "The Sankofa Observance of the 500th Anniversary of the First Enslaved African to Enter the Western Hemisphere" can be found at www.bcimall.org/nbccc/sankofa500.

National Black Catholic Congress.
320 Cathedral Street, Baltimore MD 21201-4421. (410) 547-8496. www.nbccongress.org
Purpose: "to establish an agenda for the evangelization of African Americans; and to improve the spiritual, mental, and physical conditions of African Americans, thereby committing ourselves to the freedom and growth of African Americans as full participants in church and society." Offers workshops on pastoral ministry in African American parishes and lay leadership training; convenes a National Consultation of African American church leaders; sponsors the National African American Catholic Youth Ministry Network; publishes a variety of resources.

National Black Sisters' Conference.
101 Q Street NE, Washington DC 20002. (202) 529-9250. www.bcimall.org/nbsc.htm
A network of black Catholic women religious, formed to provide mutual support, to promote a positive self-image among blacks, to be a voice supporting women and confronting individual racism in church and society, and to address conditions and issues in the social, economic and educational milieus. 

National Catholic Council for Hispanic Ministry.
3131 East Camelback Road, Suite 200, Phoenix AZ  85016. (602) 266-8623. www.ncchm.org
A federation of national organizations, institutions, movements, and publishers committed to the development and on-going formation of Hispanics/Latinos in service to church and society. Convenes congresses, publishes a newsletter, conducts research, promotes Hispanic leadership development.

Tekakwitha Conference.
PO Box 6768, Great Falls MT  59406. (406) 727-0147. www.tekconf.org
National organization of Native American Catholics. Purpose: to unify Native Catholic voice, presence and identity, while respecting diversity; to empower Native Catholics as Church; to deepen and affirm Native Catholic identity and pride in their culture and spiritual traditions; to promote regular and on-going communication and involvement among various tribes and the hierarchy and structure of the Church. Publishes a newsletter, resources and videos. Sponsors local Kateri circles, regional conferences, and the national Tekakwitha Conference. Offers summer institute for Native Ministries and Catechesis. Promotes devotions to Blessed Kateri Tekakwitha. 

United States Catholic Mission Association (USCMA).
3029 Fourth Street NE, Washington DC 20017. (202) 832-3112. www.uscatholicmission.org
Purpose: "to foster the development of cross-cultural mission and ministry in an ever-changing world." Conducts research, publications, provides mission resources.
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