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Unit I

Introduction
We are going to discuss about the diversity in Indian culture, the various kinds of
people inhabiting this country and their diverse customs and traditions. Perhaps more
than in any other part of the world, India is a country where people have come to
acquire multiple identities based on region (e.g. North India, North East India, Deccan
and South India), language (e.g. Hindi, Tamil, and Telugu), religion (e.g. Hindu, Muslim,
Christian, Buddhist, Jain, and Sikh), etc. Each set of these and other identities
corresponding to a distinct set of social relations, i.e., a distinct social structure.
However, there are threads which bind many of them together. Therefore
understanding Indian social structure is necessary because it explains our relations
with each other in society. It tells us what kind of social institutions exist in society and
how they got modified over a period of time. In this unit I we will read about the Indian
society its Concept and Meaning , Caste system , Class system, Family system , Religion
and Pluralism; (Inter-relationship among the structure). Racial problems, problem of
maintain secular status of the Country; upholding Democratic principles; Linguistic
diversities, Gender Disparity. Role of Education for eradication of social diversities. In
Unit II we will read about Major Areas of Aspirations:Social Order, Social Justice and
Universalism. Education for the Development of Nationalism, Socialism, Secularism
and Democracy. In Unit III we will read about Education as a sub-system of Indian
Society. Education and relationship with Indian Social Structure. Social Demand for
Education . School as a Social Unit: Democracy in School Life. The Social Climate of the
School/ role of the Teacher.
Indian Social Structure
Social structure:-

Social structure refers to the pattern of social relationships in a

society. Such structure regulates the interactions among members of the society,
providing guidelines within the cultural norms for achieving the goals defined by

cultural values. Generally, social structure maintains societal stability. However, when
the social structure and the societal values become incompatible, the structure must
embrace social change to allow the society to survive and continue healthy
development. While a variety of sociological approaches have sought to describe the
development and maintenance of social structure, understanding the relationship
between structure and change is necessary for the development of a peaceful world
society.
Definitions of Social Structure
Social structure is the distinctive, stable system of social relations that exists in any
human society. It is not concerned with people as individuals, in groups, or in the
organizations forming the society, nor the ultimate goal of their relationships. Rather,
social structure deals with the organization of their relationships: how they are
arranged into patterns. Thus, the concept of social structure assumes that human
social relationships are not arbitrary or coincidental, but rather they follow certain
patterns that can be identified.
Social structure is the institutional framework that makes for order in repetitive,
rhythmic (whether daily, weekly, or yearly) interactions among people. The key to the
social structure of a society lies in understanding its social institutions and their
intertwining combinations. Social institutions provide the order necessary to make
social structure possible.
Both "micro-structure" and "macro-structure" can be found within social
structure. Micro-structure is the pattern of relations among the basic elements of social
life that cannot be further divided and have no social structure of their own (i.e.
pattern of relations between individuals in a group composed of individuals, where
individuals have no social structure). Macro-structure is thus a kind of “second level”
structure, a pattern of relations among objects that have their own structure (e.g. the
relationship among political parties, as political parties have their own social
structure).

Development of Social Structure
There is no agreement on how different types of social structure develop. Generally,
social structures form hierarchies or networks. The differences between these types of
social structure are related to the notion of "social stratification," i.e. whether society is
separated into different strata or levels, according to social distinctions such as
race, class, and gender. The social treatment of persons within the social structure is
then related to their placement within the various social strata.
In the hierarchical structures, stratification is vertical, with higher levels valued more
than lower ones. There are those (mostly American ) who claim that hierarchical social
structures develop naturally. They suggest that such structures may be caused by
larger system needs, such as the need for labour, management, professional, and
military classes, or by conflicts among groups, such as competition among political
parties or among different social classes. Others, (mainly in Europe) hold that this
structuring is not the result of natural processes, but that it is socially constructed. It
may have been created by those in power seeking to retain their power, or by
economic systems that place emphasis upon monopoly and competition or
cooperation and sharing.
The second type of structure is that of a network: people are connected, but not in
pyramids. There is no "alpha male" at the top of the heap; there is not even any concept
of higher and lower. In contrast to the "mechanical" solidarity of hierarchical social
structure, noted for generally repressive and punitive legal systems, Emile
Durkheim introduced the term "organic" solidarity to describe societies based on the
network model, where law is generally recitative. This type of structure is likened to
the anatomy of a living body, where all social institutions are interdependent and these
connections are what naturally impose constraints and goals on each other.
In understanding social structures and social changes, there appeared several schools
of thought, two main examples being Structuralism, and Functionalism.

Structuralism
Structuralism was introduced into Sociology by Claude Levi-Strauss originally from the
linguistic theories of Ferdinand de Saussure . This view favours deterministic
structural forms (that define forces) over the ability of individual people to act. Just as
languages are structured by rules governing their elements that native speakers follow
almost unconsciously, so societies are seen as being structured according to
underlying rules. Thus, it might be argued that the structural view comes close to
"mathematization" of a given object.
Each given culture forms the world according to different structures of meaning.
Structures studied by Strauss and others include patterns of kinship, myths, religion ,
and various cultural customs related to everyday life. Just as linguistic structuralism
claimed that "deep structures" exist in the grammars of all languages, Strauss claimed
that social structures originate from the deep structures of the human mind and thus
reflect universals in human thinking.
Functionalism
Functionalism is based on Emile Durkheim's work, and holds that every social and
cultural phenomenon fulfils a certain function. This approach was developed in
relation to social structure by Radcliffe-Brown and Talcott Parsons . Radcliffe-Brown
regarded the system of human interactions as central in a functionalist approach to
society. Society is seen as a system of organized parts or components of the whole,
each dependent on the others and integrated into the whole. These parts are individual
persons who participate in social life, occupying a certain status within the system. The
individual is in turn controlled by norms or patterns. In some primitive societies it is
the

function

of

folklore

to

maintain

these

norms

and

patterns;

in

others, education, religious rituals, or other traditional customs fulfil this role. Since he
explained cultural phenomena through the functioning of social structure, RadcliffeBrown’s mode of thought became known as "structural-functionalism."

Talcott Parsons developed a structural functionalism theory in which he claimed that
humans were "acting" in a non-voluntary way. According to his view, society moulds
people, causing them think that there are certain acceptable ways to behave and live.
Shared values and norms, the institution of the family, and the generally agreed upon
means for accomplishing ends were all viewed by Parsons as patterns of social
interaction that contribute to the relatively smooth functioning of society. Such
patterns allow the operation of society as a system of interrelated parts where a
change in any one part affects all the others. Talcott Parsons' main goal was to
convincingly describe logical types of social relations that included all groups of
society, not just the rich or the poor. Thus, his theory includes a cross-section of society
in all its aspects.
Other approaches
Karl Marx developed a view of social structure that underlay his materialistic view of
history, namely that European society had progressed though a series of stages or
modes of production from a primitive communal society, to slave society, to feudalism,
to capitalism, which he predicted would then move on to socialism. Each mode of
production had its own economic system which gave rise to a system of class
stratification based around ownership of the means of production. According to Marx,
society moves to the next stage when the dominant social class is displaced by a new
emerging class, resulting in a new social structure.
Marx's approach includes several core assumptions that are not specific to any period
of history:


Human beings are social creatures who live in complex societies.



Human society consists of human beings collectively working to achieve the
necessities of life.



Human society develops a complex division of labour.

Over time, unlike ants or bees, human beings develop better methods of harnessing
nature through the development of science and technology.

Human beings have the ability to reflect on their society and interaction with nature,
but their thinking and organization are always dependent on the state of development
of their society and of the power structures in their society.
The clearest formulation of Marx's "Materialist Conception of History" was in the 1859
Preface to his book A contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:
In the social production of their existence, men inevitably enter into definite relations,
which are independent of their will, namely relations of production appropriate to a
given stage in the development of their material forces of production. The totality of
these relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society, the real
foundation, on which arises a legal and political superstructure and to which
correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production of material
life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life. It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social existence that
determines their consciousness.
While Marx's view was met with significant criticism, his distinction between the
material structure of society, namely relationships among people in their activities in
relation to the physical world, and the non-material "superstructure," consisting of
norms, knowledge, and meaning of human life, has remained influential. Although the
relationship between them, namely whether superstructure derives from material
structure, as Marx claimed, or whether the non-material aspects of human life are
causal and material structures are resultant, has been debated.
A number of anthropologists , such as Max Gluckman and Victor Turner , argued that
society should not be conceived of as rigid structures, or static functions, but rather as
a pattern of social processes. In this processual view, human society is seen as
organized around sets of rituals or symbolic activities that carry the meaning (usually
religious and values of the society, and which guide the behavior of its members
particularly through transitions in their lives). Building on Arnold van Gennep's model
of rites of passage , Turner (1975) elaborated on the concept of "liminality," the state of
being between phases, in the process of entering a new stage (on the threshold).
Applying this concept not just to the individuals within the society but to societies as a

whole results in a view of social structure as providing guidelines on how social change
should be effected in the society as well as the interactions among its members.
Finally, the "transactional" view, developed from the idea that interdependence among
people forms the basis of society (Keohane & Nye 2000), allows a different approach,
particularly to the analysis of micro-structures in society. From this viewpoint, each
social institution develops its structure through the complex interactions among those
involved, as they work towards a common goal. No individual behaves in isolation, nor
is any relationship between individuals seen in isolation; all are part of one
interconnecting system that exists inseparably from the activities of the members.
Thus, social structure is not separable from the behavior and relationships of the
members of the society.
Elements of Social Structure
In order to discuss the basic division and types of social structures, the "unit" of social
structure should be established first. Murdoch (Goldsmith 1978) has shown that
the family is universal among stable societies and thus should be regarded as the "unit"
of social structure. Culture, as the product of the interactions in society, both material
(between people and physical objects) and non-material (in relation to meanings,
beliefs, language, values, ideas, expectations, etc.) is shared, learned, and
intergenerational. It also forms the foundation of social structure.
Society is grouped into structures with different functions, meanings, or purposes. In a
broader sense is the "social system," which can be viewed as a social structure
composed of the economic system, legal system, political system, and cultural system
(some sort of shared reality: language, norms, values, etc.). Social structure, however,
is much more than that. It also includes education , family, religion , and social services
such as health care. Language is the basic channel for communicating information and
instruction in a society. There are cultural norms affecting marriage, child bearing, and
child rearing. Political systems affect not only the individual political environment but
also certain legal systems, regulation of violence (by a police force), property laws,
trade rules, health care, and so forth. Societies also generally develop an agreed
upon division of labour.

These different elements are interrelated, as can be seen from the following example:
economic factors have been responsible for shifts in popular behavior, some of them
cutting across class lines. As a result of increasing production, prosperity increased,
and the general trend in the standard of living for most groups was upward, allowing
ordinary people to improve their diet, housing, and increase leisure time. Workers
pressed for a workday of 12 hours, then ten, and, in the early twentieth century, a few
groups began to demand an even shorter period. Scattered vacation days were also
introduced, and the “English weekend,” which allowed time off on Saturday afternoons
as well as Sundays, spread widely.
Among the several elements of social and cultural structures, two are of great
importance:
The first consists of culturally defined goals, purposes, and interests, held out as
legitimate objectives for all members of the society. They are simply the things “worth
striving for.” Although some of these cultural goals may be directly related to human
biological needs, they are not necessarily determined by them.
The second element of the cultural structure defines, regulates, and controls the
acceptable ways of reaching these goals. Every social group invariably matches its
cultural objectives with regulations, rooted in the norms and values, regarding
allowable procedures for moving toward these objectives.
Generally, no society lacks norms governing conduct. However, societies do differ in
the degree to which acceptable behavior, social mores, and institutional controls are
effectively integrated with the goals in the hierarchy of cultural values. The social
structure remains intact as long as members of the society are able to achieve their
goals within the framework of acceptable ways of reaching them. When cultural values
and social structure become incompatible, changes in the social structure become
inevitable.
Social Structure and Social Change
Problems arise when the regulatory norms of the society come into conflict with
procedures which, from the standpoint of individuals in the society, would be most

efficient in securing the desired values. The exercise of force, fraud, or power may be
ruled out of the institutional area of permitted conduct yet would appear to be efficient
methods of obtaining wealth, often a symbol of success. Thus, the culture and the social
structure may operate at cross-purposes.
Under stable conditions, societal regulations and goals are balanced in such a way that
individuals are able to find socially acceptable methods of realizing social value. Thus,
within a competitive society, as long as the sentiments supporting this competitive
system are distributed throughout the entire range of activities and are not confined to
the final result of success, the choice of means will remain largely within the realm of
social control. When, however, the cultural emphasis shifts from the satisfaction
deriving from competition itself to almost exclusive concern with the outcome, the
resultant stress makes for the breakdown of the regulatory structure, the society
becomes unstable and what Emile Durkheim called "anomie" (or normlessness)
develops.
In the view of structural functionalists: "without the normative regulation of means,
society would be afflicted by chaos, anomie, and apathy ... social disorder" (Merton
1957). There is another way to deal with the danger of social disorders, however:
structural change. For the survival of any society, social structural changes are crucial
in preventing protracted conflict.
John Burton (1996) wrote of conflict "prevention" by removing its underlying causes
and creating conditions under which it need not occur. However, addressing injustice
before it provokes conflict often requires far-reaching changes in the existing
structures and institutions of society. For example, if it were discovered that a major
societal problem, such as drug abuse or teenage pregnancy, could be prevented by the
redistribution of resources and the provision of more rewarding jobs, social changes
could be effected which would ultimately lead to more stable social structure. If such
social structural changes were made, this might ensure that all members of society had
sufficient opportunities for individual development and social bonding, and thus
alleviate the structural conditions that contribute to these social problems. Reform of
government institutions also has potential to stabilize social structure through societal
change. Societies strive to develop a "workable political system in which the multiple

social groups can participate to their satisfaction" (Maiese 2000). This sort of state
reform has the potential to mitigate and heal the effects of violent intrastate conflict, as
well as prevent future conflict.
History provides many examples of political and social movements that aimed to
radically change existing political and socioeconomic structures. The American New
Deal, for example, used nonviolent methods to alter the balance of economic power
between dominant and subordinate classes. The New Deal's labour legislation
compelled large interstate corporations to recognize and bargain with labour unions,
and also banned unfair labour practices. In this way, significant changes were effected
without involving a breakdown of the existing social structure
In every society there is a structural system, the society wishes to preserve it and is not
interested in changing that unless there are sound reasons for the same. Social
structure is one of the key concepts of sociology. But sociologists are not in complete
agreement about its definitions. Briefly speaking, a good structure is one in which
there is a regularity and a kind of permanency.
Some sociologists use the concept of ‘social structure’ to denote those kinds of groups
by the presence of a particular social bond. According to Moris Ginsberg, social
structure is concerned with the principal form of social organization, i.e. types of
groups, associations and institutions and the complex of these which constitute
societies. Social structure thus refers to the pattern and arrangement of institutional
agencies and organizations.
There are others who say that social structure refers to the’ system of relations within
the society as whole, the system are social groups (collectives) or categories
(collections) of individuals. Raymond Firth says that social structure is “concerned
with the ordered relations of parts to a whole; with the arrangement in which the
elements of social life are linked together”.
Radcliffe – Brown calls it an arrangement of persons in relationship institutionally
defined and regulated. It, includes, numerous structural forms that men constitute in
consequence of their associations. These are so arranged in structural form as to
enable the society to function in a coordinated manner. Radcliffe – Brown defines

social structure as “an arrangement of persons in institutionally controlled and defined
relationships such as the relationship of king and subject, or that of husband and wife”.
Talcott Parsons applies it “to the particular arrangement of the inter-related
institutions, agencies and social patterns, as well as the statuses and roles which each
person assumes in the group”. The principal form of social organization such as the
“types of groups, associations and institutions and the complex of these are concern of
social structure”.
According to H. M. Johnson, “The structure of anything consist of the relatively stable
interrelationship among its parts, moreover the term ‘part’ itself implies a certain
degree of stability. Since a social system is composed of interrelated acts of the people,
its structure must be sought in some degree of regularity of recurrence in these acts.
In this system roles are always more stable than the role occupants themselves. The
role occupants divide themselves into subgroups and some such subgroups live much
longer than the individual members e.g. family will live much longer than any
individual member.
India is a country with diverse cultures. Customs and traditions vary from region to
region. Yet, of course, some commonality does exist in the social structure, which
is aunifying force. Let us try to understand the various social formations that provide
the unifying force as well as distinct characteristics to the Indian society.
Traditionally, Brahmins are priests and other scholarly people who are responsible for
protecting and expanding knowledge. Kshatriyas are politicians and the armed forces-responsible for protecting the nation from threats within and without. Vaishyas are the
business men whose primary responsibility is to generate wealth. Sudras form the
majority of the population and are the workers.
The Sanyasi-s live outside of society and are focused on pursueing knowledge and
enlightenment. In the process, they often act as researchers, counselors and teachers
supporting and in-turn being supported by society. While they may generate a great
deal of wealth through donations - they typically give it back to society keeping only as
much as required to sustain themselves.

The Jati system is a social structure of vocational groups that combines vocation,
culture, language, food, dress, etc. These groups form a support structure for their
members in a way that is not possible in modern society. They allow a way to highlight
accomplishments and to be the "best" that is possible while removing the requirement
to continue to switch vocations in order to reach the "upper" segments of the broader
society.
Family
Families no longer live as joint family with parents. Historically, women have played a
significant role in the social and political structure of India. In the ancient times,
women enjoyed much freedom, but with advent of the Muslims the purdah system
came into vogue in the northern part of India. In many regions, women remain very
submissive, although with the improved education levels, women have become more
assertive. In the Indian society, a man is considered to be the bread-earner and
shoulders the responsibility of the family. He is very dominating by nature and prefers
to rule over his women.
Patriarchal setup
India is mostly a patriarchal set-up, with the father having control over the family unit.
The man controls the reins of the family unit. He is the head of the family. The eldest
male member has much say in the matters of the family.
Matriarchal setup
In Kerala, in the south of India, the woman of the house is the dominant force. She
decides the issues of the family. Marriage – This is an important social obligation which
most Indians adhere to. It is given much importance by society. Marriages are
generally arranged, but now many are choosing their own partners in urban areas.
Children born outside marriage are looked down upon. Marriages are conducted with
elaborate rituals and much money is spent on this occasion.
Birth

This is an occasion for rejoicing. Ceremonies and rituals are held to celebrate the
occasion. The birth of male child is looked up to. In some areas, the birth of a girl is
looked down upon.

Death
This is also an important occasion in the family system. Death is considered to be
inevitable. Ceremonies are held on this occasion and even after the death of a person,
yearly rituals are held in remembrance of them.
Thus, Indian society is very complex, but yet remains intact as people follow certain
guidelines laid down by the society.
Conclusion
Social structure describes the way in which society is organized into predictable
relationships and patterns of social interaction (the way in which people respond to
each other). These patterns are to some extent independent of the particular
individual, as they exert a force that shapes individual behavior and the identity of the
society.
Society uses norms to control acceptable methods of achieving culturally approved
values (e.g. wealth). When these norms and values come into conflict, the social and
regulatory structures become strained, and the result is either social change or a
breakdown in the functioning of the social structure.
The various sociological theories have had some, albeit limited, success in explaining
how and why social structures maintain and reproduce themselves. However, there is
a need to understand how and why society constantly generates forces for social
change from within itself that do not necessitate violent revolution. For it can be
anticipated that any living culture will be constantly confronted with that which it does
not recognize, and there is no reason to suppose that the structural transformations
which may follow from a change of conditions will be homologous.

Additionally, it must be recognized that social structure cannot be fixed, static, and
universal. Not only must a society be open to adjustment and transformation in
response to changes both internal and external to itself, but also even in a "globalized"
world there remain significant differences in the ways in which people live and relate
to each other and their environment. The future of human society, if it is to be peaceful
and satisfying to all people, requires that we understand both the varieties of social
structure that such a world could have, and the processes of social change required to
achieve and maintain them.
The Caste System
Origins of the Caste System:
The evidence about the caste system appears in the Vedas, Sanskrit-language texts
from as early as 1500 BCE, which form the basis of Hindu scripture. The Rigveda, from
c. 1700-1100 BCE, rarely mentions caste distinctions, and indicates that social mobility
was common.
The Bhagavad Gita, however, from c. 200 BCE-200 CE, emphasizes the importance of
caste. In addition, the "Laws of Manu" or Manusmriti from the same era defines the
rights and duties of the four different castes or varnas.
Thus, it seems that the Hindu caste system began to solidify sometime between 1000
and 200 BCE.
The word ‘Caste’ has come out of the Portuguese word ‘Casta’ whose meaning is Race.
It is also closely related with the Latin word ‘Castus’ whose meaning is Pure race.
Actually, caste system is based upon birth. The caste in which the person takes birth,
he has to live with that caste for the whole life. With the birth of the child, his ways of
living life are determined. It keeps some restrictions on its members which are
necessarily to be obeyed by the person.
The caste system is one of the main bases of Indian Social System and all the aspects of
Hindu social life are affected by this system. Its impact is so powerful that it has
affected every group and community living in India.

Definitions of Caste System:
To know the better meaning of caste it is necessary for us to look at the definitions of
caste system given by different sociologists.
According to Risley, “Caste is a collection of families or group of families bearing a
common name, claiming a common descent from mythical ancestor human or divine,
professing to follow the same hereditary calling regarded by those who are competent
to give an opinion as forming a single homogeneous community.’’
According to Robert Bierstdt, “When a class system is a closed group on one or more
than one issue then it is known as caste system.”
According to Blunt,”A caste is an endogamous group or collection of endogamous
groups, bearing a common name, membership of which is hereditary, imposing on its
members certain restrictions in the matter of social intercourse, either following a
common traditional occupation or claiming a common origin and generally regarded
as forming a single homogeneous community.”
So, on the basis of given definitions we can say that Caste is a group whose
membership is based on birth. A person cannot leave his caste until he is not thrown
out of his caste. Caste is a closed group means no one can marry out of his caste and
there are restrictions on living in it.
The Caste System during Classical Indian History:
The caste system was not absolute during much of Indian history. For example, the
renowned Gupta Dynasty, which ruled from 320 to 550 CE, were from the Vaishya
caste rather than the Kshatriya. Many later rulers also were from different castes, such
as the Madurai Nayaks (1559-1739) who were Balijas (traders).
From the 12th century onwards, much of India was ruled by Muslims. These rulers
reduced the power of the Hindu priestly caste, the Brahmins. The traditional Hindu
rulers and warriors, or Kshatriyas, nearly ceased to exist in north and central India.
The Vaishya and Shudra castes also virtually melded together.

Although the Muslim rulers' faith had a strong impact on the Hindu upper castes in the
centers of power, anti-Muslim feeling in rural areas actually strengthened the caste
system. Hindu villagers reconfirmed their identity through caste affiliation.
Nonetheless, during the six centuries of Islamic domination (c. 1150-1750), the caste
system evolved considerably. For example, Brahmins began to rely on farming for their
income, since the Muslim kings did not give rich gifts to Hindu temples. This practice
was considered justified so long as Shudras did the actual physical labor.
The British Raj and Caste:
When the British Raj began to take power in India in 1757, they exploited the caste
system as a means of social control.
The British allied themselves with the Brahmin caste, restoring some of its privileges
that had been repealed by the Muslim rulers. However, many Indian customs
concerning the lower castes seemed discriminatory to the British, and were outlawed.
During the 1930s and 40s, the British government made laws to protect the
"Scheduled castes" - untouchables and low-caste people.
Within Indian society in the 19th and early 20th there was a move towards the
abolition of untouchability, as well. In 1928, the first temple welcomed untouchables
or Dalits ("the crushed ones") to worship with its upper-caste members. Mohandas
Gandhi advocated emancipation for the Dalits, too, coining the term harijan or
"Children of God" to describe them.
Caste Relations in Independent India:
The Republic of India became independent on August 15, 1947. India's new
government instituted laws to protect the "Scheduled castes and tribes" - including
both the untouchables and groups who live traditional life-styles. These laws include
quota systems to ensure access to education and to government posts.
Over the past sixty years, therefore, in some ways a person's caste has become more of
a political category than a social or religious one.

The origin of the caste system in India seems to have originated more than two
thousand years ago. Under this system, which is associated with Hinduism, people
were categorized by their occupations. Although originally caste depended upon a
person's work, it soon became hereditary. Each person was born into a unalterable
social status. The four primary castes are: Brahmin, the priests; Kshatriya, warriors
and nobility; Vaisya, farmers, traders and artisans; and Shudra, tenant farmers and
servants. Some people were born outside of (and below) the caste system. They were
called "untouchables."
Theology behind the Castes:
Reincarnation is one of the basic beliefs in Hinduism; after each life, a soul is reborn
into a new material form. A particular soul's new form depends upon the virtuousness
of its previous behaviour. Thus, a truly virtuous person from the Shudra caste could be
rewarded with rebirth as a Brahmin in his or her next life.
Souls can move not only among different levels of human society, but also into other
animals - hence the vegetarianism of many Hindus. Within a life cycle, people had little
social mobility. They had to strive for virtue during their present lives in order to
attain a higher station the next time around.
Practices associated with caste varied through time and across India, but they had
some common features.
The three key areas of life dominated by caste were marriage, meals and religious
worship. Marriage across caste lines was strictly forbidden; most people even married
within their own sub-caste or jati.
At meal times, anyone could accept food from the hands of a Brahmin, but a Brahmin
would be polluted if he or she took certain types of food from a lower caste person. At
the other extreme, if an untouchable dared to draw water from a public well, he or she
polluted the water and nobody else could use it.
In terms of religion, as the priestly class, Brahmins were supposed to conduct religious
rituals and services.

This included preparation for festivals and holidays, as well as marriages and funerals.
The Kshatrya and Vaisya castes had full rights to worship, but in some places Shudras
(the servant caste) were not allowed to offer sacrifices to the gods. Untouchables were
barred entirely from temples, and sometimes were not even allowed to set foot on
temple grounds.
If the shadow of an untouchable touched a Brahmin, he/she would be polluted, so
untouchables had to lay face-down at a distance when a Brahmin passed.
Although the early Vedic sources name four primary castes, in fact there were
thousands of castes, sub-castes and communities within Indian society.
These jati were the basis of both social status and occupation.
Castes or sub-castes besides the four mentioned in the Bhagavad Gita include such
groups as theBhumihar or landowners, Kayastha or scribes, and the Rajput, who are a
northern sector of the Kshatriya or warrior caste.
Some castes arose from very specific occupations, such as the Garudi - snake
charmers - or theSonjhari, who collected gold from river beds.
The Untouchables:
People who violated social norms could be punished by being made "untouchables."
This was not the lowest caste - they and their descendants were completely outside of
the caste system.
Untouchables were considered so impure that any contact with them by a caste
member would contaminate the other person. The caste-person would have to bathe
and wash his or her clothing immediately. Untouchables could not even eat in the same
room as caste members.
The untouchables did work that no-one else would do, like scavenging animal
carcasses, leather-work, or killing rats and other pests. They could not be cremated
when they died.

Caste among Non-Hindus:
Curiously, non-Hindu populations in India sometimes organized themselves into castes
as well.
After the introduction of Islam on the subcontinent, for example, Muslims were divided
into classes such as the Sayed, Sheikh, Mughal, Pathan, and Qureshi. These castes are
drawn from several sources - the Mughal and Pathan are ethnic groups, roughly
speaking, while the Qureshi name comes from the Prophet Muhammad's clan in Mecca.
Small numbers of Indians were Christian from c. 50 CE onward, but Christianity
expanded after the Portuguese arrived in the 16th century. Many Christian Indians still
observed caste distinctions, however.
At meal times, anyone could accept food from the hands of a Brahmin, but a Brahmin
would be polluted if he or she took certain types of food from a lower caste person. At
the other extreme, if an untouchable dared to draw water from a public well, he or she
polluted the water and nobody else could use it.
In terms of religion, as the priestly class, Brahmins were supposed to conduct religious
rituals and services.
This included preparation for festivals and holidays, as well as marriages and funerals.
The Kshatrya and Vaisya castes had full rights to worship, but in some places Shudras
(the servant caste) were not allowed to offer sacrifices to the gods. Untouchables were
barred entirely from temples, and sometimes were not even allowed to set foot on
temple grounds.
If the shadow of an untouchable touched a Brahmin, he/she would be polluted, so
untouchables had to lay face-down at a distance when a Brahmin passed.

Different type of changes coming in Caste system:
End to the discrimination and untouchability:- In 1955, Indian government has passed
the law ‘Untouchability Offence Act’ and has tried to eradicate untouchability. Now if
any one says ‘Untouchable’ to any person of lower caste then he will be considered as
criminal. Government has adopted the policy of reservation in government institutions
to uplift the lower castes. On the basis of this policy, special provision is kept to give
jobs to lower caste people. In modern times person of every caste is doing every type
of work. Government has given scholarships to the people of backward classes so that
they should be able to get any status in society with some hard work. In this way the
discrimination of untouchability has been reduce to a great extent.
Change in Caste hierarcy: The hierarchy which was determined by caste system in
Indian society, has been changed completely. Lower castes have been uplifted in
society by a number of processes like urbanization, industrialization, sanskritization
etc. In modern times, no caste considers inferior itself than the other castes. Even
people of higher castes are ready to marry in the lower castes. Some want to obtain the
facilities given to lower castes by the government and some want to marry in them
after looking at their richness. In this way social mobility came into being in Indian
society and now we cannot find the hierarchy of caste anywhere.
Change in restriction of food and drink: In ancient times, feeding of the caste was
determined by the caste. Food was divided into two parts and feeding relations of a
caste were pre-determined. But in modern times it was very difficult to adopt these
restrictions. When people of different castes came in contact with each other in cities
then these restrictions slowly and slowly came to an end. Cooks in hotels belonging to
different castes and people were eating in hotels by sitting with each other and without
asking each other’s caste. In cities people are working with each other and that is why
they started to eat with each other. In this way a number of changes came in the
feeding restrictions of a caste.
Decline in the status of Brahmins: Changes in caste system were started even under
the rule of Britishers on Indian society. First of all British government started to
behave equally with all the people of different castes. According to them no one was

Brahmin or Kshatriya but all of them were Indians. They started to give western
education to Indian people instead of religious education. Every one was free to get
education in these educational institutions. In this way there was no question of
superiority of Brahmins because humans started to attain social status according to
their ability and not on the basis of their caste. Lower caste have taken their status
upwards by doing progress in economic sector.
Freedom in Selection of occupation:- In ancient Indian

society, occupation of

person was determined right after his birth and it was according to his caste. Person
had to adopt the occupation of his caste, even against his wish. He was not allowed to
adopt any other occupation except his pre-determined occupation. But because of
many reasons, society started to give importance to personal ability. Now humans are
free to adopt the occupation of their choice. It means the person can choose the
occupation according to his ability. Even the concept of profit has been linked with this.
No occupation is higher or lower in his eyes. Now he adopts that occupation in which
he sees more profit. In this way the freedom, which person got in selection of
occupation, has brought changes in caste system.
Change in status of woman:- Status of woman was not good under the influence of
caste system. She was spending her life only by living in the four walls of the house.
She was neither free to get education nor she was free to speak on any subject. In this
way she has to spend her life in a suppressed way. But in modern times, she has got
freedom in all sectors of life and she is now no more under the control of males. Now
she is economically self-dependent. Status of females has been completely changed.
Now people feel happy in case of birth of a baby child. Now there is no difference in
boy or girl child. Even government has given reservation to females for their
upliftment. Now every female is free to marry anywhere she wishes. Even her parents
do not interfere in her decisions. Even in Jammu and Kashmir state government
announced Beti Bachao Beti Padao scheme for their upliftment.

THE CLASS SYSTEM

Origins of the social class:
Social class or simply class, as in a class society, is a set of concepts in the social
sciences and political theory centred on models of social stratification in which people
are grouped into a set of hierarchical social categories the most common being
the upper, middle, and lower classes.
Class

is

an

essential

object

of

analysis

for sociologists, political

scientists, anthropologists, and social historians. However, there is not a consensus on
the best definition of the "class," and the term has different contextual meanings. In
common parlance, the term "social class" is usually synonymous with "socioeconomic class," defined as "people having the same social, economic, or educational
status," e.g., "the working class"; "an emerging professional class." However, academics
distinguish social class and socioeconomic status, with the former referring to one’s
relatively stable socio cultural background and the latter referring to one’s current
social and economic situation and, consequently, being more changeable over time.
The precise measurements of what determines social class in society has varied over
time. According to philosopher Karl Marx, "class" is determined entirely by one's
relationship to the means of production, the classes in modern capitalist society being
the "proletarians": those who work but do not own the means of production, the
"bourgeoisie": those who invest and live off of the surplus generated by the former,
and the aristocracy that has land as a means of production.
The term "class" is etymologically derived from the Latin classis, which was used
by census takers to categorize citizens by wealth, in order to determine military
service obligations.
In the late 18th century, the term "class" began to replace classifications such
as estates, rank, and orders as the primary means of organizing society into
hierarchical divisions. This corresponded to a general decrease in significance ascribed
to hereditary characteristics, and increase in the significance of wealth and income as
indicators of position in the social hierarchy.

Definitions of social classes reflect a number of sociological perspectives, informed by
anthropology, economics, psychology,

and sociology.

The

major

perspectives

historically have been Marxism and Structural functionalism. The common stratum
model of class divides society into a simple hierarchy of working class, middle
class and upper class. Within academia, two broad schools of definitions emerge: those
aligned with 20th-century sociological stratum models of class society, and those
aligned

with

the

19th-century historical

materialist economic

models

of

the Marxists and anarchists.
Another distinction can be drawn between analytical concepts of social class, such as
the Marxist and Weberian traditions, and the more empirical traditions such as socioeconomic status approach, which notes the correlation of income, education and
wealth with social outcomes without necessarily implying a particular theory of social
structure.[10]
For Marx, class is a combination of objective and subjective factors. Objectively, a class
shares a common relationship to the means of production. Subjectively, the members
will necessarily have some perception ("class consciousness") of their similarity and
common interest. Class consciousness is not simply an awareness of one's own class
interest but is also a set of shared views regarding how society should be organized
legally, culturally, socially and politically. These class relations are reproduced through
time.
In Marxist theory, the class structure of the capitalist mode of production is
characterized by the conflict between two main classes: the bourgeoisie, the capitalists
who own the means of production, and the much larger proletariat (or 'working class')
who must sell their own labour power (See also: wage labour). This is the fundamental
economic structure of work and property, a state of inequality that is normalized
and reproduced through cultural ideology.
Marxists explain the history of "civilized" societies in terms of a war of classes between
those who control production and those who produce the goods or services in society.
In the Marxist view of capitalism, this is a conflict between capitalists (bourgeoisie)
and wage-workers (the proletariat). For Marxists, class antagonism is rooted in the

situation that control over social production necessarily entails control over the class
which produces goods—in capitalism this is the exploitation of workers by the
bourgeoisie.
Furthermore, "in countries where modern civilisation has become fully developed, a
new class of petty bourgeois has been formed"."An industrial army of workmen, under
the command of a capitalist, requires, like a real army, officers (managers) and
sergeants (foremen, over-lookers) who, while the work is being done, command in the
name of the capitalist".
Marx makes the argument that the bourgeoisie reach a point of wealth accumulation
they hold enough power as the dominant class to shape political institutions an society
according to its own interests. Marx then goes on to claim that the non-elite class, just
because of the mass amount of people who make up the class, have the power to
overthrow the elite and create an equal society.
Marx himself argued that it was the goal of the proletariat itself to displace the
capitalist system with socialism, changing the social relationships underpinning the
class system and then developing into a future communist society in which: "..the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all." (Communist
Manifesto) This would mark the beginning of a classless society in which human needs
rather than profit would be motive for production. In a society with democratic control
and production for use, there would be no class, no state and no need for money.
Max Weber formulated a three-component theory of stratification, that saw political
power as an interplay between "class", "status" and "group power". Weber believed
that class position was determined by a person's skills and education, rather than by
their relationship to the means of production. Both Marx and Weber agreed that social
stratification was undesirable. However, where Marx believed that stratification would
only disappear along with capitalism and private property, Weber believed that the
solution lay in providing "equal opportunity" within a competitive, capitalist
system. Weber also argued that while the state actors, of the bureaucracy, often does
not own the means of production, they can control who has access to it, shown in how
county officials in America can control who gains access to funding for public works.

Weber derived many of his key concepts on social stratification by examining the social
structure of Germany. He noted that contrary to Marx's theories, stratification was
based on more than simply ownership of capital. Weber examined how many members
of the aristocracy lacked economic wealth yet had strong political power. Many
wealthy families lacked prestige and power, for example, because they were Jewish.
Weber introduced three independent factors that form his theory of stratification
hierarchy; class, status, and power.
Class: A person's economic position in a society. Weber differs from Marx in that he
does not see this as the supreme factor in stratification. Weber noted how managers of
corporations or industries control firms they do not own.
Status: A person's prestige, social honor, or popularity in a society. Weber noted that
political power was not rooted in capital value solely, but also in one's individual
status. Poets or saints, for example, can possess immense influence on society with
often little economic worth.
Power: A person's ability to get their way despite the resistance of others. For
example, individuals in state jobs, such as an employee of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, or a member of the United States Congress, may hold little property or
status but they still hold immense power.
Definitions of class system.
Every society has been divided in classes and every class has different status in society.
On the basis of class, person’s status is high or low. In this way when different persons
achieve special social status in society, then it is known as class system. Every class is
economically different from the other. Different Sociologists have different views
about class system which are given below:According to Maclver, “A social class is any position of Community marked off from the
rest by Social Status.”
According to Morris Ginsberg, “A class is a group of individuals who through common
descent, similarity of occupation, wealth and education have come to have a similar

mode of life, a similar stock of those ideas, feelings, attitudes and forms of behaviours
and who on any or all of these grounds meet the another on equal terms and regard
themselves, with varying degrees of explicitness as belonging to one group.”
According to Gilbert, “A social class is a category of group of persons having a definite
status in a society which permanently determines their relationships to other groups.”
According to Ogburn and Nimkoff, “ The fundamental attribute of social class is thus its
local position of relative superiority o say that inferiority to other social classes.”
On the basis of given definitions we can say that social class of many persons which
has one specific status in a specific time. That is why they have some special power,
rights and duties. Ability of an individual is important in class system. That is why
every person wants to achieve higher status in society with hard work. Every society is
divided in many classes. Status of a person is not definite in class system. There is
some sort of mobility exists in his status. That is why it is known as open stratification.
Person determines his class status himself. It is not based on birth.
Characteristics of class system.
Feeling of superiority and inferiority :- Relations of inferiority and superiority exists in
class system. For example people of higher class

think themselves as different and

superior from lower class. Rich persons are coming in higher class and poor people are
coming in lower class. Rich people have higher status in society and poor people live at
different places. By looking at the residence of a person we can imagine about the class
of that person.
Social Mobility:- Class system is not definite for person. It keeps on changing. Man
can achieve higher status with hard work and can go to lower status with wrong deeds.
Every person wants to uplift his prestige in society. That is why class system makes the
person active. So in this social mobility is there in class system. For example if a
person, who is working as a clerk in any office, does a lot of hard work and passes the
I.A.S. exam then his status and position will be completely changed. It means that class
system has social mobility in which person can move from one place to another with
his hard work and ability.

Openness: Openness exists in class system because in this every person is free to do
anything. He is free to adopt any occupation. Any one can become the member of any
class on the basis of his ability. Person from lower class can go to higher class with his
hard work. In this, there is no value of birth of the person. Status of person depends
upon his ability. A boy from rich family can become rich only if he has the property. If
this property will come to an end then he can become poor. This class system gives
opportunity to every one to move upward. In this way openness exists in class system.
Limited Social relations: Social relations of a person are limited in class system.
Persons of every class love to establish relations with the people of their own class.
Every class wants to establish contacts with persons of their own class. They don’t like
to keep contacts with the people of other castes.
We can divide class system into three parts from economic point of view and these
are:
1. Upper Class
2. Middle Class
3. Lower Class
These classes are again divided into sub-classes. For example we can see
difference between rich people. Some one is Billionaire and some one is Millionaire. In
the same way we can see sub classes in middle class and lower class. In every class we
can see sub-classes. In this way class is made up of sub-classes.
Different Basis:- Classes are made on different basis. According to Karl Marx the
main base of class system is economic. According to him there are two classes in
society. First one is capitalist class and second is labour class. According to Ogburn and
Nimkoff, Maclver and Gilberg social base is important for class. Ginsberg and Lapire
has accepted culture base as the main base of class system.
In this way we can say that there in not a single base of class system but there are
many bases of class system.

The Family System:
Origins of the Family system:
Origins of the Family system:- Family is one of the main socialising institutions of the
society. Since ancient times, the family has been the most important child care institute
in India as children are expected to grow under the glory of family where a satisfactory
rearing of child is ensured. According to Pope – “the family is more sacred than the
State.” It was pointed out by Will and Ariel Durant that the family is nucleus of
civilisation. The universal declaration of human rights prescribes the family as the
natural and fundamental unit of society. Family is virtually a social organisation or a
unit of men and women out of relationship. The importance of family lies in bringing
up the child to a full man in the family atmosphere. It has been a time honoured belief
in our culture that the child is a gift of God that must be nurtured with care and
affection within the family and society as a future dawn. As per Confucius-the strength
of a Nation is derived from the integrity of its homes. It is the famous saying that a
comfortable home is a great source of happiness. It ranks immediately after health and
good conscience as aptly said by Byron. Without loving heart there is no meaning for
home. The purpose of this chapter is to describe the theoretical framework of this
research by defining family and giving insight into the Indian family system.
Family is an important group of social structure. The word family has been taken from
the word ‘Famulous’ which is a Roman word whose meaning is servant. According to
Roman Law, the meaning of the word family is by that group in which all those
servants, slaves or owners are included which are based on blood relations or marital
relations. It is that type of group in which the satisfaction of sexual needs of males and
females are sanctioned by the society. After the upbringing of the child, he becomes the
citizen of the society. In simple words the meaning of family is the group of husband,
wife and their children. But from Sociological point of view its meaning is not only a
collection of people but is by the system of their mutual relationship and its main
objectives are to produce children, their up-bringing, their socialization and
satisfaction of sexual instincts.

Definitions of Family System. Different Sociologists have given different views about
the family and some of these definitions are given below:According to Maclver, “Family is a group defined by sex relationship sufficiently
precise and enduring to provide for the procreation and upbringing of children.”
According to G.P.Murdock, “The family is a social group characterized by common
residence, economic cooperation and reproduction. It included adults of both sexes, at
least two of whom maintained a socially approved sexual relationship and one or more
children, own or adopted, of the sexually co-habitating adults.”
According to H.M .Johnson, “Family is a group of two or more individuals related by
blood, marriage or adaptation and residing together, all such persons are considered
as members of one family.”
Yet many differences are there in definitions given by different Sociologists but on one
thing their views are same that the family is a group in which the sexual relationships
of male and female are accepted by the society and it is a universal group. About its
meaning we say family is a biological unit which is accepted as an institution for sexual
relationships. Its members are personally connected with each other with the process
of reproduction. In short, we can say that mother father and their children are included
in the family and it is developed in every society.
Indian family structure is believed to be the unit that teaches the values and worth of
an honest living that have been carried down across generations. Since the Puranic
ages, Indian family structure was that of a joint family, indicating every person of the
same clan living together. However, this idea of elaborate living disintegrated in
smaller

family

units.

In India, people learn the essential themes of cultural life within the bondings of a
family. In ancient days, the basic units of society had been the patrilineal family unit
with wider kinship groupings. The most widely preferred residential unit is the joint
family, ideally consisting of three or four patrilineally related generations, all living
under one roof, working, worshiping, eating, and cooperating together in communally
beneficial social and economic activities. Patrilineal joint families include men related
through the male line, along with their wives and children. The young married women

live with their husband's relatives after marriage, but they retain important bonds
with their natal families as well. Despite the continuous and growing impact of
urbanization, secularization, and Westernization, the conventional joint household of
Indian family structure, both in ideal and in practice, remains the chief social force in
the lives of Indians. Loyalty to family is a deeply imbibed in every member of the
family. Large families eventually faced difficulties to suit with modern Indian life. The
modern style of livinf, modern occupations and beliefs are eventually confronting
problems to get adjusted. The joint family is now quite unfamiliar in cities. However,
the relative ties are maintained within the kinships, since these very ties can prove to
be crucial while any kind of emergency. Numerous prominent Indian families, such as
the Tatas, Birlas, and Sarabhais, retain joint family arrangements even today and they
work together to control some of the country's largest financial empires.
Joint Family System of India: There have some tradition of Indian joint family system
and every member have to follow this. A young person should always touch the feet of
his elders; he should never speak in a high or rude tone to those who are older to him;
he should always give respect to elders and he should not drink alcohol and tobacco or
smoke cigarettes to them; he should respect women. Girls are not allowed top wear
skirts after they reach certain age, while in others, they can wear Shari or Shalour
Camize, as long as it is decent and not body-revealing.
Complete joint families always lived together and they eat the food cooked at one
fireplace and are linked to one another through relationship binds. All members
shared a common source of income by the earnable member. An Unemployment
member of the family is helped by their parents or other earning members. Guardian
of a family supports other members when raising their children. Children grow up in
close contact with their aunts, uncles, grandparents, and cousins.
One of the important characters of the joint family is its shared nature. Family tasks
like cooking, cleaning, caring for the children, and performing home maintenance are
structured in a shared manner. The family members complete the tasks on a rotating
basis, or else individual family members become responsible for specific tasks. Every
family member involves and participates in life-cycle events or celebration such as
births, marriages, deaths, and any type of regional festival celebrations.

The Indian joint family structure is an ancient phenomenon, but it has undergone some
change in the late twentieth century. Living arrangements vary widely depending on
region, social status, and economic circumstance. With the passing time, nuclear
families have evolved that is a couple living with their unmarried children. There are
often strong networks of kinship ties through which economic assistance and other
benefits are obtained. Often clusters of relatives live near each other, who are easily
available and respond to the give and take of kinship obligations. Even when relatives
cannot actually live in close proximity, they typically maintain strong bonds of kinship
and attempt to provide each other with economic help, emotional support, and other
required

benefits.

The Indian joint families grew even larger and finally they divide into smaller units,
passing through a expected cycle over time. The breakup of a joint family into smaller
units does not necessarily symbolize the rejection of the joint family ideal. Rather, it is
usually a reaction to a variety of conditions, including the requirement for some
members to move from village to city, or from one city to another to obtain the
advantage of employment opportunities.
NuclearToday we have a generation of people who after having lived in a joint family
system have taken the plan to break out and start a nuclear family. The generation that
broke out of the old joint family system did so when personal thinking began to gain
predominance in the society.
The other factor that creates nuclear families is profession. This forced men and
women to move out of their family for better job opportunities to the major
commercial cities and towns. In this case, often the parents who remained emotionally
attached to the place where they spent most of their life preferred to continue staying
in their family home and accepted with some sadness their children starting out new
life away from them.
The nuclear family gave immense freedom from the traditions and ways of life that the
old system was ridden with. The one and only major gain that we see from the 'nuclear
family' system is the opportunity it provides us to create an identity of our own.f a
male and a female in society

Male person are preferred more than female; they are given more values than woman
in his family or the society. Males are independent, self-reliant, demanding, and
domineering. Other hand, females are quiet, helpful, selfless, conservative and
dependent.
Naturally a Indian woman always have to depend on somebody throughout her life; in
case of childhood she depend on her father, in case of marriage-life she depend on her
husband and last age depend on her son.
In a traditional Indian family, the wife is typically dependent, submissive, obedient,
modest, non assertive, and goes out of her way to please her husband. Women are
entrusted with the responsibility of looking after the home and caring for the children
and the elderly par
Role of culture and collectivism in shaping the family
Families do not exist in isolation and family dynamics are often best interpreted in the
context of their societal and cultural background. Culture has been shown to determine
the family structure by shaping the family type, size, and form and the family
functioning by delineating boundaries, rules for interaction, communication patterns,
acceptable practices, discipline and hierarchy in the family. The roles of family
members are determined largely by cultural factors (as well as stages of the family life
cycle), and finally, culture also explains families’ ways of defining problems and solving
them.
Culture, however, is not an external passive influence on the families but families
themselves serve as the primary agent for transferring these cultural values to their
members. Parents help children to learn, internalize, and develop understanding of
culture through both covert and overt means. Family members modify behaviours in
themselves and others by principles of social learning. In this process, the general
norms and beliefs may be modified to suit the needs of the family creating a set of
“family values” – A subset of societal norms unique to the family.
It is imperative then, that therapists understand the impact of culture on family
functioning as well as in conflict resolution and problem-solving skills of the family

members. One such important dimension of Asian and particularly Indian culture that
affects family functioning is collectivism. “Collectivism” refers to the philosophic,
economic, or social outlook that emphasizes the interdependence amongst human
beings. It is the basic cultural element for cohesion within social groups, which stresses
on the priority of group goals over individual goals in contrast to “individualism”,
which emphasizes on what makes the individual distinct, and promotes engagement in
competitive tasks. “Horizontal collectivism” refers to the system of collective decisionmaking by relatively equal individuals, for example, by the intra-generational family
member; while “vertical collectivism” refers to hierarchical structures of power in a
collectivistic family, for example, inter-generational relations in a three generation
family.
Classically, the cultures of Western Europe and North America with their complex,
stratified societies, where independence and differences are emphasized, are said to be
individualistic, whereas in Asia, Africa, parts of Europe and Latin America where
agreeing on social norms is important and jobs are interdependent, collectivism is
thought to be preponderant. Studies comparing Caucasians or Americans with people
from Asian cultures, such as Vietnamese or Filipino do show that individualistic
societies value self-reliance, independence, autonomy and personal achievement, and a
definition of self apart from the group. On the other hand, collectivistic societies value
family cohesion, cooperation, solidarity, and conformity.
Such cultural differences mean that people in different cultures have fundamentally
different constructs of the self and others. For more collectivistic societies like ours,
the self is defined relative to others, is concerned with belongingness, dependency,
empathy, and reciprocity, and is focused on small, selective in-groups at the expense of
out-groups. Relationships with others are emphasized, while personal autonomy,
space and privacy are considered secondary. Application of western psychotherapy,
primarily focused on dynamic models, ego structure and individuals, therefore,
becomes difficult in the Indian collectivistic context. The point has been well discussed
by Indian psychiatrists in the past. As early as in 1982, Varma expressed limitations to
the applicability of the Western type of psychotherapy in India, and cited
dependence/interdependence (a marker of collectivism) in Indian patients with other
family members as foremost of the seven difficulties in carrying out dynamic and

individual oriented psychotherapy. Surya and Jayaram have also pointed out that the
Indian patients are more dependent than their western counterparts. Neki, while
discussing the concepts of confidentiality and privacy in the Indian context opined that
these terms do not even exist in Indian socio-cultural setting, as the privacy can isolate
people in interdependent society. Neki recommended a middle ground with family
therapy or at least couple of sessions with the family members along with dyadic
therapy in order to help the progress of the psychotherapy.Family, therefore, forms an
important focus for change in collectivistic societies, and understanding the Indian
family becomes an essential prerequisite for involving them in therapy.
The Traditional Indian Family
Any generalizations about the Indian family suffer from oversimplification, given the
pluralistic nature of the Indian culture. However, in most sociological studies, Asian
and Indian families are considered classically as large, patriarchal, collectivistic, joint
families, harboring three or more generations vertically and kith and kin horizontally.
Such traditional families form the oldest social institution that has survived through
ages and functions as a dominant influence in the life of its individual members. Indian
joint families are considered to be strong, stable, close, resilient and enduring with
focus on family integrity, family loyalty, and family unity at expense of individuality,
freedom of choice, privacy and personal space.
Structurally, the Indian joint family includes three to four living generations, including
grandparents, parents, uncles, aunts, nieces and nephews, all living together in the
same household, utilizing a common kitchen and often spending from a common purse,
contributed by all. Change in such family structure is slow, and loss of family units after
the demise of elderly parents is counterbalanced by new members entering the family
as children, and new members (wives) entering by matrimonial alliances, and their
offsprings. The daughters of the family would leave following marriage. Functionally,
majority of joint families adhere to a patriarchal ideology, follow the patrilineal rule of
descent, and are patrilocal; although matrilocal and matriarchal families are quite
prevalent in some southern parts of the country. The lines of hierarchy and authority
are clearly drawn, with each hierarchical strata functioning within the principal of
“collective responsibility”. Rules of conduct are aimed at creating and maintaining

family harmony and for greater readiness to cooperate with family members on
decisions affecting almost all aspects of life, including career choice, mate selection,
and marriage. While women are expected to accept a position subservient to males,
and to subordinate their personal preferences to the needs of other, males are
expected to accept responsibility for meeting the needs of others. The earning males
are expected to support the old; take care of widows, never-married adults and the
disabled; assist members during periods of unemployment and illness; and provide
security to women and children. Psychologically, family members feel an intense
emotional interdependence, empathy, closeness, and loyalty to each other.
The Changing Indian Family
The socio-cultural milieu of India is undergoing change at a tremendous pace, leaving
fundamental alterations in family structure in its wake. The last decade has not only
witnessed rapid and chaotic changes in social, economic, political, religious and
occupational spheres; but also saw familial changes in power distribution, marital
norms and role of women. A review of the national census data and the National
Family Health Survey (NFHS) data suggests that, gradually, nuclear families are
becoming the predominant form of Indian family institution, at least in urban areas.
The 1991 census, for the first time reported household growth to be higher than the
population growth, suggesting household fragmentation; a trend that gathered further
momentum in the 2001 and the 2010 census. A comparison of the three NFHS data
also shows that over the years there has been a progressive increase in nuclear
families, more in urban areas, with an associated progressive decrease in the number
of household members. Other important trends include a decrease in age of the househead, reflecting change in power structure and an increase in households headed by
females, suggesting a change in traditional gender roles.

THE RELIGION SYSTEM
Origins of the Religion system:

Religion in India is characterised by a diversity of religious beliefs and practices.
The Indian subcontinent is the birthplace of some of the world's major religions;
namely Hinduism, Buddhism,

Jainism and Sikhism.

Throughout

India's

history, religion has been an important part of the country's culture. Religious
diversity and religious tolerance are both established in the country by the law and
custom; the Constitution of India has declared the right to freedom of religion to be
a fundamental right.
The western and northern part of India have been the home of one of the most ancient
civilisation of the world called Indus valley civilisation. Most of the shrines, ancient
temples of Hinduism and the birthplace of Hindu saints are in India. Allahabad hosts
the biggest religious festival Kumbhamela, where Hindus from all over the world come
together to take a bathe in the confluence of three sacred rivers of
India: Ganga, Yamuna, and Saraswati. It is also home of around 90% world population
of Hindus. The Indian diaspora in the West has popularised many aspects of Hindu
philosophy such

asyoga, meditation, Ayurvedic

medicine, divination, karma,

and reincarnation. The influence of Indian religions has been significant all over the
world. Several organisations, such as the Hare Krishna movement, the Brahma
Kumaris, the Ananda Marga, and others have spread Indian spiritual beliefs and
practices.
According to the 2011 census, 79.8% of the population of India practices Hinduism and
14.2% adheres to Islam, while the remaining 6% adheres to other religions
(Christianity, Sikhism, Buddhism, Jainism and various indigenous ethnically-bound
faiths) Zoroastrianism and Judaismalso have an ancient history in India, and each has
several thousands of Indian adherents. India has the largest population of people
adhering to Zoroastrianism (i.e. Parsis and Iranis) and Bahá'í Faith in the world,[4] even
though these religions are not native to India. Many other world religions also have a
relationship

with

Indian

spirituality,

such

as

the

Baha'i

faith

which

recognises Buddha and Krishna as manifestations of the God Almighty.
The Muslim population of India is the third largest in the world. India also has the third
largest Shia population in the world and being the cradle of the Ahmadiyya Islam, it is
one of the countries in the world with at least 1 million Ahmadi Muslims. The shrines

of some of the most famous saints of Sufism, like Moinuddin Chishti and Nizamuddin
Auliya, are found in India, and attract visitors from all over the world. India is also
home to some of the most famous monuments of Islamic architecture, such as the Taj
Mahal and the Qutb Minar. Civil matters related to the community are dealt with by the
Muslim Personal Law, and constitutional amendments in 1985 established its primacy
in family matters.
Vedic Period (1750-800 BCE)
The documented history of Indian religions begins with the historical Vedic religion,
the religious practices of the early Indo-Aryans, which were collected and
later redacted into the Samhitas (usually known as the Vedas), four canonical
collections of hymns or mantras composed in archaic Sanskrit. These texts are the
central shruti (revealed) texts of Hinduism. The period of the composition, redaction
and commentary of these texts is known as the Vedic period, which lasted from
roughly 1750 to 500 BCE.
The Vedic Period is most significant for the composition of the four Vedas, Brahmanas
and the older Upanishads (both presented as discussions on the rituals, mantras and
concepts found in the four Vedas), which today are some of the most
important canonical texts of Hinduism, and are the codification of much of what
developed into the core beliefs of Hinduism.
Some modern Hindu scholars use the "Vedic religion" synonymously with
"Hinduism." According to Sundararajan, Hinduism is also known as the Vedic
religion. Other authors state that the Vedas contain "the fundamental truths about
Hindu Dharma" which is called "the modern version of the ancient Vedic
Dharma The Arya Samajis recognize the Vedic religion as true Hinduism. Nevertheless,
according to Jamison and Witzel,... to call this period Vedic Hinduism is a contradiction
in terms since Vedic religion is very different from what we generally call Hindu
religion – at least as much as Old Hebrew religion is from medieval and modern
Christian religion. However, Vedic religion is treatable as a predecessor of Hinduism."
Early Vedic Period – Early Vedic Compositions ( 1750–1200 BCE)

The mode of worship was the performance of Yajna, sacrifices which involved sacrifice
and sublimation of the havana sámagri (herbal preparations in the fire, accompanied
by the singing of Samans and 'mumbling' of Yajus, the sacrificial mantras. The sublime
meaning of the word yajna is derived from the Sanskrit verb yaj, which has a three-fold
meaning of worship of deities (devapujana), unity (saògatikaraña) and charity
(dána) An essential element was the sacrificial fire – the divine Agni – into which
oblations were poured, as everything offered into the fire was believed to reach God.
Central concepts in the Vedas are Satya and Rta. Satya is derived from Sat, the present
participle of the verbal root as, "to be, to exist, to live". Sat means "that which really
exists the really existent truth; the Good",[83] and Sat-ya means "is-ness". Rta, "that
which is properly joined; order, rule; truth", is the principle of natural order which
regulates and coordinates the operation of the universe and everything within
it. "Satya (truth as being) and rita (truth as law) are the primary principles of Reality
and its manifestation is the background of the canons of dharma, or a life of
righteousness.""Satya is the principle of integration rooted in the Absolute, rita is its
application and function as the rule and order operating in the universe."Conformity
with Ṛta would enable progress whereas its violation would lead to punishment.
Panikkar remarks:
Ṛta is the ultimate foundation of everything; it is "the supreme", although this is not to
be understood in a static sense. It is the expression of the primordial dynamism that is
inherent in everything...."
The term rta is inherited from the Proto-Indo-Iranian religion, the religion of the IndoIranian peoples prior to the earliest Vedic (Indo-Aryan) and Zoroastrian (Iranian)
scriptures. "Asha" is the Avestan language term (corresponding to Vedic language ) for
a concept of cardinal importance to Zoroastrian theology and doctrine. The term
"dharma" was already used in Brahmanical thought, where it was conceived as an
aspect of Rta.
Major philosophers of this era were Rishis Narayana, Kanva, Rishaba, Vamadeva,
and Angiras.
Middle Vedic Period (1200–850 BCE)

During the Middle Vedic period Rgveda X, the mantras of the Yajurveda and the older
Brahmana texts were composed. The Brahmans became powerful inter mediairies.
Late Vedic Period (from 850 BCE)
The Vedic religion evolved into Hinduism and Vedanta, a religious path considering
itself the 'essence' of the Vedas, interpreting the Vedic pantheon as a unitary view of
the universe with 'God' (Brahman) seen as immanent and transcendent in the forms
of Ishvara andBrahman.

This

post-Vedic

systems

of

thought,

along

with

the Upanishads and later texts like epics (namely Gita of Mahabharat), is a major
component of modern Hinduism. The ritualistic traditions of Vedic religion are
preserved in the conservative Śrauta tradition.
Sanskritization
Since Vedic times, "people from many strata of society throughout the subcontinent
tended to adapt their religious and social life to Brahmanic norms", a process
sometimes called Sanskritization. It is reflected in the tendency to identify local deities
with the gods of the Sanskrit texts.
The late Vedic period (9th to 6th centuries BCE) marks the beginning of the Upanisadic
or Vedantic period. This period heralded the beginning of much of what became
classical Hinduism, with the composition of the Upanishads, later the Sanskrit epics,
still later followed by the Puranas.
Upanishads form the speculative-philosophical basis of classical Hinduism and are
known asVedanta (conclusion of the Vedas). The older Upanishads launched attacks of
increasing intensity on the ritual. Anyone who worships a divinity other than the Self is
called a domestic animal of the gods in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad. The Mundaka
launches the most scathing attack on the ritual by comparing those who value sacrifice
with an unsafe boat that is endlessly overtaken by old age and death.
Scholars believe that Parsva, the 23rd Jain tirthankara lived during this period in the
9th century BCE.
Rise of Shramanic Tradition (7th to 5th centuries BCE)

Jainism and Buddhism belong to the sramana tradition. These religions rose into
prominence in 700–500 BCE in the Magadha kingdom., reflecting "the cosmology and
anthropology of a much older, pre-Aryan upper class of north eastern India", and were
responsible for the related concepts of saṃsāra (the cycle of birth and death)
and moksha (liberation from that cycle).
The shramana movements challenged the orthodoxy of the rituals. shramanas were
wandering

ascetics

distinct

from

Vedism. Mahavira,

proponent

of Jainism,

and Buddha (c. 563-483), founder of Buddhism were the most prominent icons of this
movement.
Shramana gave rise to the concept of the cycle of birth and death, the concept
of samsara, and the concept of liberation. The influence of Upanishads on Buddhism
has

been

a

subject

of

debate

While Radhakrishnan, Oldenberg and Neumann were

among

convinced

of

scholars.
Upanishadic

influence on the Buddhist canon, Eliot andThomas highlighted the points where
Buddhism was opposed to Upanishads. Buddhism may have been influenced by some
Upanishadic ideas, it however discarded their orthodox tendencies. In Buddhist texts
Buddha is presented as rejecting avenues of salvation as "pernicious views"

Jainism
Jainism was established by a lineage of 24 enlightened beings culminating
with Parsva (9th

century

BCE)

and Mahavira (6th

century

BCE).The

24th Tirthankara of Jainism, Mahavira, stressed five vows, including ahimsa (nonviolence), satya (truthfulness), asteya (non-stealing) and aparigraha (non attachment).
Jain orthodoxy believes the teachings of the Tirthankaras predates all known time and
scholars believe Parshva, accorded status as the 23rd Tirthankara, was a historical
figure. The Vedas are believed to have documented a few Tirthankaras and an ascetic
order similar to the shramana movement.
Buddhism

Buddhism was historically founded by Siddhartha Gautama, a Kshatriya prince-turnedascetic, and was spread beyond India through missionaries. It later experienced
a decline in India, but survived in Nepal and Sri Lanka, and remains more widespread
in Southeast andEast Asia.
Gautama Buddha, who was called an "awakened one" (Buddha), was born into
the Shakya clan living at Kapilavastu and Lumbini in what is now southern Nepal. The
Buddha was born at Lumbini, as emperor Ashoka's Lumbini pillar records, just before
the kingdom ofMagadha (which traditionally is said to have lasted from c. 546–324
BCE) rose to power. The Shakyas claimed Angirasa and Gautama Maharishi lineage, via
descent from the royal lineage of Ayodhya.
Buddhism emphasises enlightenment (nibbana, nirvana) and liberation from the
rounds of rebirth. This objective is pursued through two schools, Theravada, the Way
of the Elders (practised in Sri Lanka, Burma, Thailand, SE Asia, etc.) and Mahayana, the
Greater Way (practised in Tibet, China, Japan etc.). There may be some differences in
the practice between the two schools in reaching the objective. In the Theravada
practice this is pursued in seven stages of purification (visuddhi); viz. physical
purification by taking precepts (sila visiddhi), mental purification by insight
meditation (citta visuddhi), followed by purification of views and concepts (ditthi
visuddhi), purification by overcoming of doubts (kinkha vitarana vishuddhi),
purification by acquiring knowledge and wisdom of the right path (maggarmaggananadasana visuddhi), attaining knowledge and wisdom through the course of practice
(patipada-nanadasana visuddhi), and purification by attaining knowledge and insight
wisdom (nanadasana visuddhi) (ref: The Progress of Insight Visuddhinana katha. Ven
Mahasi sayadaw, translated by Nyanaponika Thera.
Vedanta – Brahma sutras (200 BCE)
In earlier writings, Sanskrit 'Vedānta' simply referred to the Upanishads, the most
speculative and philosophical of the Vedic texts. However, in the medieval period of
Hinduism, the word Vedānta came to mean the school of philosophy that interpreted
the Upanishads. Traditional Vedānta considers scriptural evidence, or shabda

pramāna, as the most authentic means of knowledge, while perception, or pratyaksa,
and logical inference, or anumana, are considered to be subordinate (but valid).
The systematisation of Vedantic ideas into one coherent treatise was undertaken
by Badarāyana in the Brahma Sutras which was composed around 200 BCE. The
cryptic aphorisms of the Brahma Sutras are open to a variety of interpretations. This
resulted in the formation of numerous Vedanta schools, each interpreting the texts in
its own way and producing its own sub-commentaries.
Indian philosophy
After 200 CE several schools of thought were formally codified in Indian philosophy,
including Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisheshika,Mimāṃsā and Advaita
Vedanta. Hinduism, otherwise a highly polytheistic, pantheistic or monotheistic
religion, also tolerated atheistic schools. The thoroughly materialistic and antireligious philosophical Cārvāka school that originated around the 6th century BCE is
the most explicitly atheistic school of Indian philosophy. Cārvāka is classified as
a nāstika ("heterodox") system; it is not included among the six schools of Hinduism
generally regarded as orthodox. It is noteworthy as evidence of a materialistic
movement within Hinduism. Our understanding of Cārvāka philosophy is fragmentary,
based largely on criticism of the ideas by other schools, and it is no longer a living
tradition. Other Indian philosophies generally regarded as atheistic include Samkhya
and Mimāṃsā.
Hindu literature
Two

of

Hinduism's

most

revered epics,

the Mahabharata and Ramayana were

compositions of this period. Devotion to particular deities was reflected from the
composition of texts composed to their worship. For example, the Ganapati
Purana was written for devotion to Ganapati (or Ganesh). Popular deities of this era
were Shiva, Vishnu, Durga, Surya, Skanda,and Ganesh(includingthe forms/incarnations
of these deities.)
In

the

latter

Vedantic

summaries/attachments

to

period,
the

several

Upanishads.

texts

were

These

texts

also

composed

collectively

as

called

as Puranas allowed for a divine and mythical interpretation of the world, not unlike the
ancient Hellenic or Roman religions. Legends and epics with a multitude of gods and
goddesses with human-like characteristics were composed.
Jainism and Buddhism
The Gupta period marked a watershed of Indian culture: the Guptas performed Vedic
sacrifices to legitimize their rule, but they also patronized Buddhism, which continued
to provide an alternative to Brahmanical orthodoxy. Buddhism continued to have a
significant presence in some regions of India until the 12th century.
There were several Buddhistic kings who worshiped Vishnu, such as the Gupta
Empire, Pala Empire, Malla Empire, Somavanshi, andSattvahana. Buddhism survived
followed by Hindus. National Geographic,
Sikhism (15th century)
Sikhism originated in 15th-century Northern India with the teachings of Nanak and
nine successivegurus. The principal belief in Sikhism is faith in Vāhigurū— represented
by the sacred symbol of ēk ōaṅkār [meaning one god]. Sikhism's traditions and
teachings are distinctly associated with the history, society and culture of the Punjab.
Adherents of Sikhism are known as Sikhs (students ordisciples) and number over 27
million across the world.
Modern period (1500 – present)
According to Gavin Flood, the modern period in India begins with the first contacts
with western nations around 1500. The period of Mughal rule in India[157] saw the rise
of new forms of religiosity.

Modern India (after 1800)
Hinduism

In the 19th century, under influence of the colonial forces, a synthetic vision of
Hinduism was formulated by Raja Ram Mohan Roy, Swami Vivekananda, Sri
Aurobindo, Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan and Mahatma Gandhi. These thinkers have
tended to take an inclusive view of India's religious history, emphasising the
similarities between the various Indian religions.
The modern era has given rise to dozens of Hindu saints with international influence.
For example, Brahma Baba established the Brahma Kumaris, one of the largest new
Hindu religious movements which teaches the discipline of Raja Yoga to millions
presenting

traditional Gaudiya

Vaishnavism, Prabhupada founded

the Hare

Krishna movement, another organisation with a global reach. In late 18th-century
India, Swaminarayan founded theSwaminarayan Sampraday. Anandamurti, founder of
the Ananda Marga, has also influenced many worldwide. Through the international
influence of all of these new Hindu denominations, many Hindu practices such as yoga,
meditation, mantra, divination, and vegetarianism have been adopted by new converts.
Jainism
Jainism continues to be an influential religion and Jain communities live in Indian
states Gujarat,Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu.
Jains authored several classical books in different Indian languages for a considerable
period of time.
Buddhism
The Dalit Buddhist movement (dubbed as Navayana by certain Ambedkerites) is a
19th- and 20th-century Buddhist revival movement in India. It received its most
substantial

impetus

from B.

R.

Ambedkar's

call

for

the

conversion

ofDalits to Buddhism, to escape a caste-based society that considered them to be the
lowest in the hierarchy.
According to Tilak, the religions of India can be interpreted "differentially" or
"integrally", that is by either highlighting the differences or the similarities. According
to Sherma and Sarma, western Indologists have tended to emphasise the differences,
while Indian Indologists have tended to emphasise the similarities.

SimilaritiesHinduism, Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism share

certain

key

concepts,

which are interpreted differently by different groups and individuals. Until the 19th
century, adherents of those various religions did not tend to label themselves as in
opposition to each other, but "perceived themselves as belonging to the same extended
cultural family.Soteriology
Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism share the concept of moksha, liberation
from the cycle of rebirth. They differ however on the exact nature of this liberation.
Ritual
Common traits can also be observed in ritual. The head-anointing ritual of abhiseka is
of importance in three of these distinct traditions, excluding Sikhism (in Buddhism it is
found within Vajrayana). Other noteworthy rituals are the cremation of the dead, the
wearing of vermilion on the head by married women, and various marital rituals. In
literature, many classical narratives and purana have Hindu, Buddhist or Jain
versions. All four traditions have notions of karma, dharma, samsara, moksha and
various forms of Yoga.
Mythology
Rama is a heroic figure in all of these religions. In Hinduism he is the God-incarnate in
the form of a princely king; in Buddhism, he is a Bodhisattva-incarnate; in Jainism, he is
the

perfect

human

being.

Among

Buddhist Ramayanas are: Vessantarajataka, Reamker,Ramakien, Phra

the
Lak

Phra

Lam, Hikayat Seri Rama etc. There also exists the Khamti Ramayana among the Khamti
tribe of Asom wherein Rama is an Avatar of a Bodhisattva who incarnates to punish
the demon king Ravana (B.Datta 1993). The Tai Ramayana is another book retelling
the divine story in Asom.Differences
Critics point out that there exist vast differences between and even within the various
Indian religions. All major religions are composed of innumerable sects and subsects.
Dharma

For a Hindu, dharma is his duty. For a Jain, dharma is righteousness, his conduct. For a
Buddhist, dharma is usually taken to be the Buddha's teachings.
Mythology
Indian mythology also reflects the competition between the various Indian religions. A
popular story tells how Vajrapani kills Mahesvara, a manifestation of Shiva depicted as
an

evil

being. The

story

occurs

in

several

scriptures,

most

notably

theSarvatathagatatattvasamgraha andthe Vajrapany-abhiseka-mahatantra. According
to Kalupahana, the story "echoes" the story of the conversion of Ambattha. It is to be
understood in the context of the competition between Buddhist institutions and
Shaivism.
THE PLURALISM SYSTEM
In1818, as a term in church administration, from plural + ism. Attested from1882 as a t
erm in philosophy for a theory which recognizes more than oneultimate principle. In p
olitical science, attested from 1919 (in Harold J.Laski) in sense "theory which opposes
monolithic state power." Generalsense of "toleration of diversity within a society or sta
te" is from 1933.Related: Pluralist (1620s, in the church sense); pluralistic.
Pluralism definition
It is a situation in which people of different social classes, religions, races, etc. are
together
in a society but continue to have their different traditions and interests, It is the belief
that people of different social classes, religions, races etc should live together in a
society.
Full Definition of PLURALISM


The holding of two or more offices or positions (as benefices) at the same time



The quality or state of being plural



A theory that there are more than one or more than two kinds of ultimate
reality



A theory that reality is composed of a plurality of entities



A state of society in which members of diverse ethnic, racial, religious, or social
groups maintain and develop their traditional culture or special interest within
the confines of a common civilization



A concept, doctrine, or policy advocating this state

The plurality of religious traditions and cultures has come to characterize every part of
the world today. But what is pluralism? Here are four points to begin our thinking:
First, pluralism is not diversity alone, but the energetic engagement with diversity.
Diversity can and has meant the creation of religious ghettoes with little traffic
between or among them. Today, religious diversity is a given, but pluralism is not a
given; it is an achievement. Mere diversity without real encounter and relationship will
yield increasing tensions in our societies.
Second, pluralism is not just tolerance, but the active seeking of understanding across
lines of difference. Tolerance is a necessary public virtue, but it does not require
Christians and Muslims, Hindus, Jews, and ardent secularists to know anything about
one another. Tolerance is too thin a foundation for a world of religious difference and
proximity. It does nothing to remove our ignorance of one another, and leaves in place
the stereotype, the half-truth, the fears that underlie old patterns of division and
violence. In the world in which we live today, our ignorance of one another will be
increasingly costly.
Third, pluralism is not relativism, but the encounter of commitments. The new
paradigm of pluralism does not require us to leave our identities and our commitments
behind, for pluralism is the encounter of commitments. It means holding our deepest
differences, even our religious differences, not in isolation, but in relationship to one
another.
Fourth, pluralism is based on dialogue. The language of pluralism is that of dialogue
and encounter, give and take, criticism and self-criticism. Dialogue means both
speaking and listening, and that process reveals both common understandings and real
differences. Dialogue does not mean everyone at the “table” will agree with one

another. Pluralism involves the commitment to being at the table -- with one’s
commitments.Pluralismsthe holding by a single person of more than one ecclesiastical
benefice or office.
The metaphysical doctrine that reality consists of more than two basic types of substan
ces, the metaphysical doctrine that reality consists of independent entities rather than
one unchanging whole.
philosophical position, according to which there are several or many independent prin
ciples or kinds of being that are not reducible to eachother (ontological pluralism), and
several or many sources and forms of knowledge (epistemological pluralism). The ter
m was coined by the
German philosopher C. Wolff in 1712. The opposite of pluralism is monism.
There are various forms of pluralism, including dualism, which asserts that there are t
wo basic principles, the material and the ideal. Anumber of extreme variants of pluralis
m claim
that there are not two but many first principles and generally reject the idea of the unit
y of theworld. The history of philosophy may be viewed not only as the struggle betwe
en pluralism and monism but also as the clash betweenvarious forms of pluralism (for
example,
materialist versus idealist pluralism). Classical atomism, for example, was a materialist
variant ofpluralism, since Democritus believed that the atoms differed qualitatively an
d
were not reducible to each other. The opposite viewpoint, theidealist variant of plurali
sm, which is represented by Leibniz, contends that the world consists of an infinite mul
titude of spiritual substancescalled monads.
The qualitative description of reality, which was characteristic of knowledge before the
rise of the exact sciences (classical mechanics andquantitative chemistry), posited ma
ny heterogeneous principles (for example, the “four elements”—
water, air, earth, and fire), each of whichdescribed a particular sphere of reality with it
s specific qualities. Modern science, which endeavors to discover the relationships bet
weenphenomena and to reduce the qualitative diversity of phenomena to quantitativel

y measurable, unitary principles, flatly rejects pluralism.Classicist philosophy of the 17
th and 18th centuries was, on the whole, monistic, for it tried to comprehend being as s
omething unitary andintegral. In this respect, it concurred with the orientation of classi
cal natural science, which transformed mechanics into the universal andonly valid mea
ns of explaining reality.
The evolution of idealist philosophy in the late 19th and 20th centuries was characteriz
ed by a growing tendency toward pluralism. This trendwas manifested primarily in per
sonalism, which is based on the idea that every personality is unique; in the “philosoph
y of life” school; inpragmatism (W. James); in existentialism; and in N. Hartmann’s criti
cal ontology.
In epistemology the trend toward pluralism was associated with the revolution in phys
ics at the turn of the 20th century, with the crisis inpreviously accepted ways of explain
ing the world, and with the transcending of mechanistic materialism and the formation
of new conceptualsystems, which at first seemed to be independent of each other.
The transformation of pluralism into a conscious methodological position is characteri
stic of a number of schools of idealist “philosophy ofscience,” including H. Poincaré’s co
nventionalism (France) and the “critical methodology” proposed by the British philoso
pher K. Popper andhis students (for example, P. Feyerabend), who refer to their point
of view as “theoretical pluralism.” At the same time, an opposite tendencytoward the in
tegration of knowledge and the construction of a unitary model of the world has been g
rowing stronger in science.
In contemporary bourgeois sociology, pluralism as a methodological orientation is repr
esented by several theories, including the theory offactors and the theory of political pl
uralism, which treats the mechanism of political power as the conflict and balance of gr
oups with oppositeor differing interests (see). A number of ideologists of rightwing and “leftwing” revisionism claim that there is pluralism in Marxism. Tosupport their assertion t
hey cite the existence of various equally valid interpretations of Marxist doctrine (for e
xample, the scientistic andanthropological interpretations), as well as the existence of
many “models” of socialism that have nothing in common. These antiscientifictheories

reject the international character of MarxismLeninism and the general laws that apply to the building of socialist society.
Dialectical materialism overcomes the limitations of both vulgar monism and pluralis s
simultaneously stressing the material unity of theworld and developing the doctrine th
at matter is characterized by qualitatively different forms of motion and that the variou
s spheres andlevels of being are both diverse and interconnected in complex ways.

THE RACIAL PROBLEMS:
What is race:
Before attempting to discuss the problem of race-prejudice, it is essential to have the
terms we intend to use perfectly clear and fully understood. This is particularly
necessary in dealing with the subject of race, for there can be very few words in the
English language that have been so frequently misunderstood and so often and so
flagrantly distorted. Our first task, therefore, must be to define the word race itself. To
do so, we must draw upon the results of the extensive scientific investigation in the
subject; in particular, the findings made in the spheres of Anthropology (the study of
man), Ethnology (the study of the races of mankind); and Biology (the study of life and
its processes).
Since life made its first appearance on the earth there has evolved on its surface, in its
seas and oceans, and in its surrounding atmosphere, a stupendous number of living
organisms. Scientists, over a period of many years, have succeeded in defining millions
of distinct, living species of plants and animals. To this already colossal figure must be
added the number of those species, now extinct, which have also been discovered. Nor
is this all, for the scientist is still busily ranging the length of the earth enthusiastically
adding newly-found species to the list.
To deal with this seemingly endless array of life; to reduce what, at first sight, appears
to be absolute chaos to some form of order, the scientist was very soon compelled to
devise some sort of classification. From a basis first laid down in the eighteenth

century by the Swedish botanist Linnaeus, an efficient system of classification has been
evolved. By means of it has been found possible to place almost every known living
(and extinct) creature into some sort of relationship, one with the other. This system, it
must be stressed, is based on physical characteristics alone.
Race is one of the terms used in this system of classification. “It is a division of the
human species based on the possession of sufficient constant heritable traits to
characterise it as a distinct and relatively permanent variety of mankind.” (Dictionary
of Scientific Terms, Beadnell, Thinkers Library).
It is important to note that when it is used in its strictly scientific sense, race can be
applied not only to man, but to all forms of life. Scientifically, one can speak as correctly
of the races of the rhinoceros as one can of the races of mankind.
However, it is of race as it applies to mankind that we are concerned in this pamphlet,
although it may perhaps be remarked in passing that whilst man can quite impartially
and unemotionally discuss, for example, the various races of dogs or rabbits or cattle,
immediately he comes to consider the races of his own species, he becomes capable of
being completely taken in by the most stupid and unscientific of race theories.
The races of mankind
In attempting to divide the human species into races the scientist bases his
investigations, as has already been stressed, upon physical characteristics. The more
important of these are skin, hair, and eye colour; shape of head; hair formation
(straight, wavy or woolly); shape of nose (broad or narrow nostrils, high or low bridge,
etc); and stature. There are also numerous other features like lip-formation, shape of
face, bone-formation, etc, which are of comparatively minor importance. Using these
various physical traits, either singly, or, as is more often the case, in groups, scientists
have, according to their own particular interpretations, divided mankind into races.
And it is here that we encounter our first stumbling-block. For when these scientists,
logically and scientifically, and with the available evidence before them, try to
distinguish between the various races of mankind, they find themselves in difficulties.
Their investigations are quite dispassionate; for the most part they have not the
slightest desire to bolster up any pre-conceived theories; yet, whenever they have

ventured to put forward estimates even of the number of races of human beings in the
world, they have been quite unable to come to anything like general agreement on the
question. The great majority of them wisely make no attempts at estimating; they
realise the uselessness and absurdity of doing so. Despite the fact that they, more than
any others, are in possession of the fullest evidence obtainable, despite the fact that
they have often made a life-time study of the subject, and despite the fact that, like all
human beings, they are anxious to see some definite result emerge, if possible, from
their labours, we find the conclusions of the scientists are tentative, their observations
cautious and non-committal, and their whole attitude guarded and reserved.
First of all, one thing is obvious; physical differences between people do exist. This
cannot be denied. We may go further and say that certain groups of people do possess
physical traits in common, which serve to distinguish one group from another. We may
be even more explicit and distinguish three main groups, the White, the Black, and the
Yellow. We may also forestall a probable objection and extend the list to include a
further group, the people with Brown skins. But how much further than this can we
go? To be quite honest with ourselves, we cannot even afford to be dogmatic about the
few statements we have already made, because, when all is said and done, we have
only divided our groups on the basis of skin colour alone, and there are many other
physical differences between people besides this. To classify mankind rigidly on the
basis of skin-colour alone is manifestly absurd. One has only to note the different
physical characteristics of the inhabitants of one’s own street to realise this. They may
all be possessed of white skins, but what differences exist between them in other
respects! Even their skins vary, from chalky-white to swarthy, with numerous shades
in between. As Whites, we notice all the differing traits of people whose skins are the
same colour as our own, but fail to notice all the many variations that occur in other
groups. To us, most Negroes look alike; we notice only their black skins. Yet we are
surprised to learn that the great majority of Africans are not pure Negroes at all, but
are, in fact, a varying mixture of Negro and Arab stocks. The only “true” Negroes are
the inhabitants of a comparatively small area of West Africa, and most so-called
Negroes are not black but varying shades of brown. This fact in itself, already begins to
make our original propositions a little shaky. Our “Black race” appears to be mainly
brown.

We look at the inhabitants of India in a similar way, imagining that they are all much
the same in appearance, yet Huxley informs us (‘We Europeans’, Penguin Edition, p.85)
that “India is more of a racial melting-pot than the United States”. The same is probably
even more the case with the Chinese and Japanese; to us they may be only possessed of
two obvious traits, a yellow skin and slanted eyes, but to each other they are
individuals, each with a different physical make-up of his own.
We have not yet finished with our propositions which we thought so cautious and so
apparently obvious. We have to answer some other awkward questions. Where do we
draw the dividing lines between our four groups? Where do we draw the line when we
find, for example, that there are certain people whom we all consider to belong to the
White group, who have darker skins than certain members of the Brown and Black
groups? Where do we draw the line when we find that there exists in the White group,
at least in Europe, a very considerable proportion bearing traces of Mongolian
characteristics, the relic of the invasions of the armies of Attila and the other hordes
from the East who periodically used to raid and pillage Europe? Where are we to draw
the line when it is possible to travel right across Europe from West to East, and trace a
gradually increasing concentration of Mongolian racial influences? Where do we place
the Malays and other peoples of South-East Asia who quite plainly reveal extensive
crossing between Brown and Yellow? Or the so-called “Red” Indians of North America,
whom we know to be descendants of Mongoloid peoples who crossed into that
continent many years ago, and have, in many ways, developed physical characteristics
of their own? A whole page could be filled with questions like these and each one
involve us in difficulties. Nor have we asked the obvious ones, concerning, for example,
the results of the crossings which have taken place between white and black in the
United States, South Africa and Australia; between the whites and the Indians in the
whole of Central and South America; between the British and the Indians in India; and
so on.
All this shows one thing, the absurdity and futility of trying to put forward rigid
theories about race. Our propositions, by no stretch of the imagination, could be called
sweeping. Nobody denies that differences exist between peoples, yet immediately we
try to lay down any hard and fast theories from this fact, we land ourselves in
difficulties.

Why is it so difficult to divide the human species into races? To the a certain extent, we
have already given the answer to this question.
Unlike the other creatures of the earth, man is no longer the plaything of natural forces.
Through the countless years of his evolution from the first primitive state, he has
gradually made himself the master and controller of nature. He is no longer its slave;
through generations he has made himself capable of withstanding and overcoming
many of the hostile forces with which he has to contend. By virtue of his superior brain
development, he has learned to make and control fire; he has learned to temper the
rigours of harsh and bitter climates by means of artificial clothing and shelter; he has
learned to fashion tools; and through this increasing control over his ssenvironment,
he has been able to spread his species over almost the whole of the earth’s surface. He
has migrated everywhere; into the cold, barren, inhospitable wastes of the sub-Artic
regions; into the hot, arid deserts of the five continents; into the humid forests of the
Equatorial lands. Wherever he has gone, he has, in course of time, adapted himself to
the most varied of environments. And, moreover, most important of all from our point
of view, wherever he has wandered he has interbred. The process of interbreeding has
gone on as long as man himself has existed on the earth. With the possible exception of
the Pygmies of Central Africa, a small isolated group that has bred within itself for
generations, there is no “pure race” in existence in the world to-day.
And at this point we can rejoin the scientists, whom we left endeavouring to reach
some sort of definite conclusions about this elusive subject of race. Their efforts, as we
have seen, have met with little more success than our own. Huxley puts, in a nutshell,
the considered opinion of science on the subject of race when he says:
It is not surprising, in these circumstances, to find that certain scientists are in favour
of dispensing with the word race altogether. Huxley, for example, suggests that the
term “ethnic group” is a more correct scientific alternative, and Dr Franz Boas, the
American anthropologist, has put forward as a possible substitute, the word
“population”. Such methods of overcoming the problem are obviously doomed to
failure. No harm results from the scientists’ use of the word race, because he has full
knowledge of its meaning and uses it accordingly. But if he thinks that, by using a
different word, he will materially assist in ridding the minds of the majority of false

ideas about the subject, he is sadly in error. Even if either of these terms was to
become of general use in preference to race, these very words themselves would, in
time, be subject to the same misuse as the word they were meant to supplant.
Race and Nationality
We have given, as far as it is possible to give at the time of writing, a picture of what
science understands by the word race. To go further than that would be to go beyond
the point where the scientist himself is prepared to go. By approaching the subject
from another angle, however, it is possible to obtain a clearer picture. Let us adopt this
“negative” approach and explain what race is not.
Probably the most common of all errors is the assumption that race is identical with
nationality. Reference is frequently made to the “British race”, the “German race”, the
“Japanese race”, and so on, in the belief, we must presume, that the existence of certain
frontier lines and political boundaries determines the racial make-up of the people
living within them. This belief is utterly false. To talk, for example, of the “British race”,
is to render the term devoid of all meaning. The inhabitants of Great Britain possess all
manner of varying physical characteristics. They vary through the widest extremes of
colouring from very fair to very dark; in stature they range from very tall to very short;
they are straight-haired and wavy-haired; thin and thickset; long-headed, mediumheaded, and broad-headed; they eyes may be brown, blue, yellow or green; in short,
they constitute a great mixture, a “hotch-potch” of different racial types.
It is only necessary to take a very cursory glance at British history to see the truth
behind the gibe of Defoe. During its history, Britain has received all kinds of peoples,
and all of these, whether they arrived as invaders, immigrants, or refugees, have left
their mark upon the present population. Most of these peoples have been thoroughly
absorbed into the general population, but small “pockets” of individuals bearing
closely similar characteristics to the Prospectors, a people who spread into Europe
over two thousand years ago, still exist in Wales, as well as in other countries, to
remind us of our mongrel ancestry. The investigators, who traced back the ancestry of
Charles Darwin found it to include at least twenty-nine different lines of European
stock (History and Social Intelligence, H E Barnes, page 225.) Even disregarding the

changes that must have taken place before the arrival of men belonging to the New
Stone Age, Britain had been the place of settlement of the Iberians, the “Beaker”
people, Celts, Romans, Saxons, Angles, Jutes, Danes, Norsemen, Normans, Jews (of
varying physical types), and periodic influxes of European exiles of whom the
Walloons and Huguenots are best known. Many thousands of Huguenots settled in
England as late as the 17th century. Nor should it be forgotten that these peoples were
well mixed racially before they arrived here.
The same process has gone on, probably on an even greater scale, in most of the other
countries of Europe. Unlike the British Isles, whose geographical position made it less
liable to the threat of invasion, Europe was, for centuries, open to the encroachments
of invaders, particularly from the East. What applies to Europe, applies in great
measure to the other continents.
Race and nationality are not identical terms. United States nationality, as is well
known, is acknowledged by people of many varying racial stocks. The same is the case
of Canada, Mexico, all the Central and South American republics, Russia, China, Japan;
in short, with every nation in the world.
Race and Language
Race is often also confused with language. For example, people often talk of the “Latin
Races”, the “Celtic Races”, the “Slav Races”, and in doing so use terms which are, strictly
speaking, self-contradictory. To take an instance, the use of the phrase “Latin Race” can
only be taken to refer to those peoples who speak a language originally derived from
Latin. Countries whose inhabitants speak such languages are France, Italy, Spain and
Roumania, and their various offshoots and colonies, if they have any. No person in his
senses would attempt to link up all these people on a racial basis, but the use of the
term can imply this. Most of us use these phrases more in ignorance than by design,
but it is as well to remember that they have, on more than one occasion, been used by
various governments as cloaks for nationalistic ambitions. Such was the so-called
“Anglo-Saxon” movement in England during the nineteenth century, and as though to
offset this there also developed in France the cult of “Celtism” in which certain people
professed to find the true source of the so-called “French spirit”. Similarly, the idea of

an empire which would comprise the whole of the “Slav races” has long been a catchcry of Russian governments whether the character of the ruling class be Tsarist or
“Communist”. The most notorious example, however, of the deliberate misuse of a
linguistic term to cover the propagation of false racial theories is the word Aryan,
which was seized upon by the Nazis in Germany, and was so distorted by them that in
time it came to be synonymous with non-Jewish. The word Aryan is a linguistic term.
Used in the sciences which deal with the study of the development of languages, it
describes a huge group of languages which are thought to have originated from a
common stem. This group, to which is also applied the description “Indo-European”,
includes languages as far apart as English, Latin, Greek, German, the Slav grant and
Sanskrit. It has absolutely nothing to do with race. Muller, one of the greatest students
of linguistics during the last century, said specifically in this connection:
It is also clear that people of the same race do not all speak the same language. This is
more obvious, but a few examples may perhaps be quoted to convince those who may
still have doubts about it. The Negroes in the American continent, for instance, speak
various languages according to the particular area they inhabit. Most of them speak
English; in Brazil they speak Portuguese; in the rest of South America, in Central
America and in parts of the United States, they speak Spanish; and in certain areas of
the United States and Canada they speak French. “On Cape Breton island in Canada,
there are even Negroes who speak Gaelic” (Huxley, We Europeans, p. 123). Such
divisions using language as a basis can be made between the Indians of that continent
in the same way. The Red Indians of North America, though they are all of the same
racial stock, speak over one thousand distinct languages and many more dialects.
As far as race and language are concerned, then, there is no argument but that they are
both distinct and independent of each other. The factors which go to form the physical
make-up of an individual are passed on from parents to offspring; they are hereditary
traits. Language, on the other hand, is learned and acquired after birth and the capacity
to learn it is in no way affected by the racial composition of the individual.

PROBLEMS OF MAINTAING SECULAR STATUS OF INDIAN:
Organizations, whether they are homeowners associations or the local PTA, have
discovered that governments which govern best are those who have laws which
protect the rights of those governed and limit the powers of those who govern. In these
organizations, members and officers uphold their governing documents. Their
meetings are conducted according to the basic principles of democracy as found in a
parliamentary authority, like Robert’s Rules of Order Simplified and Applied.
There are six essential principles that ensure that the democratic process is upheld in
any organization.
All members are equal—they have equal rights and responsibilities.
The organization is run with impartiality and fairness. The rules are applied equally
and fairly to all and not just a few. There is no favored group within the organization
will get preferential treatment or who considers itself above the law.
Ideas come from the members and are presented to the assembly to decide upon.
Everyone gets the right to present ideas, speak to these ideas, and vote on the ideas,
not just a select group...
The majority rules but the rights of the minority and absent members are protected.
Everything is accomplished in the spirit of openness, not secrecy. Members have the
right to know what is going on within the organization by attending meetings,
inspecting the official records and receiving notices and reports form committees,
officers, and boards.
Leaders come from the people through an election process which is fair and not
slanted so a favoured group can control the organization. When a leader’s term of
office ends, he or she returns to the people. A hierarchy of power doesn’t exist; it is
shared equally. All members have the right to be considered for office.
Homeowner’s associations need to be very careful in the execution of its affairs
because the covenants, bylaws and state codes give a great deal of power to a board of

directors or trustees. Instead of being based on the representative government model,
HOA’s are based on the corporate business model which gives power to the board
instead of to the shareholders. The corporate model allows the shareholders to vote
for certain issues that come before the corporation and to elect trustees, but the
trustees and CEO do everything else. With this in mind, HOA’s can write their bylaws
carefully so that the members [shareholders] can have more input into how business is
transacted. How this is done depends on the attitude of those in the HOA and those on
the board of trustees. If members are apathetic and want “George to do it” then an
HOA will fall in to a category of authoritative government because members have
essentially relinquished their rights and given them to others. If the members want to
participate in self-government, then the HOA can be more democratic. The board of
trustees can decided to have open meetings. It can request the members to submit
ideas. The trustees can call special meeting which allow the members to decide
important issues instead of letting the board do the entire decision making. Finally,
each individual must choose which type of government he wants to live under—
authoritarian or democratic.
The most wonderful aspect of democratic government is that it gives members in
homeowner associations a structure of impartial laws in which to govern themselves.
If wisely followed, these laws preserve both the integrity the property and the friendly
relations of those living in the association. This peace is broken when either the
officers or the members disobey the documents, whether it is out of ignorance, malice,
self-will or disregard the democratic process.
To preserve this peace and the democratic form of government, it is essential that
members and officers know:
What the documents mean. Like congress the members could go over at a meeting the
important points in the documents so that they know what is required of themselves
and the trustees.
The rights and obligations of the members and officers. How to participate in
governing themselves during meetings. Members should know how to make motions,
participate in debate without getting angry, and their voting rights. The president

should know how to conduct the meetings so he can preserve order and the rights of
members to participate.
what is going on in the association. Members have the right to inspect documents and
be informed of the trustees’ activities. And the trustees should be willing to consult the
members on important issues for their ideas.
If these recommendations are implemented, a home owner’s association will prosper.
The members will begin to work together for good, meet together to come up with
viable solutions to maintenance problems, and elect more members to leadership
positions. Property values will be maintained and democracy will be firmly
established.
What is Democracy:
Democracy comes from the Greek word, “demos,” meaning people. In democracies, it is
the people who hold sovereign power over legislator and government.
1. Although nuances apply to the world's various democracies, certain principles and
practices distinguish democratic government from other forms of government.
• Democracy is government in which power and civic responsibility are exercised by
all citizens, directly or through their freely elected representatives.
• Democracy is a set of principles and practices that protect human freedom; it is the
institutionalization of freedom.
• Democracy rests upon the principles of majority rule, coupled with individual and
minority rights. All democracies, while respecting the will of the majority, zealously
protect the fundamental rights of individuals and minority groups.
• Democracies guard against all-powerful central governments and decentralize
government to regional and local levels, understanding that local government must be
as accessible and responsive to the people as possible.

• Democracies understand that one of their prime functions is to protect such basic
human rights as freedom of speech and religion; the right to equal protection under
law; and the opportunity to organize and participate fully in the political, economic,
and cultural life of society.
• Democracies conduct regular free and fair elections open to all citizens. Elections in a
democracy cannot be facades that dictators or a single party hide behind, but authentic
competitions for the support of the people.
• Democracy subjects governments to the rule of law and ensures that all citizens
receive equal protection under the law and that their rights are protected by the legal
system.
• Democracies are diverse, reflecting each nation's unique political, social, and cultural
life. Democracies rest upon fundamental principles, not uniform practices.
• Citizens in a democracy not only have rights, they have the responsibility to
participate in the political system that, in turn, protects their rights and freedoms.
• Democratic societies are committed to the values of tolerance, cooperation, and
compromise. Democracies recognize that reaching consensus requires compromise
and that it may not always be attainable. In the words of Mahatma Gandhi, “intolerance
is itself a form of violence and an obstacle to the growth of a true democratic spirit.”
2. Majority Rule, Minority Rights
On the surface, the principles of majority rule and the protection of individual and
minority rights would seem contradictory. In fact, however, these principles are twin
pillars holding up the very foundation of what we mean by democratic government.
• Majority rule is a means for organizing government and deciding public issues; it is
not another road to oppression. Just as no self-appointed group has the right to

oppress others, so no majority, even in a democracy, should take away the basic rights
and freedoms of a minority group or individual.
• Minorities – whether as a result of ethnic background, religious belief, geographic
location, income level, or simply as the losers in elections or political debate – enjoy
guaranteed basic human rights that no government, and no majority, elected or not,
should remove.
• Minorities need to trust that the government will protect their rights and selfidentity. Once this is accomplished, such groups can participate in, and contribute to
their country's democratic institutions.
• Among the basic human rights that any democratic government must protect are
freedom of speech and expression; freedom of religion and belief; due process and
equal protection under the law; and freedom to organize, speak out, dissent, and
participate fully in the public life of their society.
• Democracies understand that protecting the rights of minorities to uphold cultural
identity, social practices, individual consciences, and religious activities is one of their
primary tasks.
• Acceptance of ethnic and cultural groups that seem strange if not alien to the
majority can represent one of the greatest challenges that any democratic government
can face. But democracies recognize that diversity can be an enormous asset. They
treat these differences in identity, culture, and values as a challenge that can
strengthen and enrich them, not as a threat.
• There can be no single answer to how minority-group differences in views and values
are resolved – only the sure knowledge that only through the democratic process of
tolerance, debate, and willingness to compromise can free societies reach agreements
that embrace the twin pillars of majority rule and minority rights.
3. Civil-Military Relations

Issues of war and peace are the most momentous any nation can face, and at times of
crisis, many nations turn to their military for leadership.
Not in democracies.
In democracies, questions of peace and war or other threats to national security are
the most important issues a society faces, and thus must be decided by the people,
acting through their elected representatives. A democratic military serves its nation
rather than leads it. Military leaders advise the elected leaders and carry out their
decisions. Only those who are elected by the people have the authority and the
responsibility to decide the fate of a nation.
This idea of civilian control and authority over the military is thus, fundamental to
democracy.
• Civilians need to direct their nation's military and decide issues of national defense
not because they are necessarily wiser than military professionals, but precisely
because they are the people's representatives and as such are charged with the
responsibility for making these decisions and remaining accountable for them.
• The military in a democracy exists to protect the nation and the freedoms of its
people. It does not represent or support any political viewpoint or ethnic and social
group. Its loyalty is to the larger ideals of the nation, to the rule of law, and to the
principle of democracy itself.
• Civilian control assures that a country's values, institutions, and policies are the free
choices of the people rather than the military. The purpose of a military is to defend
society, not define it.
• Any democratic government values the expertise and advice of military professionals
in reaching policy decisions about defense and national security. Civilian officials rely
upon the military for expert advice on these matters and to carry out the decisions of

the government. But only the elected civilian leadership should make ultimate policy
decisions – which the military then implements in its sphere.
• Military figures may, of course, participate fully and equally in the political life of
their country just like any other citizens - but only as individual voters. Military people
must first retire from military service before becoming involved in politics; armed
services must remain separate from politics. The military are the neutral servants of
the state, and the guardians of society.
• Ultimately, civilian control of the military ensures that defense and national security
issues do not compromise the basic democratic values of majority rule, minority rights,
and freedom of speech, religion, and due process. It is the responsibility of all political
leaders to enforce civilian control and the responsibility of the military to obey the
lawful orders of civilian authorities.
4. Political Parties
To preserve and protect individual rights and freedoms, a democratic people must
work together to shape the government of their choosing. And the principal way of
doing that is through political parties.
• Political parties are voluntary organizations that link the people and their
government. Parties recruit candidates and campaign to elect them to public office, and
they mobilize people to participate in selecting government leaders.
• The majority party (or the party elected to control the offices of government) seeks
to enact into law a number of different policies and programs. Parties of the opposition
are free to criticize the majority party's policy ideas and offer their own proposals.
• Political parties provide a way for citizens to hold elected party officials accountable
for their actions in government.
• Democratic political parties have faith in the principles of democracy so that they

recognize and respect the authority of the elected government even when their party
leaders are not in power.
• Like any democracy, members of various political parties reflect the diversity of the
cultures in which they arise. Some are small and built around a set of political beliefs.
Others are organized around economic interests, or shared history. Still others are
loose alliances of different citizens who may only come together at election time.
• All democratic political parties, whether they are small movements or large national
coalitions, share the values of compromise and tolerance. They know that only through
broad alliances and cooperation with other political parties and organizations can they
provide the leadership and common vision that will win the support of the people of
the nation.
• Democratic parties recognize that political views are fluid and changeable, and that
consensus can often arise out of the clash of ideas and values in peaceful, free, and
public debate.
• The concept of the loyal opposition is central to any democracy. It means that all
sides in political debate – however deep their differences – share the fundamental
democratic values of freedom of speech and faith, and equal protection under law.
Parties that lose elections step into the role of opposition – confident that the political
system will continue to protect their right to organize and speak out. In time, their
party will have a chance to campaign again for its ideas, and the votes of the people.
• In a democracy, the struggle between political parties is not a fight for survival, but a
competition to serve the people.

5. Citizen Responsibilities
Unlike a dictatorship, a democratic government exists to serve the people, but citizens

in democracies must also agree to abide by the rules and obligations by which they are
governed. Democracies grant many freedoms to their citizens including the freedom to
dissent and criticize the government.
Citizenship in a democracy requires participation, civility, and even patience.
• Democratic citizens recognize that they not only have rights, they have
responsibilities. They recognize that democracy requires an investment of time and
hard work – a government of the people demands constant vigilance and support by
the people.
• Under some democratic governments, civic participation means that citizens are
required to serve on juries, or give mandatory military or civilian national service for a
period of time. Other obligations apply to all democracies and are the sole
responsibility of the citizen – chief among these is respect for law. Paying one's fair
share of taxes, accepting the authority of the elected government, and respecting the
rights of those with differing points of view are also examples of citizen responsibility.
• Democratic citizens know that they must bear the burden of responsibility for their
society if they are to benefit from its protection of their rights.
• There is a saying in free societies: you get the government you deserve. For
democracy to succeed, citizens must be active, not passive, because they know that the
success or failure of the government is their responsibility, and no one else's. In turn,
government officials understand that all citizens should be treated equally and that
bribery has no place in a democratic government.
• In a democratic system, people unhappy with their leaders are free to organize and
peacefully make the case for change – or try to vote those leaders out of office at
established times for elections.
• Democracies need more than an occasional vote from their citizens to remain
healthy. They need the steady attention, time, and commitment of large numbers of

their citizens who, in turn, look to the government to protect their rights and freedoms.
• Citizens in a democracy join political parties and campaign for the candidates of their
choice. They accept the fact that their party may not always be in power.
They are free to run for office or serve as appointed public officials for a time.
They utilize a free press to speak out on local and national issues.
They join labor unions, community groups, and business associations.
They join private voluntary organizations that share their interests – whether devoted
to religion, ethnic culture, academic study, sports, the arts, literature, neighborhood
improvement, international student exchanges, or a hundred other different activities.
All these groups – no matter how close to, or remote from government – contribute to
the richness and health of their democracy.
6. A Free Press
In a democracy the press should operate free from governmental control. Democratic
governments do not have ministries of information to regulate content of newspapers
or the activities of journalists; requirements that journalists be vetted by the state; or
force journalists to join government-controlled unions.
• A free press informs the public, holds leaders accountable, and provides a forum for
debate of local and national issues.
• Democracies foster the existence of a free press. An independent judiciary, civil
society with rule of law, and free speech all support a free press. A free press must
have legal protections.
• In democracies the government is accountable for its actions. Citizens therefore
expect to be informed about decisions their governments make on their behalf. The
press facilitates this "right to know," by serving as a watchdog over the government,
helping citizens to hold government accountable, and questioning its policies.
Democratic governments grant journalists access to public meetings and public
documents. They do not place prior restraints on what journalists may say or print.

• The press, itself, must act responsibly. Through professional associations,
independent press councils, and "ombudsmen," in-house critics who hear public
complaints, the press responds to complaints of its own excesses and remains
internally accountable.
• Democracy requires the public to make choices and decisions. In order for the public
to trust the press, journalists must provide factual reporting based on credible sources
and information. Plagiarism and false reporting are counterproductive to a free press.
• Press outlets should establish their own editorial boards, independent of government
control, in order to separate information gathering and dissemination from editorial
processes.
• Journalists should not be swayed by public opinion, only by the pursuit of truth, as
close as they can get to it. A democracy allows the press to go about its business of
collecting and reporting the news without fear or favor from the government.
• Democracies foster a never-ending struggle between two rights: The government's
obligation to protect national security; and the people's right to know, based on
journalists' ability to access information. Governments sometimes need to limit access
to information considered too sensitive for general distribution. But journalists in
democracies are fully justified in pursuing such information.
7. Federalism
When diverse groups of free people – with different languages, religious faiths, or
cultural norms – choose to live under an agreed constitutional framework, they expect
a degree of local autonomy and equal economic and social opportunities. A federal
system of government – power shared at the local, regional, and national levels –
empowers elected officials who design and administer policies tailored to local and
regional needs. They work in partnership with a national government and with each
other to solve the many problems the nation faces.

• Federalism is a system of shared power and decision-making between two or more
freely elected governments with authority over the same people and geographical
area. It grants and protects decision-making ability where results are most
immediately felt – in local communities, as well as at higher levels of government.
• Federalism fosters government accountability to the people and encourages citizen
participation and civic responsibility by allowing local governments to design and
administer local laws.
• A federal system is strengthened by a written constitution granting authority and
outlining the scope of shared responsibilities enjoyed by each level of government.
• While it is generally agreed that local governments should satisfy local needs, some
issues are best left to the national government. Defense, international treaties, federal
budgets, and postal services are often cited as examples.
• Local ordinances reflect the preferences by which local communities choose to live –
police and fire patrols, school administration, and local health and building regulations
are often designed and administered locally.
• Intergovernmental relations means that various governments in a federal state
(national, regional, and local) work together when issues of statutory authority imply
the need to address issues cooperatively. The national government often has authority
to mediate disputes between regions.
• In a geographically large and economically diverse nation, disparities in income and
social welfare among regions can be addressed by the national government through
policies that redistribute tax revenues.
• A federal system is responsive and inclusive. Citizens are free to run for government
positions at all levels – local and regional governments offer the most positions and,
perhaps, the most opportunity to make a difference in their communities.

• Federalism provides multiple opportunities for political parties to serve their
constituents. Even if a particular party does not hold a majority in the national
legislature or the executive, it is permitted to participate at the regional and local
levels.
8. Rule of Law
For much of human history, rulers and law were synonymous – law was simply the will
of the ruler. A first step away from such tyranny was the notion of rule by law,
including the notion that even a ruler is under the law and should rule by virtue of
legal means. Democracies went further by establishing the rule of law. Although no
society or government system is problem-free, rule of law protects fundamental
political, social, and economic rights and reminds us that tyranny and lawlessness are
not the only alternatives.
• Rule of law means that no individual, president or private citizen, stands above law.
Democratic governments exercise authority by way of law and are themselves subject
to law's constraints.
• Laws should express the will of the people, not the whims of kings, dictators, military
officials, religious leaders, or self-appointed political parties.
• Citizens in democracies are willing to obey the laws of their society, then, because
they are submitting to their own rules and regulations. Justice is best achieved when
the laws are established by the very people who must obey them.
• Under the rule of law, a system of strong, independent courts should have the power
and authority, resources, and the prestige to hold government officials, even top
leaders, accountable to the nation's laws and regulations.
• For this reason, judges should be well trained, professional, independent, and
impartial. To serve their necessary role in the legal and political system, judges must

be committed to the principles of democracy.
• The laws of a democracy may have many sources: written constitutions; statutes and
regulations; religious and ethical teachings; and cultural traditions and practices.
Regardless of origin the law should enshrine certain provisions to protect the rights
and freedoms of citizens:
• Under the requirement of equal protection under the law, the law may not be
uniquely applicable to any single individual or group.
• Citizens must be secure from arbitrary arrest and unreasonable search of their
homes or the seizure of their personal property.
• Citizens charged with crimes are entitled to a speedy and public trial, along with the
opportunity to confront and question their accusers. If convicted, they may not be
subjected to cruel or unusual punishment.
• Citizens cannot be forced to testify against themselves. This principle protects
citizens from coercion, abuse, or torture and greatly reduces the temptation of police
to employ such measures.
9. Human Rights
All human beings are born with inalienable rights. These human rights empower
people to pursue lives of dignity – thus, no government can bestow them but all
governments should protect them. Freedom, built on a foundation of justice, tolerance,
dignity, and respect – regardless of ethnicity, religion, political association, or social
standing – allows people to pursue these fundamental rights. Whereas dictatorships
deny human rights, free societies continually strive to attain them.
Human rights are interdependent and indivisible; they encompass myriad facets of
human existence including social, political, and economic issues. Among the most
commonly accepted are:
• All people should have the right to form their own opinions and express them

individually or in peaceful assemblies. Free societies create a “marketplace of ideas”
where people exchange their views on any number of issues.
• All people should have the right to participate in government. Governments should
create laws that protect human rights while justice systems enforce those laws equally
among the population.
• Freedom from arbitrary arrest, detention, and torture – whether one is an opponent
of the ruling political party, an ethnic minority, or even a common criminal – is a basic
human right. A professional police force respects all citizens as it enforces the laws of
the nation.
• In ethnically diverse nations, religious and ethnic minorities should be free to use
their language and maintain their traditions without fear of recrimination from the
majority population. Governments should recognize the rights of minorities while
respecting the will of the majority.
• All people should have the opportunity to work, earn a living, and support their
families.
• Children deserve special protection. They should receive at least an elementary
education, proper nutrition, and healthcare.
• To maintain human rights, citizens in any free society need to be vigilant. Citizen
responsibility – through a variety of participatory activities – ensures that government
remains accountable to the people. The family of free nations is committed to work
toward protection of human rights. They formalize their commitment through a
number of international treaties and covenants on human rights.
10. Executive Power
Leaders of democratic governments govern with the consent of their citizens. Such
leaders are powerful not because they command armies or economic wealth, but
because they respect the limits placed on them by the electorate in a free and fair

election.
• Through free elections, citizens of a democracy confer powers upon their leaders that
are defined by law. In a constitutional democracy, power is divided so that the
legislature makes the laws, the executive authority enforces and carries them out, and
the judiciary operates independently.
• Democratic leaders are neither elected dictators nor “presidents-for-life.” They serve
fixed terms in office and accept the results of free elections, even if it means losing
control of the government.
• In constitutional democracies, executive authority is generally limited in three ways:
by a system of checks and balances separating the national government's executive,
legislative, and judicial powers; by federalism, which divides power between the
national government and the state/local governments; and by constitutional
guarantees of fundamental rights.
• At the national level, the executive is limited by the constitutional authority vested in
the legislative branch and by an independent judiciary
• Executive authority in modern democracies is generally organized in one of two
ways: as a parliamentary or a presidential system.
-- In a parliamentary system, the majority party in the legislature forms the executive
branch of the government, headed by a prime minister.
-- In a parliamentary system, the legislative and executive branches are not entirely
distinct from one another, since the prime minister and members of the cabinet are
drawn from the parliament. In such systems, the political opposition serves as a chief
means of limiting, or checking the authority of the executive.
-- In a presidential system, the president is elected separately from the members of the
legislature.
-- In a presidential system, both the president and the legislature have their own
power bases and political constituencies, which serve to check and balance each other.

• Democracies do not require their governments to be weak, only limited.
Consequently, democracies may be slow to reach agreement on national issues; yet
when they do, their leaders can act with great authority and confidence.
• At all times, leaders in a constitutional democracy function within the rule of law that
defines and restricts their authority.
11. Legislative Power
Elected representatives in a democracy – whether members of a parliament, assembly,
or Congress – are there to serve the people. They perform a number of roles essential
to the functioning of a healthy democracy.
• Elected legislatures are the principal forum for deliberating, debating, and passing
laws in a representative democracy. They are not so-called rubber stamp parliaments
merely approving the decisions of an authoritarian leader.
• Oversight and investigation powers allow legislators to publicly question government
officials about their actions and decisions, and otherwise serve as a check on the power
of various government ministries – especially in the presidential system of governing
where the legislature is separate from the executive.
• Legislators may approve national budgets, conduct hearings on pressing issues, and
confirm executive appointees to courts and ministries. In some democracies, legislative
committees provide lawmakers a forum for these public examinations of national
issues.
• Legislators may support the government in power or they may serve as a loyal
political opposition that offers alternative policies and programs.
• Legislators have a responsibility to articulate their views as effectively as possible.
But they must work within the democratic ethic of tolerance, respect, and compromise
to reach agreements that will benefit the general welfare of all the people – not just
their political supporters. Each legislator must alone decide on how to balance the

general welfare with the needs of a local constituency.
• Legislators often provide constituents with a sympathetic hearing for their individual
complaints and problems – along with help in getting assistance from large
government bureaucracies. To do this, they often maintain a staff of trained aides.
• National legislators are usually elected in one of two ways. In plurality elections,
sometimes called “first past the post,” the candidate with the most votes wins. In the
proportional system, often used in parliamentary elections, voters usually cast ballots
for parties, not individuals, and representatives are chosen on the basis of their party's
percentage of the vote.
• A proportional system tends to encourage multiple, tightly organized smaller parties.
Plurality elections encourage a looser, two-party system. Under either system,
representatives engage in the debate, negotiation, coalition building, and compromise
that are the hallmarks of democratic legislatures.
• Legislatures are often bicameral, with two chambers, and new laws generally require
passage by both the upper and lower chambers.
12. An Independent Judiciary
Independent and professional judges are the foundation of a fair, impartial, and
constitutionally guaranteed system of courts of law known as the judiciary. This
independence does not imply judges can make decisions based on personal
preferences but rather that they are free to make lawful decisions – even if those
decisions contradict the government or powerful parties involved in a case.
• In democracies, independence from political pressures of elected officials and
legislatures guarantees the impartiality of judges. Judicial rulings should be impartial,
based on the facts of a case, individual merits and legal arguments, and relevant laws,
without any restrictions or improper influence by interested parties. These principles

ensure equal legal protection for all.

• The power of judges to review public laws and declare them in violation of the
nation's constitution serves as a fundamental check on potential government abuse of
power – even if the government is elected by a popular majority. This power, however,
requires that the courts be seen as independent and able to rest their decisions upon
the law, not political considerations.
• Whether elected or appointed, judges must have job security or tenure, guaranteed
by law, in order that they can make decisions without concern for pressure or attack
by those in positions of authority. A civil society recognizes the importance of
professional judges by providing them with adequate training and remuneration.
• Trust in the court system's impartiality – in its being seen as the "non-political"
branch of government – is a principal source of its strength and legitimacy.
• A nation's courts, however, are no more immune from public commentary, scrutiny,
and criticism than other institutions. Freedom of speech belongs to all: judges and their
critics alike.
• To ensure their impartiality, judicial ethics require judges to step aside (or “recuse”
themselves) from deciding cases in which they have a conflict of interest.
• Judges in a democracy cannot be removed for minor complaints, or in response to
political criticism. Instead, they can be removed only for serious crimes or infractions
through the lengthy and difficult procedure of impeachment (bringing charges) and
trial – either in the legislature or before a separate court panel.
• An independent judiciary assures people that court decisions will be based on the
nation's laws and constitution, not on shifting political power or the pressures of a
temporary majority. Endowed with this independence, the judicial system in a
democracy serves as a safeguard of the people's rights and freedoms.

13. Constitutionalism
A written constitution contains the most important laws by which a nation's citizens
agree to live, and it outlines the basic structure of their government. Thus, democratic
constitutionalism – based on ideals of individual freedom, community rights, and
limited government power – creates the framework for governing a democracy.
• Constitutionalism recognizes that democratic and accountable government must be
coupled with constitutional limits on the power of government.
• A constitution defines the basic purposes and aspirations of a society, including the
common welfare of the people.
• All laws must be written in accordance with the constitution. In a democracy, an
independent judiciary allows citizens to challenge laws they believe to be illegal or
unconstitutional and to seek court-ordered remedies for illegal actions by the
government or its officials.
• A constitution provides the framework for government power – its scope of
authority, mechanisms for exercising that authority, and the procedures for passage of
future laws.
• A constitution defines citizenship and establishes the basis for deciding who shall
have the right to vote.
• A constitution establishes the political, administrative, and judicial foundations of the
state including the structure of the legislature and courts, requirements for holding
elected office, and terms of office for elected officials.
• A constitution lays out responsibilities of government ministries and grants authority
to collect taxes and create a national defense force.

• In a federal system, the constitution divides power among the various levels of
government.
• Since a constitution is written at a certain point in time, it must be amendable so that
it may adapt to the changing needs of the people in the future. Since the flexibility to
meet unpredictable and unforeseeable challenges in the future is important,
constitutions are usually written to specify general principles of government.
• Constitutions generally contain two different types of rights – negative and
affirmative rights.
-- Negative rights tell the government what it cannot do. These rights limit government
and prevent it from affecting certain behaviors of its citizens. For example, the
government must refrain from limiting free speech and the ability of citizens to
peacefully assemble, and from illegal imprisonment.
-- Affirmative rights tell the government what it must do and citizens what they are
entitled to. Such "entitlements" may include social, economic, and cultural rights in the
form of government guarantees of various social indicators. There may be guarantees
of primary and secondary education for all boys and girls, guaranteed “well being”
after retirement, or jobs and health care for all citizens.
14. Freedom of Speech
Freedom of speech and expression, especially about political and other public issues, is
the lifeblood of any democracy. Democratic governments do not control the content of
most written and verbal speech. Thus democracies are usually filled with many voices
expressing different or even contrary ideas and opinions.
According to democratic theorists, a free and open debate will usually lead to the best
option being considered and will be more likely to avoid serious mistakes.
• Democracy depends upon a literate, knowledgeable citizenry whose access to
information enables it to participate as fully as possible in the public life of their
society and to criticize unwise or tyrannical government officials or policies. Citizens

and their elected representatives recognize that democracy depends upon the widest
possible access to uncensored ideas, data, and opinions.
• For a free people to govern themselves, they must be free to express themselves –
openly, publicly, and repeatedly; in speech and in writing.
• The principle of free speech should be protected by a democracy's constitution,
preventing the legislative or executive branches of government from imposing
censorship.
• The protection of free speech is a so-called negative right, simply requiring that
government refrain from limiting speech, unlike the direct action required of other socalled affirmative rights. For the most part, the authorities in a democracy are
uninvolved in the content of written and verbal speech in the society.
• Protests serve as a testing ground for any democracy – thus the right to peaceful
assembly is essential and plays an integral part in facilitating the use of free speech. A
civil society allows for spirited debate among those in deep disagreement over the
issues.
• Freedom of speech is a fundamental right, but it is not absolute, and cannot be used
to justify violence, slander, libel, subversion, or obscenity. Consolidated democracies
generally require a high degree of threat in order to justify banning speech which may
incite violence, untruthfully harm the reputation of others, overthrow a constitutional
government, or promote lewd behavior. Most democracies also forbid speech that
incites racial or ethnic violence.
• The challenge for a democracy is one of balance: to defend freedom of speech and
assembly while countering speech which truly encourages violence, intimidation, or
subversion.
15. Government Accountability

Government accountability means that public officials – elected and un-elected – have
an obligation to explain their decisions and actions to the citizens. Government
accountability is achieved through the use of a variety of mechanisms – political, legal,
and administrative – designed to prevent corruption and ensure that public officials
remain answerable and accessible to the people they serve. In the absence of such
mechanisms, corruption may thrive.
• The primary political accountability mechanism is free and fair elections. Fixed-terms
of office and elections force elected officials to account for their performance and
provide opportunities for challengers to offer citizens alternative policy choices. If
voters are not satisfied with the performance of an official, they may vote them out of
office when their terms expire.
• The degree to which public officials are politically accountable is a function of
whether they occupy an elected versus appointed position, how often they are up for
reelection, and how many terms they can serve.
• Legal accountability mechanisms include constitutions, legislative acts, decrees, rules,
codes, and other legal instruments that proscribe actions that public officials can and
cannot take and how citizens may take action against those officials whose conduct is
considered unsatisfactory.
• An independent judiciary is an essential requirement for the success of legal
accountability, serving as a venue where citizens bring claims against the government.
• Legal accountability mechanisms include:
-- Ethics statutes and codes of conduct for public officials, outlining unacceptable
practices;
-- Conflict of interest and financial disclosure laws, requiring public officials to divulge
the source of their income and assets so that citizens may judge whether the actions of
those officials are likely to be influenced improperly by financial interests;
-- "Sunshine" laws, providing the press and the public access to government records
and meetings;

-- Citizen participation requirements, dictating that certain government decisions must
include input from the public; and
-- Judicial review, providing courts the power to review the decisions and actions of
public officials and agencies.
• Administrative accountability mechanisms include offices within agencies or
ministries and practices within administrative processes designed to ensure that the
decisions and actions of public officials account for the interest of the citizens.
• Administrative accountability mechanisms include:
-- Agency ombudsmen, responsible for hearing and addressing citizen complaints;
-- Independent auditors who scrutinize the use of public funds for signs of misuse;
-- Administrative courts, that hear citizens' complaints about agency decisions;
-- Ethics rules protecting so-called whistleblowers – those within government who
speak out about corruption or abuse of official authority – from reprisals.
16. Free and Fair Elections
Free and fair elections allow people living in a representative democracy to determine
the political makeup and future policy direction of their nation's government.
• Free and fair elections increase the likelihood of a peaceful transfer of power. They
help to ensure that losing candidates will accept the validity of the election's results
and cede power to the new government.
• Elections alone do not assure democracy since dictators can use the resources of the
state to tamper with the election process.
• Free and fair elections require:
-- Universal suffrage for all eligible men and women to vote – democracies do not
restrict this right from minorities, the disabled, or give it only to those who are literate
or who own property.
-- Freedom to register as a voter or run for public office.

-- Freedom of speech for candidates and political parties – democracies do not restrict
candidates or political parties from criticizing the performance of the incumbent.
-- Numerous opportunities for the electorate to receive objective information from a
free press.
-- Freedom to assemble for political rallies and campaigns.
-- Rules that require party representatives to maintain a distance from polling places
on election day – election officials, volunteer poll workers, and international monitors
may assist voters with the voting process but not the voting choice.
-- An impartial or balanced system of conducting elections and verifying election
results – trained election officials must either be politically independent or those
overseeing elections should be representative of the parties in the election.
-- Accessible polling places, private voting space, secure ballot boxes, and transparent
ballot counting.
-- Secret ballots – voting by secret ballot ensures that an individual's choice of party or
candidate cannot be used against him or her.
-- Legal prohibitions against election fraud – enforceable laws must exist to prevent
vote tampering (e.g. double counting, ghost voting).
-- Recount and contestation procedures – legal mechanisms and processes to review
election processes must be established to ensure that elections were conducted
properly.
• Voting methods – varying by country and even within countries – include:
-- Paper ballots – votes are marked on or punched through paper.
-- Ballots with pictures of candidates or party symbols so that illiterate citizens may
cast the correct vote.
-- Electronic systems – voters use touch-screen or push-button machines.
-- Absentee ballots – allowing those who will not be able to vote on election day to cast
their ballots prior to the election.
17. Freedom of Religion
All citizens should be free to follow their conscience in matters of religious faith.
Freedom of religion includes the right to worship alone or with others, in public or
private, and to participate in religious observance, practice, and teaching without fear

of persecution from government or other groups in society.
• All people have the right to worship or assemble in connection with a religion or
belief, and to establish and maintain places for these purposes.
• Like other fundamental human rights, religious freedom is not created or granted by
the state, but all states should protect it. Democracies include language pertaining to
protection of religious freedom in their constitutions.
• Although many democracies may choose to recognize an official separation of church
and state, the values of government and religion are not in fundamental conflict.
• Democracies generally do not create governmental agencies or other official bodies
to regulate religious affairs, although they may require houses of worship and religious
groups to register for administrative or tax purposes.
• Governments that protect religious freedom for all their citizens are more likely to
protect other rights necessary for religious freedom, such as free speech and assembly.
• Genuine democracies recognize that individual religious differences must be
respected and that a key role of government is to protect religious choice, even in cases
where the state sanctions a particular religious faith. Democracies also:
-- Do not determine the content of religious publications, education, or sermons.
-- Respect the right of parents to direct the religious education of their children.
-- Prohibit incitement of religious-based violence against others.
-- Protect members of ethnic, religious, or linguistic minorities.
-- Allow people to observe days of rest associated with their faith and to celebrate holy
days in accordance with their beliefs.
-- Allow interfaith movements to flourish, as members of different faiths seek common
ground on various issues and cooperate to solve challenges facing the entire
population.
-- Provide the freedom for government and religious officials, nongovernmental
organizations, and journalists to investigate reports of religious persecution.

-- Respect the right of religious organizations to freely participate and contribute to
civil society – to operate faith-based schools, run hospitals and care for the aged, and
create other programs and activities that benefit the society.
18. The Rights of Women and Girls
Discrimination against women means that specific laws or practices create a
distinction, exclusion, or restriction on the basis of gender.
• Democracies should strive to protect women's rights, encourage women's
participation in all aspects of society and government, and create places for women to
associate freely and express their views openly.
• Legal rights for women include equal representation under the law and access to
legal resources.
-- Women's rights must be clearly stated – ambiguity of women's legal status remains a
leading cause of poverty worldwide.
-- Women should have rights to ownership and inheritance.
-- Women should have the opportunity to take part in the drafting and implementation
of constitutions and legislation.
• Women's political rights include the right to vote in elections, to run for public office,
to participate in government, and to organize politically.
-- Democracies should support civil society initiatives – public and nongovernmental –
that teach women how to vote and train them in political campaign techniques and the
legislative process.
-- Women's activism at all levels of civil society and government strengthens
democracies.
• Women and girls should have access to primary education. They should not be
barred from attending or teaching in secondary schools and universities.
• Economic rights give women control over their economic assets and help them avoid

risky sexual and abusive relationships. These rights include:
-- The same employment opportunities and criteria as men.
-- Protection from job termination because of pregnancy or marriage.
-- Participation in programs, such as microenterprise lending and vocational training,
that enable women to generate income.
-- The right to equal pay and to equal treatment and respect at work.
• Democracies should strive to ensure the health and well-being of women and girls
and provide equal access to programs such as:
-- General health care, disease prevention, and prenatal care.
-- Preventing HIV/AIDS, improving health care delivery to those infected, and reducing
mother-to-child transmission of the disease.
-- Combating traffickers who lure women and girls into forced prostitution or domestic
servitude through deception, fraud, or coercion.
-- Fighting so-called sex tourism that often exploits women and children.
-- Educating families about the social and health consequences of early marriage.
-- Supporting victims' organizations, including domestic violence and rape crisis
centers.
-- Training police, lawyers, judges, and medical personnel to reduce domestic violence.
19. Governing by Coalitions and Compromise
Every society has (or includes) groups of people with differing views on subjects of
importance to all citizens. A liberal democracy recognizes this as a benefit to the nation
and thus supports tolerance for and expression of different points of view.
• Democratic governments succeed when politicians and officials understand that
complex issues rarely present solutions that are clearly "right" or "wrong" and that
differing interpretations of democratic principles and social priorities exist.
• Freedom of assembly and the press foster open debate and exchange of ideas. This
openness allows a government to identify problems and permits groups to meet and
resolve differences. (In the private sector, this same "marketplace of ideas" offers

opportunities for innovation and investment that are the engines of economic growth.)
• Coalitions are formed when interest groups or political parties join together on issues
of common interest, even if they strongly disagree on other issues. Compromise on
important decisions allows the government to go about the business of governing.
• Legislative bodies in democracies rely on coalition-building to pass laws:
-- In a parliamentary system, political groups form partnerships with other groups to
promote their own interests and form governments.
-- In a presidential system, lawmakers sometimes cross party boundaries to vote on
issues they and their constituents care deeply about.
-- Coalitions often require that a political party be willing to put aside certain
differences with other groups in order to achieve more important parts of their
agendas.
-- Because coalition governments are made up from parties representing sometimesopposing viewpoints, there does exist the potential for dissolution of the government.
In some democracies, it is common for ruling coalitions to form and disband several
times, even in a single year.
20. Role of Nongovernmental Organizations
In democracies, ordinary citizens may organize independent groups that serve the
needs of the community or nation they live in and complement, supplement, or even
challenge the work of the government. Such organizations are often called
nongovernmental organizations, or NGOs, because they are not an extension of the
government's offices.
• NGOs allow citizens to improve their society by advocating, educating, and mobilizing
attention around major public issues and monitoring the conduct of government and
private enterprise.
• NGOs enable citizens from different backgrounds to learn to work together and build
the skills, relationships, and trust necessary for good government.

• NGOs serve a great variety of citizen interests. They may act as social service
providers, advocates for the environment or for living standards, work standards, or as
the catalysts for democratic change.
• NGOs often represent the interests of those citizens who might otherwise be left out
of national policy debates. They open the public discourse to people of all economic
and social classes and to women and minorities.
• Funding for NGOs may come from individual private donations, private trusts and
philanthropies, corporations, religious institutions, international institutions, other
NGOs, sales of goods and services, and even governments.
• Governments and NGOs frequently work as partners. NGOs may provide local and
regional expertise and personnel on the ground for implementation of governmentfunded projects. NGOs may be politically unaffiliated, or they may be based on partisan
ideals and seek to advance a particular cause or set of causes in the public interest. In
either model the key point is that NGOs should operate under minimal political control
of states.
• NGOs develop local and international programs in virtually all areas that contribute
to the promotion of the principles of democracy, including:
-- Human rights – by promoting international standards and monitoring for violations
and abuses.
-- Rule of law – through low-cost or free legal aid, educating all citizens regarding their
rights, and advocating for legal reforms.
-- Women's participation – by preparing them for political participation and protecting
them from socioeconomic discrimination.
-- Civic education – through education programs focusing on the role of the citizen in a
democratic and diverse society.
-- A free press – by promoting independent media, training journalists, and setting
standards for ethical journalism.
-- Political party development – through election monitoring by trained domestic

observers and nonpartisan voter registration drives.
-- Government accountability – by conducting policy analysis and serving as watchdogs
over governmental actions.
21. Education and Democracy
Education is a universal human right. It also is a means of achieving other human
rights and it is an empowering social and economic tool. Through the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, the world's nations have agreed that everyone has the
right to education.
• Every society transmits its habits of mind, social norms, culture, and ideals from one
generation to the next. There is a direct connection between education and democratic
values: in democratic societies, educational content and practice support habits of
democratic governance.
• This educational transmission process is vital in a democracy because effective
democracies are dynamic, evolving forms of government that demand independent
thinking by the citizenry. The opportunity for positive social and political change rests
in citizens' hands. Governments should not view the education system as a means to
control information and to indoctrinate students.
• Governments should value and devote resources to education just as they strive to
defend their citizens.
• Literacy enables people to stay informed through newspapers and books. Informed
citizens are in a better position to improve their democracy.
• Education systems in democracies do not preclude study of other political doctrines
or systems of government. Democracies encourage students to develop reasonable
arguments based on careful research and a clear understanding of history.
• Private and religious groups should be free to create schools or parents may choose

to teach their children at home.
• Government-run schooling must be equally accessible to all citizens regardless of
their ethnic or religious backgrounds, gender, or physical disabilities.
• Democratic norms and practices should be taught in order for people to understand
and appreciate their opportunities and responsibilities as free citizens.
• Education for democratic citizenship includes knowledge of national and world
history and of basic democratic principles.
• School curricula in democracies include history, geography, economics, literature,
philosophy, law, the arts, social studies, mathematics, and science courses available to
all students – girls and boys.
• Students should also be free to organize clubs and activities where democratic norms
can be put into practice. For example,
-- Student government gives pupils experience in the democratic process.
-- Mock elections teach students about citizen participation and encourage in them
lifelong voting habits.
-- School newspapers educate students about the role of a free media and responsible
journalism.

The Linguistic Diversities
The language of diversity is an evolving one that requires awareness, understanding
and skill much in the same way as other areas of diversity competencies. Language
provides a means for communication among and between individuals and groups.
Language serves as a vehicle for expressing thoughts and feelings. And when it comes
to diversity, language can be a bridge for building relationships, or a tool for creating

and maintaining divisions across differences. Having a common language for talking
about and across difference is essential for breaking down divisions and working
towards achieving understanding and partnership. In developing a common language
around diversity it is important that language be affirming and not about creating
blame, guilt or pity.
Historically our challenge with language as it relates to diversity is that it has often
been used as a tool of oppression for the express purpose of establishing and
perpetuating systems of dominance and hierarchies between and among groups. As a
result, language has in many instances throughout our society’s history, served to
advance the status of certain groups while relegating other groups to a status of
inferiority. Early examples of the use of language for this purpose includes the
designation of Native Americans as “savages” and “primitive” in contrast to European
settlers as “civilized”; the use of the term “African slaves” to passively describe an
inhumane system of forced bondage that “enslaved” the free people of Africa;
diminishing the status of adult women through the active use of the term “girl”; the use
of the term “America” to specifically refer to the United States as opposed to the whole
Western Hemisphere that makes up America. When used in this manner, language has
systematically helped to minimize and vilify certain groups and justify subsequent
patterns of exclusion, mistreatment and exploitation.
While our intentions in the use of language when interacting with or referencing
groups may not be as ill-spirited and biased as the examples given above, when we are
not conscious of the power of words and labels, our impact can be just as detrimental.
For example, when we hear individuals struggle with finding the right terminology for
referencing particular groups of people (i.e. African Americans, gay and lesbian,
differently abled, etc), they routinely express their frustration by stating that the
people from these groups… “can’t make up their minds about what they want to be
called” or that they need to “figure out a name once and for all”. Unfortunately, more
often than not, the individuals demanding that these groups “make up their mind” are
not members of these groups and are usually in a position of relevant dominant status.
While the desire of these individuals to achieve clarity in these instances is well
intentioned, their behaviors reflect an assumed position of superiority. This false sense
of superiority becomes even more pronounced when these individuals take it upon

themselves to define the group without input from that group. As a result, members of
these groups lose their right to define and name themselves on their own terms.
Being aware of the power of our language is not about being politically correct. It is
about treating people with respect and dignity and increasing awareness. In an article
entitled, “Words are potent weapons for all causes, good or bad”, Kathy Lechman,
Leader, Diversity Development, Ohio State University Extension, shares examples of
some common statements that many of us have repeatedly heard throughout our lives.
While many of these are seemingly innocuous, others are blatantly derogatory and
offensive. Whatever the case these statements convey beliefs and attitudes that
ultimately take away from the dignity and respect that should be afforded all
individuals.
The Gender Disparity
Gender discrimination continues to be an enormous problem within Indian society.
Traditional patriarchal norms have relegated women to secondary status within the
household and workplace. This drastically affects women's health, financial status,
education, and political involvement. Women are commonly married young, quickly
become mothers, and are then burdened by stringent domestic and financial
responsibilities. They are frequently malnourished since women typically are the last
member of a household to eat and the last to receive medical attention. Additionally,
only 54 percent of Indian women are literate as compared to 76 percent of men.
Women receive little schooling, and suffer from unfair and biased inheritance and
divorce laws. These laws prevent women from accumulating substantial financial
assets, making it difficult for women to establish their own security and autonomy.
In Rajasthan, all of these problems are aggravated by high levels of seasonal migration.
For many men in Rajasthan, migration is required since rural parts of Rajasthan often
lack a sufficient economy to provide income for a family year-round. Women are
commonly left behind to care and provide for the entire household. This is increasingly
difficult because it is estimated that an average woman's wage is 30 percent lower than
a man's wage working in a similar position. While these mothers work, they must also
tend to domestic responsibilities. This formula for supporting Rajasthani families

leaves little resource for the growth and development of women's rights and education
levels.
A strong "son preference" exists in the region, as it does throughout the country, and
high rates of female infanticide and female feticide plague the area. In 2001, for every
1,000 males living in Rajasthan there were only 922 women (Marthur et. al., 2004).
Having sons is economically advantageous to families due to cultural institutions; these
institutions serve to drastically devalue the roles women play in the traditional society.
Women continue to struggle to achieve equal status to men, making gender equity an
issue of particular importance for Rajasthan.
In Rajasthan several NGOs that have hosted FSD participants are instrumental in
providing opportunities for women. These organizations help to build networks
among women to create financial self-help groups. They introduce ideas about
microfinance, allowing women to participate in management activities. Other local
NGOs implement projects that export the skills of women abroad to generate
significant income. In 2006, Olen Crane, an FSD intern, helped nearly 400 women
artisans in the Udaipur area by collecting samples of their textile products and
shipping them abroad to sell to American companies. Similar projects have enormous
potential to improve the financial and social status of Rajasthani women. Organizing
change at a local level and planning participatory action will help to eliminate bias and
stereotypes, and generate awareness of the significant gender divide that exists within
Indian society.

Female Infanticide and Female Feticide:
Female Feticide is the act of aborting a baby because it is of a female gender. Sex
selective abortion is a big problem in India. The number of abortions by medical
professionals have increased so much that today it has become a industry even though
it is punishable by law.

Female Infanticide is the act of killing a female girl either new-born or within the first
few years of life. It could be actively, murdering through suffocation, poisoning etc.
Such acts can also be passive, where no interest is taken with regards to feeding or
towards her general health in affect total neglect.
According to the Fundación Vicente Ferrer, the sex ratio in the 0-6 age group in India is
1000 males per 914 females in 2011¹. The ratio is significantly higher in certain states
such as Punjab and Haryana (126.1 and 122.0, as of 2001)
Why? The traditions in India are deeply-rooted. The sons are who inherit and
perpetuate the surname. And all that it entails, they will take care of their parents
when old age takes hold. The sons take responsibility of funeral arrangements as this
task is not deemed appropriate for females.
The daughters marry and move in with their husband’s as a result they are not
productive. In addition despite the dowry forbidding such behaviours since 1961 it is a
general practise within Indian society and widely accepted. The poor families who
have got female children have to pay between 10.000Rs-20000Rs approximately for
the dowry. Therefore it means 3 years’ salary approximately.
Marriages:
The majority of marriages in India are arranged. This practice is legal in India, however
it is forbidden to marry until the ages of 21 years old for men and 18 years old for
women. In spite of this fact many marriages are between couples below the age
guidelines and they are generally widely celebrated by the families involved. According
to UNICEF 56% of cases involving early marriage happen in rural India and a 29% in
the urban area. The population’s beliefs consider it to be beneficial for the daughter
because she will get use to the arrangement easier and adapt quicker into her
husband’s family.
After the wedding the wife lives with her husband’s family. From that moment the only
wish is having a boy. Conceiving a male child would gain the recognition of the family
and hailed as an achievement for the wife. If she gave birth to a girl, in some cases, the
husband’s family can blame her resulting in mistreatment which can lead to inflicting

physical and psychological damage. They can instruct her to commit suicide because
of the strong beliefs which surround female birth.
Education:
Since the new law in 2010, the education is free for every child between the age of 6 to
14 years old however it is not compulsory; this means the children have the right to
education but not the obligation to go. A lot of girls do not go to the school because
their parents would rather send their sons who will be the future for them. The girls
have to help at home doing housework.
Trafficking, Slavery:
Thousands of girls are kidnapped every year in India for trafficking, slavery,
prostitution and so on.
Paradoxically there are not enough girls or women in India for getting married; in
some states. So as a result of that, a new practice takes place in India; kidnaping of
women or girls from other states or countries like Bangladesh or Nepal. The families
pay a fortune for a woman or girl who will belong to them forever. The threat received
from the family who has purchased the child is even worse than normally; the
kidnapped woman does not have any rights.
Other women are convinced working in another state or in the capital would result in a
better lifestyle however in reality the circumstances they find themselves in are worse
and they are often left feeling cheated. They are forced to work from dusk until dawn
without a salary and in addition they live in indescribable conditions. As a result some
of them are dedicated to prostitution.
India is a country of enormous complexity and its problems are just as complex as the
country.
Role Of Education For Eradication Of Social Diversities:
Education is a vital investment for human and economic development and is
influenced by the environment within which it exists. Changes in technology, labour

market patterns and general global environment, all require policy responses.
Traditions, culture and faith all reflect upon the education system and at the same time
are also affected by them. The element of continuity and change remains perpetual and
it is up to the society to determine its pace and direction.
We are living in an inquiring and innovation-oriented society. The demand of twenty
first century is novelty, creativity, and integration of knowledge at global level,
research, critical and analytical thoughts. Rapidly social changes are creating
uncertainty and complexity in the society. To prepare the children and youth to cope
with the present situation needs to develop analytical and critical thinking, skill and
attitude that would make them more flexible and innovative to deal with uncertainty
and crises at national and global level.
The greatest need of the hour is to re design curriculum, textbooks, teaching
methodology and children’s literature, formal and non-formal educational systems. It
has been demonstrated by researcher that active learning (questioning and investigate
the nature of topic) develop creativity and stimulate for learning.
Cultural values of the majority of Pakistanis are derived from Islam. Since an education
system reflects and strengthens social, cultural and moral values, therefore, Pakistan’s
educational interventions have to be based on the core values of religion and faith.
Curriculum plays crucial role in national integration and harmony. Curriculum role as
observed in the National Education Policy (1979) should aim enable the learners to
learn knowledge, develop conceptual and intellectual skills, attitudes, values and
aptitudes conductive to the all round development of their personality and
proportionate with the societal, economic and environmental realities at national and
international level.
Whitehead (1962) says “culture is the activity of thought, and receptiveness to beauty
and humane feeling”. A child is a human being in embryo, a man to be and we are
responsible to the future for him. It is considered that a child learns 90 percent of his
personality by his nurturing.
It is, perhaps easier to educate a child in beginning than re-educated him when he has
already formed. Therefore, books for children are not simply a source of entertainment
rather inculcate intelligence and values. In Russia, America and Japan children’s
literature is considered a great cultural and educational phenomenon, and creation of
books for children is responsibility of the states. The manifest and latent functions of

children’s literature is to transmit knowledge, myth, mores, values, folkways, legendry
personalities, superstitions and beliefs which are integral part of a culture.
Textbooks are the most widely used as a teaching tool which represent our national
culture. Textbooks reveal our national values, culture, and ideology of a nation. A good
text book can be a “teacher in print”, and sometime even superior to an average
teacher. In fact they are influence towards national integration by sharing common
national culture. The selection, organization and presentation of subject matter in
textbooks show philosophy, integrity, values and intellectual thoughts of a nation.
Questioning methodology is a powerful tool to built analytical and critical skills in
pupils. In the world of knowledge the emphasis has not to be merely mastery to extant
the knowledge but on the acquisitions of capacity to think and analyze facts logically
and conclude its own. Teachers must adopt such teaching methodology by which
students must learn how to discard old ideas and replace them with modify ideas. As
Toffler once said “learn how to learn”.
Schools of the future will be designed not only for “learning” but for “thinking”. More
and more insistently, today’s schools and colleges are being asked to produce men and
women who can think, who can make new scientific discoveries, who can find more
adequate solutions to impelling world problems, who cannot be brainwashed, men and
women who can adapt to change and maintain sanity in this age of acceleration. This is
a creative challenge to education.
Role of Education for national development

Education is milestone of every type of development. Education provides all
knowledge to do any work with systematic way. With education any country develops
his economy and society. Well-educated population lives with silence and calm. They
love with each other and believe in social community. Education develops the
personality of the youth of nation. Education makes people perfect by providing large
number of skills. Education creates awareness in the population that makes them selfreliance and self-dependent. Education is such source that increases if it is distributed,
large number of International NGO are providing free education to the orphan students
of developing Country. n SOS Children Village is one of example of them . I have
provided education to students of SOS children Village for many year in the beginning
of my teaching Career. Education has the power to create stability and equality in
different religions, caste people. In brief Education gives five major things to the
nation's youth:
High thinking level: Education develops High thinking level in youths.
High Logic Level: Education develops High logic level in youths.
High Knowledge level: Education develops High Knowledge level in youths.
High Research level: Education develops High Research level in youths.
High Integration level: Education develops High Integration level in youths.
Education plays an important role in human development. Human development
encompasses development in several dimensions of human well being. Social
development is one of the important dimensions. The main objective of the paper is to
analyze the contribution of education to social dimension of human development. The
present exploratory study is based on the micro level household survey conducted in
ten villages of Dakshina Kannada (D.K) district of Karnataka state. The frame work
developed by Oxford Poverty Human Development Initiative (OPHI) was used for the
identification of the indicators for the Social dimension of human development.
Accordingly the five indicators are health, empowerment, safety and security, ability to
go about without shame, and meaning and value in one's own life. UNDP methodology
with appropriate modifications is adapted to quantify development at individual level

as well as aggregate social development. Results show that there exists high
correlation between attainment of education and social dimension of development at
individual level. This reflects on the importance of education in influencing the social
well-being of individuals.
Education is one of the most important means to improve personal endowments, build
capabilities, overcome constraints and in the process, enlarge available set of
opportunities and choices for a sustained improvement in well-being. The process of
education and attainments thereof has an impact on all aspects of life. It is a critical
invasive instrument for bringing about social, economic and political inclusion of
people (NHDR, 2001). In this context, the present paper makes an attempt to assess
the contribution of education to one of such several dimensions of life of individuals,
i.e. social development.
Social development first attracted widespread attention through the principles set out
in the millennium development goals of the United Nations in 1995 (the Copenhagen
Declaration- "World Summit for Social Development"). Midgley (1995) conceives social
development as a "process of planned social change designed to promote the wellbeing of the population as a whole in conjunction with a dynamic process of economic
development". The goal of social development in the context of modern welfare is to
produce a social well-being that makes people capable of acting and making their own
decisions in the broadest sense. In this context, Oxford Poverty Human Development
Initiative (OPHI) has proposed a methodology to evaluate development including
social sphere of well-being of individuals. According to OPHI health, empowerment,
meaning and value in life, external humiliation and safety and security are some of the
major indicators of social development.
Gould (1993) opines that the rapid expansion of education over the last three decades
is one of the most outstanding achievements of the developing world. This book
examines the origin of this expansion and its impact on the improvements of social and
economic development at local, national and global levels. Through discussions of the
historical, economic and political contexts of the demand for education, a review of the
issues in educational planning in the developing world and the governmental and
community response at all levels is provided. His survey reveals that expansion of

education has greatly contributed to the quality of life, economic and social
development. The text concludes with an overview of the social effects of education
and also specifies its failure to meet the aspirations of all individuals and communities.
"Health literacy as a public health goal: a challenge for contemporary health education
and communication strategies into the 21st century" authored by Nutbeam (2000)
explains the role of health education in addressing the social determinants of health. In
this analysis, improving health literacy means more than transmitting information, and
developing skills to be able to read pamphlets and successfully make appointments. …
Democracy and Diversity at Work: The Intergroup Relations Program
One such program at the University of Michigan is the Intergroup Relations Program
(IGR). It offers a curricular program for first-year students that incorporates five
conditions these theories suggest are important for making diversity and democracy
compatible: the presence of diverse others; discontinuity from pre-college experiences;
equality among peers; discussion under rules of civil discourse; and normalization and
negotiation of conflict.
Program participants in the study presented here came from diverse backgrounds.
Slightly over a quarter were students of color; a third were men; and, thirty percent
grew up in states other than Michigan. For nearly all of the students, this amount of
diversity was quite discrepant with their pre-college backgrounds. The design of the
first course that students take in the program, in addition to lectures, readings, and
papers, includes participation in intergroup dialogues. These groups bring together
students from two different identity groups that have had a history of disagreement
over group-relevant experiences and policy issues (Zuñiga, Nagda & Sevig, 2002). The
groups are led by two trained co-facilitators, usually upper-division or graduate
students. These groups are comprised of between twelve to fourteen students with
roughly an equal number of students from each of two identity groups. Examples
include people of color and White people; women and men; African Americans and
Jews; gay men, lesbians, bisexuals and heterosexuals; Anglos and Latinos. Students
indicate demographic information about themselves and in which intergroup dialogue
they would like to participate. Program coordinators assign students to specific groups

based on their choices as well as keeping the groups balanced. For seven weeks, these
groups engage in weekly two-hour discussions about policy issues that could divide
the groups and individuals within the groups.
In the beginning of the groups, students commit themselves to clear ground rules for
civil discourse to guide their discussion. They engage with each other in a truly public
way that is needed for a diverse democracy to work. Barber (1989) defines public talk
as entailing listening no less than speaking; affective as well as cognitive work;
drawing people into the world of participation and action; and expressing ideas
publicly rather than merely holding them privately. In these intergroup dialogues,
students examine commonalities and differences between and within groups. They
learn neither to ignore group differences, which some students do in the service of
individualism or color-blindness, nor to privilege differences as an end in themselves.
They read about and discuss theories of conflict and its impact on intergroup
relationships. They engage in intergroup communication processes and practice skills
to negotiate conflicts. They identify collaborative actions that the two groups could
take by forming an intergroup alliance or coalition, though they do not actually carry
out the action (see Zuñiga, et al., 2002).

