ClassNotes #5: Liturgical Models in Multicultural Contexts

In Preaching in an Age of Globalization, I used four different metaphors—the melting pot, the salad bowl, the mosaic, and the kaleidoscope—to describe four different models of preaching in multicultural contexts.
  These metaphors signify four different intentions in cultural negotiation in multicultural contexts.  The four metaphors are useful when we consider liturgical models in multicultural contexts and challenge worship leaders to think seriously about what kind of liturgical approaches would be effective in their particular cultural contexts.  The four liturgical models are as follows:

I. The Melting Pot Model
From the early history of immigration, the image of “the melting pot” has been used as a motto for dealing with cultural diversity.  The original intention of this view was that “ethnic differences ‘melted’ into a single ‘pot’ would produce a synthesis—a new homogeneous culture that was not Anglo-Saxon, Jewish, Italian, nor Asian.”
  However, in reality, “What has happened in the melting pot conception of Americanization is that all varieties of ethnicities were melted into one pot, but the brew turned out to be Anglo-Saxon again.”
  In other words, the racially and ethnically dominant culture absorbs other minority cultures in society and presents its cultural characteristics as the unified culture of society.  As a result, racially and ethnically marginalized people are forced to reformulate their cultural identity by assimilating themselves into the dominant culture, in order to survive under the dominant cultural power.     
When applying the melting pot model to worship, it can be explained as follows:  An individual church or denomination has its dominant liturgical tradition rooted in its particular racial and ethnic culture and history.  The church seeks to keep it as its liturgical and cultural identity, regardless of demographic changes in its membership and does not admit the necessity of cultural negotiation in worship.  Just as the premodern understanding of culture presents clergy or elite culture as high culture and considers the congregation passive receivers, melting pot worship takes the dominant liturgical culture as the high culture that people of other races and ethnicities in the congregation must accept as their new liturgical identity.  In this model, the diversity of congregational subcultures is ignored, and the church practices monocultural worship in a multicultural context.  Rather than helping the congregants open themselves to other cultures and inviting them to worship in culturally more meaningful ways, melting pot worship exclusively adheres to the dominant cultural identity.  
It is not hard to find churches that practice melting pot worship.  Although churches in the US are gradually changing from racial segregation to integration in membership, many of them are not sensitive enough to embracing changing congregational subcultures to transform their liturgical culture.   On the one hand, many mainline European American churches continue their traditional worship that was formulated by their denominations and do not stretch their theological and cultural concerns to racially and ethnically different people.   Ethnic minority Christians who worship in such churches miss the richness of their ethnic culture in worship and are not fully satisfied spiritually by the melting pot worship.  
On the other hand, ethnic minority churches and immigrant churches try to preserve their ethnic identity—cultural ethos, worldview, and language--in worship rather than embracing the multicultural reality in the larger society.  For example, many African American churches that have historically been spiritual shelters for oppressed African Americans in racist America are exclusive to different racial and ethnic cultures in order to preserve their unique liturgical characteristics and history in preaching, singing, and other components of worship.  First generation Asian, Hispanic, and other immigrant congregations consider their worship as the cultural expression of their spirituality formed and practiced in their homelands.  The changing culture of their second- and third-generation immigrants in the US and diverse cultures of their racially different spouses, extended families, and friends are simply ignored in their worship.  Their melting pot worship is stuck in the midst of the changing currents of congregational culture and unwittingly contributes to the segregation of immigrant communities from the larger society.       
II. The Salad Bowl Model

While the melting pot metaphor expresses the exclusive attitude of the church to different liturgical cultures and ignores cultural diversity in the congregation and in the larger community, “the salad bowl” model acknowledges the diversity of congregational culture to a certain extent.  In a salad bowl, “each ingredient in a tossed salad retains its own color, texture, taste, individual identity.”
  According to this metaphor, in society, like a salad bowl, “the sum total of all the ingredients becomes a multi-ingredient national identity without the individual parts losing their identity.”
   

When the salad bowl model is applied to worship, it can be said that worship leaders are aware of the diversity of the congregational subcultures and appreciate that racially and ethnically different people come together and worship together beautifully in one place.  It should be remembered, however, that the salad bowl is not served as it is, but it needs a salad dressing to be served.  The salad dressing not only provides the salad with a unique flavor and taste but also weakens the distinctiveness of each ingredient by blending it with other ingredients with the same flavor and taste.  The salad dressing needs to be considered seriously in the salad bowl model for worship.  Like the salad bowl, salad bowl worship blends the distinctiveness of the cultural ingredients with the dominant flavor and taste of liturgical culture.  In other words, the congregants come to worship with the colorful diversity of the congregational subcultures which is visible, but blend their cultural distinctiveness with the dominant flavor and taste, which can be the church’s worship style, liturgical tradition, theological doctrines or orientation.  Such a liturgical salad dressing is very powerful to dilute the unique colors and tastes of the congregational subcultures and contributes to the preservation of the unified liturgical culture of the church.  Who, then, has the power and authority to choose the liturgical salad dressing?  Who is on the worship leadership team?  These questions imply that worship is a political activity. 

The salad bowl model represents my worship experience at a Presbyterian church in suburban Denver where my family and I have attended for 12 years.  The worship leaders seem to realize that about twenty percent of the congregation is composed of racially and ethnically different people and recognize them as members of the church in worship.  For example, on a Christmas Sunday a few years ago, three congregants who were originally from Africa, Asia, and South America were invited to participate in the preaching event by sharing the stories of how Christmas was celebrated in their homelands.  Moreover, once or twice a year, non-Western hymns are selected to be sung as congregational songs, or some ethnic minority people are invited to offer special music with songs from their native countries.  However, the liturgical framework and cultural ethos is firmly rooted in mainline white Presbyterianism.  It is interesting, though, that since we hired a new music director last September, who is not culturally sensitive, the worship service seems to have changed from the salad bowl model to the melting pot model.     
Another example of salad bowl worship is a joint worship service with a subcongregation.  These days, many mainline churches share their buildings with ethnic minority groups by using the facilities in different time-slots.  Some conscious church leaders feel that it is necessary for the landlord congregation and the tenant congregation to worship together occasionally as an opportunity to affirm that they are one in the family of God.  The problem with their good intention is that they do not know how to create a worship service in which both congregations fully appreciate the presence of God.  In other words, they do not know how to negotiate their cultural differences in worship, including language, music, sermon style, symbols, theological orientation, etc.  As a result, one of the best solutions for the joint service is usually the salad bowl model, in which the landlord congregation prepares and leads the service and invites some guests from the tenant congregation to participate in some parts of the liturgy, like singing and scripture reading in their native language.

Compared with melting-pot worship, salad-bowl worship is sensitive to the changing culture of the congregation and intends to celebrate cultural diversity in worship by trying out some new practices.  If worship is compared to spiritual food, salad-bowl worship offers an exotic salad or dessert over entire course of meal, which is prepared for the dominant cultural group’s flavor and taste.  It still seeks to maintain the dominant liturgical culture as the tradition of the church by allowing only the dominant cultural group to select the salad dressing and lures racially and ethnically marginalized people in the congregation to assimilate into the dominant liturgical culture.  In other words, the leadership of the worship is never changed, so that the celebration of cultural diversity in worship remains at a superficial level, rather than at the level of integration with the desire of ending racial and cultural prejudice and inequality.  Hence, the problem of salad-bowl worship relates to ideological questions:  Who selects the salad dressing?  What kind of salad dressing?  Whose favorite?  What if some ingredients do not match well with that dressing?   

III.  The Mosaic Model
The metaphor of a mosaic has been favored by many theologians and sociologists as the effective paradigm for the postmodern society.  The mosaic, as a picture made of small, colored pieces of inlaid stone, glass, etc., gives an image of harmony and integrity of the whole without any dominant centrality.  According to this view, each community is like a piece of the mosaic.  Just as all the pieces are equally important in achieving the overall harmony, different communities participate in revealing the wholeness of God by coexisting harmoniously with others.
   

The metaphor of the mosaic seems relevant to presenting the diversity and harmony of the multicultural society.  When applying this metaphor to worship, mosaic worship can be viewed in two ways.  The first view is that each racial or ethnic church is like a piece of the mosaic and is equally important to complete the beautiful mosaic of the multicultural society.  For example, Christians go to their racial and ethnic churches and attend their ethnic worship, while respecting the differences among different racial and ethnic worship services.  In this view, racially and ethnically segregated worship services are regarded as individual pieces of the entire picture of Christian worship in the multicultural society.  However, it sounds unrealistic to assume that in twenty-first century US society, Christians go to their own ethnic churches to worship God.  In reality, an increasing number of Christians and spiritual seekers search for churches where they can experience meaningful and memorable worship across their racial and ethnic boundaries.  In addition, this view is in danger of encouraging the monocultural melting pot model in the multicultural society.  

The second view of the mosaic metaphor can be explored in the local church context.  Nowadays, numerous local churches have more than one racial and ethnic group.  Although the different racial and ethnic groups in the church admit that they are one in Christ and respect the other groups’ cultures, they are in the dilemma of how to worship together with people of different cultures and languages.  Although they want to worship together as one family, they separate the congregation into subgroups based on their differences in liturgical culture, language, and expectations from the service and offer more than one services on Sunday.  Even though the culturally marginalized groups of the congregation worship separately from the people of the dominant culture, the mosaic model convinces the church that the separate services are like pieces of the mosaic, the entire picture of the church, and eventually contribute to complete the entire picture harmoniously and beautifully.  

For example, some urban churches have a substantial number of Spanish-speaking immigrants and offer them separate worship services by hiring a Spanish-speaking pastor.  Another example is that many immigrant churches usually have two separate worship services, one in Korean for the first generation immigrants and one in English for the second and third generations.   Since the preparation of the integrated service with different cultures and languages is not easy or convenient, worship leaders give up on offering an integrated service every Sunday.  Instead, bilingual or multilingual services are offered on some special Sundays occasionally, in order to make a bond between the different worship groups.  In reality, however, separate worship eventually creates separate congregations, completely separate from each other not only liturgically but also administratively and financially.  One of the reasons for the separation is that the minor congregation wants to be independent from the main congregation’s supervision.  In other words, it does not remain as a marginal piece of the mosaic.    
As this case illustrates, the problem with the mosaic model is that the image of a mosaic cannot represent the creative dynamism of diversity.  More precisely, the whole picture of the mosaic is already framed by a specific design, and each piece is supposed to remain in its assigned place in order to complete the design of the picture with its particular shape and color.  This static nature of a mosaic does not allow the pieces to be fluid through dynamic interaction and prevents the pieces from creating new pictures.  In this way, mosaic worship cannot create beauty beyond the horizons of the individual racial and ethnic groups in the church.  Although the mosaic model respects cultural difference and appreciates the beauty created by the individual cultural pieces as a whole, it does not attempt to create the culturally integrated beauty of worship crossing cultural diversity.  
The mosaic model reminds me of a personal email I received a couple of months ago from the senior pastor of a UMC church located in a university town in Ohio.  In his church, about 100 out of 700 members are Korean college students.  In order to provide a culturally relevant service to the Koreans, his church hired a Korean-speaking associate pastor and created Korean worship for them.  But, the problem with this mosaic model, says the senior pastor, is that the two different worship services do not have interaction, and his “continuous goal” is how to create worship “[f]ully embracing each other so as not to be two or three churches within a church.”   So, he wanted to discuss this pastoral and liturgical issue with me when he visits Denver this summer.  When I meet him, I think that I need to share with him the last liturgical model, kaleidoscope worship, which is still in progress in my thoughts, and discuss with him how to evolve this idea in actual ministerial settings.      
IV.  The Kaleidoscope Model
In Women Preaching: Theology and Practice of Preaching through the Ages, I proposed the image of a kaleidoscope as a viable metaphor for expressing the connectedness and diversity of women’s experience.
   This metaphor is also useful to create a liturgical model that is culturally integrated and theologically constructive to multicultural contexts.  The term “kaleidoscope” is combined with three words in Greek, kalos “beautiful” + eidos “shape” + skopein “to look.”
  It refers to a contoured optical instrument that illuminates beauty by a source of light.  The kaleidoscope creates a multiplicity of symmetrical patterns from fragments of various materials through the use of mirrors and lenses set at different angles.  When the kaleidoscope rotates, each element produces beautiful, clear, and various patterns by its interaction with the others and with the light.  Furthermore, when all of the pieces shift, tones seem somehow different in the altered positions, and we recognize the newness of the pattern. 
  
In relation to worship, the image of a kaleidoscope represents not only the cultural diversity of the worshipers but also the dynamic interaction of the different experiences among them toward the newness of their shared identity.  As Marjorie Suchocki explains, when the kaleidoscope turns,   

. . . not only do all of the pieces shift, but it even seems that some new ones have been added.  There is familiarity and some continuity, for the colors are still there—but their tones seem somehow different in the altered positions, and while at first we try to see them in their familiar form, we nevertheless find ourselves struggling to express the difference in the way of seeing.  Finally, we must recognize the newness of the pattern, and we reach toward a familiarity with the new that can be as assuring as that which we remember—or project—as belonging to the old.  But the kaleidoscope will never repeat exactly the same pattern.
  

Like the kaleidoscope that never repeats exactly the same pattern but constantly shifts to a new pattern, kaleidoscope worship is dynamic, open to inclusiveness and creativity.  Moreover, just as a kaleidoscope needs a light to create a beautiful panoramic picture, so kaleidoscope worship is not possible without the light, i.e., the involvement of the Holy Spirit, in order for worship to illuminate the beauty of diversity as the work of the Spirit.    

The possibility for creating the beauty of a kaleidoscope is based on worship leaders’ multicultural competency and imagination.  In order to grow multicultural competency, they need to have a cosmopolitan personality.  That is, it is necessary for the worship leader to increase her general and specific knowledge about and direct and indirect experience of other cultures and skills needed to function effectively in varying cultural contexts.  Taking steps intentionally to relate to racially and culturally different others is crucial for the formation of the cosmopolitan personality.  For example, getting acquainted with publications in racially and culturally different communities and developing educational opportunities to learn about their history and stories are essential.  In addition, pulpit exchanges, visits to racially different churches, learning different languages, and joint leadership programs including joint worship, across ethnic and racial lines both within and beyond denominations, will provide worship leaders with opportunities to know about others and to see their visions for the world as well as for their particular communities.  

While personal efforts to increase multicultural capacity is important, the formation of a worship team with racially and ethnically diverse members is effective to increase the concern and knowledge about multicultural capacity for kaleidoscope worship.  Worship leaders can work as a team with the members who represent different racial and ethnic cultures in the church and attempt to create kaleidoscope worship collaboratively in creative ways.   

In addition to multicultural capacity, imagination is a necessary capacity for the worship leader.   Kaleidoscope worship needs to begin with the worship leader’s imagination.  We assume that imagination is generic, rather than something that we can achieve.  It is, however, noteworthy, what Troeger says about the imagination:  

Yes, we can learn to be more imaginative.  The imagination is not purely capricious.  If we analyze those moments of inspiration when our hearts and minds take fire, we discover that there are pattern of experience and reflection that encourage the imagination.  Its activity is not random and chaotic.  The imagination has principles of its own. . . . The imaginative process can be compared to the art of sailing a boat: We cannot make a wind blow, but we can trim the sails and trend the helm.  We cannot compel the Spirit to fill our imaginations with wind and fire, but we can practice those disciplines to open us to God’s revelations.
  

As Troeger explains, imagination can be increased by our effort and discipline such as through close and critical observation of objects, nature, and human relations; creative and imaginative visualization of what we see, hear, and smell; visionary and integrative capacities of the mind to contrast between the appearance and the reality; and the inspiring articulation of the contrast in association with biblical and theological understanding.  Moreover, the process of imagination has some patterns of experience and reflection.  Kaleidoscope worship based on the imagination can create its liturgical pattern, reflecting on the following questions: What kind of worship do I envision for this particular service?  What kind of spiritual experience do I want to evoke through each liturgical component?  What kind of cultural practices in relation to each liturgical component would be helpful to create the beauty of the kaleidoscope in this particular worship service?  How can the theological theme of the service be reflected in a profound way through what kind of words, songs, symbols, and verbal and body language?  How can the order of the service flow in an integrated, holistic way, following the stream of human epistemological consciousness?   Like imagination, kaleidoscope worship can be developed through our efforts and discipline.      

 With multicultural competency and imagination, the worship leaders can create kaleidoscopic beauty, which is the ultimate goal of kaleidoscope worship.  Just as authentic beauty does not mean merely the external form but includes the substance, so beautiful worship reveals the intrinsic beauty of God or God’s benevolence through the entire service.  Through beautiful worship created by diverse cultural elements, the worshipers can appreciate the warm, personal loving-kindness and compassion of God; through beautiful worship, the spirits of the worshipers are connected to the divine Spirit that makes us live by building affinity and solidarity with others. Kaleidoscope worship creating kaleidoscope beauty by using different cultural elements of worship from different racial and ethnic groups can be appreciated by all worshipers in many different ways and eventually configure the beauty of a shared identity with others in the Spirit of God.  More precisely, by sharing cultural elements in worship, worshipers also share others’ suffering and pain and a common vision for the community and for the larger world beyond individual racial and ethnic groups’ vested interests.  Through kaleidoscope worship, we experience that God is beautiful (benevolent) for us and are inspired to be beautiful for others.

My description of the beauty of kaleidoscope worship can be illustrated by music, too.  I think that the song, “Stand by Me: Playing for Change, Song around the World”  (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Us-TVg40ExM ), is insightful for worship leaders to imagine how they can prepare a culturally integrated worship service as the beauty of a kaleidoscope.  Based on the imagination evoked from the beauty of kaleidoscope, I have designed many worship services.  One of them was for the annual conference of the Academy of Homiletics a few years ago.  The service was multilingual (English, Spanish, Korean, Chinese, and Dutch), and members of the Academy appreciated the service, though the majority of the members were European Americans.  The order of the service is posted in the course home page of Canvas for your information (unfortunately, the service was not videotaped).  In ClassNotes #6, I will share with you more examples of the kaleidoscope worship and some ideas in relation to liturgical components.      
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