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Iran is a multi-ethnic society. The quality and quantity of relationships between ethnic groups can be
regarded as one of the crucial aspects of its integration and cohesion. This paper argues that cultural
relationships and exchange of ideas and values among various ethnic groups in Iran gradually leads to
the formation of universal values, norms and the broadening of an intellectual viewpoint. This paper
reports the results of a survey study conducted on eight ethnic groups in Iran. It illustrates that cultural
relationships between ethnic groups promote universalism amongst different ethnic minorities. This
study examines the hypothesis that “an increase of inter-ethnic cultural relationships leads to the
development of universalism”. Meanwhile, discrimination and ethnocentrism will be especially regarded
as prerequisites for establishing inter-ethnic cultural relationships.
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INTRODUCTION

Iran is a multi-ethnic society. Ethnicity in Iran is mainly
determined culturally, the quality and quantity of inter-
ethnic relationships; on the other hand, can be regarded
as crucial to its integration and cohesion and the other
conflicts of interest between ethnic groups. In fact, the
concept of social conflict is of vital importance for an
understanding of social relations. In other words, social
conflict increases rather than decrease in the adaptation
or adjustment of particular social relationships (Coser,
1956). The power-based relationship entails power and

authority, as in disputes and conflicts among members of
the ethnic group. In multi-ethnic societies, the relation
between interpersonal or “intra-ethnic” and inter-group or
“inter-ethnic” relationships is a major indicator of
assessing the degree of permeability of intraethnic
territories and acceptance of the ethnic by the national
community. It is evident that the more permeable the
inter-ethnic territories are, the more tolerant the ethnic
groups will be with each other. As a result, there will be
more ways to relate the ethnic society with the societal
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community, while conflict approach has different
conceptualization of multi-ethnic societies. It is believed
that order conflicts two sides of the issue of cohesion.
Conflict can play dual role in each- society: functional or
dysfunctional, depending on social structure and toleance
and institutionalization of conflict in it. In a multi-cultural
and multi-ethnic society, the concept of social integration
and cohesion is of foremost importance. It is based on
the commitment of people toward the main society (Reitz,
2009). Integration refers to the society's ability in
adjusting the common goals as well as the preparation of
the requirements for fulfilling them. However, social
cohesion deals with the people's participation in
fundamental organizations of society and how they
experience the concept of satisfaction. The terms “sense
of belonging” and “participation” are among the
constituents of the multi-dimensional concept of
integration. Social inclusion is one of the major
requirements of social order in contemporary communities
(Parsons, 1977; Munch, 1988).

The inter-group or inter-ethnic relationships pave the
way for this social inclusion. According to Parson's
concept model, the social inter-group relationship is
classified into four major dimensions: exchange, power,
community, and dialogue. This paper aims to demonstrate
that these relationships, especially the dialogue-based
ones, result in widening the scope of ethical actions, the
standards of society norms, generalizing the people's
emotional attachments and commitment to other ethnic
groups. These are the objective conditions which result in
strengthening universalism in society. Universalism, in
return makes the subjective condition for the people's
inclusion in inter-group relationships especially cultural
ones, in general. The previous studies have illustrated
that the separation of ethnic minorities from the society
decreases their trust and sense of belonging on one hand
and intensifies the feeling of exclusion among them on
the other (Soroka et al., 2007). It is expected that with the
strengthening of the four social relationships, especially
inter-ethnic cultural ones, necessary conditions will be
provided for commitment and respecting social norms
and general social rules or “universalism”. The intra-ethnic
relations, on the other hand, strengthen “particularism”.
However, ethnocentrism usually develops a feeling of
ethnic superiority and disgrace of the other ethnic groups,
which is a major barrier to the creation of inter-ethnic
relations and also especially to acculturation among
different ethnic groups. Ethnocentrism provides subjective
grounds for ethnic discrimination and conflict. It plays a
major role in understanding intra-group tendencies and
inter-group relationships (Neuliep and Mc Croskey, 1997:
385). The ethnocentric approach only accepts its own
viewpoint toward the world (Carignan et al., 2005: 3);
some researchers consider it as “the barrier to the
establishment of ethnic-cultural sphere” (ibid).

Equality is also regarded as a critical variable for

integration. According to Dion et al. (2009), prejudice is a
cognitive tensional motive. Thus, discrimination has a
negative relation with the emotional indicators of well-
being which includes social inclusion, trust in people
other than friends and relatives and overall life
satisfaction (ibid:84). It has also been proved that the
increased ethnic belonging decreases the individual's
sense of belonging to the larger society (Canada) and
trust in others (ibid).

Some scholars believed that the need to redefine
“Iranianness” by emphasize on citizenship and rights
rather than ethno-linguistic criteria (Touhidi, 2009, 320).

This paper intends to assess the effect of inter-ethnic
cultural relationships on universalism among Iranian
ethnic groups by relying on the results of an inter-ethnic
survey conducted during 2000 to 2001.

Ethnicity and inter-ethnic relationships

Ethnic groups are nowadays identified with their cultural
similarities rather than their physical characteristics,
although there is doubt about the existence of a common
culture in an ethnic group especially in modern societies
(Tamney, 1995). There are different definitions of
ethnicity. Some maintain that ethnicity or ethnic group
refers to a group in a larger society with a real or
imaginary common ancestry and memories of the past
while enjoying a cultural focus on one or several symbolic
elements such as language or religion as the defining
features of their identity (Burgess, 1986; Ahmadi, 2003).
The crucial fact is that the members of an ethnic group
are aware of their sense of belonging to the group; an
awareness that is based on their imagination of others. In
other words, for the ethnic group, the concept of “us” will
be understood with reference to the concept of “them”.
The members of an ethnic group consist of people who
consider themselves like each other due to their common
ancestry, either real or imaginary. This is recognized by
non-members, too (Ringer and Lawless, 1989: 1).
Therefore, the ethnic groups are constantly surrounded
by two sets of dynamic forces: a set of internal forces
leading to the stability and firmness of “we-ness”, and a
set of external forces leading to the establishment and
identification of “they-ness”. Thus, the ethnic groups are
neither completely autonomous nor self-sufficient entities,
but they are a part of a larger social system which has
affected and shaped them. Based on this definition, eight
ethnic groups, namely, Balouch, Turk, Turkman, Talesh,
Fars, Arab, Lor and Kord are the major Iranian ethnic
groups. Having a special cultural identity, they enjoy
common cultural attributes as members of the society of
Iran.

The concept of willingness to communicate (WTC) was
first developed by McCroskey and Baer (1985). It is
defined as the individual’'s tendency to start



communication with other people when he/she is free to
do so (McCroskey and Richmond, 1990). Due to this,
intercultural willingness to communicate (IWTC) was
conceptualized by Kassing (1997) as “one’s predisposition
to initiate intercultural communication encounters” (p.
400).

As Rietz (2009: 21) explained that membership in ethnic
groups can affect the people's attachment to society in
two ways. First, the existence of a separate ethnic
community affects common values, social commitments,
and relationship among the social groups; it also
differentiates these groups from the main community.
Second, the ethnic groups' experience of inequality
among members of ethnic groups prevents their
participation in social common activities.

One of the proposed strategies to reduce the problem
of ethnic separation and establishing modern social order
is social inclusion. Social inclusion is closely related to
the process of social modernization and differentiation. In
the process of inclusion, social actors have the
opportunity to establish a relationship and interact with
each other and different groups and communities join
each other. With the formation of common and
overlapping memberships, groups and communities
connect with each other and form a societal or universal
community. Through the inclusion of groups in the total,
“We” (the universal community), the grounds are
provided for prioritizing the social identity over other
group identities (minor “We's”) such as family,
neighbourhood, local, linguistic, ethnic and organizational
identity, etc. Furthermore, social inclusion paves the way
for expanding reciprocal social trust, and therefore, social
interactions will prevail in the society more extensively
and easily with a universal orientation (Chalabi, 1998: 29-
30).

Regarding the different criteria suggested for
integration, Kimlicka, in a study of multiculturalism,
mentioned the following: acceptance of national identity,
participation in national institutes, learning the formal
language, and making friendships with other ethnic
groups (Reitz, 2009).

One of the essential elements of social integration is
increasing of network social relations. In the context of
the social capital, the term “social network” refers to
social connections between entities like people or groups.
The theory of “weak ties” focuses on the relational aspect
of the social capital. Social networks are classified
according to different criteria: their level of formality,
strength and diversity, horizontal/vertical, formal/informal,
weak/strong, bridging/bonding and linking networks. The
recent distinction between bonding/bridging social capital
(Gittel and Vidal, 1998; Narayan, 1999; Putnam, 2000)
refers to networks formed based on similarities among
people such as age, ethnicity, education, etc. Bonding
networks are concerned with negative aspects such as
localism, exclusion and mistrust of outsiders (Portes and
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Landolt, 1996; Portes, 1998). In contrast, bridging social
capital has to do with diversities and connections among
social groups. As Putnam (2000) states, “bridging social
capital can generate border identities and reciprocity,
whereas bonding social capital bolsters our narrow
selves” (p. 23). Bonding and bridging networks are used
synonymously with strong and weak ties. “Weak ties” and
bridging network are based on the socio-cultural
differences among the members of the network while
strong ties and bonding network are based on the
similarities. In the context of social capital, the inter-ethnic
relations are those of the weak ties and bridging, dealing
with the social integration and inclusion.

By inter-ethnic relationship means social relations
between members of two or several ethnic groups. This
kind of relationship is an integrated set of meaningful
actions in a specific context (Weber, 1978: 27). According
to Weberian approach which is the foundation of the
definition of social relations in this study, every actor
takes into consideration other's actions while performing
an action. Although social relations entail the fact that the
probable meanings of the actions must be
understandable for the actors, the people involved might
not have the same understanding. If social relation is
considered as a set of meaningful social actions,
considering the AGIL schema (Parsons) as a model for
differentiating various kinds of meaningful actions, it can
be concluded that there exist four different social
relationships. Social relationships can be used for
studying inter-ethnic relationships among members of the
ethnic groups. Chalabi, as a neo-Parsonian figure in Iran,
puts forth a schema for social relationships consisting of
four aspects that correspond to AGIL, as follows: (A)
exchange-based relationships, (G) power-based
relationships, (1) community-based relationships and (L)
dialogue-based relationships (Chalabi, 1998: 18). While
the exchange-based relationship is economic and
financial by nature, such as establishing business
transactions among members of the ethnic groups, the
dialogue-based relationship is based on thought, like
exchanging views among ethnic group members. The
community-based relationship deals with feelings and
emotions such as friendship and companionship among
members of the ethnic groups. Finally, the power-based
relationship entails power and authority, as in disputes
and conflicts among members of the ethnic group (lbid).
Figure 1 shows the four social relations.

In this study, the dialogue-based relationship among
ethnic groups will be examined. Any increase in this
relation will expand the scope of the action. It will also
result in the integration of the society by strengthening
friendship and reconciliation. It is expected that it will
intensify universalistic orientations. Cultural relationships
between ethnic groups and their effects on the social
inclusion and integration can be examined by using
indicators such as density, frequency, generality, intensity,
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Figure 1. Chalabi’s classification of social relationships.

symmetry and diversity of the groups. Due to data
limitation, three indicators have been chosen: generality,
intensity and symmetry. Generality of the inter-ethnic
cultural relationships demonstrates the expansion of
relationship or the percentage of the people involved in
relationship in any ethnic group. Intensity of the inter-
ethnic cultural relationships indicates frequency of the
relationship. The symmetry of inter-ethnic cultural
relationships denotes reciprocal of the relationships
among ethnic groups.

Universalism

The concept of universalism as a form of action
orientation contrasts with that of particularism. Parsons
has used this contrast along with some pattern variables
to make modernity understood. He maintains that
modernization, especially in the political sphere, requires
the superiority of universal norms over particular ones,
which in turn necessitates social differentiation.
Universalism is a kind of value orientation. Value
orientation, according to Parsons, refers to those aspects
of the actor's tendencies that bind him to obey norms,
standards and certain criteria for “selection” in a specific
situation, a situation selected by the individual among
different “goals” and “means” (Parsons and Shills, 1951:
150). National or universal criteria and norms are
preferred over ethnic or particularistic ones in universal
value orientation. In other words, universalism indicates
the individual's tendency and commitment toward
obeying universalism. Particularism, according to
Parsons, is “a need disposition on the part of actor to be
guided by criteria of choice particular to his own and the
object’'s position in an object-relationship system rather
than by criteria defined in generalized terms” (ibid: 82).
The controversy between ethical universalism and
relativism focuses on the debate between ethics and
culture which is not a new issue and dates back to Plato.
Post-modernists have also rejected pure particularism
and are sensitive toward regarding diversities. Social
policy is concerned with combining universalism with
particularism, equality with diversity and empowerment
with treatment. Babilar and Wallerstein (1991) and

Robertson (1992) also point out dichotomies such as

universal/local, national/international, and universalism

particularism in the context of globalization. Robertson’s
conception of globalization requires attention on the two
aspects of particularism and difference as well as
universalism and  similarity. Universalism  and
particularism are coexistent and interrelated. They offer
an interpretative framework to understand the structure
and different meanings of actions in multi-cultural
societies and international atmospheres (Georgiou, 2005:
485).

Ethnocentrism

Ethnocentrism means to have a tendency toward
considering the mental and behavioural ways of one's
own group as universal criteria. Two aspects can be
considered for this concept: first, the individual's
tendency toward the in-group members: in the case of
strong ethnocentrism, the individual will assume his own
group as being better and more superior, and his own
group values as universal. The second aspect of
ethnocentrism is the individual's tendency toward the out-
group members: in the case of strong ethnocentrism, the
individual will regard outsiders as inferior, reject their
values and try to maintain social distance from them (
Gudykunst, 1994: 77). The crucial fact concerning
ethnocentrism is the belief in the insider’s superiority and
excellence, which in turn entails considering outsiders as
inferior. An ethnocentric will always prefer his/her own
group and judge in favour of its members. According to
Somner quoted in Neuliep and Mc Croskey (1997: 385),
ethnocentrism always accompanies a feeling of optimism
and pride toward the insiders and that of pessimism and
inferiority toward the others. However, a pessimistic view
toward others might encompass majority of the people,
“‘most people do not like others and they show a feeling
of fear and hostility toward them” (ibid). This attribute of
ethnocentrism which always prefers the insider and
judges it in his favour, results from stereotypes. These
stereotypes allow the members of a group to judge about
other people even with very little information (Hammond
and Axelrod, 2005: 4). Ethnocentric behaviours often



occur due to the focus on the ethnic identity features
such as language, dialect and religion which are the
common heritage of the ethnic groups. These features
demonstrate the symbolic and cultural borders of the
ethnic groups. Thus, ethnocentrism helps the group’s
continuity by increasing integration, conformity,
cooperation and loyalty (ibid: 86), although it reduces the
inter-group cooperation (ibid: 82). As some researchers
maintain, in ethnocentric groups, the people of the other
groups are dehumanized (Navarrete and Fessler, 2006:
1). Bandura (1991) emphasizes that this dehumanization
paves the way for taking violent actions toward other
groups. Consequently, although ethnocentrism
strengthens the loyalty and intra-ethnic relationships, it
will weaken the relationship and coexistence of ethnic
groups. Ethnocentrism and cultural distance are among
the major barriers in the inter-cultural relationships. They
will lead to contrast which brings forth negative
stereotypes (Triandis, 1985: 378).

The result earlier demonstrated that ethnocentrism
hinders intercultural communication (Arasaratnam and
Banerjee, 2011; Goldstein and Kim, 2006) and a person’s
level of ethnocentrism that plays the strongest factor in
intercultural interactions (Hosseini et al., 2016).

Intra-ethnic relationships

As with inter-ethnic relationships, intra-ethnic relationships
are divided into four major kinds: exchange, power,
community and dialogue (Chalabi, 1998). In the literature
cross-cultural study, the polarization “inter-ethnic-intra-
ethnic” is well paid attention to. While the intra-ethnic
relationships are more dependent on the self's identity
and originates from one’s personal experiences, the inter-
ethnic relationships are mostly based on the ethnic
identities and originates from people’s membership in the
ethnic group. In this study, the cultural interpersonal or
intra-ethnic relationships are limited to those of the
relatives, friends, and neighbours. The purpose is to
focus on the connection between inter-ethnic relationships
with intra-ethnic ones. Dion and Phan (2009) have
proposed a typology of attachments relationships based
on attachment to the ethnic group and the wider society.
By cross-classifying the two dimensions of minority and
majority group orientations, four strategies of acculturation
are proposed: (1) integration when the individual is
oriented to the ethnic culture and to the larger society; (2)
assimilation when orientation is towards the dominant
society or culture; (3) separation when orientation is only
towards the ethnic group; (4) marginalization when
orientation is towards neither. This bi-dimensional model
can be diagrammed as shown in Figure 2.

Ethnic injustice

Ethnic injustice is usually defined as differential behaviour
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with others because of their ethnicity and ignoring the
equal opportunity for the members of an ethnic group to
have access to the valuable assets of a society like
occupation, education, income, power and prestige
(Turner, 1993: 24). The indicator of ethnic justice is to
distribute the social valuable assets equally among the
different ethnic groups. In this context, the feeling of
ethnic justice means the members’ positive evaluation of
the distribution of social valuable assets and facilities
among different ethnic groups. This justice evaluation
occurs in the process of social comparison and every
individual will compare social utilities of his/her ethnic
group with those of others. The reference group plays a
major role in the justice evaluation. According to different
studies, an experience of ethnic discrimination
strengthens the boundary and the ethnic integration. Dion
and Phan (2009: 84) have examined the effect of
discrimination on social inclusion and ethnic group
belonging.

Hypothesis

Inter-ethnic cultural relationships increase universalism
among ethnic groups whereas ethnic discrimination and
ethnocentrism weaken universalism and inter-cultural
relationships. Therefore, relationships among the four
variables can be diagrammed as shown in the diagram of
four hypotheses proposed including (Figure 3):

(1) Inter-ethnic cultural relationships increase universalism
in ethnic groups,

(2) Discrimination weaken inter-cultural relationships,

(3) Ethnocentrism weaken inter-cultural relationships, and
(4) Discrimination and ethnocentrism are related together.

However, regarding various patterns of intra-ethnic and
inter-ethnic relationships (the main four kinds), a question
can be answered that “what typology of intra-ethnic and
inter-ethnic relationships does prevail among Iranian
ethnic groups”? Figure 4 indicates the typology of intra-
ethnic and inter-ethnic (national) relational tendencies.

METHODOLOGY
Population and research sample

The data for this study were collected from a survey conducted in
the ethnic regions of Iran in 2000-2001. The sample includes 18
year-olds plus residing in the ethnic regions under study: they
belonged to the eight ethnic groups (Turk, Kord, Lor, Arab, Fars,
Balouch, Turkman and Talesh).

There were no national censuses indicating the population types,
geographical distribution, political, socio-economic, and linguistic
situations in various ethnic environments in Iran and no reliable
figures about the sizes of ethnic minorities in Iran (Amanolahi,
2005: 37; Tohidi, 2009, 299).

Four thousand and two subjects were selected following random
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Dimension 1: Attachment to the ethnic group
Parameter
Weak Strong
. . . Weak Mainstream Pluralist
Dimension 2: Attachment to larger society - -
Strong Marginalized Ethnic

Figure 2. Typology of attachments to ethnic groups (Dion and Phan, 2009: 92).
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Figure 3. Analytic model.
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Figure 4. Typology of relational ethnic/national tendencies.

two-cluster sampling in thirty- ethnic-regions of Iran. Table 1
indicated distribution of sample in thirty-region (city) ethnic groups
that have located in fifteen provinces. Select sample includes two
stages: the first stage was selection thirty cities that including
centres of each ethnic group. The second was distribution of
sample in city proportional to size each ethnicity in the city. As
shown in Table 1, the ratio of ethnic group in the city was
considered in ratio of every group in the sampling.

Data collection instrument

The questionnaire was the instrument of the study. The subjects
answered the questionnaire personally.

Scale

The study focuses on five variables, namely, inter-ethnic cultural
relationships, intra-ethnic cultural relationships, ethnocentrism,
ethnic discrimination, and universalism. They were measured as the
following. The inter-ethnic cultural relationships were measured by
the question “how much do you consult with the other ethnic
groups?” The statistics concerning the inter-ethnic cultural

relationships were calculated based on the scale of 0 to 365"
Three indices were formulated on the basis of the question as
follows:

(1) Generality index (Gl): Generality of inter-ethnic relationships
equals the percentage of group A respondents who have cultural
relationship with group B.

(2) Intensity index (Il): Intensity of inter-ethnic relationships equals
the average relationship of group A members with the members of
other ethnic groups.

() Symmetry index (Sl): Symmetry of inter-ethnic relationships
equals reciprocal relationship of group A members with that of other
ethnic groups. Reciprocity equals difference of intensity of A-B
relationship compared to intensity of B-A relationship.

Intra-ethnic cultural relationships
This kind of relationship was measured by “the degree of

consultation and group discussion among relatives, friends, and
neighbours” by asking three questions.

'Answer "no" equal to 0, "annual" is equivalent to 1, "monthly" about 12,
"Weekly" = 52 and "Daily" was the equivalent of 365 days and statistics for
inter-ethnic relations in terms of scale of 0 to 365 days a year respectively.
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Table 1. Ethnic ratio in urban areas of sampling (2001 Population Statistics of the Statistical Center of Iran).

Ethnic groups (%)

Province Cit Population*
v "y pulat Baluch Turk turkaman Talesh Arab Fars Kord Lor etc
East Azarbyjan Tabriz 1378935 - 80 - - - 15 - - 5
. Mahabad 133324 - 55 - - - 10 30 - 10
West Azarbyjan .
Oromieh 577307 - - - - - - 98 - 2
. Ardabil 412669 - 85 - - - 10 - - 5
Ardabil
Parsabad 81782 - 85 - - - 10 - - 5
Zanjan Zanjan 341801 - 70 - - - 25 - - 5
Ahvaz 969843 - - - - 65 15 5 15
Khozestan Shadgan 48642 - - - - 85 10 5
Izeh 103695 - - - - 75 10 10 5
. Iranshahr 99496 90 - - - - - - - 10
Sistan Khash 56683 90 - - - - - .- 10
Baluchestan
Zahedan 552706 65 - - - - 30 - - 5
Bandar Torkaman 45045 5 - 85 - - - - - 10
Golestan Aghghala 27402 - - 80 - - - - - 20
Ghonbad 411522 - - 85 - - - - - 10
Khoramabad 328544 - - - - - - - 85 15
Lorestan Borojerd 229541 - - - - - - - 85 15
Kohdasht 85519 - - - - - - - 95 5
Dehdasht 49995 - - - - - - - 95 5
Chaharmahal Frsan 38422 ; - - ; - - - 90 10
Tavalesh 260535 - - - 80 - - - - 80
Gilan Masal 48929 - - - 75 - - - - 15
Rezvanshahr 19221 - - - 68 - 25 - - 7
Kermanshah 784602 - - - - - - 70 - 30
Kermanshah Paveh 61918 - - - - - - 80 20
Islamabad 215392 - - - - - - 85 15
Kordestan Sannadaj 311446 - - - - - 25 60 - 15
Saghez 131349 - - - - - - 85 - 15
Fars Noorabadmamasani 51668 - - - - - 80 - - 20
Isfahan Isfahan 1583609 - - - - - 70 - 15 15
Total 7806265 - - - - - - - - -
Ratio ethnic population in total - 9.6 30 6.3 4.2 144 209 284 29.7 -

Ratio ethnic sample - 6.7 32.6 2.5 2.6 51 172 17.1 16.2 -
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Ethnocentrism

This variable involved eight items, including: evaluating the ethnic
language as the best one, respect for one's own ethnic group,
superiority of ethnic intelligence, and ceremonies over other ethnic
groups.

Ethnic discrimination

This variable was measured by five indicators dealing with the
evaluation of discriminatory distribution of social facilities, industrial
capitalization like establishing factories, animal husbandry and
agricultural capitalization, educational capitalization such as
establishing schools and universities, hygienic capitalization such
as establishing hospitals and clinics, welfare and developmental
capitalization like construction of streets and roads.

Universalism

This was assessed by asking five questions which entailed
dilemmas of making a universal vs. particular decision such as, the
situation of a police officer issuing a fine for an offender, a
watchman at the examination session who ignores the student’s
infringement, etc. In every situation, universalism was assessed
based on the preference of legal rules over ethnic expectations and
considerations.

Validity and reliability

Formal validity of measures was assessed by research team.
Reliability of measures was calculated by Cronbach alpha
coefficient. The coefficients for universalism, ethnocentrism and
ethnic discrimination are 0.86, 0.85 and 0.73, respectively.

Data limitation

The necessity of two-level analysis (individual/ethnicity) led to
limitation among the possible measures of intra-ethnic relationships
consisting of generality, intensity and symmetry.

Statistical analysis

Ethnic groups were regarded as the unit of analysis for the inter-
ethnic relationships. To describe the data, frequencies and cross-
tabulation with means and standard division were used. Also, for
testing the hypotheses, Pearson correlation coefficients and multi-
variants regression were applied.

The relationships between the variables were considered
according to the data for the eight ethnic groups. Since, all the data
concerning these ethnic groups were put into analysis; there is no
report for the p-value and thus no place for statistical
generalization. All the data for universalism, ethnocentrism and
feeling ethnic justice were considered as attributions which are
analysable at the level of both the individual and the ethnic group.
This study focused on the individuals' level while separating ethnic
groups from each other. But, the relational data were only
analysable at the level of ethnic group. Thus, following the index
construction phase, the theoretical model of the relationships
among variables was analysed at the ethnic group level.

FINDINGS

The sample comprised 4002 respondents residing in 31
ethnic regions in Iran. Fifty-five percent of the sample
was male; the rest were female. Their average age was
34.6 and the median of their education was senior high
school. Also, 46.9% were employed, 9.6% unemployed,
4.6% retired, 12.4% students (school or university) and
26.5% housewives. The percentage of their ethnic groups
was as follows: 32.87% Turks, 6.6% Balouch, 2.5%
Turkman, 2.5% Talesh, 5% Arab, 17.4% Fras, 16% Kord
and 16.2% Lor. As for their religion, all respondents were
Muslims, with 78.7% Shiites and 21.3% Sunnites.

Inter-ethnic and intra-ethnic cultural relationships
among Iranian ethnic groups

Table 2 illustrates three indexes of inter-ethnic cultural
relationships among Iranian ethnic groups.

Table 2 indicates the generality and intensity of cultural
relationships are maximum for the Talesh ethnic group
and minimum for the Turks, respectively. Moreover, the
symmetry of the cultural relationships is maximum for the
Turks and minimum for the Talesh.

Table 3 includes the results of intra-ethnic cultural
relations of the subjects with their relatives, friends, and
neighbours in all the eight ethnic groups. The average
cultural relationship is the maximum for the friends and
minimum for the neighbours, respectively.

Comparison of intensity of inter/intra-ethnic cultural
relationships among ethnic groups

As shown in Figure 5, there is a remarkable superiority of
the intra-ethnic relationships over the inter-ethnic ones
among all the ethnic groups. This superiority is maximum
for the Arabs.

As stated previously, different typologies were derived
from the combination of inter-ethnic relationships with the
intra-ethnic ones, each of which can have different effects
on universalistic tendencies in social interaction. Hence,
the index of ethnic relationship was divided into three
categories: weak, average, and strong. An examination of
the inter/intra-ethnic relationships shows two relational
patterns: it means that Turk, Balouch, Fars, Turkman and
Kord ethnic groups have both weak inter- and intra-ethnic
relationships, while Talesh, Arab, and Lor ethnic groups
have weak inter-ethnic and medium intra-ethnic
relationships. In other words, the intra-ethnic cultural
interaction of Balouch, Arab, and Lor are more than those
of other groups. As mentioned earlier, Phan and Berton
(2009) suggested a typology of attachment including four
patterns. The results of the present study indicate that
only two patterns are observed in the Iranians’
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Table 2. Indexes of inter-ethnic cultural relationships in Iran.

Ethnic group Generality* Intensity** Symmetry***
TURK 13 12 67
BALOUCH 19 27 15
TURKAMAN 29 20 30
TALESH 33 35 14
ARAB 13 26 27
FARS 16 16 17
KORD 23 27 63

LOR 17 22 59
TOTAL 20.3 23.1 36.5

*Generality equals of percentage of each ethnic group’s respondents who have cultural relationship
with another group. **Intensity equals the average relationship of each ethnic members with the
members of other ethnic groups. ***Symmetry of inter-ethnic relationships equals reciprocal
relationship of each group members with that of other ethnic groups.

Table 3. Intra-ethnic cultural relationships in all eight Iranian ethnic groups.

77

Kind of No. of valid Valid percentage (relationship) Statistics

relationship responses Daily Weekly Monthly Annually Never Mean* SD
Kinship 3979 251 23.3 26.7 12 12.9 107 150
Friends 3979 27.1 221 23 10.8 16.4 115 156
Neighbors 3974 16.8 14.6 19.4 14.5 34.8 71 133

*0-t0-365 scale intra ethnic relationship.
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Figure 5. Intensity of inter/intra-ethnic relationship among Iranian ethnic groups.
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Table 4. Typology of inter/intra-ethnic groups in Iran.

Inter-ethnic relations

Intra-ethnic relations

Weak* Medium** Strong***
Weak* TURK/BALOUCH/FARS TALESH/ARAB/LOR -
Medium** KORD/TURKAMAN - -
Strong *** - - -

*Weak Figures on a 0 to122, ** Medium Figures on a 123 to 245 and ***Strong Figures on a up to 245 index.

Table 5. Discrimination and ethnocentrism in Iran.

Ethnicity No. of valid Figures/Ethnocentrism No. of valid Figures/Discrimination
responses Mean* SD responses Mean** SD
TURK 1165 66 21 1278 43 25
BALOUCH 246 69 22 264 40 31
TURKAMAN 96 63 20 98 35 35
TALESH 102 63 21 102 42 23
ARAB 196 53 23 199 44 31
FARS 659 56 24 675 50 31
KORD 668 59 22 667 29 22
LOR 637 66 21 636 34 23
Total 3769 63 22 3919 40 27

*/**Ethnocentrism and discrimination index are 0 to100 scale

relationship: ethnic and marginalized patterns (Table 4).

Ethnocentrism and discrimination

Discrimination increases ethnocentrism and hinders inter-
ethnic relationships. The mean and standard deviation of
these two variables can be observed in Table 5.

The overall average point of discrimination is 60, the
minimum and maximum of this average point is 29 and
50 for the Kord and Fars, respectively. Discrimination is
more than the average for all the ethnic groups, except
for the Fars obtaining the average 50. This is an evidence
for the dominance of discrimination in Iran. For
ethnocentrism, the average is 63 for all the respondents
and all the ethnic groups obtained more than average
with the Arabs having the minimum '53" and the Balouch
having the maximum, 69. Although, in general, the
ethnocentrism dispersion for all the respondents was low
(22), the minimum belonged to the Turkmans (20), and
the maximum to the Fars (24).

Universalism
The results of measuring universalism among Iranian

ethnic groups (Table 6) show that the total mean is 64.
However, the maximum universalism is for the Turkman

is 58 and the minimum for the Talesh is 78.

Correlations between variables

Table 7 shows the correlations between “universalism” as
the  dependent  variable, “discrimination”  and
“ethnocentrism” as intermediate variables and the three
aspects of “generality”, “intensity” and “symmetry” of
ethnic-cultural relationships as independent variables.
Comparing the correlation coefficients indicates that
“‘generality” and “intensity” correlate with universalism
more than symmetry with universalism. Moreover, the
obtained correlation shows that “ethnic discrimination”
decreases generality, intensity, and symmetry of cultural
relationships.

However, ethnocentrism decreases in the intensity of
cultural relationships whereas unexpectedly increases
generality and symmetry of the relations. After controlling
the variable of discrimination statistically, it was observed
that ethnocentrism correlated with the intensity of inter-
ethnic cultural relationships (-0.15). It seems that the
unexpected relationship between ethnocentrism and
inter-ethnic cultural relationships is due to some outlier
data. However, the hypothesis was confirmed by stronger
correlation coefficients in a secondary analysis of the
same data (Yousofi and Asgharpoor, 2008) in which the
outlier data were omitted from the calculation. In other



Table 6. Universalism in ethnic groups.
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Ethnicity No. of valid responses Mean* SD Percentiles 25 Percentiles 50 Percentiles 75
TURK 1270 65 27 45 70 85
BALOUCH 261 60 25 45 65 75
TURKAMAN 97 58 25 40 69 75
TALESH 101 74 21 60 75 90
ARAB 199 60 21 50 60 75
FARS 689 62 22 50 65 80
KORD 638 64 23 50 65 80
LOR 628 69 26 50 70 90
Total 3883 64 25 50 65 85
*Figures on a 0 t0100 scale universalism.
Table 7. The correlation* of dependent, independent and intermediary variables.
Correlation Generality Intensity Symmetry
Universalism 0.41 0.40 0.14
Discrimination -0.38 -0. 27 -0.53
Ethnocentrism 0.17 -0.06 0.13
Ethnocentrism with controlling discrimination -0.06 -0.15 -0.03

*Pearson correlation between -1 to +1. All the data concerning these ethnic groups were put into analysis, there is no report for the p-value and
thus no place for statistical generalization. All the data for universalism, ethnocentrism and feeling ethnic justice were considered as attributions
which are analyzable at the level of both the individual and the ethnic group.

words, as was theoretically predicted, ethnocentrism
reduced the intensity and generality of the inter-ethnic
cultural relationships.

The simultaneous effect of generality, intensity and
symmetry of inter-ethnic cultural relationships on
universalism is shown in Figure 6 using multi-variants
regression.

The intensity (beta=0.44), symmetry (beta=0.39), and
generality (beta=0.21) of inter-ethnic cultural relationships
have positive effect on universalism. These three
variables  simultaneously  correlate  (0.55)  with
universalism, thus explaining 31% (Rz) of its variations. In
addition, the effect of discrimination on symmetry,
generality and intensity of inter-ethnic cultural relation-
ships shows that more people regard the distribution of
opportunities for all ethnic groups unfair, the less will be
the symmetry, generality and intensity of inter-ethnic
cultural relationships. Also, negative beta (-0.16) shows
that ethnocentrism has a negative effect on the intensity
of inter-ethnic  cultural relationships.  Moreover,
ethnocentrism and discrimination reinforce one another.

DISCUSSION

In the multi-ethnic Iranian community, the proportion of
inter-ethnic relationships with intra-ethnic relationships is

a major component of integration. As earlier mentioned,
there are four potentialities to inter-ethnic relationship:
exchange-based, power-based, community-based and
dialogue-based relationships (Chalabi, 1998). In this
article, dialogue-based relationship that is based on
thought and exchanging views among ethnic group
members were considered. The results of the
comparative survey of the eight Iranian ethnic groups
showed that the generality, intensity and symmetry of the
inter-ethnic cultural relationships are generally low,
although they were higher or lower for some ethnic pairs.
Generality, intensity and symmetry of the relations are
respectively 20.3, 23.1 and 36.5 on a 0 to 100 scale
(Table 2). Therefore, in Iran the capacity of exchange
view between ethnic group is low.

The typology of inter-ethnic and intra-ethnic relation-
ships in Iran indicates a similarity in pattern among
Iranian ethnic groups denoting a weak relationship
among all eight ethnic groups. However, regarding intra-
ethnic relationships, two patterns are observed: a weak
intra-ethnic relationship for Turk, Balouch, Fars, Turkman
and Kord ethnic groups and a stronger relationship for
the Lor, Talesh and Arab ethnic groups. According to
Dion and Phan (2009), fourfold integration pattern, two
ethnic and marginalized patterns exist in Iran. It seems
that these two are not appropriate patterns for integration
and show weakness in the two aspects of social capital,
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Figure 6. Model of multivariate effective factors on universalism. *Beta coefficient.

namely bridging and linking. Thus, weak ties among
Iranian ethnic groups are not observed.

According to the five measures of universalism, the
total mean of universalism in Iranian ethnic groups is 64
(0O to 100 scale), and no ethnic group obtained an
average less than 58; whereas dispersion of universalism
is high among ethnic groups. As mentioned in the
research hypothesis that inter-ethnic cultural relationships
strengthen universalism, the regression model confirmed
that the more the intensity, generality and symmetry of
cultural relationships among ethnic groups, the stronger
their universalism. In other words, the dialogue-based
tendencies among ethnic groups intensify relational and
normative capacities. An increase in universalism will
usually strengthen the tendency toward inter-ethnic
(cultural) relationships.

On the other hand, discrimination is an important
indicator of inter-ethnic trust and social inclusion (Reitz,
2009). This study shows that discrimination in the
distribution of opportunities among ethnic groups
decreases inter-cultural relationships. In addition,
ethnocentrisms along with discrimination also contribute
to weakening ethnic relationships. There is no doubt that
a major part of qualities and quantities of inter-ethnic
relationships results from the people's ethnocentrism as
well as their negative or positive prejudgements toward
each other. Moreover, a decrease in inter-ethnic
relationships intensifies prejudgment and ethnocentrism.
Generally, ethnocentrism is high for all the country's
ethnic groups and vyields a negative effect on inter-
cultural relationships.

The results of the correlation analysis of ethnocentrism
and inter-ethnic cultural relationships show that
ethnocentrism affects the intensity and generality

relationship. Nevertheless, it seems natural that it is not
just ethnocentrism that reduces inter-ethnic relationships;
some variables such as neighbourhood and cultural
homogeneity (especially linguistic and religious ones)

also affect inter-ethnic relationships. Regarding
ethnocentrism and other similar tendencies as the major
cultural barriers for the expansion of inter-ethnic
relationships, strengthening common cultural factors can
pave the way for the required mental and intellectual
grounds in order to strengthen universalism as well as
establish and improve inter-ethnic relationships.

The results indicate different effects of social and
cultural transition in Iran. Although ethnic groups in
decision-making positions prefer the general criteria to
specific criteria including ethnic affiliation, but at the same
time high feeling of ethnocentrism and discrimination that
can be used as a communication barrier and thus
undermine the universalism.

RECOMMENDATION

Despite the political and social changes in Iran such as
popularity of social media that can reduce physical
barriers in relationships, it is important that further
research on the effect of inter-ethnic relationships on
universalistic tendencies be done. Especially, it is
necessary that the related effects such as social,
exchanges and power based relations in which there is
more potential conflicts of interest be considered.
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